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Chapter 1

Introduction

A logical formula ¢ is usually interpreted over a structure 2, which yields a truth
value indicating whether ¢ is true or false in 2. The goal of provenance analysis
is to systematically find the facts in 2 that contribute to the truth value of ¢ and
to establish how the truth value of ¢ depends on those facts. This can be done by
generalizing the interpretation of logical formulas to semirings. Instead of assigning
truth values from the semiring B = {1, T} to the literals in 2 and evaluating ¢ to
another truth value, we assign values from a fixed semiring K to the literals and
interpret o to obtain a new value [i] in K. In other words, we extend the standard
interpretations of logical formulas to semiring interpretations. Depending on the
choice of K, we can obtain additional information aside from the truth value of ¢ in
2. In particular, provenance analysis can be performed by interpreting ¢ over 2 in
specific polynomial semirings K, we will call those semirings provenance semirings.

In this thesis, we will develop semiring interpretations for the well-known temporal
logics LTL (Linear Temporal Logic) and CTL (Computation Tree Logic) as well
as the positive fragment of the dynamic logic PDL (Propositional Dynamic Logic).
These logics can be used, for instance, for verification. Given a program, we could
build a transition system from its possible states and transitions. LTL, which we will
evaluate on paths in this thesis, could be used to analyse a single run of the program.
CTL is evaluated on transition systems and could therefore be used to analyse all
possible runs of the program. PDL allows us to model multiple transitions and
combine or iterate transitions, in particular, using the positive fragment of PDL, we
could for example ask if some target state in a multi-transition system is reachable
from a starting state by iterating one specific transition type. Provenance analysis
opens up new possibilities. In this example, we could even identify the transitions
that form paths between the starting state and the target state using the transition
type we specified.

The idea to perform provenance analysis for logics originated from the field of rela-
tional databases. For a short introduction, we will summarize some results obtained
by Green, Karvounarakis and Tannen in 2007 on semirings and provenance for
databases [GKTOT7]. A relational database can be thought of as a finite set of finite
relations where each relation has an arity n and contains a set of n-tuples. Given a
database, we can interpret queries to obtain new relations, where queries are strings
of a formal language that indicate how the new relation is calculated from the in-
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put data. In practice, relations are usually depicted as tables, their tuples are the
table entries and queries can be written, for instance, in SQL (Structured Query
Language). For our simplified view on databases, we will also assume that all tuple
elements from all tuples in the database are in the same, finite domain D.

Green, Karvounarakis and Tannen introduced K -relations, where all possible tu-
ples in a relation are tagged with an element of a set K. Note that when we use

= {1, T} for K, we obtain the usual notion of relations by tagging the tuples
that are present in a relation with T and the remaining tuples with 1. However, we
could also use the natural numbers N for K and tag tuples in a relation with their
multiplicity. We notice that, with suitable operations, both B and N form the com-
mutative semirings (B, V, A, L, T) and (N, +,-,0,1). Indeed, Green, Karvounarakis
and Tannen generalized query interpretation to K-relations for any commutative
semiring (K, +,-,0,1) and argued that only commutative semirings are suitable for
this purpose.

Moreover, they presented some interesting applications of this theory. Suppose there
are two relations R and Ry in our database and we want to interpret a simple query
q, for example a join of R; and Ry chained with a projection. Interpreting ¢ yields a
new relation R as the query result. Suppose there are two distinct tuples t1,t5 € R
and a tuple t3 € Ry such that g can produce the tuple ¢ by combining ¢; with ¢3 or
to with t3 and then applying projection and assume that there is no other possibility
to obtain t. Obviously, we will have ¢t € R. If we would now like to add multiplicity
to the tuples, we would use N-relations and tag tuples with their multiplicities, for
example we could tag t; with 2, £, with 3 and ¢35 with 2. Using the generalized query
interpretation would yield an N-relation R and the tuple ¢ would be tagged with
the multiplicity 2 -2 4+ 3 - 2 = 10, which is exactly the number of ways that ¢ can be
obtained from ¢, t, and 3.

Provenance analysis can now be performed by tagging each tuple with its own unique
token. Let X be the set of all those tokens and N[X] the set of all polynomials with
coefficients in N and free variables in X. Crucially, (N[X],+,-,0,1) is a commu-
tative semiring with respect to standard polynomial addition and multiplication.
Therefore, using the example from above, we could tag t; with x, t, with y and
t3 with z so that {x,y,z} C X. Now, interpreting ¢ in N[X] would yield the tag
x-z+y-z € N[X] for the resulting tuple ¢. Clearly, this gives us an insight on the
provenance of the tuple ¢, we can see how many different ways there are to produce
t, which tuples from the input produce ¢ and even how often those tuples are used.

The last result by Green, Karvounarakis and Tannen that we will mention for now
is that they have shown their extended query interpretation to be compatible with
semiring homomorphisms. They argued that any valuation of variables in X with
elements from a commutative semiring K induces a unique semiring homomorphism
from N[X] to K, so they concluded that N[X]| is the most “general” semiring to
interpret queries. Indeed, we can see that once we have computed the provenance
polynomial x -z +y - z for ¢ in our example, all we have to do is to evaluate x, y and
z with the multiplicities 2, 3 and 2 of their corresponding tuples and the induced
homomorphism from N[X] to N would evaluate -z 4y -z to 2-2+43-2 = 10, which
is exactly the multiplicity of ¢ in our result.

Now, this approach can be adapted to first-order logic. In 2017, Gradel and Tannen
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developed a provenance analysis for full first-order logic based on semiring inter-
pretations [GT17]. To illustrate the connection between relational databases and
first-order logic, recall that first-order sentences ¢ are interpreted over structures
20 = (A, 7), where A is a universe and 7 is a set of function and relation symbols.
We restrict A to be finite and 7 to be finite and relational. Note that a function can
be viewed as a relation by using the function’s graph instead of the function itself.
Now, interpreting ¢ over 2 yields a value in B, indicating whether ¢ is true in 2 or
not.

Let R € 7 be a relation of arity n and consider an arbitrary n-tuple (aq, ..., a,)
in A. Ray...a, and —Ray...a,, are called literals and each of them is true or false
in 2. Notice the similarity between 2l and a database. If R was a relation in a
simplified database where all elements are from A, we could informally say that the
literal Ray...a, was true if the tuple (aq, ..., a,) was in R in our database and false
otherwise. An important difference is that the negative literals —Raj;...a, are not
considered in databases, but they are important in logics, since formulas can usually
be negated.

Similarly to extending relations to K-relations, Gradel and Tannen built a semiring
interpretation for first-order logic by fixing an arbitrary, commutative semiring K
and allowing each literal to be assigned a value in K rather than just true or false.
Since for general semirings, it is not clear how to “negate” a value a € K, they built
their semiring interpretation on the negation normal form of first-order sentences,
where only literals can appear in negated form and required both positive and neg-
ative literals to be tagged with values in K. In negation normal form, first-order
sentences are just combinations of conjunctions and disjunctions aside from quanti-
fiers and equalities. However, since the universe A is finite, quantifiers can be seen
as finite conjunctions and disjunctions as well.

Gradel and Tannen have defined their semiring interpretation by interpreting dis-
junctions as additions in the semiring and conjunctions as a multiplications. For
example, consider a first-order formula ¢ = L; V (Ly A L3) in negation normal
form where Ly, L, and L3 are literals. Interpreting ¢ in a semiring K would yield
le] = [L1] + ([L2] - [L3]). Just as for the database example, we can choose a semi-
ring K and interpret the literals accordingly to obtain useful results. For instance,
as Gréadel and Tannen pointed out, the Viterbi semiring V = ([0, 1], max,-,0,1)
whose elements are confidence scores could be used. If we set the confidence
values for our literals to [L;] = 0.3, [L:] = 0.8 and [Ls] = 0.5, we obtain
] = max{0.3,0.8 - 0.5} = 0.4. This is the confidence score for ¢ being true.

Moreover, similarly to databases, the semirings to provide the most general results
are polynomial semirings. In the above example, we can use N[X] with {z,y, 2} C X
for provenance analysis. Assuming that L, L, and L3 are true in 2, we can track
them by setting [L1] = «, [L2] = y and [L3] = z. Interpreting ¢ yields [¢] = z+yz.
As we can see, each monomial corresponds to a proof of ¢ in 2. The variables in a
monomial indicate which literals are used in the proof, their exponents indicate how
often they are used and coefficients indicate how many distinct proofs there are that
use the same literals. Gradel and Tannen have also shown that this is generally true,
performing provenance analysis in first-order logic is therefore done by interpreting
formulas in polynomial semirings and the resulting polynomial describes all the
proofs of the formula.
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This semiring interpretation is also compatible with homomorphisms, so if we were
only interested in counting the number of proofs for ¢ in the above example, we could
interpret the formula in N and assign 1 to the true literals Lq, L, and L, or instead,
we could just plug the values into the polynomial z + yz for the corresponding
variables. This would yield 1 4+ 1 -1 = 2 which is the correct number of different
proofs for ¢.

Since, as we will see later on, LTL, CTL and PDL are logics that are interpreted
over relational structures, we will use a similar approach as Gradel and Tannen to
define semiring interpretations for these logics. In other words, we will tag literals
with elements of a semiring K and then interpret our formulas in negation normal
form. In particular, LTL, CTL and PDL have disjunctions and conjunctions as
well, and we will also interpret those by addition and multiplication in K. However,
these logics admit additional operators that are not always expressible in first-order
logic, so especially for CTL and PDL, we will have to think of new ways to interpret
them. Our interpretations will require additional conditions that are not met in
all commutative semirings. Therefore, we will first of all consider smaller classes
of semirings, introduce their important characteristics and look for new provenance
semiring candidates in those smaller classes in the next chapter.



Chapter 2
Semirings

We will first provide a formal definition of semirings according to Grédel and Tannen
[GT17]. Unless otherwise stated, the definitions and results in the beginning of this
chapter and the following section about w-continuous semirings are adapted from
their unpublished work on provenance for logic and games [GT18].

(2.1) Definition (Semiring). A semiring is an algebraic structure (K, +,-,0,1)
where 0 # 1, (K, +,0) is a commutative monoid, (K, -, 1) is a monoid, multiplication
distributes over addition and multiplication by 0 annihilates elements, that is,

(1) a-(b+c¢)=a-b+a-c and (b+c¢)-a=b-a+c-a fora,bce K and
(2) a-0=0 and 0-a=0 for a € K.

The semiring is commutative if the monoid (K-, 1) is commutative.

We will write K instead of (K, +,-,0,1) if (+,-,0, 1) is clear from the context. Also,
we only consider commutative semirings. This is justified, because, as stated in
the introduction, we would like to interpret conjunctions as multiplications, so a
formula ¢ A ¢ would be interpreted as [¢] - [¢/] in K. Naturally, one would expect
the formula 1) A ¢ that is interpreted as [¢] - [¢] to yield the same semiring value.
However, this is not generally true unless the semiring K is commutative, therefore
we will implicitly assume all semirings in this thesis to be commutative.

To illustrate the above definition, we will show some examples of commutative se-
mirings provided by Gradel and Tannen. In the introduction, we have already
mentioned the Boolean semiring (B,V,A, L, T), the semiring of natural numbers
(N, +,-,0,1), polynomial semirings (N[X],+,+,0,1) for any set X and the Viterbi
semiring V = ([0, 1], max, -,0,1). Additionally, T = (RS°, min, +,00,0) is called
the tropical semiring, which can be used for the calculation of shortest paths,
F = (][0, 1], max, min, 0, 1) is the fuzzy semiring, which is usable for fuzzy logic and
A=({P <C<S<T<0},min, max, 0, P) also forms a semiring, where the values
are used for access control (P is public, C is confidential, S is secret, T is top secret
and 0 is inaccessible).

While first-order sentences can be interpreted in any commutative semiring, the in-
terpretations of C'TL and PDL formulas will often be solutions of recursive equations.
These solutions can be found by computing fixed points of functions f : K — K.
Of course, it is unreasonable to assume that any function f : K — K has a fixed
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point in K, we just have to consider a function f with f(0) = 1 and f(a) = 0 for
any a € K with a # 0. However, the functions that we are interested in will be
expressible by variables, constants, additions and multiplications. Therefore, we say
that a semiring K admits least (greatest) fized points if any function f : K — K
that is composed of constants, variables, addition and multiplication has a least
(greatest) fixed point in K. Clearly, there are commutative semirings that do not
admit any fixed points, for example, f : N — N with f(n) = n+ 1 for n € N does
not have a fixed point in N. Therefore, we will need semirings that satisfy additional
conditions to interpret CTL and PDL formulas.

First of all, the notion of least and greatest fixed points requires an order on semi-
rings. For any semiring K, we can define the relation < on K by setting

a<b iff thereisadé€ K suchthata+d=0b fora,be K.

Since (K, +,0) has a neutral element, < is reflexive. The associativity and commu-
tativity of (K, +,0) also guarantee that < is transitive. Therefore, < is a partial
order on K if and only if it is antisymmetric. For example, on N, < is antisymmetric,
but if K is a ring, < is always symmetric because a + d = b implies b + (—d) = a.
We would like to consider semirings where < is a partial order.

(2.2) Definition (Naturally Ordered Semiring). A semiring K is naturally ordered
if the relation < is a partial order. In that case, we call < the natural order on K.

In naturally ordered semirings, we always talk about least and greatest fixed points,
suprema, infima, maxima or minima with respect to the natural order.

2.1 w-Continuous Semirings

In this thesis, we admit the axiom of choice and use ordinal numbers, where w refers
to the ordinal number {0, 1, ...}. Since we have an appropriate order, we can describe
a class of semirings that admits least fixed points.

(2.3) Definition (w-Continuous Semiring). A naturally ordered semiring K is w-
continuous if every ascending w-chain ay < a; < ... in K has a supremum sup,c,, @,
in K and addition and multiplication are w-continuous, that is, for ¢ € K, we have

c+supa; =sup(c+a;) and

1EW 1EW

c-supa; = sup(c- a;).
€W €W

Unfortunately, N is not w-continuous, since the ascending chain 0 < 1 < ... does
not have a supremum in N. However, we can adjoin infinity to N to obtain an
w-continuous semiring N> = N U {co} with

n+oo=00 forné&N>® and
n-oo=o00 forneN>*\{0}.



CHAPTER 2. SEMIRINGS

The properties of w-continuous semirings allow us to define a summation for any
countable sequence of elements in K.

(2.4) Definition (Countable Summation). Let K be an w-continuous semiring, the
summation of a countable sequence by, by, ... in K is defined as

1€w iew
Notice that the partial sums by + ... + b; form an ascending chain and that this sum-
mation is compatible with the usual, finite summation. Distributivity, associativity
and commutativity also extend to countable summation.

(2.5) Proposition (Countable Summation Laws). In an w-continuous semiring K,
let ¢, by, by, ... € K and (I;),es be a partition of w, then we have

(1) ¢ > bi=> (c-b) and

€W 1Ew
(2) Zzbz = sz’-
jeJ icl; i€w

Aside from countable summation, w-continuous semirings also admit least fixed
points. We use Kleene’s fixed-point theorem as stated by Baranga [Bar91]. In
an w-continuous semiring K, a function f : K — K is called w-continuous if for
ascending chains ap < a; < ... in K, f(sup;e, @) = sup,e,, f(a;). In particular, any
function composed of addition and multiplication is w-continuous, since chaining
w-continuous functions yields w-continuous functions as well.

(2.6) Theorem. Let K be an w-continuous semiring, then any w-continuous func-
tion f: K — K has a least fixed point lfp(f) in K. Moreover, we have

Ifp(f) = sup f*(0).

S

For example, the function f(n) = n+ 1 in N* has a least fixed point lfp(f) = oo.
We can also verify that sup,c,, f(0) = sup{0,1,...} = oo.

For provenance analysis, we are also interested in more complex w-continuous se-
mirings. However, the polynomial semiring N[X] is not w-continuous. The first
problem is that the coefficients are in N, so sup,,,(¢ - ) does not exist for any vari-
able z € X and the second problem is that polynomials are finite, therefore 3. xt
does not exist in N[X]. These restrictions can be bypassed by choosing a different
set of coefficients and allowing infinite polynomials.

(2.7) Definition (Formal Power Series). Let K be a semiring and X = {z1,...,x,}
a finite set of variables. A formal power series with coefficients in K and variables
in X is a possibly infinite sum of monomials of the form a-x7* - ... - 2% where a € K

and ey, ...,e, € N. We denote the set of formal power series with coefficients in K
and variables in X as K[X].

K[X] forms a semiring with the operations defined as usual. If K is w-continuous,
then K [X] is w-continuous as well. In particular, N®°[X] is w-continuous and we can

7
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use it for provenance analysis. We observe that both problems that we mentioned
above are solved in N*[XT], since for x € X, we have

sup(i-z) =o00-x € N*°[X] and
€W

Zazi =1+z+2*+ .. € N°[X].

IS

To summarize, w-continuous semirings admit least fixed points and countable sum-
mation. There is also an w-continuous semiring N*[X] that is suitable for prove-
nance analysis. However, w-continuous semirings do not admit greatest fixed points,
therefore we will introduce another class of semirings that admits both least and
greatest fixed points.

2.2 Absorptive Lattice Semirings

The idea to use absorptive semirings whose natural order forms a complete lattice
originates from Grédel and Tannen [GT18].

A semiring K is called absorptive, if for any a,b € K,
a+a-b=a.

Absorption in provenance analysis is justified by the observation that, as seen in the
introduction, formulas of the form ¢V (¢ A1) would be interpreted as [¢] + [¢] - [¢]-
Clearly, in any logic, that formula is equivalent to . When we perform provenance
analysis, we find all the proofs for ¢ V (¢ Av). However, proving ¢ suffices to prove
the entire formula, so one could argue that it is now justified to disregard the proofs
for ¢ A 1, since they are “unnecessarily long”. So, in absorptive semirings, since
lel + el - [¥] = [¢], we do not find all the proofs for a formula, but we can still find
the “shortest” proofs. In turn, absorptive, naturally ordered semirings have useful
properties.

(2.8) Lemma. Let K be naturally ordered and absorptive, then, for a,b € K,

(1) a+b=sup{a,b} (addition yields the supremum),

(2) a-b<ab (multiplication decreases elements),
(3) 0<a (0 is the bottom element) and

(4) a<l1 (1 is the top element).

Proof. For (1), a+ b is clearly an upper bound on {a,b}. Now, consider an upper
bound ¢ € K on {a,b}. Then, we have d,e € K with a+d = b+e = ¢. We conclude
that a +b < ¢, since (a+b)+(d+e)=(a+d)+(b+e)=c+c=c+c-1=cbhy
absorption. Therefore, a + b is the least upper bound on {a, b}.
(2)isduetoa-b+a=a+a-b=aand a-b+b=>b+b-a=> by absorption.

(3) and (4) are shown by 0+a=aanda+1=1+1-a=1. d

We will call a function f : K — K on a naturally ordered semiring K monotonic
if a < b implies f(a) < f(b) for a,b € K. Addition and multiplication are both

8
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monotonic in each argument, as we can easily verify by observing that a < b implies
a+ d = b for some d € K, so for any ¢ € K, we can infer

(a+c)+d=(a+d)+c=b+c and
(a-c)+(d-¢c)=(a+d)-¢c =b-c,

therefore a4+c¢ < b4c and a-c < b-c. Since composition of monotonic functions yields
monotonic functions as well, if the natural order on K was a complete lattice, the
Knaster-Tarski fixed-point theorem would imply that K admits least and greatest
fixed points.

(2.9) Definition (Complete Lattice). A partial order (K, <) is a complete lattice
if every subset S C K has an infimum and a supremum in K. Additionally, (K, <)
is called completely distributive [Ranb2], if for any (I;);c; where J is a set of indices
and I; C K for j € J, the equation

inf sup I; = supinf f(j)
jed feF jeJd

holds, where F' is the set of choice functions f : J — K with f(j) € I; for j € J.

We can now define a class of semirings K that admit least and greatest fixed points.
However, we would also like the addition and multiplication in K to be compatible
with infima and suprema, therefore K should be absorptive, completely distributive
and satisfy additional conditions as well.

(2.10) Definition (Absorptive Lattice Semiring). An absorptive lattice semiring is
an absorptive, naturally ordered semiring K such that the natural order (K, <) is
a completely distributive lattice. Moreover, for any ¢ € K, any subset S C K and
any descending w-chain ay > a; > ..., the equations

(1) c-supS =sup(c-S) and
(2) c- iélf a; = igf(c - a;)

are satisfied, where ¢- S ={c-a | a € S}.

The additional conditions ensure the compatibility of multiplication with suprema
of arbitrary sets and infima of descending w-chains. Using lemma (2.8), we can also
prove that addition is compatible with suprema and infima.

(2.11) Lemma. Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring. For any ¢ € K and any
non-empty subset ) € S C K,

(1) c+supS=sup(c+S5) and
(2) c+infS =inf(c+95)
hold with ¢+ S ={c+a | a € S}.

Proof.  Since K is absorptive and naturally ordered, lemma (2.8) implies that
addition yields the supremum of two elements. Therefore, (1) is equivalent to
sup{c, sup S} = sup{sup{c,a} | a € S}. We prove both directions:

“>7": sup{c,sup S} is greater than ¢ and sup S, therefore it is also greater than any
a € S, which makes it greater than sup{c,a} for any a € S. We conclude that
sup{c, sup S} > sup{sup{c,a} | a € S}.
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“<”: sup{sup{c,a} | a € S} is greater than sup{c,a} for any a € S, so, since S is
not empty, it is greater than ¢ and greater than a for any a € S. We conclude that
it is greater than sup S as well, so sup{sup{c,a} | a € S} > sup{c, sup S}.

For (2), we first show the direction ¢+ inf S < inf(c + .5) using the monotonicity of
addition. Since inf S < a for any a € S, we have ¢ 4+ inf S < ¢+ a for any a € S,
and therefore ¢ + inf S is a lower bound on ¢+ S.

The other direction is equivalent to sup{c,inf S} > inf{sup{c,a} | a € S} and we
can show it using the complete distributivity of (K, <). We have

inf{sup{c,a} | a € S} = inf sup{c,a} = supinf f(a)
aes fEF acS

where F is the set of functions f : S — K with f(a) € {c,a} for all a € S. Consider
such a function f. If f(a) = ¢ for some a € S, then inf,cs f(a) < ¢. Otherwise,
fla) =aforalla € S, so f=1idg and inf,ecs f(a) = inf S, therefore, sup{c,inf S} is
an upper bound on {inf,cs f(a) | f € F'} and the lemma is proven. O

(2.12) Corollary. Any absorptive lattice semiring K is also w-continuous.

For w-continuous semirings, it is possible to define a summation for countable se-
quences. We will see that absorptive lattice semirings can extend this summation
to work for arbitrary sets and that we can even define a multiplication for countable
sequences.

(2.13) Definition (Infinite Summation). Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring
and S C K. We define
Z S =supS.

Since by lemma (2.8), addition and suprema coincide, this definition clearly coincides
with the regular summation for finite sets S and the summation in w-continuous
semirings for countable sets S. We will now perform some further sanity checks.

(2.14) Proposition (Infinite Summation Laws). Let K be an absorptive lattice
semiring, ¢ € K, S C K and (I;);je; be a partition of S, then the equations

(1) C-ZS:Z(C-S) and
@ 2.2 L=>5

jeJ
hold with ¢- S ={c-a | a € S}.

Proof.  Since summation and suprema are the same, (1) is true by definition (2.10)
(1). Also, (2) is equivalent to sup;c;sup I; = sup S. We show both directions:

“<”: Since sup S is an upper bound on S, it is also an upper bound on all the
subsets I; of S for j € J. Therefore, sup S > sup I; for j € J and sup S is an upper
bound on {sup I, | j € J}.

“>7: For any a € S, there is a j € J with a € [;. This implies sup/; > a and
sup;c sup I; > a for any a € S. It follows that sup,.,sup I; is an upper bound on
S, which ends the proof. O

(2.15) Definition (Countable Multiplication). In an absorptive lattice semiring

10
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K, we define the multiplication for a countable sequence by, by, ... in K as

[[b:=int(bo- 00

€W

Since multiplication decreases elements, the partial products form a descending chain
and this is compatible with the normal, finite multiplication. Rearranging the order
of the elements of the sequence does not change the value of the product. This can
be shown by considering an arbitrary bijection 7 : w — w and observing that

[0 = inf(bo - .- b)) = inf (bao) - o bry) = [ ] brcor

€W 1EW

We will just show the direction “<”. For any partial product in [], . brq) of the
form br(g)-...-bx(s), there is a partial product in HzEw b; of the form by-...-b; that is less
than br(o) - ... - bx(s), because since {0, ..., 7} is finite, we can set j = max W({O, ey 1))y
and then by - ... - b; contains all the factors of br() - ... - b(;) and is therefore smaller,
since multiplication decreases elements. The converse direction can be shown the
same way by considering the inverse function 7! of 7. It is still left to show that
this multiplication is invariant under partitioning.

(2.16) Proposition (Countable Multiplication Law). Let K be an absorptive
lattice semiring, by, by, ... be a countable sequence in K and (I;);e; a partition of w,

then HHbZ :Hbi.

jed iel, icw

Proof. Since (I;),e; is a partition of w, each I; and J is countable. Since the order
of the elements does not matter and countable products are compatible with finite
products, it is justified to say w.l.o.g. that J = « for some possibly finite ordinal
number a < w. We will now restate the proposition using the infimum definitions
of the products as

[T =t (T IT %) = 00 = I

jETicl, K <klEl, iCw
“<”: It suffices to show that for every by - ... - b;, there is a k < o such that
[T T <t
k'<klel,,

Since {0,...,7} is finite, there is a finite subset J' C J such that each element in
{0, ...,4} is contained in an I; with j € J'. We pick k = max J' < a. Then, for any
k' € J', we have k' < k. Since multiplication decreases elements, we obtain

1T ITo< 11 [T

k' <klel,, ke el

so it remains to show [],.. Hlefk, by < bg-...-b;. Consider the product Hlefk, b; for an
arbitrary k' € J'. Since {0, ..., i} is finite, there is a partial product of Hzak, b; that

11
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contains all the factors b; with | € Iy N {0,...,7} and with multiplication decreasing
elements, we have [[;c; , bt < Ilies,, o, 01 for each £ € J'. The monotonicity of
multiplication in each argument yields

MIs<Il I

ke el k'€’ 1€,y 0,...,i}

We notice that all the products are finite and each of the elements in {0, ...,7} is
contained in exactly one I with k' € J’, so precisely the elements by, ..., b; constitute
the product. Associativity and commutativity yield

II II b=t b

k'€ 1€DN{0,....i}

which ends this direction of the proof.

“>": For this direction, we will show that for every k < «,

it b) < 1] 0=

K<kl

Since the inner products in P, could be infinite, we will use the same argument as
above and say w.l.o.g. that each I; has a possibly finite cardinality o; < w and we
can fix an order on the indices in I; by setting I; = {i,; | [ € o;}. We will also write
b(i) instead of b; for better readability and rewrite the inner products of Py as

Pk = H linf <H b@k/,l’)) .

<oy
k' <k <l

We will prove by induction that for any k& < «, we have

Pk = (oo lIlf H H b Zk/ l’ s

K<kl , <l

where < is defined component-wise on tuples.

For k£ = 0, we just rename indices and obtain

Py = li<nafo (H b(iw/)) = mf H b(ig l/

r<i 1h<lo

12
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For k + 1, we rewrite Py

H 1nf (Hb (T

)

i1 <
= I] inf (JJbGwe) )| | inf IT bGreas,,)
p l<ak/ , lk+1<ock+1 , k+1
k' <k <l Uy <l
@) :
= b Zk/ l’ inf b(lk+1 l;€+1)
lo,...,l < ag,...,x lkr1<ag
o) <lo K<k, <l T AL <len
P(loy---vlk) !
(2 . . .
il inf b(ig ) inf bligt1r )
(l055lk)<(c0;--- 1) T k lepr1<oagyr \ | kit
K<k, <l Uy <lita
c2 P’(lk+1)
(3) . . ,
= inf inf btk ) bigr1 )
(loyslk) <(a0,sag) | let1<ap41 i F , rH
K<k, <l U <leg
@ inf b(i b
= n (Zk’,l;,) (Zk'H lk+1)
(loyeeslieslior1) <(@0, e,k 1) T ,
K<k U, <l Uy <lit

inf
el lie1) <(Q0 50Ok sk 4 1)

[T 1T #es)

K <k+11, <l

We have to verify the transformations (1) to (4) before ending the induction. In
transformation (1), we make use of the induction hypothesis. For (2), we can enumer-
ate the tuples (lp, ..., k) < (ag, ..., ax) in a way that the partial products p(ly, ..., lx)
form a descending chain by never decreasing any l;». Then, we apply condition (2)
of definition (2.10) to pull ¢; into the infimum. The same argument is used for (3),
where we observe that the partial products p/(Ix;1) form a descending chain and pull
¢2 into the infimum. Transformation (4) is verified by observing that for index sets
A,Bwithz,, € K fora € Aand b € B, we have inf,c 4 infyep 7, = inf 4 pycaxp, be-
cause infima are invariant under partition, therefore we can merge the two infimum
computations. This ends the induction.

For an arbitrary P, we now know that P, is the infimum of the partial products
P(lo, s k) = [Tp<k Hl, <1, Oliwpr,) where (o, ..., lx) < (ao,...,ax). Each of these
products is finite and contains each factor by for i € w at most once, because (I;);cs
was a partition of w. Therefore, there is an ¢ € w such that by - ... - b; contains all
the factors in P(ly, ..., {x). So, the infimum inf;c,(bo - ... - b;) is less than Py and the
proof is complete. [

We can now return to our goal of admitting least and greatest fixed points. Patrick

13
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and Radhia Cousot have stated the Knaster-Tarski fixed-point theorem in their
work [CCT9] and they have also shown how to construct the fixed points that we
are looking for. We can derive the following theorem.

(2.17) Theorem. Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring. Any monotonic function
f: K — K has a least fixed point 1fp(f) and a greatest fixed point gfp(f) in K.
Moreover, we can define the transfinite sequences

29 =10 Yo =1 for the ordinal 0,
Tor1 = f(2a) Yar1 = [ (Ya) for successor ordinals o + 1 and
Ty = SUp Ty y) = inf y, for limit ordinals .
a<A a<A

Then, there is a least ordinal § such that f(xs) = 3 and a least ordinal v with
f(yy) =y, and we have lfp(f) = = and gfp(f) = y,.

Absorptive lattice semirings admit infinite summation, countable multiplication and
least and greatest fixed points. We will now consider an absorptive polynomial

semiring that will be used for provenance analysis later on. The following definitions
are due to Griadel and Tannen [GT18].

Let X be a finite set of variables {1, ...,x,}. A monomial over X with exponents in
N is a function m : X — N°°. Informally, we write xT(”“).... 2@ Multiplication

of monomials is defined by adding the exponents. An order on the monomials can
be defined like

my <mg iff  my(x) >mo(x) forall ze X.

We say that ms absorbs my iff m; < my. Intuitively speaking, “shorter” monomials,
that is, monomials with smaller exponents, absorb “longer” monomials with greater
exponents.

(2.18) Definition (Absorptive Polynomial). An absorptive polynomial over a finite
set of variables X is an antichain of monomials over X with exponents in N*° with
respect to the monomial order. S>°[X]| denotes the set of all absorptive polynomials
over X.

Addition and multiplication on absorptive polynomials are defined the usual way,
but we only keep the maximal monomials of the result. Also, there are no coefficients
for the monomials, duplicate monomials are only kept once. This ensures that the
result of an addition or multiplication is still an antichain of monomials. While
absorptive polynomials are in fact sets of monomials, we will often write them as
sums of monomials. For example, if we have X = {x,y, 2z}, then

(T+y’ +2)+ @ +y’ +2) =z +y + 2,
because x absorbs °°, y? absorbs y® and z occurs in both polynomials.

Gridel and Tannen have shown that (S*°[X],+,-,0,1) is an absorptive semiring
with addition and multiplication defined as above, where 0 is the empty antichain of
monomials and 1 is the antichain that consists of a single monomial 1, which is the
monomial where all exponents are 0. They have also shown that S*[X] is naturally
ordered and the natural order on absorptive polynomials can be characterized in
terms of the monomial order as follows. For P, P, € S®[X], we have

P, <P, iff forevery m; € P;, there is an my € P, such that m; < ms.

14
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They have also shown that (S*°[X], <) is a complete lattice and for any S C S®[X],

sup S = maximals (U P) ,

Pes

where maximals(M) for a set of monomials M denotes the antichain of the maximal
monomials in M with respect to monomial order. In other words, the supremum of
an arbitrary set of absorptive polynomials can be obtained by computing the union
of all the monomials in the polynomials and then picking the maximal polynomials
out of this union.

Additionally, every absorptive polynomial is finite, that is, every absorptive polyno-
mial contains only finitely many monomials according to Gradel and Tannen.

(2.19) Proposition. S®[X] is an absorptive lattice semiring for any finite X.

Proof.  We have to show that S*[X] satisfies the conditions from definition (2.10).
We already know that S*°[X] is an absorptive, naturally ordered semiring and that
the natural order (S*°[X], <) is a complete lattice. It is left to show that (S*[X], <)
is completely distributive and the conditions (1) and (2) from the definition are
satisfied.

For the complete distributivity, we show that for any (I;);e; where J is a set of
indices and I; C S*[X] for j € J,

inf sup I; = supinf f(j)
j€s feF jeJ

is fulfilled and F is the set of choice functions with f(j) € I; for j € J. As stated
above, this is equivalent to

P . _ ) ) N — o
;relg maximals U R maximals (U ;Ielﬁ f (])) Q
Rel; feF

“<”: Let m, € P be a monomial in P. This implies m, < maximals (URGIJ' R> for

all 7 € J, so there is a monomial m; € maximals (URte R> with m, < m;. Also,

my; is contained in a polynomial R; in I;. Now, let f,,, € F be a choice function
such that for each j € J, f(j) € I; is the polynomial R; that contains m; with
m, < mj. We know that such a polynomial R in [; must exist for each j € J. So,
we have m, < f, (j) for each j € J, therefore m, < inf;c; fin, (j) and there is a
monomial m € infjc; frn,(j) that absorbs m,,. Since f,,, € F, we have a monomial
my € @ that absorbs m. Thus, m, < m < m, and for each m, € P there is an
mg, € @ which absorbs m,,, so we have P < Q).

“>”: Consider a monomial m, € @, then m, € UfeF inf;c; f(j). There is an
fm, € F such that m, € inf;c; fn (), so mqy < fin,(j) for each j € J, which
means that there is an m; € f,,, (j) with my < mj;. Since f,, (j) € I;, we have

m; € Ugey, R and therefore, there is an mj € maximals <U Rel, R) that absorbs

mj, so my < mj < m; Since this implies m, < maximals (URte R) for each j € J,

15
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we have m, < P and there is an m, € P with m; < m,. This proves ) < P,
because m, was an arbitrary monomial in (), and therefore P = Q).

Condition (1) of definition (2.10) states that for any ¢ € S*[X] and S C S*[X],
c-supS =sup(c-S)

holds where ¢- S ={c-a | a € S}.

“>7: This direction can be proved using the monotonicity of multiplication. Since
sup S > a for any a € S, we have c-supS > c¢- a for any a € S which immediately
implies ¢ - sup S > sup(c- S).

“<”: For this direction, we restate the equation as

P := ¢ - maximals <U R) = maximals ( U R’) = Q.

ReS R'ecS

Consider an arbitrary monomial m, € P. We know that m, = m, - m for two
monomials m. € ¢ and m € maximals (URes R), so m € R for some R € S. Now,
me - m occurs in ¢- R, but ¢- R is also a member of ¢ - S, so m. - m occurs in
(U rees ) and therefore we have a monomial m, € @) that absorbs m,-m = m,,.
Since m, was arbitrary, P < () is proven.

Finally, we prove condition (2) of definition (2.10). For ¢ € S*°[X] and any descend-
ing w-chain ag > a; > ... in S®[X], we have to show

P :=c-infa; =inf(c- a;) = Q.

€W 1Ew

“<”: Again, we can show this direction by using monotonicity of multiplication.
We have inf;c, a; < a; for all ¢ € w, so ¢-inf;c, a; < ¢ a; for i € w, which implies
¢ -infie, a; < infiey(c- a;).

“>": We will first prove the statement for the cases where c¢ is empty or contains
only one monomial and then use this to prove the general case. For empty ¢, ¢ =0
and both sides are 0. Now, assume that ¢ only contains one monomial m,.. We will
show that @ = ¢- Q' for some Q' € S*°[X] and Q' < inf,e, a;. Clearly, because of
monotonicity, this suffices to prove the statement.

We now have to find ). Intuitively, we would like to divide @ by ¢ and we would
obtain Q' = % However, as division is not defined, we will exploit the assumption
that ¢ consists of a single monomial m,. and the fact that (), being an absorptive
polynomial, has finitely many monomials, so w.l.o.g. we set Q = my + ... + m;, for
some k € N. Our intuitive argument would now yield
Q_mitAme _m

c me me me

Q=

Of course, monomial division is undefined as well. However, monomial multiplication
is defined by adding the exponents of the monomials, so we could define monomial
division by subtracting the exponents. Recall that monomials m are defined as
functions m : X — N* and monomials with smaller exponents are greater than
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monomials with larger exponents with respect to monomial order. So, for 1 <17 < k,
we would define m} = 7 as

mi(x) = mi(z) —me(x) for xz € X.

However, subtraction is not defined yet in N°*°. First of all, we have to make sure
that m;(z) is never less than m.(x). This is shown by observing that since @ =
inf;e(c- a;), we have Q < ¢-ag < c¢. Therefore, any monomial m; in @) is absorbed
by some monomial in ¢. Since the only monomial in ¢ is m., we have for each
1 <i <k, that m; is absorbed by m,, so m;(z) > m.(z) for each z € X. Now, we
can define the subtraction on N*°. When subtracting two natural numbers, we use
the normal subtraction. We set oo —n = oo for each n € N and co — 0o = o0 as
well. We do not have to define n — oo for n € N since n < oo, but we know that
m;(z) is never less than m.(z). So, any m/(x) is now well-defined and we can set
Q' =m| +..+my.

First, we verify Q) = ¢-Q'. We have ¢-Q' = m.-(m}+...4+m}) = m.-mj+...4+m.-mj.
We can show that for 1 < ¢ < k, m, - m] = m; by comparing exponents. For x € X,

(me - m}) () = me(x) + mix) = me(z) + (mi(w) — me(2)) 2 mi(a).

The transformation (%) can be shown by case distinction. If m;(x) € N, then
me(z) < m;(z) is also a natural number, therefore addition and subtraction are
defined as normal and cancel each other out. Otherwise, m;(x) = oo, but in that
case, regardless of m.(x), we have (m;(z) — m.(z)) = oo and therefore m.(z) +
(mi(z) — me(x)) = 00 = m;(x) as well. This yields ¢- Q' =m; + ... + mp = Q.

It remains to show that ' < inf;c, a;. For that, consider an arbitrary i € w. By
the definition of ), we know that ) < c-a,;. So, for each of the monomials m;
in @ with 1 < j < k, there is a monomial m € c - a; with m; < m. Since ¢ only
consists of a single monomial, every monomial in ¢ - a; is the product of m, with
some monomial in a;, therefore we have m = m’ - m, for some m’ € a;. So, we can
express the exponents of m as m(x) = m/(z) + m.(x) for all x € X. Since m; < m,
we also have
mj(x) = m(zx) = m'(z) + me(z)

for all z € X. We claim that this implies

() = my() — me() > ()

for all x € X. This is again shown by case distinction. If m;(z) = oo, then
/

m)(z) = my(x) — me(z) = oo regardless of m.(r), and therefore m’(r) > m’'(z)
regardless of m/(x). Otherwise, m;(z) € N and since m;(x) > m/(z) + m.(x), both
m/(z) and m.(x) are natural numbers as well and the subtraction is defined as usual.
Over the natural numbers, the inequality m;(x) > m/(x) + m.(z) is equivalent to
mj(x) —me(x) > m'(z) and the claim is proven. Since m/(x) > m/(x) for all z € X,
we have m; < m’ and m’ was in a;, so for every m’, there is a monomial in a; that
absorbs m’. This implies Q" = m} + ... + m; < a;. Since i was arbitrary, we have

shown (' < inf;c,, a; which ends the case where ¢ has one monomial.

Now, suppose ¢ has more than one monomial. We know that since ¢ € S®[X], ¢ is
the sum of finitely many monomials. We assume w.l.o.g. that ¢ = ¢; + ... + ¢ for
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some k € N where ¢4, ..., ¢, are single monomials. We can rewrite
Q = inf(c- a;)
€W
= igf((cl + ot ) - a;)
=inf(c; - a; + ... + ¢k - a;)
€W
=inf sup ¢;-a;.
icw 1<j<k
In the last step, we have replaced summation with a supremum by applying lemma
(2.8). Since we have already shown that S*[X] is completely distributive, we have

Q) =inf sup ¢;-a; =supinf f(i)
icw 1<j<k fEF icw
where F' is the set of choice functions f : w — K such that f(i) = ¢; - a; for some
1 <1 < k. On the other side, we have

P =c-infaq,
€W

=(c1+ ... + ¢) - inf q;

(S
=y -infa; + ... + ¢ - inf q;
1EW 1EW
&) inf(cy - a;) + ... +inf(cg - a;)
1EW 1EW
= sup inf (¢; - a;).
1<j<k icw
For (x), we have already shown that this transformation works for single monomials
Cly ..., Cp. S0, it is left to show that

P = sup inf(c; - a;) > supinf f(i) = Q.
1<j<k icw fEF icw
It suffices to prove that for every f € F', there is a j with 1 < 57 < k such that
infie, f(i) < infie¢j - a;. We fix an arbitrary f € F. Recall that for i € w,
f(i) = ¢ - a; for some 1 <[ < k. Intuitively, we could say that for each i € w, f
picks some [ € {1,...,k}. Since {1,...,k} is finite, there is an element j € {1,....k}
that is chosen infinitely many times, so for each i € w, there is an ¢ > i such
that f(i') = ¢; - ay. To verify that inf,e, f(¢) < inf,e, ¢; - a;, consider an arbitrary
i € w. We know that there is an ¢ > ¢ with f(i') = ¢; - ay. Since ay > a; > ...
is a descending chain, we have ay < @; and monotonicity yields f(i') < ¢; - a;,
therefore, inf;c,, f(i) < ¢; - a;. Since i was arbitrary, inf,e, f(4) is a lower bound on
{¢; - a; | i € w}, which ends the proof. O

There are other examples of absorptive lattice semirings. Let (K, <) be a com-
pletely distributive lattice. The commutative semiring (K, V, A, L, T) can be built
by defining the constants and operations as follows for a,b € K:

a Vb= sup{a,b},

a Ab=inf{a,b},
1L =supf) and
T =inf ().
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(2.20) Proposition. Let (K, <) be a completely distributive lattice. The induced
semiring (K, V, A, L, T) is an absorptive lattice semiring.

Proof. Absorption is verified by a V (a A b) = sup{a,inf{a,b}} = a.

K is also naturally ordered and the natural order is the same as the lattice order.
To see this, we show for a,b € K that a < b iff there is a ¢ € K such that a V¢ = 0.
“=7: If a < b, then we have a V b = sup{a, b} = b.

“<":. If a V¢ = b for some ¢ € K, then sup{a, c} = b, which implies a < b.

Clearly, the natural order forms a completely distributive lattice. It is left to verify
the conditions (1) and (2) from definition (2.10). For condition (1), we show for any
ce K and S C K that

cAsup S =sup(cAS)

with cAS = {cAa | a € S}. Notice that A yields the infimum, so we set J = {0,1}
and Iy = {c} and I; = S. Then, we have

cAsup S = inf{sup{c},sup S} = ing sup I;.
JjE

Complete distributivity implies

cAsup S = inf sup I; = supinf f(j)
j€s feF jeJ

where F' is the set of choice functions with f(j) € I;. In particular, we have
f(0) =cforany f € F and f(1) € S. So, for every cAa € ¢ A S, we have a f € F
with f(1) = a and inf;c; f(j) = inf{c,a} = ¢ A a and for every f € F we have
inf;c; f(j) = inf{c, f(1)} =c A f(1) € c A S. This yields

cAsup S =supinf f(j) =sup(cAS).
fEF jeJ

Condition (2) dictates that for every ¢ € K and any descending chain ag > a; > ...

in K, we have
cAinfa; = inf(c A ;).

1EW 1€EW

Since A is the infimum, we rewrite to
inf {c, inf ai} = inf(inf{c, a;}).
1EW 1EW

“<”: Clearly, inf{c,inf;c, a;} < ¢ and inf{c,inf;c, a;} < infie, a; < a; for each
i € w, so inf{c,inf;c, a;} < inf{c,a;} for each i € w and therefore, we have shown
inf{c,inf;c, a;} < infie,(inf{c, a;}).

“>7:. First, we observe inf,c,(inf{c,a;}) < inf{c,a9} < ¢. Moreover, we have
inf;e,, (inf{c, a;}) < inf{c,a;} < a; for each i € w, so inf;c,(inf{c,a;}) < infie, a;,
which yields inf;c, (inf{c, a;}) < inf{c, inf;c,, a;}.

This verifies condition (2) and ends the proof. O

We observe that we can obtain an absorptive lattice semiring from a completely
distributive lattice by defining the addition as the supremum in the lattice and
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multiplication as the infimum in the lattice. Lemma (2.8) also guarantees that the
addition in an absorptive lattice semiring is always the supremum in the underlying
lattice. However, a similar proposition for the multiplication does not hold. The
absorptive lattice semiring S>°[X] is a counterexample that shows that multiplication
is not always the same as the infimum in the underlying lattice, since for x € X, we
have z -z = 2% # z = inf{x, 2} . We conclude that every completely distributive
lattice induces an absorptive lattice semiring, but the multiplication is not uniquely
defined by the underlying lattice and there are absorptive lattice semirings that are
not constructed by means of proposition (2.20). In particular, the multiplication in
absorptive lattice semirings is not always idempotent.

It is an open question whether any of the conditions for absorptive lattice semirings
that we stated in definition (2.10) is redundant. In particular, it is not known
whether every absorptive, naturally ordered semiring K is an absorptive lattice
semiring.

2.3 Families over Semirings

In the previous sections, we have established classes of semirings where functions
f: K — K have fixed points under specific conditions. However, we will need fixed
points of functions that operate on multiple elements of K at the same time. In this
section, we will generalize the results from above to these functions.

Let I be an arbitrary set of indices and K a semiring. K’ denotes the set of families
(a;)ie; with a; € K for ¢ € I. Assume that K is naturally ordered by <. We can
define an order on K’ as follows. For (a;)icr, (bi)icr € K,

(a,i)ie[ S (bi)ie[ iff a; S bz forallz € 1.

(2.21) Lemma. Let K be a naturally ordered semiring and I a set of indices. For
an arbitrary subset S C K’ let S; = {a; | (a;)ier € S} C K for i € I. If each S; has
a supremum (an infimum) in K, then S has a supremum (an infimum) in K7 and

sup S = (sup S;)ier  or infS = (inf S;);e;  respectively.

Proof. We will just show the lemma for suprema, the proof for infima is dual. Since
(sup S;)ies exists, we only have to verify that this is indeed the supremum of S. We
first show that it is an upper bound. Consider a family (a;);c; € S. For each i € I,
we have a; € S; and therefore a; < sup S;, so (a;)ier < (sup S;)ier-

Now, let u = (u;)ier € K! be an upper bound of S. Let i € I be arbitrary
and consider an arbitrary a;, € S;. Since a; belongs to some family (a;);er € S
and (a;)jer < u, we have in particular a; < w;, so u; is an upper bound on 5,
since a; was arbitrary. This implies sup S; < u; and since ¢ was arbitrary, we have
(sup S;)ier < u, so (sup S;)ier is the least upper bound on S. O

(2.22) Corollary. For a naturally ordered semiring K and a set of indices 1, if every
subset S C K has a supremum (an infimum) in K, then every subset S’ C K’ has a
supremum (an infimum) in K! which can be obtained component-wise. Moreover,
if every ascending w-chain ag < a; < ... in K has a supremum in K, then every
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ascending w-chain (ag)ic;r < (a1)ier < ... in K! has a supremum in K! which can be
obtained component-wise.

Proof sketch.  The first part of the corollary is a direct consequence of lemma
(2.21). We will just verify the second part of the corollary by observing that for
an ascending w-chain (ag)ier < (a1)ier < ... in K!, we can write the chain as a set
S = {(aj)ier | j € w}. But then, lemma (2.21) can be applied, because the sets
Si ={(a;); | j € w} form ascending w-chains, because (ag)icr < (a1)ier < ... implies
(ap); < (a1); < ... for each i € I. O

The above statements allow us to extend the fixed-point theorems for w-continuous
and absorptive lattice semirings K to families over K.

(2.23) Theorem. Let K be an w-continuous semiring and I a set of indices. If a
function f : K! — K' is component-wise w-continuous in each argument, then f
has a least fixed point Ifp(f) in K! and

Ifp(f) = sup f*(0).

S

Proof.  Due to corollary (2.22), we already know that K is w-complete [Bar91],
that is, ascending chains in K’ have suprema. We want to apply Kleene’s fixed-point
theorem to obtain the desired result, so we first have to show that f is w-continuous,
that is, for any ascending w-chain (ag)ic; < (a1)ier < ... in K!, we have

sup f((a;)ier) = f(sup(a;)icr)-

JEW JEW
We can split f into its components f;, : K! — K for k € I and obtain

sup f((a;j)ier) = sup(f((a;)ier))rer-

JEW JEw

Since suprema are calculated component-wise, we have

sup(fr((a;)ier) Jker = (Sup fk((@j)z‘e[)) :
kel

JEW JEW

As every component f; of f is w-continuous in each argument, we can write

(sup fk((%%el)) o (f’“((sul) aj’i)id)> kel

JEW JEW

Now, we reverse the component-wise supremum to

(fk((sup @j,z‘)ief)) o (f’“(sulo(aj)id)) kel

JEW JEW

and put the components f; of f together to finally obtain

(fk<sup<aj>ig>)kd — Flsup(asier).

JEW JEW
This ends the proof as Kleene’s fixed-point theorem can now be applied. O
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In particular, a function f : K/ — K! on families over an w-continuous semiring K
whose components are only composed of addition and multiplication with constants
and variables is component-wise w-continuous in each argument and therefore has a
least fixed point in K7. We can show a similar result for absorptive lattice semirings.

(2.24) Theorem. Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring and I a set of indices,
then K7 is a complete lattice with respect to the order induced by the natural order
of K and any function f : K! — K that is component-wise monotonic in each
argument with respect to the natural order on K is also monotonic in K’.

Proof.  Since the natural order on K forms a complete lattice, it admits arbitrary
suprema and infima. Then, by corollary (2.22), the induced order on K’ also admits
arbitrary suprema and infima, which makes it a complete lattice. Now, consider a
function f : K — KT that is component-wise monotonic in each argument. We
claim that for (a;)icr, (bi)ier € K7,

(ai)icr < (bi)ier  implies  f((as)icr) < f((bi)ier)-

Assume (a;)icr < (b;)ie; and split f in components f;, : K! — K for k € I, then

(fi((ai)ier)er < (fi((bi)ier))rer

has to be shown. We verify this component-wise for £ € I. Since a; < b; for
each i € I, each argument of fi((a;)icr) is bounded by the corresponding argument
of fr((b;)icr). Since fr is monotonic in each argument, this implies the desired
statement fi((a;)ier) < fx((b:)ier) and ends the proof. O

The Knaster-Tarski fixed-point theorem yields the following corollary.

(2.25) Corollary. For an absorptive lattice semiring K and an index set I, any
monotonic function f: K! — K has a least fixed point Ifp(f) and a greatest fixed
point gfp(f) in K! and they can by obtained the same way as in theorem (2.17).

We have seen that the results from this chapter can be extended to families over
the appropriate semirings and we will now use w-continuous semirings whenever we
need least fixed points and absorptive lattice semirings whenever we need both least
and greatest fixed points. The infinitary summations and multiplications that were
defined in this chapter will prove to be useful as well.
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Chapter 3

Semiring Interpretations for Logics

It is our goal to define semiring interpretations for LTL, CTL and a fragment of
PDL, which we will do separately for each logic. However, we will first explain the
syntax and the usual two-value semantics of these logics before extending them to
semirings. Finally, we will use the polynomial semirings defined in the previous
chapter to provide examples for provenance analysis.

3.1 Linear Temporal Logic (LTL)

Linear Temporal Logic (LTL) is interpreted over path structures W = (W, <, (P,);e1)
where < is a linear order, [ is an index set and P; are atomic propositions which can
be true or false at any w € W. We can see the P; as unary relations. In provenance
analysis, we are dealing with finite inputs, so we assume W to be finite, therefore
we set |IW| = n € N. We notice that W is isomorphic to a unique path structure
({0, ...,n—1}, <, (P)ier), so it is justified to assume w.l.o.g. that W = {0,...,n—1}.
We call 7 = {<}U{P; | i € I} the signature of W and we will often use P, Q, ... as
atomic proposition symbols.

LTL is called a temporal logic, because formulas are interpreted at some node j €
{0,...,n — 1} and we can imagine j to be the current state and the successor nodes
along the path W to be future states that LTL can reason about.

First of all, we will define the syntax and standard semantics for LTL. These defini-
tions are based on Bauer, Leucker and Schallhart’s work on LTL [BLS10]. Although
they define LTL with a different set of operators than usual, they make sure that
their set of operators admits a simple transformation to negation normal form, which
is why it is very useful for provenance analysis.

(3.1) Definition (Syntax of LTL). Given a signature 7, the formulas ¢ € LTL(7)
are generated by the grammar

e=0]|1|P|-¢p|leVeloAe|Xe|Xe|¢eUp | Ry with P, € 7.

We also use the abbreviations Fiy = 1Uvy and Gt = 0Rv for ¢ € LTL(7).

As for the semantics, formulas ¢ € LTL(7) are interpreted in matching path struc-
tures W. Assuming |W/| = n, we write W, j |= ¢ if ¢ is true at the node j < n in
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W, otherwise, we write W, j = ¢. We can now define the semantics inductively.

(3.2) Definition (Semantics of LTL). Let W = (W, 7) be a path structure with
|W| = n. The formula 0 is always false and 1 is always true, so we have

W,jFE0 and W,jE1 forallje{0,..,n—1}.

The semantics of P; are given by the structure W. We write PiW C W for the subset
of all nodes where the atomic proposition P; holds, then we have

W,jEP iff jep"

For the compound formulas, let ¢ and v be in LTL(7). The boolean connectives —,
V and A are interpreted as usual, that is,

Wik i W e,

W.ikEeve if Wikpo WjE¢ and

WiEeny it W jEpand W,j .
The operator X is called the next operator. The formula X¢ says that ¢ holds at
the successor node of the current node. Notice that this implies the existence of a

successor. Therefore, the dual operator X, which we will call the weak next operator,
does not make this assertion. The semantics are

W iEXe iff j+4l<nand W,j+1E¢ and

W,iEXe iff j+l=nor W,j+1Ee¢.
The remaining two operators U and R are called until operator and release operator
respectively. Intuitively speaking, the formula U1 asserts that ¢ holds true until
eventually, 1) comes true at some point in the future. The release formula @R says
that v must stay true unless it is released by ¢, that is, ¥» may only become false

after ¢ was true. Figure (3.3) below illustrates some models for these formulas when
evaluating at node j. The semantics are given by

W,jE Uy it W,k 1 for some j < k < n such that
WilkEpforall j<I <k and
W,jE Ry it W,om 1 forall 7 <m <n orinstead,
W,k |= ¢ for some j < k < n with
WilE¢foral j<I <k

Figure (3.3): Models of until and release formulas in LTL.
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Consequently, F is the finally operator and Fip = 1U1 states that ¢ will eventually
come true. It is a special case of U where there is no precondition ¢. Similarly,
G is the globally operator and Gy = OR states that 1 stays true forever, since it
is a special case of pRw without a release condition . For example, in figure (3.3),
the first model is also a model of F@Q) and the third model also fulfills GQ.

Before defining our semiring interpretation for LTL, we observe that this definition
of LTL admits a negation normal form. For ¢, € LTL(7), the equivalences

-0=1, -1 =0,
(V)= () A (), —(pAY) = (me) V (9),
—(Xy) = X(=p), —(Xp) = X(—y),
~(pUt) = (mp)R(—9) ~(pRY) = (—p)U (=)

hold. Now, as announced in the introduction, we will use the same approach as
Gradel and Tannen to interpret LTL formulas in semirings. Let K be a commutative
semiring. For LTL, this will suffice. Let 7 be a signature and W the finite universe
of a path structure. The set of literals Lityy (7) is defined as

Litw (r) ={Pw | e ,w e W}U{=Pw | P, € T,w € W}.

A K-interpretation is a function 7 : Lity (7) — K that maps literals to values in
K. Under 7, any formula ¢ € LTL(7) can be interpreted at any node w € W.

(3.4) Definition (Semiring Interpretation for LTL). Let K be a commutative se-
miring, W = {0,...,n — 1} for n € N a finite universe and 7 a signature. Given a
K-interpretation 7, we can interpret a formula § € LTL(7) at node j € W to obtain
a semiring value 7[f]; € K, thereby extending 7 to a function LTL(7) x W — K.
We define this semiring interpretation inductively on the negation normal form of
6. Let P, € 7 and ¢ and ¢ be formulas in LTL(7), then we set

7[0]; =0, m[1]; =1,
m[P]; = 7(Pij), m[-F]; = m(=Fj),
mle vl =nlel; +7ldl;,  wle Al = wlel; - m v,

; if 7+1
W[[X(p]]j _ W[[SO]]]-H I j + .< n
0 otherwise,

— ; if j+1<
W[[X(p]]j — W[[SO]]]Jrl 1y + . n
1 otherwise,

TleUy]; = Z <7T[[¢]]k- H 7T[[<p]]l> and

J<k<n j<l<k
TleRy]; = H T[Y]m + Z (W[[SO]]k' H 7T[W]]z> :
i<m<n i<k<n I<i<k

Since the semiring (K, +,+,0,1) has constants for 0 and 1, the first two definitions
are not surprising. Also, as stated in the introduction, disjunctions are interpreted
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as additions and conjunctions are interpreted as multiplications. The interpretations
of the atomic propositions are given by m directly. As for the next operators X¢ and
X, we evaluate the formulas at the next node, if present. Otherwise, the normal
next operator defaults to 0 whereas the weak next operator defaults to 1.

For the until operator, we look at its semantics and notice that it can be expressed
as a disjunction. There can be any k with j < k < n where 1) becomes true, which
is a disjunction over j < k < n. Also, for this k, ¢ must be true for all j <1 < k
to fulfill the formula, so we have an inner conjunction over 7 < [ < k. Translating
disjunctions to summations and conjunctions to multiplications yields the above
definition. The same approach is used for the release operator.

As a further sanity check, for j € W and ¢ € LTL(7), we can use the above
definitions to evaluate finally and globally operators as well, which yields exactly
the expected results

nlFl = 71Ul = 3wl and «[Gol, = aloReL = ] ¢l

71<k<n i<m<n

Assuming that addition and multiplication can be performed in constant time, the
until operator and the release operator can be interpreted in O(n?) whereas the
remaining operators can be evaluated in constant time. We will close the section
about LTL with an example.

(3.5) Example. Let P and @ be atomic propositions and consider the N[X]-
interpretation m with X = {p,q,r, s, z,y} given in figure (3.6).

Q—-x Q-y
Por P—os

O—O—0—0—0
Figure (3.6): The N[X]-interpretation 7.

Normally, we would represent structures graphically by tagging the nodes with the
atomic propositions they fulfill. For K-interpretations, we also need to know which
values in K are assigned to the literals, so P — p at node j in the above example
means that 7(Pj) = p. Any literals whose values are not explicitly given in the
figure, including all negative literals, are assumed to be tagged with 0.

We would like to interpret the formula ¢ = PUQ under 7 at node j. Since ¢ is in
negation normal form, we can use definition (3.4) directly and obtain

m[PUQ]; = px + pqry,

since k and m are the only nodes where () is tagged with a nonzero value.

We can interpret another formula ) = —=F(=P) under 7 at j. First, we translate it
into its negation normal form by

—nF(—'P) = —i(lU(ﬂP)) = (ﬁl)R(ﬂ(—\P)) =0RP = GP.
Now, we can calculate the interpretation

n[-F(=P)]; = n[GP]; = pgrs.
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3.2 Computation Tree Logic (CTL)

Since LTL was evaluated on paths, from every node on the path, there was only one
“past” and one “future” sequence of nodes and there were no cycles. Computation
Tree Logic (CTL) introduces branching. The nodes do not have to be arranged
linearly, but instead, there may be multiple predecessors and successors for a single
node and there could also be cycles.

Formally, CTL is interpreted on transition systems G = (V| E, (P;);cr) where P; are
atomic propositions and [ is an index set like for LTL. However, we now have a
binary relation £ C V' x V that represents the edges between the nodes in V. We
assume V' to be finite, but paths over V' can still be infinite because of possible
cycles. We also assume G to be non-terminating, that is, for each v € V, there is
a successor w € V with (v,w) € E. The signature of G is 7 = {E} U{P,; | i € I}.
Syntax and standard semantics of CTL are adapted from a book by Huth and Ryan.
[HROO].

(3.7) Definition (Syntax of CTL). Let 7 be a signature, the formulas in CTL(7)
are generated by the symbol ¢ of the grammar

e=0]1]|P|-p|eVe|oene|E(@)|A(p) withP er,
¢ =Xep | pUp | pRe.

The formulas generated by the symbol ¢ are called path formulas and the next, until
and release operators from LTL have the same meaning here. However, the path
formulas are no valid CTL formulas and they can only appear directly after a path
quantifier in CTL, where E is the existential and A the universal path quantifier.
So, we could eliminate the symbol ¢ and include all six possible formulas formed by
E(¢) and A(¢) directly, that would be

E(Xg), A(Xp), E(pUp), A(pUp), E(pRe) and A(pRep).

For ¢» € CTL(7), the abbreviations Fi = 1Ut and Gt = OR# are still valid for
path formulas. With the above observations and the LTL semantics in mind, it is
straightforward to define semantics for CTL inductively.

(3.8) Definition (Semantics of CTL). Let G = (V,7) be a transition system. We
always evaluate a formula # € CTL(7) at a node v € V. The formulas 0, 1, P; for
P; € 7 and the boolean connectives =, V, A are interpreted as in LTL.

Let ¢ and v be formulas in CTL(7). We first define the semantics of path formulas
¢. Let m = vyvy... be an infinite path in G, that is, vy, v1,... € V and (v;,vi41) € E
for 1 € w. We write m |= ¢ iff the path 7 fulfills the path formula ¢.

The only difference between the LTL semantics and the evaluation of ¢ on 7 is the
fact that = is infinite, whereas we assumed LTL path structures W to be finite.
However, the next, until and release operators still work the same way on infinite
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paths with only slight changes. For m = vgv;..., we set

TEXe iff Gk,

T eUy iff G, v =9 for some k € w such that
GukEpforall [<k and

mE= Ry iff G vj =y forall  j € w or instead,
G, vk = ¢ for some k € w with
G,uE¢foral [ <k

Since the semantics of path formulas ¢ are defined, we can now define

G,v = E(¢) iff 7 ¢ for some infinite path 7 starting at v and
G,vEA(¢) iff w [ ¢ for all infinite paths 7 starting at v.

Notice that the restriction of the quantifiers to infinite paths does not cause counter-
intuitive behaviour, because we assumed that G is non-terminating, therefore any
path can be extended into an infinite path. Also, E(X¢) corresponds to Q¢ and
A(Xyp) corresponds to Oy in modal logic. Figure (3.9) illustrates some models for
specific CTL formulas when evaluating at node v.

E(FP) and E(GQ):

Figure (3.9): CTL formulas with models.

CTL admits a negation normal form, since for ¢, 1) € CTL(7), the equivalences

—E(Xyp) = A(X(—y)), —A(Xp) = E(X(~p)),
“E(pUy) = A((m)R(—)),  —A(pUy) = E((mp)R(—2)),
—E(pRY) = A((mp)U(—¢)),  —A(pRe) = E((—p)U(—2))

hold. Therefore, we would like to define a semiring interpretation for CTL. Given
a set of nodes V' and a signature 7, we will now have to consider the positive edge
literals as well, because we might want to track them when performing provenance
analysis. We set

Lity () ={Puv | BbeT,ve V}U{=Pv | P er,voe VIU{Evww | v,w e V}.

Now, a K-interpretation 7 : Lity (7) — K assigns semiring values to all the literals
and we would like to interpret CTL formulas under 7. Clearly, this approach is very
similar to our approach for LTL. We interpret formulas in their negation normal
form and the formulas 0 and 1 as well as atomic propositions and the V and A
connectives can be interpreted the same way as in LTL.
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The two operators E(X¢) and A(X¢p) are interpreted the same way that Griadel and
Tannen interpreted their equivalents ¢y and Oy in modal logic [GT18]. To illustrate
their approach, consider the incomplete N[X]-interpretation 7 in figure (3.10) with
{p,q,7, s} C X. Relevant edges (v, w) are labelled with 7(Fvw) and missing edges
are implicitly tagged with 0.

Figure (3.10): Incomplete N[X]-interpretation .

For v € V', the set of successors is defined as
vE ={w eV | n(Evw) # 0}.

We assume K-interpretations to be non-terminating, so vE # ) for all v € V.

Generally, we interpret E(X¢) and A(Xyp) at v for p € CTL(7) as

T[EX)], = Y m(Evw) - 7, and

t[AXe)], = [] n(Bow) - nle].

wevE

So, we understand E(Xy) as a disjunction of ¢ over all successors, but we also
evaluate the edges that we used. A(Xyp) is interpreted as a conjunction over all
successors. In the above example, we would obtain

m[E(XP)], = pr +¢s and
T[AXP)], = pgrs.

Especially for the universal quantifier, it is crucial to disregard the edges tagged
with 0, since they would make the entire product 0, which is counter-intuitive. As
we can see, showing A(XP) at v in the above example makes use of the fact that
P holds at w; and w3, hence the factors r and s, and also, the edges (v, w;) and
(v,w3) are used, therefore, we have the factors p and ¢q. The node wy is irrelevant,
as (v, wsq) is tagged with zero, so pgrs represents a full proof of A(XP) at v.

Finally, we move on to interpreting the until and release formulas. Let ¢ and
be in CTL(7) and consider the formula E(pU). Instead of evaluating the formula
directly, we consider the equivalence

E(eU¢) =9V (¢ AEX(E(eU1)))).

If we evaluate E(¢Uv) at a node v, clearly, if ¢ is true at v, we know that E(pU)
holds at v. The other possibility for E(pUw) to be true at v would be that ¢ holds
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at v and there is some successor of v where E(¢pU1) is true. This way, we can “push”
the formula E(pU) on to the successors of the current node.

Since we already know how to evaluate the next operator, we can translate this into
an equation system. For all v € V| we have the equations

T[E(eU)]o = 7[]s + 7e]. - Z m(Evw) - T[E(eUy)]w.

wevk

If K is w-continuous, we can solve this system. Consider the function f : KV — KV
which is defined component-wise for v € V' as

fo(X) = 7[¥]s + 7] - Z m(Bvw) - X, where X € KV.

wevk

By theorem (2.23), since f is component-wise w-continuous in each argument, it has
a least fixed point Ifp(f) € KV. Setting

T[E(@U)]o = Hp(f)u

for each v € V fulfills the above equations, since

Up(f)o = fu(lfp(f)) = 7[¥]s + 7 e]w - Z n(Evw) - Up(f)e forve V.

wevE

Obviously, the equation would be fulfilled by any other fixed point of f as well, but
we use the least fixed point, since the until operator specifies a reachability condition,
that is, when E(pU1) holds at v, a node where v holds must be reachable. Another
justification for using the least fixed point can be found when we translate E(@Uq)
to the modal p-calculus L,. Although we will not define L, here, we note that

E(pUv) translates to uX.(¢ V (p A 0X)),

which calls for a least fixed point and exactly justifies the definition of f.

The remaining formulas A(pUv), E(pRey) and A(pRt) can be dealt with in a
similar way. For A(pU1), we have the equivalence

A(pUr) =¥ V (o AAX(A(pUy))),

so it suffices to just replace the summation in our operator f by a multiplication.
We obtain g : KV — KV with

9u(X) = 7w[[v], + 7] - H m(Bvw) - X,, forveV.

wevE

The translation of
A(pUy) to pX.(¢Y V (e AOX)) in L,

justifies the definition 7[A(pUw)], = lp(g),.

For the release operators, we have to slightly change the functions f and ¢g. Consider
the formula E(¢R4) at some node v. By the semantics of E(¢R)), ¥ must be true
in any case at v as a necessary condition to fulfill E(¢R1)). Now, if ¢ is true at v
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as well, this is sufficient to show E(@Ra)), or, the other possibility is that E(¢R))
is true at some successor of v, so we have

E(eRy) = ¢ A (¢ V E(X(E(eRe)))).

This gives rise to the function f: KV — KV with

[o(X) =[], - (W[[@]] + Z (Evw) w) for v e V.

wevk

Similarly, for A(oU), we use ¢’ : KV — KV defined as

QL(X):W[[@bHv'(W[[QD]]U—i—H (Evw) X) forv e V.

wevk

However, release operators do not specify reachability conditions. For example, to
fulfill E(pR4) at a node v, no node where ¢ holds has to be reachable, in fact, an
infinite path of nodes where ¢ holds is enough. So, the release operator specifies the
safety condition that ¢ stays true indefinitely or until it is released by ¢. Therefore,
we use greatest fixed points. To ensure their existence, we have to assume that K
is an absorptive lattice semiring and use corollary (2.25) that implies the existence
of greatest fixed points for f’ and ¢, because they are component-wise monotonic
in each argument. We set

T[E(eRy)]
T[A(eRY)],

The translations to L, of

(%

fp(f"), and

g
gfp(g’), forveV.

E(¢Ry) to vX. (WA (pVOX)) and
A(eRY) to vX.(¥v A (pVvOX))

back our definition. We will now summarize the considerations above and inductively
define the semiring interpretation for CTL.

(3.11) Definition (Semiring Interpretation for CTL). Let K be an absorptive lat-
tice semiring, V' a finite set of nodes, 7 a signature and 7 : Lity(7) — K a K-
interpretation. We define the semiring interpretation of any formula § € CTL(7) at
any node v € V inductively on the negation normal form of 6 by setting

m[0], = 0, 1], = 1,
m[F]. = m(Pw), m[=B]y = m(=Fw),
WII(P v 1/}]]1) = 7‘-[[90]]11 + Wﬂw]]v and 71'[[@ N w]]v = W[[@]]v ) W[[w]]vy
where ¢,1 € CTL(7) as in LTL and further, we set
T[EXe)], = Y n(Bow) - wl¢]., t[AX)] = [] n(Bow) - rle]a,

wevk wevk

[E(eU)], = lip(f2#),, T[A(pUY)], = lp(fAE)),,
m[E(eRY)], = gfp(fE(leb))U and m[A(eRY)], = gfp(fA(‘PRw))v
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with the corresponding functions KV — KV being defined as

FEPUNX) = 7]y + wlel - Y w(Bow) - X

wevk

ff(wa)(X) = n[]o + 7] - H T(Bvw) - X,

wevk

f;Ewa)(X) = 7[¢], - <7T[[g0]]v + Z (Evw) ) and

wevE

FRE(X) = vl - <7r[[<,0]]v+ [1 (Evw) Xw).

wevE

Since absorptive lattice semirings have to fulfill very strong conditions and we only
need them for the release operators, it is worth noting that if there were no release
operators, w-continuous semirings would be enough to interpret CTL.

(3.12) Definition (Positive CTL). We define posCTL(7) C CTL(7) for a signature
7 as the subset of formulas ¢ € CTL(7) where release operators do not occur in the
negation normal form of ¢.

Formulas in posCTL(7) can be interpreted by means of definition (3.11) in any w-
continuous semiring K. We will provide two examples for the semiring interpretation
of CTL formulas.

(3.13) Example. Let 7 = {E, P} and consider the N*°[X]-interpretation 7 from
figure (3.14) below where X = {p, ¢, 7}.

Figure (3.14): N*[X]-interpretation 7.

We will interpret the formula E(FP) € CTL(7) in N*°[X] under 7 at node v. Notice
that E(FP) = E(1UP) € posCTL(7), so that the w-continuous semiring N*°[X] is
suited for that purpose. We have

T[E(FP)], = 7[E(LUP)], = p(f*17),.

Since we have two nodes v and w and vE = {w} and wE = {v}, we can write the
two components of fPIUP) . rlvwy o fr{vwh g

FEOUPY) = 7P, + a(1], - w(Evw) - Y, and
fE(IUP)(Y) = 1[P]w + 7[1]w - 7(Bwv) - Y,
By theorem (2.23), lfp(fEAVP)) = sup, ., (fELUP))1(0), so we can iterate fEIUP) to

obtain the fixed point. We start with Y5 = (0,0) and set Y;;; = fEOUP)(Y}) for
1 € w. This yields the iteration rules

(Yigr)o = fEAUPNY)) = [ P], + 7[1], - 7(Bvw) - (Yi)w =p - (Yi)w and
Yie)w = fEOUNY)) = 7[Ply + 7[1]w - 7(Bwv) - (Y;), =7
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We can create the following table of (Y;), and (Y;),, for 0 <i <5:

7 0111 2 3 4 5%
(Y:)y [ 0] 0| pr pr pr + piqr pr + pPgr

(Yo |O |7 | 7 | 74+pgr| r+per | r+pgr+ p*er

Of course, we cannot enumerate all Y; for ¢ € w, but from the table, we can conclude
that (Y;), contains all monomials of the form p(pq)’r with j < k for some k € w and
k increases with 7, that is, more monomials are added as the iteration progresses. A
similar observation can be made for (Y}),,, which contains all the monomials (pq)’'r
with j* < K for some increasing k’. We claim

sup(Yi)y = > p(pg)’r = p(pg)*r  and

€W

JEW
sup(Yi)w = Y (pg)’r = (pq)*r

where a* is short for >, a’ for a € K when K is w-continuous. By lemma (2.21),
these are the components of the supremum of {Y; | i € w}, so

lp(f2P)) = sup(FEUUD)(0) = sup V; = (p(pa)*r, (pa)"r).
1EW €W
Therefore, we have evaluated E(FP) at v, and as a coproduct, we have evaluated it
at w as well and obtain

7[E(FP)], = 7[E(LUP)], = lp(f*'VD), = p(pg)'r and
*[B(EP)] = n[EQUP)T, = (7)), = (pg)'r.

As a sanity check for this result, we take a look at the literals that are used when
proving E(FP) at v. We can take the p-labelled edge (v,w) to w and then show
P at w, which is labelled with . However, before showing P at w, we can iterate
through the cycle (w, v, w) arbitrarily often, and since the cycle’s edges are labelled
with p and g, the result p(pg)*r represents exactly all the ways to prove E(FP) at
v. For w, it is very similar, except that we do not have to take the p-transition in
the beginning, since we are starting at w, so the result (pg)*r is justified. We will
now provide another example with a greatest fixed point.

(3.15) Example. In this example, 7 = {F, Q} and we use the S®[X]-interpretation
7 in figure (3.16) below with X = {p,q,r, s}.

Q—r

q
Figure (3.16): S*°[X]-interpretation .

The formula that we will interpret in S*°[X| under 7 at node v is E(GQ) € CTL(7),
which is equal to E(0RQ), so

T[E(GQ)]. = [E(ORQ)]. = gfp(f*"P)..
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We have vE = wE = {w}, so that the components of fFORQ) . lvwh _y rfvw} are

ORIV = 7[Q - (=0, + 7(Evw) - Y,) and
[OY) = 7[Q) - (w[0]w + m(Buww) - Vi),

w

By corollary (2.25), gfp(f(°R@)) exists and can be obtained by means of theorem
(2.17), that is, we start iterating at Yy = (1, 1), set Y;,; = fPORR)(Y;) for i € w and
Y, = inf;c, Y;. We will see in this example that Y, is already a fixed point, so there
is no need to iterate further than Y,,. We simplify

(Yirr)o = fEOR9(Y) = 7[Q)y - (0], + w(Bow) - Vo) = pr- (Vi)  and
(Yirr)w = £ (Vi) = 7[QLw - (7[0]w + m(Bww) - Yy) = g5 (Yi)w  fori € w.

This yields the following table for 0 < i < 5:

l 0] 1 2 3 4 )

(Yo)o | 1| pr | pgrs | p®rs® | pg®rs® | pgrs?
(K)w 1 qs q282 q383 q484 q585

We use the abbreviation a* = [],. a for a € K where K is an absorptive lattice
semiring. Notice that in S®[X], greater exponents make monomials smaller, so we
have (¢s)>® = ¢®s™ < ¢/s’ = (¢s)? for all j € w. Now, using the above table and
lemma (2.21), it is easy to see that

(Y,)y = inf(Y;), = pr(gs)>* and

Cw

(Yo)w = 125(}/;)10 = (gs)™.

This is already a fixed point, since fEORQ)N(Y,)) =Y, because
FPORDYL) = pr- (Yo)w = prigs)™ = (Yo)y  and
FeODYL) = as - (Yo)w = g5+ (g9) = (45) = (Vo)

So, it is the greatest fixed point and we have

T[E(GQ)]s = 7[E(0RQ)], = gfp(f" %), = (Y,)» = pr(gs)™ and
T[E(GQ)]w = 7[E(0RQ)].» = gfp(fE(ORQ))w = (Yo)uw = (g5)%.

Indeed, the only way to prove E(GQ) at v is by using the infinite path (v, w, w, ...),
so we use the fact that @ holds at v and the edge (v, w) once, hence the factor pr,
and we use the edge (w,w) and the fact that @) holds at w infinitely often, hence
(gs)*°. At the node w, we use the path (w,w,...), so we just have (gs)*.

Unfortunately, as seen in the two examples, we can only interpret CTL formulas
manually for now and it requires infinite iterations, so we have to intuitively see a
pattern in the iterations and use induction to find the fixed points. However, we can
see that cycles are causing the iterations to be infinite, which raises the question
whether the results can be obtained systematically. Indeed, in the next chapter,
we will present algorithms that are capable of interpreting CTL formulas without
infinite iterations.
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3.3 Propositional Dynamic Logic (PDL)

Propositional Dynamic Logic (PDL) is interpreted over Kripke structures I =
(V. (Ey)aca, (P)icr) where [ is an index set and A is a set of actions. Intuitively, we
can interpret the actions as atomic programs and if (v, w) € E, for some a € A, we
can say that performing action a at state v takes the system to state w. Again, V'
is assumed to be finite and 7 = {E, | a € A} U{P; | i € I} is called the signature
of IC. The syntax and usual semantics of PDL are adapted from Berwanger’s work
from 2005 [Ber05].

(3.17) Definition (Syntax of PDL). Given a signature 7, PDL(7) is generated by
the symbol ¢ of the grammar

e=0|1]F|-p|leVe|lene|{pe]|ple withP e,
p=al|lpUp|ppl|p"|e? with B, € 7.

The symbol p generates the programs. The elementary programs are the actions
a. The operator p;p chains two programs, p U p indeterministically chooses one
of the given programs and p* indeterministically iterates p zero or more times.
Additionally, 7 checks if ¢ is true at the current state or not. Knowing the meaning
of the programs, we say that (p)¢ is true iff there is a run of p that ends in a state
where ¢ holds and [p]e holds iff all runs of p end in a state where ¢ is true.

Although we will usually interpret formulas ¢ at a single node v € V, the easiest
way to define the semantics of PDL is by setting [o]* CV ={v e V | K,v E ¢}
and interpreting programs p as binary relations [p]* CV x V.

(3.18) Definition (Semantics of PDL). Given a Kripke structure K = (V, 1), we de-
fine the semantics for formulas and programs inductively at the same time. Assume
v, € PDL(7), we set

[[OHIC =0, [[U]’C =V,

[P]* = Pl [l =V \ [¢]",
[ovol* =[el* uwl,  [eAv]* =[e]* N w]",

[(pe]* = {v € V | there is a w € V with (v,w) € [p]* and K, w = ¢} and
[lple]® = {v € V | for all w € V with (v, w) € [p]*, we have K, w |= ¢}.

For the programs, assume p, p; and py are subprograms and ¢ € PDL(7), then

[a]* = By,
[o1U pa]* = [pa]* U [p2]",
[p1; 2] = {(v,w) | there is a u € V with (v,u) € [p:1]* and (u,w) € [pa]*},
[p*]* = {(v,w) | v = w or w is reachable from v via edges in [p]*} and

L7 = {(v,0) | K,v = ¢}

Figure (3.19) illustrates some models of PDL formulas when evaluating at node wv.
We label the edges with the action they belong to.
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[(a:0)1P: 2 : 2 °

<a*> <b*> P: a a b b

Figure (3.19): PDL formulas with models.

For programs p and formulas ¢, we call formulas of the form (p)¢ existential and
formulas of the form [p]e universal. Clearly, PDL has a negation normal form when
we consider

—(p)p = [pl(mp) and  —[ple = (p) ().

(3.20) Definition (Positive PDL). Let 7 be an arbitrary signature, we define
posPDL(7) C PDL(7) as the subset of PDL(7) formulas whose negation normal form
does not contain a universal subformula [p]e where p is a program and ¢ € PDL(7).

In this thesis, we will only define a semiring interpretation for the positive fragment
of PDL. For that, the semirings K that we use will have to be w-continuous. For a
set of nodes V' and signature 7, we have the literals

Lity (1) ={Pv | Pber,ve V}U{-Pv | P eTveV}
U{E,ow | E, € T,v,w € V'}.

A K-interpretation 7 : Lity (1) — K is extended to all posPDL(7) formulas. We can
handle all formulas except for (p)p the same way as in CTL, where p is a program
and ¢ € posPDL(7). Formulas of the form (p)y require us to assign a meaning
to programs p first. Under the standard semantics, programs were interpreted as
binary relations. Therefore, under 7, we interpret programs as binary K-relations,
that is for a program p and (v,w) € V x V| we will define

W[[p]] (v,w) S K;

thereby extending 7 to a function 7 : Prog(7) x (V x V) — K where Prog(7) is the
set of programs over 7. Now, it is left to define 7[p] sy, inductively for all programs
pand (v,w) €V x V.

The meaning of atomic programs a is given directly by the edge relation E,, we set
m[a]ww) = T(Eow).

Let p1, pe and p be programs and ¢ € PDL(7). For the compound programs, we
will translate the standard semantics into semiring semantics. p; U py can be seen
as a disjunction, so we set

7[p1 U p2o]ww) = Tlp1]w,w) + Tlo2] (0,0)-

The program pi; py can also be seen as a disjunction. To evaluate pq; po at (v, w),
we have to look for a middle node u and evaluate p; at (v,u) and ps at (u,w). This
yields the definition

mlp1; p2lww) = Z mlpil o - Tlo2l (ww)-

ueV
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For 1?7, we notice that 17 is a program that does not change the state. Therefore,
evaluating ¥7 at (v, w) with v # w should automatically yield 0. When evaluating
7 at (v,v), we have to check whether ¢ holds at v, so we have the definition

T[] (ww) = {g[[@b]]v o= w

otherwise.
The most complicated program is p*. When we evaluate p* at (v,w), we want to
know if w is reachable from v by p-transitions. Obviously, this is automatically
true if v = w. The other possibility is that v has a p-successor u from which w is
reachable, so we could recursively evaluate p* at (u,w). For (v,w) € V x V| we can
translate this to the equation system

W[[p*]](v’w) = W[[l?]](v,w) + Z W[[p]] (v,u) W[[p*]](u’w).

ueV

The term 7[17](w) is 1 iff v = w, because in that case, w is reachable from v
without using any transitions at all. For v # w, this does not apply and 7[17] (..
is 0. Since K is w-continuous, we can solve this equation system by iterating the
function f: K>V — KV>*V which is defined component-wise as

fw,w) (X) = 7[17] (p,0) + Z?T[[p]](yvu) - X(uw where X € KV*V.

ueV

Since f is component-wise w-continuous in each argument, by theorem (2.23), f has
a least fixed point Ifp(f) € KV*V and we can verify that Ifp(f) fulfills the equation

p(f) ) = Sroay D)) = 712wy + D 7ol - UD(F) ()

ueV

So, it is justified to set
7"'[[:0*]](1),110) = lfp(f)(v,w)-

We notice that this is very similar to our approach for the existential until operator
in CTL, except that we iterate over binary K-relations K>V instead of unary K-
relations K. Taking the least fixed point is again justified by observing that (p*)¢p
specifies a reachability condition.

Having defined the meanings of programs, it is easy to interpret (p)p at a node v by
noticing that this formula is true iff there is a p-successor of v where ¢ holds. This
can be seen as a disjunction over all successors of V', so we define

mloyelo = > wlplww - wlelw.

weV

Now, we can interpret positive PDL in w-continuous semirings.

(3.21) Definition (Semiring Interpretation for Positive PDL). Let K be an w-
continuous semiring, V' a finite set of nodes, 7 a signature and 7 : Lity(7) — K
a K-interpretation. We define the semiring interpretation of any program and any
formula # € PDL(7) by simultaneous induction on the negation normal form of
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formulas and on the programs. Let ¢,1¢ € posPDL(7), p1,p2 and p be programs
and v,w € V', we set

7[0], =0, 1], = 1,
T[Pi]o = 7(Fv), T[~F], = 7(=Pw),
Tl VY], = 7ol + 7 [Y]., mle Al = wle], - T[], and

ml{p)el =D wlolwaw) - 7lelw

weV

for the formulas and for the programs, we set

mla]ww) = T(Eow),
7T[[pl U pQH(vﬂu) = 7T[[pl]](v,w) + 7[[/)2]](7),11;)7
ﬂ-[[pl; pQH(uw) = Z ﬂ-[[pl]](v,u) : ﬂ-ﬂpﬂ](u,w)a

ueV

T[0T (o) = UP(f* )ww) and

e, ifv=w
mlp? vaw) —
v H( w) {O otherwise.

The function f*" : KV*V — KV*V is defined as

f([;,w)<X) = Trﬂl?]] (v,w) + Z W[[p]] (vyu) * X(u,w)-

ueV

(3.22) Example. We illustrate this with an example for 7 = {E,, P} and a N*°[X]-
interpretation 7 given in figure (3.23) with X = {p, ¢, r, s}. Edges (v, w) are labelled
with actions a and their appropriate values m(E,vw).
P—r P—s
a—gd
a—p
Figure (3.23): N*[X]-interpretation .

We would like to evaluate (a*)P at node v in N*®[X] under 7. First of all, we
will evaluate the program a* at all pairs of nodes, therefore, we use lemma (2.23)
and compute Up(f*) = sup,;,,(f*)?(0). We have four components, so we start at
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Yy = (0,0,0,0) and set Y, = f2 (Y;) for i € w. This can be simplified to

(Y;'+1)(’L),v) = f&iu) (Y;) = ’/T[[l?]](v,v) + Z 71—[[a]](v,u) : (Y;)(u,v)

ueV
=1 +p ' (K)(v,v) + q- (Y;)(w,v)

(Vi) ) = Sy (Vi) = 7120wy + > Tl oy - (V3 w)

ueV

=p- (}/i)(v,w) +q- (}/;)(w,w)
(Yie) ) = Foy (YD) = T[0Ty + > wlal iy - (V) )

ueV
=0 and
(Y;-l-l)(w,w) = f(al;w) (Yz) = Wﬂl?ﬂ(w,w) + Z 7T|ICL]] (w,u) * (Y;)(u,w)
ueV
=1.
We compute a table for 0 < i < 5:
7 01 2 3 4 5
Ydwe [0 1| 1+p|14+p+p* | L+p+p*+p® | 14+p+p*+p° +p
(Y |00 ¢ q+pq q+pg+p*q | q+pg+piqg+piq
(Y (wwy | 010 0 0 0
(Yi)(w’w) 011 1 1 1 1

Clearly, we have sup;c,,(Yi)ww) = p* and sup;e, (Y;)w.w) = p*q. Therefore,
71-[[a*]](v,v) - lfp(fa*)(v,v) = Sup(Yi)(v,v) = p* and

1EW

7-‘-[[Cﬁ]](l)ﬂli) = lfp(fa*)(v,w) = SUP(Y;)(v,w) = p*q

1€W
With these results, we can evaluate (a*)P at v as

m[(a") Pl. = Zﬂﬂa*ﬂ(v,u) [Pl

ueV
= m[a*]ww) - 7[Plo + 7@ ] ww) - T[Plw
= p*r + p'gs.
We can check this result for sanity. To prove (a*) P at node v, we can clearly take
the p-labelled edge (v,v) € E, arbitrarily often, hence the factor p*. Then, we can
use the fact P at v, which is labelled with r, or we can take the edge (v,w) € E,

and the fact P at w, which are labelled with ¢ and s respectively to close the proof.
So, the expected result is indeed p*(r 4 ¢s) = p*r + p*gs.

(3.24) Remark. There is no obvious way to extend the above approach to universal
formulas [p]¢ where p is a program and ¢ € PDL(7).

The naive approach to handle formulas [p]e would be setting

mlielelo = I =lelww) - 7lelw-

weV,nm[p] (v,w) #0
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The drawback of this is that programs change their meanings depending on whether
they are used existentially or universally. Consider the formulas (aUb) P and [aUb] P
in PDL(7) with {E,, E,, P} C 7 and the S>[X]-interpretation 7 in figure (3.25) with
X ={p,q,r, 8, 2,9,2}.

Figure (3.25): S°°[X]-interpretation 7.

Using the naive approach, we would obtain

m[(aUb)P],=pr+ (q+7r)y+sz=pr+qy+ry+sz and
m[l[aUb|P), =pzx-(qg+7r)y-sz = prqysz + prrysz.

The existential formula is interpreted correctly, since any monomial represents a
valid proof for (aUb) P at v by taking an edge labelled with a or b and then showing
P at the successor. For the universal formula, the problem lies in

Tla Ub] v, = Tla]wuws) + T[0] (wwe) = q + 7

This is counter-intuitive as it would be expected for the universal formula to use
both ¢ and r instead of choosing between them, since (v, ws) consists of two edges,
one labelled with a and one with b. We could try to fix this by interpreting pro-
grams differently depending on whether they are used existentially or universally,
for example, we would set

7[(a U b)](wwe) = T[{@) ] (wwe) + T[(0)](vw2) = ¢ + 7 as before and
mllaUb]Jww,) = 7llallwuws) - 7l wuws) = ar

This would yield w[[a Ub|P], = pz - qry - sz = pxqrysz. However, this is still
unsatisfactory, as we would need the fact that P holds at wy twice, since wy is
reached from v in two separate ways, so the expected result is prgry®sz.

Resolving this problem would require a new definition of the semiring interpretation
that breaks the separation between programs and formulas. When evaluating the
program [a U b] in the above example, we would have to keep in mind that ws is
reached twice and that the formula P will have to be evaluated twice at ws. In
order to avoid these problems, we restrict our semiring interpretation to positive
PDL formulas.
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Chapter 4

Algorithms for Semiring
Interpretation

The next goal is to show how the semiring interpretations from the previous chapter
can be performed algorithmically. Given a formula 6 in LTL, CTL or posPDL in
negation normal form and a suitable K-interpretation 7 over a finite set of nodes
V', we would like to compute the semiring interpretation 7[f], for some v € V.
Assuming that addition and multiplication in K can be performed in constant time,
most types of formulas can be interpreted trivially. For example, if § = ¢ V ¢ is
a disjunction and the interpretations 7[¢], and 7[¢], are already known, then we
have 7[0], = 7], + 7 [1]», which is easy to compute under the above assumption.

However, the following types of formulas or programs are interpreted in terms of
fixed points:

e until formulas E(pUv) and A(¢Ue) in CTL,
e release formulas E(¢R1)) and A(pRy) in CTL and

e program iterations p* in PDL.

It is not immediately clear how to interpret the above formulas and programs al-
gorithmically, since we have to find the corresponding fixed points, but so far, we
have only established theorem (2.23) and corollary (2.25) to do that, and both make
use of infinite or transfinite sequences. In this chapter, we will introduce alternative
approaches to find the desired fixed points without infinite iterations and show that
it can be done algorithmically.

4.1 Paths and Complete Trees

Looking back at the examples (3.13), (3.15) and (3.22), where we evaluated exis-
tential until and release formulas in CTL as well as a program iteration in PDL, we
notice that all the monomials in the results represent paths over the given transition
system. In the following sections, we will see that this is not a coincidence and we
will capture this concept formally. Consider a formula E(¢Ut) in CTL(7) that is
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interpreted at a node v € V|, where G = (V, 7) is a transition system. Proving that
E(pUw) holds at v requires a path in G that starts at v and ends at some node
w € V where 9 holds, while ¢ is true at the non-terminal nodes of the path. Figure
(4.1) illustrates a transition system G and a path over G that witnesses that E(PUQ)
holds at v.

P P,Q

P P P Q
pan (=)=
Figure (4.1): Transition system with path that witnesses E(PUQ) at v.

We have labelled the nodes of the path with the facts that we used for the proof
of E(PUQ) at v. So, on the first traversal of w, we have used the fact P at w and
continued the proof, but on the second traversal, we have used the fact () and ended
the proof, since this is enough to witness that PU(Q holds on the path, and as the
path starts at v, we know that E(PUQ) is true at v. Of course, we could have
obtained a shorter proof by using the fact ) at the first traversal of w, or we could
build arbitrarily long proofs by repeatedly using P at the first n € N traversals of
w and then using ). The example gives rise to the following formal definition.

(4.2) Definition (Path). A path over V p is a finite or infinite path whose nodes
are labelled with elements of V. We denote

the set of nodes of p as n(p),
the set of edges of p as e(p) and

the set of non-terminal, or internal nodes of p as i(p) C n(p).

If p is finite, then there is also a terminal node ¢(p) € n(p). The path has a label
function L, : n(p) — V, which can be extended to edges by setting L,((x,y)) =
(Lp(@), Lyp(y)) € V x V for (z,y) € e(p).

P(V') denotes the set of all paths over V. We can add subscripts or superscripts to
refer to specific subsets of P(V'). Subscripts denote the starting node of the paths,
for example, if v € V, then P,(V) C P(V) denotes the set of paths over V' that start
at a node that is labelled with v. Superscripts will be used to indicate the length of
the path, which we define as |e(p)|, the number of edges on the path. Notice that
the length of a path is a cardinal number s and that the length of infinite paths is
w. With that in mind, for example, P=*(V) refers to the set of infinite paths over
V and P<°*(V) refers to the set of paths over V with less than 52 edges. We also
introduce P(V) and P™(V) to refer to the set of finite and infinite paths over V/
respectively. Of course, we will often combine subscripts and superscripts.

Also, we will usually identify the nodes of a path with their labels. For example,
consider the path from figure (4.1). We denote it as p = (v, w,v,w) and we would
say that it starts at v and ends at w instead of saying that it starts at a node labelled
with v and ends at a node labelled with w. We would also say that v occurs twice
in p, meaning that there are two separate nodes in p that are labelled with v. The
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label function will only be used for formal definitions.

Paths are useful for semiring interpretations of existential formulas. In figure (4.3)
below, we extend the transition system from figure (4.1) to a S*°[X]-interpretation
m with X = {p,q,r,s,t}.

P—s
Q-t

P—r P—s P—r Q—-t

SO OO0

Figure (4.3): S>°[X]-interpretation = with path that witnesses E(PUQ) at v.

The same path py = (v, w,v,w) as in figure (4.1) is also depicted here in figure
(4.3), but the facts are now labelled with values from S*[X]. We can now define
the PUQ-cost of pg under 7 as

W[[PUQ]]po:r-p-s-q-r-p-t:pquQSt.

The PUQ-cost of py indicates which facts are used to prove that PUQ holds on p.
First, we have to make sure that the edges exist, hence the factors p?q. Then, P
must be true at the internal nodes of pg, therefore we have the factors r%s. Finally,
() must be true at the terminal node, so we have the last factor ¢.

This concept can be generalized to arbitrary until formulas ¢U and finite paths p.
The ¢U-cost of p is defined by evaluating ¢ at the internal nodes, taking the edges
into account and then evaluating ¢ at the terminal node. The formal definition is
given below.

(4.4) Definition (Until-Costs for Paths). Let K be w-continuous. For a K-
interpretation 7 and a finite path p over V', we define the ¢U-cost of p as

wleUel, = | I #lelew |- | [ ~EL()L») | - 7[¥] .00

x€i(p) (z,y)€e(p)

where ¢, 1) are CTL formulas.

Clearly, U1-costs for infinite paths are not defined, since @U1) requires ¢ to come
true at some point on a path, so infinite paths are not suited to witness E(pU).

A similar concept can be introduced for release formulas. Consider a path p and a
release formula @R, If p is finite, proving R on p requires us to use the edges,
show that 1 holds on all nodes and show that ¢ is true at the terminal node. Also,
unlike until formulas, release formulas can be witnessed by infinite paths. If p is
infinite, it witnesses @R if we can show that the edges exist and that ¢ is true on
all nodes. So, the pR-cost of an infinite path is a countable product, but this is no
problem, since release formulas are interpreted in absorptive lattice semirings, which
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admit countable products according to definition (2.15). We obtain the following
definition.

(4.5) Definition (Release-Costs for Paths). Let K be an absorptive lattice semi-
ring. If 7 is a K-interpretation and p is a path over V, then for CTL formulas ¢
and 1, the pR)-cost of p is defined as

mlerel, = | [ 7w |- | J] 7(BL@)Luw) | - 7lel, 0w

z€n(p) (z,y)€e(p)

if p is finite, otherwise, it is defined as

wleRel, = | ] 7léle,w |- | J] ~(EL(2)L,()

z€n(p) (z,y)€e(p)

The third and final type of costs that we will define for paths is the p-cost of a
path p, where p is a program in PDL. If p is a finite path over V starting at v € V
and ending at w € V, it witnesses that w is reachable by p-transitions from v if we
evaluate p on every edge in p. We obtain a straightforward definition of the p-costs
of paths.

(4.6) Definition (Program-Costs for Paths). Let K be an w-continuous semiring,.
For a K-interpretation 7 and a finite path p over V', the p-cost of p, where p is a
PDL program, is defined as

o], = H Tl L, (e)-

ece(p)

As for until formulas, infinite paths are disregarded, because infinite paths are not
suited to witness that a node w is reachable from a node v. Figure (4.7) informally
illustrates the three types of path costs that we have defined above.

o], o] myl,

oU-costs: m(Evw) m(Ewu)

@Ry-costs:
(finite path)

myl, m myl,

wl,
@Ry-costs: ®M>@W(EWU)>® >

(infinite path)

o], mlol,

Vv, W) W, u)

p-costs:

Figure (4.7): Informal illustration of path costs.

So far, we have only considered existential formulas and paths. Obviously, to show
that an existential formula like E(pU%) in CTL is true at v € V, we just need one
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path p that starts at v and fulfills Uy. However, when we consider a universal
formula A(pU®) in CTL, a single path will generally not be suited to witness the
truth of this formula at a node v. We will use trees instead of paths for universal
formulas. To justify this, consider the formula A(PUQ) interpreted in the transition
system G from figure (4.8) at node v as an example.

Figure (4.8): Transition system G.

We claim that the following two trees ¢; and t, from figure (4.9) each witness the
truth of A(PUQ) at node v in G. The nodes of the trees are labelled with the atomic
propositions that are used to prove A(PUQ) with the corresponding tree.

Figure (4.9): Two trees over G.

The trees are constructed by starting at v and trying to prove A(PUQ). Since @ is
not true at v, in both cases, we have to use P at v and show A(PUQ) at all three
successors of v. Since () also does not hold at ws, we have no choice but using P
and continuing to the successors of wy. As for w; and ws, since both P and @ are
true there, we have the option to use @) directly, which is done in t5, or we can use
P and continue to the successors of w; and ws, like in ¢;. At wy or wsy, we always
use () and end the branch of the tree.

We call both t; and ¢ complete trees with respect to G. In a complete tree, any non-
leaf node has exactly the same successors as the corresponding node in the transition
system G. This property is crucial for proving universal formulas, because it ensures
that all infinite paths starting from v are covered by the tree and eventually cross
one of the leaves. Since we have P at all internal nodes and () at all the leaf nodes,
we know that any infinite path starting at v has to cross a leaf and therefore fulfill
PUQ. Like for the paths, we will capture this concept formally.

(4.10) Definition (Complete Tree). A complete tree over V t with respect to a
transition system G = (V, E, (P;)ier) is a finite or infinite tree whose nodes are
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labelled with elements of V. We denote

the set of nodes of ¢ as n(t),

the set of edges of ¢ as e(t),

the set of terminal, or leaf nodes of ¢ as [(t) Cn(p) and
the set of non-terminal, or internal nodes of p as i(t) C n(p).

The label function is denoted as L, : n(t) — V and the tree fulfills the completeness
property, that is, for every node = € n(t), if L;(z) = v € V, then for every outgoing
edge of v (v,w) € E, there is exactly one successor y of z with (z,y) € e(t) and
L(y) = w and for every successor z of x with (z,z) € e(t) and L;(z) = u, there is
an outgoing edge of v (v,u) € E. As for paths, the label function can be extended
to edges by setting Li((x,y)) = (Li(x), Li(y)) € E for (z,y) € e(t).

Notice that this definition can be extended to K-interpretations 7 instead of tran-
sition systems G. If K is a semiring, V' is a set of nodes and 7 : Lity(7) — K is a
K-interpretation where F € 7, then 7 induces an edge relation

E. ={(v,w) € V xV | n(Evw) # 0}.

Therefore, we can also define complete trees with respect to a K-interpretation m
by applying the completeness property to E,. This is justified, because edges that
are tagged with 0 by a K-interpretation are “absent” edges, and edges tagged with
nonzero values are “present” edges when performing provenance analysis.

If the edge relation, given by a transition system or a K-interpretation, is clear
from the context, then T'(V') denotes the set of all complete trees over V. The
same conventions that we established for paths apply here as well, for example, we
will often disregard the label functions. Also, since all trees that we will consider
are complete, we will often write “trees” instead of “complete trees”. Subscripts
denote the root of the trees, so T, (V') denotes the set of all trees over V rooted at v.
Superscripts indicate the height of the trees, which is defined as the length of a path
with maximal length in the tree that starts at the root. Notice that this is a cardinal
number, which is finite for finite trees and w for infinite trees. For example, T<?(V)
denotes the set of trees over V up to height 2 and 7% (V') and T™(V) denote the
finite and infinite trees over V' respectively.

Just like we have defined ¢U-costs for paths, we can define pU-costs for trees.
Suppose that t is a complete tree rooted at v and we want to use t to witness that
A(pUr) holds at v. First, we would have to show that the edges exist, then we
would have to make sure that ¢ holds at all the leaf nodes and also, we would have
to prove that ¢ is true at the internal nodes. Notice that ¢ has to be finite, because
any path from the root has to end in a leaf where 1) holds. An infinite ¢-path is not
enough to satisfy an until formula. This yields the following definition.

(4.11) Definition (Until-Costs for Trees). Let K be w-continuous. For a K-
interpretation 7 and a finite, complete tree ¢ over V', the ¢U-cost of t for CTL
formulas ¢ and v is

el = | I] #lelew | | J] ~EL(@)Liw) | | T] #[¥l0w

x€i(t) (z,y)€e(t) z€l(t)
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For the pR-costs of trees, we use a similar approach. Assume that ¢ is a complete
tree rooted at v and we want to use it to show that A(pR) holds at v. We would
have to prove that v is true at all nodes of ¢, ¢ is true at the leaf nodes and the edges
all exist. However, t is not necessarily finite. For example, some branches could end
in leaves where ¢ is true, whereas other branches could be infinite ¥-paths. In fact,
t does not need to have any leaves at all. Therefore, we need countable products to
define the pR-costs of trees.

(4.12) Definition (Release-Costs for Trees). Let K be an absorptive lattice se-
miring. If 7 is a K-interpretation and ¢ is a complete tree over V', we define the
wR-cost of t as

wleRel = | [[ 7l |- | 11 #(ELi@)Lw) |- | 11 #lelew | -
zen(t) (z,y)€e(t) z€l(t)
where ¢ and ¢ are CTL formulas.

For now, we have used intuitive arguments to define paths, trees and their costs.
In the following sections, we will prove that the fixed points that are defined in the
previous chapter can be expressed in terms of path or tree costs and from that, we
will derive algorithms that compute the desired fixed points.

4.2 Until Operators in CTL

Recall example (3.13) where we had the N*°[X]-interpretation 7 given below in
figure (4.13) and obtained 7[E(FP)], = n[E(1UP)], = p(pq)*r.

p
P—r

q
Figure (4.13): N*[X]-interpretation .

Now, consider the set Pin(V) of all finite paths over the above transition system
that start at v. When we consider the 1UP-costs of those paths, many of them
will have the costs 0, for example, if their terminal node is not w or if they use
transitions other than (v, w) and (w,v), because those are labelled with 0. So, all
the paths py € Pi(V) with 7[LUP],, # 0 have the form (v, (w,v)’,w) for some
i € N, that is, they start at v and end at w and the cycle (w,v,w) is repeated i
times in between. With the observation that

ﬂ-[[lUP]](v,(w,v)i,w) - p(qu?"

for all + € N, we can draw the interesting conclusion that

T[EQUP)], = p(pg)r = plpg)'r =Y  «[LUP],,.

ieN po€Pfin(V)
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Putting this in words, the interpretation of E(1UP) at v is the same as the sum
of the 1UP-costs of all finite paths starting at v. This is not surprising, since the
1U P-costs of finite paths starting at v exactly represent proofs for E(1UP) at v.

We will generalize this to arbitrary formulas E(pUv). Moreover, we can obtain a
similar result for universal formulas by replacing paths with complete trees. We
claim that the interpretation of A(pUw) at v yields the sum of the ¢U-costs of all
finite, complete trees rooted at v. This yields the following theorem.

(4.14) Theorem. Let K be an w-continuous semiring, V" a finite set of nodes and =
a K-interpretation over V. For arbitrary formulas ¢ and ¢ in CTL and any v € V,
we have

(1) w[E(eUy)], = Z meUy], and

pEPI™(V)
2) 7[AUO)] = > 7[pUd.
teThin (V)
Proof. First of all, we notice that the above summations are well-defined in

w-continuous semirings, since Pi(V) and T8 (V) are both countable, as we can

enumerate the paths by their length and the trees by their height. The finiteness of
V' ensures that for any given length or height 7, there are only finitely many distinct
paths or trees over V respectively.

Now, we prove part (1) of the theorem by calculating 1fp(fE#U%)) according to
definition (3.11). Using lemma (2.23), this is done by setting X; = (fEU¥))i(0) for
¢ € w and then calculating sup,, X;. We will show by induction on 7 that

(Xi)y = Z meUy], forallve V.
PEPF(V)

For i = 0, this is clearly true as (Xy), = 0 for v € V, and since there are no paths
of length less than 0, P=°(V) is empty and the empty sum is always 0.

Now, assume the hypothesis holds for ¢ and consider i + 1. We have

(Xi+1)o = 7[¥]w + 7] - Z T(Evw) « (Xi)w

wevk

= ], + Z wlely - T(Evw) - Z m[eU],

wevk pepﬁi(V)

Notice that 7[[¢], is exactly the cost of the path (v). Also, multiplying 7 [¢], and
7(Evw) to the cost of a path p € P=4(V) yields the costs of the path (v, p), which
is obtained by appending v to the start of p. Notice that (v, p) starts at v and has
a length between 1 and 7, so we have

(Xit1)o = T[eUd] ) + Z Z TleU]wp)

wevE pePgi(V)

= > wleUel+ > wleUyl,

pEPFO(V) peUi<j<i P (V)

= ) 7leU¢l,,

pePsiH!
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since (v) is the only path of length 0 starting at v. This ends the induction.

Now, we can use proposition (2.5) that states that countable summation in w-
continuous semirings is invariant under partition. Therefore, we partition the finite
paths over V starting at v by their length and obtain

S oaleUdl,=> 0 Y wleUyl,
)

pePfin(V) i€w pePFH(V

= sup Z WH@U¢HP + ...+ Z WHQOUw]]P

1€\ pePo(V) peP=i(V)
=sup > 7[pUy],
1EW p€P1}<7‘+1(V)

= sup(Xit1)o
S

= sup (Xz)v
i€w\{0}

Since (Xp), is 0, we can add it into the supremum. Using lemma (2.21), we have

> wleUv], = sup (Xi),

pePin(V) EAO)
= sup(X;),

€W

= (Sup Xz)v

€W
— lfp(fE(soUw))v
= 7[E(@U¢)]..
This ends the proof for (1). The proof of part (2) is very similar. Here, we need

to calculate Ifp(fAY%)), which is done by setting Y; = (fA®U%))¥(0) for i € w and
then calculating the supremum. It will suffice to show by induction that for i € w,

we have
V)= 3 wleUy].

teT (V)

The rest of the proof is the same as for part (1), except that we replace X with Y
and paths with trees. For ¢ = 0, there is nothing to be shown, since there are no
trees of height less than 0 and (Y), = 0.

If the induction hypothesis holds for ¢, then for ¢ + 1, we have

(Y;Jrl)v = 7T[W]h + 77[[90]]1) : H W(va) ) (K)w

weVE
=al¢]o +alele- [ n(Bow)- [ > #leUvl,
wevE teTsi(V)

Since 7 is non-terminating and V' is finite, vF is non-empty and finite, so w.l.o.g.,
we can write vE = {wq,...,w;} C V for some | € N. Every tuple (¢1,...,t;) with
tj € T;j(\/) along with the edges (v,w;) for 1 < j <[ and the root node v forms
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a complete tree over V' with a height h between 1 and i. Conversely, any complete
tree over V rooted at v with height 1 < h <4 can be split into v, the edges (v, w;)
for 1 < j <1 and a tuple of trees (¢, ...,%;) such that t; € T;JZ(V) Therefore, we
can simplify the product to

(Yit1)o = 7[v]o + Z el - (HW(EUMZ)) : (HW[[¢U¢Htj>

(t1,0est)) €T (V)X XT5H(V)

—rlul.+ Y aleUdl,

teUi<pn: T (V)

= Y aleUy.

teTS (V)

The last step is justified by noticing that (v) is the only complete tree of height 0
rooted at v and its cost is w[¢],. Since this closes the induction, we can now use
the same argument as above to obtain

> wleU¢]; = (sup V),

teTin (V) e
= Hp(fA7),
= m[A(eUy)].,
which ends the proof. Il

Of course, even with theorem (4.14) above, there is still no obvious way to compute
m[E(¢U)], and w[A(¢U)], algorithmically, since we have just transformed the
fixed points that required infinite iterations into infinite sums. However, since our
transition systems only have a finite set of nodes V', long paths and large trees are
bound to contain repetitions and recurring patterns. For example, if we have n
nodes and a path is longer than n, the path must traverse a cycle. Obviously, the
presence of cycles implies that there are infinitely many paths and we cannot hope
to enumerate all the paths. However, if there is a single cycle with cost ¢, then the
expression c¢* covers the costs of arbitrarily many repetitions of the cycle. We will
exploit this to compute representations of 7[E(¢Uv)], and 7[A(eU)],.

4.2.1 Existential Until Operators

First, we will look at the existential until formulas E(@U). Let K be w-continuous,
V' a finite set of nodes and 7w an arbitrary K-interpretation. In order to calculate
m[E(eU)], for some v € V| we will use results from automata theory. First of all,
we will transform the K-interpretation 7 into a K-automaton A, (7). Intuitively, a
K-automaton A is a transition system with a starting state s and a final state ¢ and
edges are labelled with elements in K by a cost function. Our goal is to build A, ()
for E(pU) in such a way that A,(7) “recognizes” proofs for E(pU) at v, that is,
the paths p from s to t in A,(7) should have the same costs as paths p’ € Pir(V)
over V that witness E(pU) at v. We will first define K-automata formally and
then describe how A, (7) can be built.

(4.15) Definition (K-Automaton). A K-automaton for an w-continuous semiring
K is a structure A = (Q, C, s,t) where @ is a finite set of states, C': Q@ x Q — K is
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a cost function and s and ¢ are starting and final states respectively, so C(q,s) =0
and C(t,q) = 0 for ¢ € Q. We extend C to finite paths over @ by setting C(p) for
p € P(Q) as the product of the costs of the edges in p, that is

Cl)= ] CL@).Ly).

(z,y)€e(p)

Moreover, P ;(Q) is the set of all paths over @) going from s to ¢ and we set

CA)= > Cb.

PEP;s +(Q)

When transforming 7 into A, (7) = (Q, C, s,t), we would like to accomplish

C(Ay(m) = 7[E(pUD)], = D 7lpU¢],,

pEPE(V)

therefore, the s-t-paths over @ should exactly represent the proofs of E(oUv) at v.
We set Q = VU {s,t} and w.l.o.g., s,t ¢ V. Since the proof of E(¢pU) should start

at v, we connect the starting state s with v, so we set
C(s,v) =1 and C(s,w)=0 foralweQ)\{v}.

Notice that the edge (s,v) effectively has no cost, since 1 is the neutral element of
multiplication. Once we arrive from the starting state to v, we have two options. We
can show that ¥ holds at v and move to the final state ¢, since in that case, E(pU)
is proven at v. The second possibility is to show ¢ at v and take an edge (v,w)
to another node w, and then prove E(¢U) at w. From w, we have the same two
options, that is, showing ¥ and moving to the final state or proving ¢ and taking
yet another edge (w,u) to a node u. Therefore, we set

C(w,t) = 7[¢]w for all w € V and
C(w,u) = 7[¢]w - 7(EBwu) for all w,u € V.
It is left to prove that these intuitive definitions of A,(7) yield the desired result.

(4.16) Proposition. Let K be an w-continuous semiring, V' a finite set of nodes, 7

a K-interpretation over V and v € V. The K-automaton AB@U) (m) =(Q,C,s,t)
with s,¢ ¢ V' is defined by setting ) = V U {s,t} and defining C by

C(q,s) =0 for all ¢ € Q,
C(t,q) =0 for all ¢ € Q,
C(s,v) =1,

C(s,q) =0 for all ¢ € Q \ {v},
C(w,t) = 7[t]w for allw € V' and
C(w,u) = 7]y - m7(EBwu) for all w,u € V.

Then, A5 (7) has the cost

CAEM (m) = Y aeUd],.

pEPfn(V)
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Proof. By the definition of the cost of Ay (('DUW(W), we have to show that

L D> cw)= > =leuyl,.

P'EPs1(Q) peEP™(V)

It suffices to consider N, _4(Q), the set of s-t-paths over () with nonzero cost and the
set of finite paths starting at v with nonzero pU-costs Ni*(V'). We first observe
that there is a bijection f : Ny_+(Q) — N(V) which is defined as follows. Consider
a path p’ € N,,,(Q). The states s and ¢ occur exactly at the start and the end of
the path, since p’ is an s-t-path with nonzero cost. Therefore, there is some n € N
with p' = (s, v, ..., Un, t) and v, ...,v, € V. Also, vg = v, since p’ would otherwise
have cost 0. We set

F") = f((s,00, .y U, ) = (v, ...y V) = P

Clearly, we have p € Pin(V). The function f also preserves costs, that is, we have
C(p') = n[lpUe],. We verity this by looking at the definition of C' and finding that
(s,v0) has cost 1, so that C((s,vo,...,vn,t)) = C((vo, ..., vn,t)). Moreover, (v,,t)
has the cost 7[v¢],, and the edges in (vg,...,v,) cover w[p],, and w(Evv;,) for

-----

This proves that f is well-defined, since we now know that p is in Ni*(V) for
P € N,y (Q). Also, f can be easily inverted. Let p” € N&(V), then we obtain
(s,p”,t) by appending s to the first node of p” and ¢ to the last node. This is also
cost-preserving, so (s,p”,t) is in Ns_;(Q) and f is indeed bijective. Also, this ends
the proof, since we can see that the two sums in (1) have exactly the same nonzero
summands and are therefore equal. U

To provide an example for this transformation, we will transform the N*[X]-
interpretation 7 from example (3.13) to a K-automaton. We want to evaluate
E(FP) = E(1UP) at v. Figure (4.17) shows how AFUP) (7) is built from 7. Tran-
sitions with cost 0 are omitted.

Figure (4.17): N*°[X]-interpretation = (above) and ABUP) () (below).

The next goal is to calculate C/(Ay (1UP) (7)), since we have shown that this is equal to
7[E(1UP)],. We will now show how to obtain a representation of C'(A) for general
K-automata A and then apply this method to the above example.
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Our approach is inspired by the well-known state removal method from automata
theory. The state removal method is used to build a regular expression for a language
that is recognized by a given automaton. A description of the state removal method
was given, for instance, by Neumann in 2005 [Neu05]. Of course, we will have to
adapt this method to work with K-automata, but the idea behind state removal
remains the same.

Given a K-automaton A = (Q,C, s,t), we pick a state ¢ € @ \ {s,t} and remove
it, so that @' = @ \ {¢}. Then, we adapt the cost function to compensate for the
removed state. For qi,q2 € @ \ {¢}, this is done by setting

C'(q1, ¢2) = Cla1, ¢2) + Clar, q) - (C(q,9))" - C(q, @=)-

The intuitive understanding is that before ¢ was removed, ¢, was reachable from
¢ via ¢, that is, by taking the edge (q1,¢) and then (¢, g2). Of course, (g, ¢q) could
be iterated arbitrarily often before taking (g¢,qs2) and ending up at go. However,
since ¢ is missing in the new automaton A" = (@', C’, s, ), the new cost function C’
compensates for this by adding C(q1,q) - (C(q,9))* - C(q, ¢2) to C(q1, q2)-

We will show that removing a state as above does not change the cost of the au-
tomaton, that is

C(A) =C(A).

With this result, we can compute C'(A) by repeatedly removing states until only s
and t are left. When only s and t are left, it is easy to see the cost of the automaton.
We will now formally state the algorithm and and prove its correctness.

(4.18) Algorithm (State Removal). The input for the state removal algorithm is
a K-automaton A = (Q,C,s,t). The algorithm then computes a representation of
C(A) using addition, multiplication and the star operator (*) in K.

1. Start with Ag = (Qo, Co, s,t) = A.
2. Repeat for i = 0,1, ... as long as Q; # {s,t}:

(a) Pick an arbitrary state ¢; € @Q; \ {s,t}.
(b) Remove g; by setting Qi1 = @ \ {¢:}-
<C> For all Gsrcs Qdest € Qi—i—la set

Ci—l—l(QSrca qdest) = Ci(quC7 Qdest) + Ci(qsrm Qz) . (Cz(qza QZ))* : CZ(Q’L? qdest)-
(d) This yields Ai+1 = (Qi+1, Ci+1, S, t)
3. The loop terminates at A, = (Qn, Cy, s,t) with Q,, = {s,t} for some n € N.

4. The output is Cy(s,t).

Proof. ~ We first verify that the algorithm actually terminates and that all the
operations are well-defined. Let n be |@Q \ {s,t}|, the number of “normal” states in
A. Clearly, after n iterations, the loop (2) terminates and only s and ¢ are left as
states in A,,. Also, since the runtime of step (c) in the inner loop is in O(n?), the
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runtime of the entire algorithm is in O(n?), assuming that the operations +, - and
% in the semiring are performed in constant time.

Also, all incoming edges to s and all outgoing edges from ¢ are labelled with 0 in
each iteration. This is easily verified by observing that step (c) of the algorithm
preserves this property. Therefore, the only edge labelled with a nonzero value in
A, is (s,t) and the only s-t-path with nonzero cost in A, is (s,t). We have

Ch(s,t) = Z Chn(p) = Cu(Ap).

pePsﬁt (Qn)

The final step of the proof is to verify that this is indeed the cost of A, so it is left
to show

C(A) = CO(AO) = Cn(An)-

This can be shown inductively by proving for ¢ € N that
Ci<Ai> = Cz’+1(¢4i+1)-

This is equivalent to

Z Civ1(piy1) = Z Ci(pi)-

Pit1E€Ps -t (Qit1) Pi€Ps 54(Q4)

We define the reduction function R : P ;(Q;) — Ps—(Qis+1). The reduction func-
tion removes all occurrences of ¢; from paths in Py, (Q;), so for p; € Ps(Qy),
R(p;) = piq1 is built from p; by removing all occurrences of g;. Clearly, we have
Pit1 € Ps(Qiy1). Since by proposition (2.5), summation is invariant under parti-
tioning and the fibers of R partition P, ,;(Q;), we have

Z Ci(p:) = Z Z Ci(pi)-

Pi€Ps4(Q;) Pi+1€Ps5t(Qit1) \p;eR1({pi+1})

It remains to show for each p;y1 € Ps_y(Q;41) that

Civ1(piy1) = Z Ci(pi)-

pi€R™ ({pit1})

Intuitively speaking, this means that the cost of p;;1 under C;; exactly covers the
C;-costs of all paths mapped to p;11 by R. In order to show this, we will first prove
the following statement by induction. Let (ao, ..., ax) be a path in P,_,;(Q;11) of
length £ > 1. Then, we have

Ci+1((a07 ceey ak:)) = Ci(((ZOa qgla A1y .oy Af—1, qZk7 ak))

(J1,dr) €W

In the above equation, qf for 7 € w means that the state g; is traversed j times at
the corresponding location in the path. To start the induction, consider £ = 1 and
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the path (ag,a;). The hypothesis is true because of

Cit1((ao, a1)) = Ciza(ao, ar)
= Ci(ao, a1) + Ci(ao, ¢:) - (Ci(a, @:))" - Cilas, ax)

= Cilag,a1) + Y Cilao, 4:) - (Cilai, )" - Cilgi, an)

lew

- a'07a1 Z C a’Oanal))
lew\{0}

Z a07qz >a1))

J1)€w
Now, we assume the hypothesis to be true for k. For k + 1, we obtain

C¢+1((ao, ey g,y a'k+1))
= Cz‘+1((<lo, ey Q)) Oi+1((ak7 ak+1))

1 .
(:) C((Clo,qZ y e '7ng7ak>) : Z C aka Jk+1 ak+1))

(J15eees ]k)ewk Jk+1€w

2N Y Gllan g ar)) - Col(ar @ are))

(J15sdi)EWF \Jkt1€EW

(3) j
- Z Ci((a())qglw 7q1 7ak7q5k+l ak-‘rl))‘

(J15eemsdrt1) EWFTL

For (1), we used the induction hypothesis for the first part, and for C;1((ag, ag+1)),
the same argument as for the case k = 1 applies. (2) is shown by applying distribu-
tivity of multiplication over countable sums twice, as stated in proposition (2.5).
The transformation (3) uses the invariance of summation under partitioning from
the same proposition and ends the induction.

Now, we return to Cj11(piy1) for pir1 € Psy1(Qir1). We can write
Dit1 = (8, ary...,Arp—1, t)

for some k > 1. Clearly, the statement that we have proved above yields

Cis1(pit1) = Cita((s, a1,y a1, 1)) = Z Ci((s, q@ a1, --;akflyqzjkat))-

(J15emndis) EWF

Now, consider the set R™'({p;11}). Remember that R removes all occurrences of g,
from paths p; € Ps(Q;), so the paths that R maps to p; ;1 are exactly the paths
in the set

R_l({pi-‘rl}) = {(Saqglaala "'7ak—17qgkat) | (j17 7]k) € wk} g Ps%t(Qz)

Therefore, for any p;11 € Ps(Qi11), we have some k with

C’H—l(pi-i-l) - Z C((S CZZ , a1, "7ak—17qgkat)) - Z Cl(pz)7

(J1yerdk ) EWF pi€R™Y({pit1})
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which ends the proof. U

We can now use state removal to evaluate E(pU) under a K-interpretation 7 over
V' at some node v € V. We just have to put the above results together.

1. Build AS¥Y)(7) as in proposition (4.16).

e Together with theorem (4.14), we have

CATCY) (m) = > w[pUe], = 7[E(eU)]..
peEPIN(V)

2. Use state removal to obtain C( E(“"Uw)( ).

e This is exactly the interpretation 7[E(eU)],.

Let n = |V, then AE(“OUM(?T) has n + 2 states, so the runtime of step (1) is in O(n?)
and the runtime of state removal is in O(n?), which yields a total runtime in O(n?).

We close this subsection by applying state removal to AE(IUP)(W), which we built

earlier in figure (4.17). The two steps of state removal are shown in figure (4.19)
below.

.
@ (pa)pr

Figure (4.19): State removal performed on AL""") ().

The result of the state removal algorithm is (pq)*pr = p(pq)*r, which is the label of
(s,t) in the last step. So, we have

O (A () = 7[E(LUP)], = 7 [E(FP)], = p(pq)*r.
This is the same result that we obtained in example (3.13) by manually perform-

ing the fixed-point iteration. We conclude that the state removal algorithm is a
systematic approach to interpret existential until operators in CTL.
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4.2.2 Universal Until Operators

Consider an w-continuous semiring K, a formula A(pU) in CTL and a matching
K-interpretation 7 over a finite set of nodes V. As seen in theorem (4.14), we have

(AU = Y wpU¢], forallve V.

teTin(V)

Same as for the existential formulas, we will use an approach from automata theory
to calculate this. However, since universal formulas are witnessed by trees instead
of paths, we will use methods for tree automata. In a book by Comon, Dauchet,
Gilleron, Jacquemard, Lugiez, Loding, Tison and Tommasi [CDGT07], they describe
a method that converts tree automata to regular tree expressions. This subsection
presents an adaptation of their method to obtain an expression for w[A(¢oU)],.

First of all, recall the ¢U-costs for trees that we introduced in definition (4.11).
We would like to be able to split trees as shown in figure (4.20) below. We have
marked the node in ¢; where t5 should be appended with a star (x). Edge costs are
disregarded and nodes are labelled with their contributions to the @U1i-cost of their
respective tree.

into

Figure (4.20): A tree t being split into two trees ¢; and ts.

Obviously, splitting trees like that does not play along with our definition of pU-
costs. The problem is the marked u-leaf in ;. For 7o Ut];, we would have obtained
7). as the cost of the u-node. However, in ¢; and ¢, the u-node appears twice.
In ¢y, it is a leaf, therefore we get the cost 7[¢)], and in ¢, it is the root and we get
the correct cost m[[¢],. Because of the factor 7[¢], in t;, we generally have

W[[SOUw]]t 7& W[[QOqub]]tl : WII‘PUw]]tw

but we would naturally expect both sides to be equal, since t; and ¢y form ¢ when
ty is inserted into ¢; at the marked node.

Overcoming this issue requires a new definition of tree costs where marked leaves
are treated differently. Instead of evaluating u in ¢; to w[[¢)]., we evaluate it to a
variable z,, € X where X = {x, | v € V'} is a set of variables. When appending ¢,
to t1, we simply insert the cost of ¢y into the cost of ¢;, which is a polynomial. To
see that this works, we disregard the edge costs in the above example and calculate

mleUdle = 7lely - 7Y ]w - 7lelu - 7[]o - T[]
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Then, we calculate the costs of t; and ¢, with the new evaluation strategy and obtain

mleUdl = 7lele - 7[¢lw - 20 and
mleUdle, = mllu - 7[¢ ] - 7Y ]

Clearly, inserting the cost of t5 into x, in the costs of ¢; yields exactly the cost of
t. Now, we will provide a formal definition for the polynomial costs of trees with
marked leaves.

(4.21) Definition (Complete Tree with Marked Leaves). A complete tree with
marked leaves over V is a tree t € T'(V') with a subset m(t) C I(t) of marked leaves.

We will sometimes restrict the nodes that may be marked to a subset M C V. That
means that only leaves which are labelled with an element from M may be marked.
We write T'(V, M) for the set of all complete trees over V' with marked leaves in M.
In the above example, only u-leaves are marked in ¢, so t; € T(V,{u}). Since t and
to do not contain marked leaves, we have t,to € T(V,0). Notice that for trees in
T(V, M), some or all leaves in M may be unmarked, so we have T'(V, M) C T'(V,V)
for all M C V. Now, we will specify how to handle marked leaves when calculating
the U-costs of trees.

(4.22) Definition (Until-Costs for Trees with Marked Leaves). Let K be w-
continuous and V' a finite set of nodes. Let m be a K-interpretation and t a finite,
complete tree over V with marked leaves. We set X = {z, | v € V'} and for ¢ and
¥ in CTL, the ¢U-cost of t is

TleUy]: = HWHQD]]Lt(x) : H T(EL(x)Le(y)) | - H T[Y] L. (@)

x€i(t) (z,y)€e(t) z€l(t)\m(t)

H Ty | € K[[X]]

yem(t)

Intuitively speaking, the marked leaves are ignored for the normal evaluation and
a marked leaf v gets evaluated as x,. The result is formally an element of K[X],
because there are variables in X and coefficients in K. We use formal power series
instead of normal polynomials, because generally, unlike K[X], K[X] is again w-
continuous.

Next, we will define insertion for formal power series K[X] with X = {z, | v € V'}.
Let p and ¢ be formal power series p € K[X1] and ¢ € K[X5] with X3, Xy C X.
For v € V, we define the insertion p -, ¢. Informally, we insert ¢ into p for each
occurrence of the variable z,,.

The formal definition is based on an observation by Green, Karvounarakis and
Tannen [GKTO07]. Notice that ¢ induces a unique w-continuous homomorphism
by« K[Xh] — K[(X1\ {z}) U Xo] with hy(z,) = q and hg(r) = r if z, does not
occur in 7. So, we can set

pvq=hy(p).

The fact that hy is uniquely defined can be shown by observing that p is an element
of K[X1], but we can see it as an element of K[X; \ {z,}][z.]. So, we can write p
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as

p=>_pli)-z

(IS
where p(i) € K[X1 \ {z,}] is the coefficient of 2. Clearly, as hY is an w-continuous
homomorphism and h{(p(i)) = p(i), we have

p) = hy (Zp(i) %) = (i) - hi(z,) =D p(i)

1Ew €W €W

which is a uniquely defined element of K[(X; \ {z,}) U X3].
Now that we have defined polynomial insertion, we can prove some properties.

(4.23) Lemma. Let K be an w-continuous semiring, V' a finite set of nodes and
X ={xz, | v € V}. Forany v € V, formal power series p, ¢, € K[X] and ascending
chains so < s1 < ... in K[X], we have

(1) Pv@)wr=pw(qgwr) (-, is associative),
(2) (p+Q> r= pv7"+Q'v7“a

B) (@ wr=@wr) (gwr),

(4) (sgp Si) v D= Slelp(sz o) and

(5) P (31615 si) = Szolelf(p Si).

Proof. For (1), we rewrite the equation using the definition of -, to

(hy o hy)(p) = o (D)-

Since h; and hy are both w-continuous homomorphisms, h; o hy is an w-continuous
homomorphism as well. We have (h; o hy)(t) =t for any polynomial that does not
contain z, and

(hy o hg)(wy) = hy(hg(zv)) = hy(q)-

As h};v( g 18 the unique w-continuous homomorphism that fulfills these properties,
we conclude that b o hy = hju(g) and (1) is proven.

For (2) and (3), we simply use the definition and obtain

P+a)wr=h(p+q) =hip)+h(g)=pwr+q-r and
(p-q)-or="nip-q) =hip)-hiq) =@wr) (qgwr)
since h! is a homomorphism.

(4) uses the fact that hy is w-continuous, so

(sups;) «v p = hy((sup s;)) = sup hy(s;) = sup(s; -, p).

€W €W €W €W

The final statement (5) states that the polynomial function f; induced by p is w-
continuous. The polynomial function f is defined by f(q) = h{(p) for ¢ € K[X].
Grédel and Tannen have stated that this function is w-continuous [GT18]. Therefore,

29



CHAPTER 4. ALGORITHMS FOR SEMIRING INTERPRETATION

we will only provide a proof sketch for (5) by induction on p. If p does not contain
Ty, then p -, (sup,e, si) = p and p -, s; = p for each i € w, so there is nothing to
prove. For p = z,, we have p -, t = t for any power series t, so clearly, both sides
are equal. Knowing that addition and multiplication are w-continuous and using
the statements (2), (3) and (4), we can inductively conclude that (5) is true for any
formal power series p € K[X]. O

Before getting back to the trees, we will define another operation on formal power
series. The idea is that a tree t that is rooted at w and has a marked leaf w at
the same time could be appended to itself arbitrarily often to build arbitrarily large
trees. Therefore, we will need iteration for formal power series. Let p € K[X] be a

formal power series and v € V. For ¢ € w, we inductively define
p*Y =z, and

pi+1,v =Ty + Dy piﬂ).

Informally, p*? represents the sum of all the polynomials built by inserting p into

itself for the variable x, up to a depth of i. For example, if p = az, for some a € K,
then we have

0,0 __
p - x’v;

1
Pl = Ty + amy,

2 2
pot = x, +ax, + a‘x,, ... .

Since K[X] is w-continuous, we can define

*q — SuppZ7U.

1EW

p

Notice that p®¥,p'¥, ... is an ascending chain, which is verified by showing that
ptv < p inductively. For i = 0, we have p*¥ = x, and p*¥ = z, + p -, p°?, so
p%? < pb s true. For i > 0, we have p"*'" = z, +p-, p"*. Since addition and -, are
w-continuous, they are also monotonic and therefore, with the induction hypothesis,
we have

i+1,v

p = 2, —l—p w pi,v 2 Ty _|_p o pi—l,v — pi,v.

This shows that p* is well-defined. In the above example, we would obtain
(axy)™ =z, + ax, + a’r, + ... = a*z,.

As we can see, the insertion depth is unlimited here. Note that the objects described
by the iteration operator *, do not always have a simple representation as in the

example above. Consider a non-linear power series az?, then we have

2

(az2)* =z, + az’ + 2a°x} + 5a’z, + .. .

Looking at the monomial 2a*z3 explains the issue. We can obtain a?z? by inserting
az? into itself for one of the variables x,. However, since x2 = x, - x,, there are two
options to do this since z, technically occurs twice in ax’. Hence, the monomial
2423 has the coefficient 2.

SN N

Even though expressions with *, are harder to read than the usual star expressions
from the previous subsection, we will see that they are very useful for describing the
pU1-costs of infinite sets of trees.

60



CHAPTER 4. ALGORITHMS FOR SEMIRING INTERPRETATION

Fix an w-continuous semiring K, a K-interpretation 7 over a finite set of nodes V
and a formula A(¢Uv) in CTL. We can assign an arbitrary order to the nodes in
V', so w.lLo.g., we assume that V' = {1,...,n} for some n € N. By theorem (4.14),
we know that for v € V', we have

(AU = Y wleUy].

teTin(V)

We can compute a representation of 7[A(¢eU)], using +, -, -, and %, for w € V
inductively. We modify the approach that is used in [CDG"07] to convert tree
automata to regular tree expressions. Forany 1 <i<n,0<j<nand L CV, 6 we
define T'(i,j, L) as the set of all finite, complete trees ¢t over V' with the following
properties:

t is rooted at i,

t may contain marked leaves, but only leaves that are labelled with an element
of L can be marked,

t is not trivial, meaning that the root of ¢ must not be a marked leaf and

all unmarked nodes in t except for the root node must be labelled with an
element of {1,...,j}.

Parallelly, we define the costs

C(iajv L) - Z W[[QOUwﬂt

teT(i,5,L)

Clearly, we have T'(v,n,0) = Ti(V), so we are looking for C'(v,n, (). In the follow-
ing, we will show how all C(7, j, L) can be computed inductively over j.

For j =0, C(1,0, L) is easy to compute, since T'(¢,0, L) only contains trees without
any unmarked nodes except for the root. There are no more than two such trees,
one of them is the tree that only consists of the root ¢ and the second one is the tree
that consists of ¢ with all of its successors and all of them are marked.

Moving on to j > 0, we assume that we have already computed C(i, 7', L) for any
j' < 7. We claim that

i -
(0,5, L) {C(i,j—l,LU{j}) L CGj—1,LU{j})" 0 otherwise.

Figure (4.24) provides an intuitive justification for this equation.
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0 root
layer
main

) O GO WO G %

Figure (4.24): A ¢ tree in T'(4, 7, L) split in two layers.

The figure shows an informal representation of a tree ¢t in T'(i,j,L). As seen in
the picture, we can split the tree along any occurrence of the node j. Clearly, the
subtrees will not contain any instances of j except for root nodes and marked leaves.
The root layer, which is the subtree that contains the root, will be a tree rooted
at ¢ with unmarked nodes in {1,...,5 — 1} and marked leaves in L U {j}, since we
have split it at j. Therefore, it is an element of T'(¢, j — 1, LU {j}). The main layer
consists of trees that are rooted at j and contain marked leaves in L U {j}, so they
are elements of T'(j,7 — 1, LU {j}). Clearly, these trees can be chained arbitrarily
often, therefore, we use the iteration operator ;. Notice that if j ¢ L, there must
not be any marked j-leaves at the bottom of ¢, therefore we use -;0 to eliminate any
trees with marked j-leaves that were generated by the iteration operator.

Now, it is left to prove the above equation formally. We will first introduce the
concept of the j-height of a tree. For j € V', the j-height of a tree ¢t over V is
defined as the maximum number of occurrences of j along a path from the root, not
including marked leaves. For example, the j-height of the tree from figure (4.24) is
3, assuming that ¢ # j. Additionally, we will need the following lemma.

(4.25) Lemma. Let t € T(V,V) be a finite, complete tree over V' with marked
leaves and T' C T;(V, V) a countable set of trees rooted at j. Then, with 7, ¢ and
1 given as above, we have

U] -5 Z mleUyly = Z TleU]e

t/ eT t" ETI

where T is the set of trees that are obtained by inserting a combination of trees
from T into all marked j-leaves of t.

Proof.  Since t is finite, there is a k € N such that t contains exactly & marked
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j-leaves. According to definition (4.22), we have

wlpUle= | I nlelew |- | II m(BLdo)Liw) || ]I =W¥lew

z€i(t) (z,y)€e(t) z€l(t)\m(t)
k
H TLi(y) ’ xj :
yem(t),Li(y)#J

So, we can write w[pUy]; = p - 2% for some p € K[X \ {x;}]. Since p does not
contain z;, it follows that

TleUel 5 > wleUdle = (p-a¥) 5 Y wlpUy]s

t'eT t'eT .
=p- (Z wﬂwa]]t'>
et
=p- (;W[[SOU@D]]n) <tZT7r[[soU¢ﬂtk>
=p- (;...;ﬂﬂgpw]}tl e W[[@Uw]]tk>
—p- kZ U]y - ... - 7l U],
L1yt )ETH
= ( (Z) | p-7wlpUdly, - ... - w[U]s,
t1,....t,)ETE

We used the partition-invariance of possibly infinite sums and the distributivity of
multiplication over sums from proposition (2.5). Now, to close the proof, it remains
to show that

S° perleUdly - wleUdl, = S 7lpUd].

(tl ----- tk)eTk teT’

We observe that there is a bijection between 7% and 7. Fix an arbitrary enumeration
of the k marked j-leaves in t. Every tuple (¢,...,tx) € T* can be mapped to the
element t” of T” that is obtained by inserting ¢; for the i-th marked j-leaf in ¢ with
1 <1 < k. Clearly, we have

TleU¢]m = p - woU¢]y, - ... - T[e U],

when t” is constructed from (¢y,...,t;) like this. To see that this is a one-to-one
correspondence, observe that any t” € T" is built by taking some t1, ..., ¢, € T* and
inserting them for the marked j-leaves in . This ends the proof of the lemma, since
the two sums above contain exactly the same elements. 0

Now, we return to proving the original claim that

i) —
(0,5, L) {C(z’,j—l,LU{j}) S CGj—1,LU{5})% 0 otherwise.
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We start by evaluating the iteration C'(j,7 — 1, LU {j})*. Let T'(j,7, L U{j}) be
the set T'(j,7, L U {j}) adjoined with the trivial tree (j*) that consists of only one
marked leaf 7. We claim that

CUj—1LLu{h =" >  =leU¢].
teT’ (4,3,LU{5})

In order to prove that, we partition 7"(j, j, LU{j}) by the j-height of the trees that
it contains. Define T"="(j,j, LU{j}) = {t € T"(4,7, L U{j}) | t has the j-height h}
for h € w. T"<"(j,5,L U {j}) and T"<"(j,4, L U {j}) for h € w have the obvious
meanings. Then, we obtain

> wleUgli=>" > rleUy

teT’(4,5,LU{j}) hew \teT'=h(j,5,LU{j})

= sup Z Z U],

h . .
€\ k=0 teT"=+(5,5,LU{j})

= sup Z TleU];.

h
€ terr<h(j,5,LU45})

On the other side, we have

C(]a] - ]-aLU {J})*J = Supc(j7j - ]-7LU {j})hyj'

hew
It remains to show by induction on h that

CGj—LLu{Gh = > «lpUy].

teT'<h(j,5,LU{;})

In the base case h = 0, we have C(j,j — 1, LU {j})* = z; and indeed, the only
tree rooted at j with a j-height of 0 or less is the tree (j*) that consists of a single
marked leaf j, and therefore has cost z;.

For h + 1, we look at the inductive definition of C(j,j — 1, L U {j})**%9. Using
the induction hypothesis for (1), the properties of -; from lemma (4.23) for (2) and
lemma (4.25) for (3), we obtain

C(j,j— 1L, LU
=2;+C(,j —1,LU{j}) 5 CG.j— L. LU{GH"

0, z; + Z U] | -4 Z TleU]y

teT(j:jflzLU{j}) t/eTISh(jvijU{j})

Qo+ Y Ul > wfeUyls

teT(]vjfleU{]}) t/GT/Sh(j,j,LU{j})

i+ Y > rleuyls |,

teT(G,j=1,LU{7}) \veT/="(j,j,Lu{j})
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where T/<"(j,7, L U {j}) is the set of trees that are built by inserting trees from
T'<h(j,7, LU{j}) into all the marked j-leaves of t. It remains to show that

> wleUdli=a+ ) > rleuyle

teT'<h+1(5,5,LU{j}) teT(Gi—1LLUGY) \weT/Sh(5,5,Lu{5})

Let R; : T"<"1(5, 5, LU{G )\ {(j*)} = T(4,7 —1,LU{j}) be the top-down cutting
function. For a given t € T'<"1(j, 5, LU{j})\{(5%)}, R;(t) is the tree that we obtain
by cutting off ¢ at all the first occurrences of j viewed from the top-down direction,
excluding the root itself. The subtrees that are cut off are replaced with marked
j-leaves. For example, in figure (4.24), the top-down cutting operation would return
the root layer of the depicted tree.

Notice that we have excluded the trivial tree (j*) from the definition of R;, since it
would be mapped to itself, but T'(j, j—1, LU{j}) does not contain (j*) by definition.
The fibers R; ' ({t}) for t € T'(j,j — 1, LU{j}) along with (j*) form a partition of
T'sht1(5,5, LU {j}), therefore, we have

> TleUd]e = z; + > > wleUely

teT/<h+1(5,5,LU{5}) teT(.5-1LU{}) \ veR; ' ({t})

Since by definition, Rj_l({t}) for t € T(j,j — 1,L U {j}) is the set of all trees in
T'=M1(5,5, LU {j}) \ {(j%)} that R, maps to ¢, we have

R Y ({1}) = T,="(j. 5, LU {j}),

or in words, the trees that R; maps to ¢ are exactly the trees obtained by inserting
arbitrary trees from T'<"(j, j, L U {j}) into all marked j-leaves of t. We will prove
that both sets contain each other.

“C”: Let t' be an element of Ry'({t}) C T"<"1(j,5, L U {j}) \ {(j*)}. Then,
R;(t') =t and ¢ can be obtained from ¢’ by cutting off some subtrees that are rooted
at 7. Since t' had a j-height that did not exceed h + 1 and ¢ still has j as an
unmarked root node, the subtrees that were cut off have a j-height that does not
exceed h, therefore they are elements of T"<"(j, j, L U{j}). This implies that ¢’ can
be obtained from ¢ by inserting trees from T7"<"(j, 7, L U {j}) into the j-leaves of t,
therefore we have t € T/="(4, j, LU {j}).

“27: Now, let ¢’ be an element of T,="(j, j, LU {j}). Since t’ is obtained by inserting
trees from T,~"(j,j, L U {j}) into the marked j-leaves of ¢, applying R; to ¢’ will
reverse this and yield ¢, as t itself does not contain any unmarked j-nodes outside
of the root. Thereby, we conclude R;(#) =t and ¢’ € R; ' ({t}).

This immediately implies

C(j,j =1L, LU = > T[eUd]s,
teT/<h+1(5,5,LU{;})
which ends the induction. It also proves that

CGj—1LLu{ih = > «leUyl.

t€T(5,5,LU{5})
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Next, we want to use this to show

Cl,j—1,LU{j})4CUI—LLU{jh = > aleUy].

teT (i,3,LU{j})

The left side can be transformed using lemma (4.23) for (1) and lemma (4.25) for
(2), which yields

C(i,j—1,LU{j}) 5 C(,j—1,LU TR

> U] | -5 > ety

teT(i,j—1,LU{j}) veT’(4,5,LU{5})

W Yo aleUgl > wleUe

teT(i,j—1,LU{j}) t'eT’(4,5,LU{5})

2 ¥ S aleudle |

teT(i,j—1,LU{5}) \¥'€T{(5.5,LU{s})

where T/(j,7, L U {j}) for t € T'(i,j — 1,L U {j}) is the set of trees that can be
obtained by inserting an arbitrary combination of trees from T"(j,j, L U {j}) into
all the marked j-leaves of t. Now, to show that

Yoo wleUli= Y > wleUele |

te€T (4,5,LU{5}) te€T(i,j—1,LU{j}) \t'€T{(4.5,LU{j})

we can use the same approach as above. Let R} : T'(i, j, LU{j}) — T'(i,j—1, LU{j})
be the same top-down cutting function as above, defined for a different domain
T(i,7, LU{j}). Notice that evenifi = j, the sets T'(4, j, LU{j}) and T'(i, j—1, LU{j})
by definition do not contain the trivial tree (j*) and the function R’ never cuts trees
off at the root. Clearly, applying R} to a tree in T'(i,j, L U {j}) yields a tree in
T(i,7—1,LU{j}), even if i = j, since the resulting tree can only contain j as a root
node or a marked leaf. Therefore, the fibers R;-_l({t}) fort € T(i,j—1,LU{j}) are
a partition of T'(¢, 7, L U {j}). This yields

> wleUyl = > > wleUy]e

teT'(4,5,LU{j}) teT (@ —1,LU{7}) \ ¢eR({t})

We observe that R} ({t}) = T/(j,j, LU {j}) for t € T(i,j — 1, LU{j}).

“C”: Ift' is an element of R} ({t}), then we have t' € T(i, j, LU{j}) and R, (') = .
We know that t is obtained by cutting off some subtrees from ¢’, and those subtrees
are rooted at j, so they are elements of T7(j,j, L U {j}). Therefore, t' can be built
by inserting trees from T7(j,j, L U {j}) into the marked j-leaves of ¢, so we have

t' e T/(j,5, L U{s}).
“27: For any t' € T{(j, j, L U{j}), we clearly have R(#') = ¢ and ¢’ € R} ({t}).
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Thereby, we have shown

Cli,j—1L,LU{j});CUI-LLU{H = > wlpUy]

teT(i,5,LU{j})

= C(i,4, LU{j}).
In case that j € L, we have
C(i,j,L) = C(i,j, LU{j}) = C(,j — L, LU{j}) 5 CU.j — L LU},
Otherwise, we have j ¢ L and claim that
Cli,j, L) = C(i,j, LU{j}) ;0 =C(i,j =1, LU{j}) 5 CG,J — L LU 5 0.

The first equality is proven by

C(i,j,LU{j}) 0= > wleUyl | 50

teT(i,5,LU{j})

= Y aleUyl ;0.

teT(i,5,LU{j})

Now, if t € T(i,j, L), then ¢t does not contain a marked j-leaf, since j ¢ L, so
U] -; 0 = wpU];. Otherwise, ¢ must contain a marked j-leaf, but then we
have m[pU¢]; -; 0 = 0. Thus, we conclude

C(i,j,Lu{j}) 0= > =[eU¢] 0

teT (i,5,LU{j})

= > wleUyl

teT (i,5,L)

= C(Za ja L)a
which ends the proof of the claim

C,j =1, LU{5}) 5 €U0 =1, LU{j})™ if j €L

Clii L) =
(6,5, L) {C’(i,j -1, LU{j})-;C(5,j—1,LU{j})" -;0 otherwise.

We can close this subsection by summarizing the algorithm.

(4.26) Algorithm. Let K be an w-continuous semiring. The input of the algo-
rithm is a formula A(pU®) in CTL and a matching K-interpretation 7 over a finite
transition system V with |V| = n and a node v € V. The output is a representa-
tion of w[A(pU4)], using addition, multiplication and the operators -; and *; for
1<j<n.

1. Rename the elements of V arbitrarily to V = {1,...,n}.
2. Compute C(7,0,L) for 1 <i <nand L CV directly.

3. Repeat for j =1,...,n:
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(a) Compute C(i,7,L) for 1 <i<mnand L CV as

o C(i,j —1,LU{j}) - C@,i—1,LU{j})* -;0 otherwise.

4. The output is C'(v,n,0).

Proof.  We first observe that the algorithm terminates. In step 2, n - 2" values
have to be calculated, each C(7,0, L) can be found by evaluating at most two trees
with up to n + 1 nodes, which yields a runtime in O(n? - 2"). In step 3, a total
of n? - 2" values is calculated, we assume that each of them can be calculated in
constant time, so the total runtime of the algorithm is in O(n? - 27).

The correctness of step 3 (a) has been shown above. The result is C(v,n, (), which
is equal to

Clo,n,0)= > =pUy]..

teT (v,n,0)

Since T'(v,n,0) = TH(V), we can use theorem (4.14) to obtain

Clo,n,0) = > =[eU]; = 7[A(pU)]..

teTiin(V)

This ends the proof of the correctness of the algorithm. O

We conclude that the universal until operator can be evaluated in exponential time.

4.3 Release Operators in CTL

Formulas with a release operator E(pR) or A(pRw) in CTL have to be interpreted
in absorptive lattice semirings K. Looking at theorem (4.14) for until formulas, we
expect that a similar theorem can be shown for release formulas. Let 7w be a K-
interpretation over V and v € V. The truth of E(pRv) at node v can be witnessed
by any path p € P,(V) and the truth of A(pRt) can be witnessed by any tree
t € T,(V). We have already introduced @R-costs for paths and trees to evaluate
them under 7, so we can state the following theorem for release formulas.

(4.27) Theorem. Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring and V' a finite set of
nodes. If 7 is a K-interpretation over V', v is an element of V and ¢ and 1 are
formulas in CTL, then

(1) 7[E(eRY)], = Z neRy], and
pEP,(V)

(2) w[ARY)] = Y w[pRe],.

teT, (V)
We will provide a proof for this theorem in the following subsections. First of all,
notice the difference to theorem (4.14), where only finite paths were included. For

release formulas, infinite paths have to be included as well. The sums in the above
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theorem are therefore uncountable in the general case. Also, we are working with
absorptive lattice semirings K. Later, we will see that absorption will simplify the
above theorem and that we will not have to compute the sum of the pR-costs of
all the paths and trees over V', but instead, many of them will be absorbed by other
paths and trees.

4.3.1 Existential Release Operators

The goal of this subsection is to prove part (1) of theorem (4.27). Let K be an absorp-
tive lattice semiring and E(¢Uv) a CTL formula with a matching K-interpretation
7w over a finite set of nodes V. In order to illustrate how we can use absorption,
consider the paths p, p’ and p” from figure (4.28). The nodes and edges are labelled
with their contributions to the ¢R¢—cost of the respective path.

myl,

my], myl,
p: n(va) rr(Ewu) ° Euw) TT(EWV) G

| cycle (w, u, w) |
mlyl, myl, mly] -mlel,

P T(Evw) T(Ewv)

‘el

| cycle (v, w, v) |

myl, mel,

Figure (4.28): Three paths p, p’ and p”.

Observe that p is the longest path, p’ is obtained from p by removing the w-cycle
(w,u,w) in the middle of p and replacing it with w and p” is obtained from p’
by removing yet another cycle, that is, the v-cycle (v,w,v), from p’. Recall that
multiplication decreases elements in absorptive lattice semirings, and since we have

wleRel, = w[eRe], - 7ol - 7(Bww) - [l - w(Buw) and
rleBaily = wleRei]y - 7], - w(Bow) - wy]., - (Ewv),

it follows that 7[¢Ry], < n[eR¢],y < n[¢Re],». Absorption implies that

WHSORw]]p + 7[[90R¢]]p/ + WHSORw]]p” = W[[Spr]]p”a

meaning that the costs of p” absorb the costs of p and p’. We will often simplify this
and say that p” absorbs p and p’, which refers to the @Ra)-costs of the respective
paths. This observation shows us that removing cycles from paths yields paths with
greater costs, therefore, the “shortest” paths, or more precisely, the cycle-free paths
have the greatest ¢@R-costs and absorb “longer” paths.
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Also, the above example motivates us to introduce 1-costs for partial, incomplete
paths or cycles. If we set

T[] wuw) = 7[V]w - T(Ewu) - w[4], - 7(Euw) and
T[] www) = 7[Y]s - T(Evw) - w[¢]w - T(Ewv),

then we obtain

TleRy], = 7[R ]y - 7[Y]wuw) and
W[[SORQM]I?’ - WII(PRl/)]]pN ’ WIIQ/J]] (v,w,v)-

Notice that for the -costs, we evaluate the edges and we evaluate 1 at the internal
nodes normally, we would do the same when computing the @R-costs for the re-
spective paths, but when computing -costs, we do not evaluate the terminal node
at all. This is very useful if we define the appending operation for paths ¢; o ¢o,
where ¢; and ¢, are paths such that ¢; ends at the starting node of ¢3. Then, ¢; 0 g9
is defined by replacing the last node of ¢; with ¢,. If we now append the cycle
(w, u,w) to itself, we obtain (w,u,w) o (w,u,w) = (w,u, w,u,w) and conveniently,
because we have defined -costs to ignore the terminal node, we have

W[[M] (w,u,w)o(w,u,w) — W[[ID]] (w,u,w) * W[[@D]] (w,u,w)+

We will now define 1/-costs formally and show some properties.

(4.29) Definition (¢-Costs for Paths). Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring.
If 7 is a K-interpretation and p is a finite or infinite path over V and ¢ and 1 are
CTL formulas, the 1-cost of p is defined as

T[¢], = HWHwHLp(I) ' H T(ELy(x)Ly(y))

z€i(p) (z,y)€e(p)

As argued above, for finite paths p and ¢ where p ends at the starting node of ¢, we
generally have

T[ Y] pogy = T[] - 7[¥ ],

Also, if ¢ is a v-cycle for some v € V', we can chain ¢ with itself arbitrarily often.
We recursively define

& =(v) and

' =cFoc forkcw.

Then, it follows that
T[] = w[W]" for k € w.

Let ¢ be the infinite path obtained by appending c¢ to itself infinitely often, then

Tr[[¢]]c°° = W[[dj]]go

It is also worth noticing the relationship of wR-costs and -costs. For finite paths
p, we have

T[pRY], = 7[¥], - 7[V] 1,00 - TPl ¢w),
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or in words, we can obtain the ¢pR-costs of p by computing the -costs of p and
evaluating the terminal node. If p is an infinite path, then we even have

TRy ], = 7],

since infinite paths only have internal nodes, and therefore n(p) = i(p).

Another interesting observation can be made by defining p|; for any path p over V'
and any k € w as the path that consists of the first k£ nodes in p. If p is finite and
has less than k nodes, then p|;, = p. For infinite paths p, we notice that

W[[(,ORQM]I, = Wﬂ@b]]p = ]iCIelf)ﬂ'[[w]]p\k'

This can be shown by using the partition-invariance of countable multiplication from
proposition (2.16) and rearranging the factors of 7[¢],.

Crucially, we conclude that a finite or infinite path p that contains a v-cycle ¢ for
some v € V as a subpath can be transformed into a path p’ by removing ¢ from p
and replacing it with v. The definitions and observations above allow us to infer
that

m[eRY], = 7[Ry - 7],

so that p’ absorbs p. The observation that we can remove cycles while increasing
the paths’ ¢R-costs will be very useful when proving theorem (4.27).

Recall that we want to prove part (1) of theorem (4.27), which we can now restate
to
T[E(@R)l = > 7leRel,+ Y, =¥,
pEPI(V) pEPFI(V)
since we have shown that pRa-costs of infinite paths correspond to their 1-costs.

According to definition (3.11), we have

T[E(¢Ry)], = gip(f2E),,

which can be computed by means of theorem (2.17), that is, we set Xg =1 € KV
and start a transfinite iteration of fE¥R¥) We define

X = fEER)(X)) fori € w and
Xw = inf XZ

1€w
As we will see, X, is already a fixed point so there will be no need to iterate any
further.

(4.30) Lemma. With X; for i € w defined as above, we have

(Xi)o = Z m[eRY], + Z m¢], forveV.

pEPSH(V) PEPI(V)

Proof. 'We will prove the lemma by induction on 4. For i = 0, P°(V) is empty and
P7°(V) contains only the path (v). Since (v) does not have any edges or internal

nodes, we obtain 7[¢]) =1 = (Xo),.
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For i + 1, we have (X;11),

= [EERI (X))
= 7[Y], - (W[[SO]]v + Z (Evw) )‘”>
= [l wlels + Y 7] - w(Bvw) - (Xi)u

= alyly-7lelo + 3wl -m(Bow)- [ Y wleRel,+ > vl

wevk PEPF (V) PEPFH(V)

by induction hypothesis, which can be further simplified to (X;y1),

= n[Y], - 7[e]s + Z Z 7[RV (w p) Z Z 7T[[¢]]vp

wevE pePst(V) wevE pe PF?
= > wleRel,+ Y AleReL+ D) pr
pePFO(V) PEUs<j<; P (V) peP; (V)
= Z TleRY], + Z T[],
pePS (V) peP; (V)

where (v, p) is the path obtained by appending v to the beginning of p. Clearly, (v, p)
where p € P>(V) for w € vFE yields exactly all the paths starting at v with a length
between 1 and i, disregarding paths with cost zero, and (v, p) with p € P=*(V) for
w € vk yields exactly the paths starting at v with the length ¢ + 1, again omitting
zero-cost paths. This ends the induction and proves the lemma. O

The next step is to prove that

(Xu)o = Z m[eRy], + Z n[Y], forwvelV.
pEPI(V) pEPPI(V)
Lemma (2.21) implies

(X.)y = (mf X) = nf(X),.

1EW 1€EW

Using lemma (4.30), it remains to show

Z m[eRY], + Z m[Y], = 1nf Z meRy], + Z T[¥]p
pEPAn (V) pEPIn{(V) peEPSI(V) pEPFI(V)

(Xi)v

“<”: In absorptive lattice semirings, summations are the same as suprema, so we
have to show that each summand s on the left side is a lower bound of

{(X)olicwy=9 > wleRel,+ > 7l licwy,

pEPSH(V) pePF(V)
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thereby showing that the infimum is greater than s. We distinguish two cases.

If s = n[pRy], for some p € Pi(V), let k be the length of the path p. For i <k,
consider p|; € P7H(V). Clearly the 1)-cost of p|; is greater than the @Ra-cost of p,
since it is a subpath of p. So, we have s < 7[¢],, < (X;),. For i > k, we have
p € PFY(V), which immediately implies s < (X;),. Therefore, s is a lower bound of
{(Xi)o | i € w}.

The other possibility is that s = 7[¢], for some p € PM(V). In that case, for
each i € w, we have p|; € P(V) with n[¢],, > 7[¢], = s, so s < (X;),, which
makes s a lower bound of {(X;), | i € w}. This ends the direction “<”, but before
proceeding to the other direction, notice that from this case, we get the corollary

(5 > wll,<wf| Y«

peEPIPL(V) pEPFH(V)

“>": Instead of proving this direction directly, we will show

> aleRul,+ > k=i | > aleRel+ Y Al

pePin(V) pePIRE(V) peEPfn(V) pEPTH(V)
S
> | > wleRel+ Yo 7l
PpEPSH(V) pEP(V)

Clearly, the second inequality is fulfilled, so we have to show that the first inequality

Z TRy, + Z W[[M]pzig‘f) Z TRy ], + Z T[],

pePin(V) pePPE(V) pePin(V) pEPFHV)

J/

~~
=c

is true as well. Since the term that we labelled with ¢ does not depend on ¢, we can
use part (2) of lemma (2.11) to obtain

inf | ¢+ > e, = c+inf D

pePFH(V) pePFH(V)
= > aleRel, +inf | > alvl,
pEPI™ (V) pEPFH(V)
Thanks to the monotonicity of addition, we only have to show
S oAzl Y e,
PEPP(V) PEPFH(V)

to complete the direction “>”. We state this as a lemma.

(4.31) Lemma. In an absorptive lattice semiring K, for any CTL formula ¢ and
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any matching K-interpretation 7 over a finite set of nodes V', we have

Z W[W)]]p:}gf) Z T[],

pEPII(V) pePF (V)

Proof. The direction “<” is already shown above as a corollary (). We will now
prove the converse direction “>”. First, we rewrite the sum on the left side as a
supremum and invoke the complete distributivity of K to obtain

inf Z m[¢], | = inf sup m[¢], | = sup inf W[[@/J]]f(m
1EW peP=i(V) 1EW peP=i(V) FeF icw

where I is the set of choice functions f : w — Pin(V) such that f(i) € P74(V) for
each ¢ € w. Our goal is to show that

supinf w[¢]r < D 7], = sup Y],

fEF 1EW pGP,Li)nf(V) pEHi,“f(V)
For each f € F, we will find a p € P™(V) such that
}giﬂ[[@b]]f(i) < w[¥],-

This will be sufficient to prove the claim. Therefore, we fix an arbitrary f € F. We
can picture f as an infinite sequence of paths with increasing length. An example
is shown in figure (4.32).

o (DD
w0 DD

Figure (4.32): An example for the first 5 values of a function f € F'.

The difficulty of this proof is that the paths chosen by f are generally unrelated.
In the example above, we see that f(1) is a continuation of f(0) and f(2) is a
continuation of f(1), however, f(3) is a completely unrelated path, whereas f(4)
is a continuation of f(2). Nevertheless, we will show that there must be repeating
patterns in f. In the above example, imagine that V = {v,w,u}. Since f(3) and
f(4) have a length greater than 2, there must be at least one node repetition in
those paths.

Returning from the example to the general case, we claim that there must be a node
w € V that occurs arbitrarily often in f. Formally, this means that for any j € w,
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there is an ¢ € w such that f(i) contains at least j occurrences of w. If the opposite
were true, then for any w € V| there would be an M,, € w such that no f(i) contains
M,, or more occurrences of w. This would be a contradiction, since

M:ZMw

weV

would be an upper bound on the length of f(7) for all ¢ € w, but this is impossible,
since f(M + 1) by definition has the length M + 1. Therefore, we can fix a w € V
that occurs arbitrarily often in f.

Now, we define the w-reduction function R,, : Pi*(V) — Pi(V). Suppose that p
is a path in Pi(V). Then, we can divide p into sections at each occurrence of w.
More precisely, the first section starts at the beginning of the path at the node v
and at each occurrence of w, a new section starts. So, each section is a path of the
form (w,...) with the exception of the first section (v,...) and each section contains
at most one occurrence of w. We now define R, (p) as the path that is obtained
by removing all the cycles of p in each of its sections. Formally, removing a cycle
(u, ...,u) from p is done by replacing the subpath (u, ..., u) in p by a single occurrence
of u. As argued above, this increases the costs of paths, so we have

T[],y = T[¥],

for each p € Pi(V), since R,, only removes cycles from p. Also, we notice that
R, never removes any occurrences of w, since any section contains at most one
occurrence of w, so there cannot be any w-cycles in the sections of p. Figure (4.33)
illustrates how R,, is performed on a path p € Pi(V).

Figure (4.33): Informal illustration of a path p and R, (p).

We observe that R, (p) starts with an initial segment ¢, which a path that starts at
v and ends at w, and multiple w-cycles ¢, co, ... are appended to ¢. Thanks to the
reduction R,,, neither ¢ nor ¢y, co, ... contain any node repetitions, aside from the
fact that the cycles start and end at w. Therefore, we consider the set P,_, (V) of
all paths over V' without node repetitions that start at v and end at w and the set
C! (V) of all w-cycles over V' without node repetitions aside from the two endpoints.

Clearly, both of those sets are finite.

Now, with the same argument as above, we claim that there is a ¢ € C! (V') that
occurs arbitrarily often in R,, o f, that is, for each j € w, there is an ¢ € w such that
R (f (7)) contains at least j occurrences of c¢. If the number of occurrences of each
cycle ¢ € C) (V) was bounded, then there would be a bound C' on the number of
w-cycles that can occur in R,,(f(7)) for each i € w. However, such a bound C' cannot
exist, since w occurs arbitrarily often in f, therefore, there would be an 7 such that
f(#) would contain at least C' + 2 occurrences of w. Since R,, does not remove any
occurrences of w, Ry, (f(7)) would then contain at least C' + 1 w-cycles in C!, (V)
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between the C' 4 2 occurrences of w, which would be a contradiction. Consequently,
we fix a ¢ € C! (V') that occurs arbitrarily often in Ry, o f.

Before concluding the proof, we also need a ¢ € P, (V) such that ¢ occurs arbi-
trarily often in R,, o f with the initial segment ¢. Formally, this means that for all
J € w, there is an i € w such that R, (f(7)) starts with ¢ and contains at least j

occurrences of ¢. Since P/, (V) is finite, such a ¢ € P/_, (V) must exist, because

otherwise, the number of occurrences of ¢ in Ry, o f with the initial segment ¢ would
be bounded by m, for each ¢ € P,_, ,(V'), which is impossible, because

v—w
max {m, | ¢ € P, (V)} € w

would exist and be an upper bound on the occurrences of ¢ in R,, o f, contradicting
the choice of ¢. So, we also fix a ¢ € P/, (V) such that ¢ occurs arbitrarily often
in Ry, o f with the initial segment q.

Now, consider the infinite path p = qgoc™ € P®(V), which is built by starting with
q and appending c¢ infinitely many times. We know that
T[], = ]igleliﬁ[[w]]plk-

Let k € w be arbitrary, then we can extend p|; to the next occurrence of w in p
and obtain a path p’ of the form p’ = g o ¢ for some [ € w. Clearly, since p’ is an
extension of p|;, we have

T[Y]y < Wﬂd’]]plk‘

By choice of ¢ and ¢, we know that there is an i € w, such that R,,(f(7)) starts with
¢ and contains c at least [ times, so we have

7T[[z/}]]f(i) < 7T[W]]Fhu(f(i)) < 7T[[w]]qocl =7[Y]y < W[[wﬂplk-

Since for each k € w, there is an ¢ € w with

T[] e < T[]

we conclude that
inf 7[y]s6) < inf 7Yl = 7[¥],-
This ends the proof. O
With lemma (4.31), we can conclude
Xo)o= D, wleRel,+ ) aly]y forveV.
pEPI(V) PEPP(V)

Before showing that this is a fixed point, we observe that the proof of the lemma
yields an interesting corollary for the infinite paths over V.

(4.34) Corollary. Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring, V' a finite set of nodes,
¢ a formula in CTL and 7 matching K-interpretation over V. If we define P_,, (V')
and C! (V) for w € V' as above, we obtain

oAl =) > [yl - ).

pEPP(V) weV (q,c)eP; ., (V)X Ty, (V)
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Proof sketch. In the direction “>" of the proof of lemma (4.31) we have only used
infinite paths of the form g o ¢> for ¢ € P/, (V) and ¢ € C/ (V) for some w € V

v—w
instead of all infinite paths over V', we have actually shown that

> > Y] 2 inf | > w[W],

weV (q,c)eP!_,,,(V)xC! (V) pEP=(V)
Clearly, the paths g o ¢ are a subset of all infinite paths starting at v, so we have
Z Z WII@H]qoc“ < Z ﬂ_[[w]]p-
WEV (¢,0)EP) ., (V)X T, (V) pEPINE(V)

Additionally, the direction “<” of lemma (4.31) implies that

> oabvlp<inf| 3 Alvl | <> X vl

pEP(V) pePF (V) WEV (¢,0)€P) ., (V)X T (V)

The circular inequality between these three values implies that they are all equal,
that is

Z WH@Z}]]IJ:%?E Z m[¥], :Z Z T[] gocse -

pEPP(V) pePFHV) weV (¢,0) €l ., (V)X Cp, (V)

Finally, the observation that

Tllgoce = m[P]q - 7[¥]°

for any (¢,c) € P,_, (V) x C.,(V) proves the corollary. O

v—w

We will use this corollary later. Now, it is still left to prove that (X,,) is a fixed
point of fE@RY) For any v € V, we have

FRE(X,) = ay], - (W[[SO]]U- > w(Buw) - (Xw)w>

wevk

=[] - wlel - Y vl - m(Bow) - (Xo)u

wevE

We have calculated (X,,),, for w € V above, so we obtain fE(thp)(Xw)

= 7], - 7], - Z Y], - 7(Evw) - Z mleRy], + Z 7],

wevE pEPEN(V) pEPIE(V)

=l wlelo- | D D wleRelen |+ [ D DD wlvles

wevE pePin (V) wevE pePint(V)

= > aleRel+ Y. aleRel+ Y wlvl,

pEPFO(V) PeUi ;e PP (V) pEP(V)

= Z T[eRy], + Z g

peEP™(V) pEPM(V)

= (Xw)m
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where (v,p) for a path p € P,(V) is the path obtained by appending v to the
start of the path p. Clearly, the paths (v,p) with p € Pin(V) for some w € vE
are exactly the finite paths starting at v of length at least 1 and the paths (v, p)
with p € PR{(V) for a w € vE are exactly the infinite paths starting at v, if we
disregard paths with cost 0. This is very similar to the inductive proof of lemma
(4.30). Since v was arbitrary, we conclude that fE¢R¥) (X)) = X, therefore we
have gfp(f2#R%)) = X and

T[E(@RY)]y = efp(f"), = (Xu)o = > wleRelo+ > wlel,

pePin(V) pePPE(V)

for any v € V, which proves part (1) of theorem (4.27).

The question of how to compute w[E(¢Rw)], is immediately answered by corollary
(4.34) and the following lemma.

(4.35) Lemma. Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring, E(¢Rt) a formula in
CTL and 7 a matching K-interpretation over a finite set of nodes V', then for any
v €V, we have

> wleRy], = Y w[eRe],,

pePin(V) pEP}(V)

where P/(V') denotes the set of all paths over V' without node repetition that start
at V.

Proof. For the direction “<”, recall that removing cycles from paths increases their
costs. Therefore, any path p € Pi*(V) is absorbed by some path p’ € P/(V'), which
is obtained by removing all cycles from p, so we have 7[pRy], < 7[¢Ry],. Since
sums and suprema are the same in absorptive lattice semirings, the direction “<”
follows.

The converse direction “>” is immediately clear, since P'(V) C Pin(V). 0

Putting part (1) of theorem (4.27) together with lemma (4.35) and corollary (4.34)
yields

T[E(eRY)]e = > wleRel, + > > [yl w ],

pEPL(V) weV (q,0)€P)_,,(V)xC,(V)

Since all the sets V', P/(V), P/_, (V) and C! (V) are finite and p, ¢ and ¢ are also
finite, we can directly compute this value. If |V| = n, we observe that P/(V),
P _ (V) and C! (V) each have a cardinality in O(n!), which is also the time it
takes to enumerate their elements. Additionally, computing the costs of p, ¢ and ¢
respectively can be done in O(n). So, the first sum can be calculated in O(n - n!)
and the second sum can be calculated in O(n? - (n!)?) operations. We have thereby

defined a naive evaluation algorithm for 7[E(pR)], with a runtime in O(n?- (n!)?).

The naive algorithm’s exponential runtime may be unsatisfactory, therefore it is
worth mentioning that it might be possible to adapt the state removal algorithm
(4.18) from subsection (4.2.1) to evaluate 7[E(¢R)], in polynomial time. However,
since K-automata only keep track of finite paths, whereas release formulas can be
witnessed by infinite paths, we would have to introduce a new variation of K-
automata where infinite paths are not ignored. Additionally, when performing state
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removal, we would have to keep track of infinite paths. For example, when removing
the state w, we would have to modify the costs of the other edges to make up for
the loss of the infinite path (w,w,...). Although we will not prove it here, we state
the following conjecture.

(4.36) Conjecture. The runtime for the evaluation of 7[E(¢R%))], can be reduced
to O(n3) by using a modified version of the state removal algorithm.

We close this subsection by recalling the S*°[ X |-interpretation 7 with X = {p, ¢, 7, s}
for 7 = {E, Q} which was given in example (3.15) and is shown again in figure (4.37).

q
Figure (4.37): S°°[X]-interpretation 7.

We computed 7[E(GQ)], = 7[E(0RQ)], = pr(gs)>® with a fixed-point iteration.
Using the alternative approach yields

T[EORQ)]. = Y [E(ORQ)], + Y _ > m[Ql, - 7[QI

pEPH(V) u€V (g,0)€P) ., (V)XC (V)

Clearly, we can disregard P)(V'), since 7[E(0RQ)], = 0 for any finite path p. We
also disregard paths and cycles with a Q-cost of 0, so we have C/(V) = () and the
expression is simplified to

m[E(ORQ)]» = > @l - 7[RI

(9:0)EP) 0 (V)X T3 (V)

Again disregarding paths and cycles with a Q-cost of 0 yields C/ (V) = {(w,w)}
and P, (V)= {(v,w)}, so we have

v—w

T[E(ORQ)]v = 7[Qlww) - T[QI ) = Prias)™,

which is the expected result.

4.3.2 Universal Release Operators

In this subsection, we will prove part (2) of theorem (4.27). In order to do that,
the ideas from the previous section have to be adapted to trees. First of all, recall
the concept of trees with marked leaves from definition (4.21). Trees with marked
leaves are useful when we want to split trees such that their costs are preserved. In
definition (4.22), we defined ¢U-costs for trees with marked leaves using formal
power series. Marked leaves v were evaluated as a variable x,. In this section,
we will define pR-costs for trees with marked leaves, but instead of evaluating
marked leaves with variables, we will simply ignore them. This yields the following
definition.

(4.38) Definition (Release-Costs for Trees with Marked Leaves). For an absorptive
lattice semiring K, a finite set of nodes V' and a K-interpretation 7, if ¢ and 1 are
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formulas in CTL and ¢ is a finite or infinite complete tree over V' with marked leaves,
we define the pRw-cost of t as

mleRy ] = I[I "Wlew | | II ~(BL()Ldy)

zen(t)\m(t) (z,y)€e(t)

H el o)

z€l(t)\m(t)

This definition is justified by figure (4.39), which shows a tree ¢ split into ¢; and
to. The nodes are labelled with their contributions to the pRai)-costs of the corre-
sponding tree and the insertion point for 5 in ¢; is marked with (x). Edge costs are
ignored.

mlyl,
mlyl|,

myl, splits

into

riy), ol iyl mol, mwl mol,
miyl mel, myl, e,

Figure (4.39): A tree ¢ split into ¢; and ts.

Since we have decided to ignore marked leaves, we obtain the convenient equality

WIISOquZ)]]t = W[[QORQ/}]]tl ) WH¢R¢Ht27

which is generally true when splitting a tree ¢ into ¢; and ¢, along at any node =x.
The splitting operation can be formally defined. Recall that T,(V, M) refers to the
set of trees with marked leaves where only nodes in M are allowed to be marked.

(4.40) Definition (Tree Split). Let ¢t € T,(V, M) be a tree rooted at a node v € V'
for some finite set V and M C V. If x is a node in n(t) that is labelled with
Li(z) = w, then t can be split at x into ¢; and ty, where ty € T, (V, M) is the
subtree of ¢t rooted at x and t; € T,(V, M U {w}) is the tree obtained by replacing
to with a single marked w-leaf in t.

Aside from splitting trees, we can also cut trees off at a specific height h € w. A
node x in a tree t is said to be at height A if the distance of x to the root is exactly
h. This yields the following definition.

(4.41) Definition (Tree Cut). Let t € T,,(V') for a node v € V' and a finite set V.
For h € w, the h-cut of t, denoted as t|;, is defined as the tree that is obtained by
cutting ¢ off at any node at height h, that is, for any x € n(t) at height h, we replace
the subtree rooted by = with a marked leaf that has the same label as x. t|, is a
finite tree in T,,(V, V') and its height does not exceed h. Notice that if the height of
t is less than h, t|, is still defined and t|, = t.
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This definition can also be reversed. A tree t € T'(V, M) is said to be a h-cut tree
for h € w if any node = € n(t) at height h is a marked leaf and there are no other
marked leaves. Notice that any tree with a height that is less than h without marked
leaves is also a h-cut tree.

Figure (4.42) illustrates this definition by showing the 1-cut ¢|; of the tree ¢ above.

a @ cut at height 1

Figure (4.42): A tree t cut at height 1.

(4.43) Lemma. Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring, V' a finite set of nodes,
¢ and ¥ CTL formulas and 7 a matching K-interpretation over V', then for any
t € T,(V), we have

R, = inf 7[pRe]y, .

Proof sketch.  For finite trees, this is obvious because the sequence t|, for h € w
converges to t. For infinite trees ¢, we can partition the nodes and edges in t by
their distance to the root, which is finite for any given node and edge, and applying
partition-invariance of multiplication from proposition (2.16) and the definition of
countable multiplication via infima yields the above result. 0

The observation from lemma (4.43) allows us to represent the costs of infinite trees
as the infimum of a sequence of costs of finite trees. Later, we will prove that the
converse is also true, but for now, we return to evaluating A(pRu)).

Fix an absorptive lattice semiring K, a finite set of nodes V', a CTL formula A(pU1)
and a matching K-interpretation 7. We would like to calculate w[A(¢Ra))], for some
v € V. According to definition (3.11), this is done by computing gfp(fA“R¥)). We
use theorem (2.17) and start a fixed-point iteration at Xo =1 € K" and set

X = fAPRY (X)) for i € wand
Xw = inf Xz

1EW

Just as we did for existential release formulas E(¢R1)), we will first compute X; for
any i € w and then compute X,,, which is already a fixed point of fA¥R¥) as we will
see later, so the iteration will end at X,,.

(4.44) Lemma. With X, for i € w defined as above, we have

(Xi)y = Z meRy]: forv eV,

teThi (V)
where Tzl,h for h € w refers to the set of all h-cut trees over V rooted at v.

81



CHAPTER 4. ALGORITHMS FOR SEMIRING INTERPRETATION

Proof. 'We show this by induction on . For ¢ = 0, the only 0-cut tree over V' rooted
at v is (vx), since the root itself has to be a marked leaf. Since 7[R9 =1 =
(Xo)v, the hypothesis is true in this case.

For i 4+ 1, we use the definition and obtain

(Xig1)y = [RER(X)

= m[Y]. - (W[[W]]v + H (Bow) )w>

wevE

= W[[q/)]]v : 77—[[90]]11 + Tr[[¢]]v ’ H W(va) ’ (Xz)w

wevE

Using the induction hypothesis yields

(Xiv1)o = 7[0Le - 7lele + 0L - [] 7(Bow)- | > «leRe],

wevk teTli (V)

=l wlelo+all [T | 30 (Bow) - aleRol,

wevE \yerli(v)

Let vE = {wy,...,w;} for some 1 <[ < w. This is justified by the observation that
vE CV is finite and non-empty, because 7 describes a non-terminating transition
system. Then, the product of sums above can be expressed as a sum over all possible
combinations of summands, which yields

(Xi—I—l)v - W[[¢]]v : W[[(p]],u + ﬂ-[wj]]v : Z H W(vaj) ' WH¢R¢Htj

(t1,tt) €T (V)Xo x T (V) I

= n[¢], - el + > mllo - [] w(Bowy) - nleRy],

(t1,0tt) €T (V) X X T (V)

= Z m[eRY];.

teTv‘i+1 (V)

The last transformation is verified by the observation that there is a bijection be-
tween TJJI(V) X ... X Tle(V) and Tzlf“(V) \ {(v)}, where (v) is the tree that consists
of only one unmarked node v. Consider a tuple (¢y,...,t,) € TJJI(V) X ... X qujl(V),

connecting v to the root nodes of 1, ..., ¢; yields a tree t € T (V)\{(v)} with the
cost

!
leRy]e = 7[v], - [ [ m(Bvwy) - 7lpRe]y,.
This is due to the fact that the nodes that were at height ¢ in t1,...,¢; are exactly
the nodes at height i + 1 in ¢. Conversely, an arbitrary tree ¢ € T)*! (V)\{(v)} can
be mapped back to a tuple (¢4, ...,¢;) € Tzljl(V) X ... X TJJZ(V), since t # (v) and t
is a compete tree, the root v of ¢ has to be connected to the nodes (wy, ..., w;) and
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(t1,...,t;) are chosen as the subtrees rooted at (wy, ..., w;) of t. Clearly, the nodes at
height 7 4+ 1 of ¢t are exactly the nodes at height 7 in ¢y, ..., ¢; and we have

] - Hw(vaj) - mleRap]y, = R

Finally, we observe that m[pRy]w) = 7], - 7[¢]w, which completes the proof. [
To prove part (2) of theorem (4.27), it is left to show that

(%) (Xo) = Z m[eRy]; forveV

teT, (V)

and that this is already a fixed point of fA#R¥) For now, we will assume that the
equation (%) is true and prove it later. In that case, we can verify fACRY) (X)) = X,

component-wise. We have fi ™) (X))

= m[¥]. - (WMU- [] (Evw)- (Xw)w>

wevk

2 el - alely + alele - ] w(Bow)- | Y aleRyl,

wevE teTy (V)

= 7[Y], - T[]0 + 7[¥]0 - H Z m(Evw) - w[eRa)],

wevE \teTy, (V)

= 7T|I¢]]v ’ W[[@]]v + Wﬂw]]v ’ Z H 7T-(vaj) ’ WHQORI/J]]Q

(t1,5t1) €ETwy (V)Xo X Ty (V) =1

= 7], - 7le]s + > a[vly - [ [ 7 (Bowy) - w[eRe],,

(t1505t1) €Ty (V)X o. X Ty (V) Jj=1

2 Y rleRyl

teT, (V)
(*)
- (Xw>v

for all v € V. As in the proof of lemma (4.44), we assumed that vE = {wy, ..., w;}
for some [ € w and the transformation (1) is verified by a straightforward bijection
between T,(V) \ {(v)} and T3, (V) x ... x T, (V).

Assuming that (¥) is true, we have shown that X,, is a fixed point of fA*R¥) which
also implies that it is the greatest fixed point, therefore, we obtain

T[A(gRY)], = gfp(fA™)), = (Xo)o = Y 7[Ry,

teT, (V)

—~

which ends the proof for part (2) of theorem (4.27).

However, we still have to show (x). First, lemma (2.21) yields

(X.)o = (mwg)v = inf(X;),.

1EwW 1Ew
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Together with the results from lemma (4.44), we can transform (x) to

Z Ry, = igf Z m[eRy]: forve V.

tGTv(V) tETl‘;i (V)

Replacing the summation on the right side with a supremum and using complete
distributivity of the order on K, we conclude that this is equivalent to

> w[eRy]; = supinf 7[Ry,
feFr

teTy (V) 1w

where F refers to the set of choice functions f : w — T8(V, V) with f(i) € T)(V)
for all i € w. In other words, for any 4, f(i) is an i-cut tree rooted at v.

The direction “<” follows immediately from lemma (4.43). For any ¢t € T,,(V'), the
function f with f(i) =t|; € TJ}(V) is in F', and we have

rleRe]e = inf 7Ry, = inf r[oRY] 5.

To prove the direction “>”, we will show that for any f € F, we can find at € T, (V)
with
t[RY]: > inf w[oR¢] ).

Before we can do that, we will introduce some new definitions and concepts.

(4.45) Definition (Sequence of Trees). Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring,
V' a finite set of nodes and 7 a K-interpretation over V. A sequence of v-trees is a
function f : w — TH(V, V) for some v € V. f is called a cut sequence of v-trees
if for any ¢ € w, f(7) is a h-cut tree for some h > i. The pR-cost of f for CTL
formulas ¢ and 1) is defined as

rleRY] s = inf r[pRY] o).

We observe that F' consists only of cut sequences of v-trees, since for any f € F,
f(4) is an i-cut tree. Next, we will define costs for multisets of trees.

(4.46) Definition (Multisets of Trees). Let m be a finite multiset of trees in
T (V, V) for some finite set of nodes V and a K-interpretation m, where K is an
absorptive lattice semiring. For CTL formulas ¢ and v, we define the pR)-cost of
m as

Rl = [ #leRel”,
m(t)#0

where m(t) for t € T%(V, V) denotes the multiplicity of ¢ in m.

The set of multisets over T'(V, V) is denoted as S(V, V). We will also identify trees
t € T(V,V) with the multiset {¢}, which is justified, because 7[¢Rv]; = m[pRy] ;.

Now, we can extend the splitting operation for trees that we have defined above.

(4.47) Definition (v-Split for Trees). For a finite tree ¢t € T'(V,V) and a node
v € V, the v-split of t, denoted as Sp,(t) is the multiset of trees obtained by
splitting ¢ at any occurrence of v except for roots and marked leaves.
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Figure (4.48) illustrates the v-split of a tree t.

o
OO e

Figure (4.48): A tree ¢t and its v-split Sp, ().

Sp.(t) =t t,t,t}

Notice that v-splitting trees preserves their costs, since single splits do not change
the costs of trees as well. We have

TleRY[sp, ) = T[eRY ]

Also, v-splitting can be performed algorithmically, since we only split finite trees and
there can only be finitely many occurrences of v. Each split removes one non-root
and non-marked occurrence of v. We observe that splitting trees at their root or at
marked leaves is pointless, because one of the resulting trees would be a trivial tree
that only consists of a marked leaf and has cost 1. Therefore, the multiset Sp,(¢)
depicted in figure (4.48) cannot be split any further along v-nodes.

We can also chain different split operations. Let t be a tree and v,w € V. Since
Sp,(t) is a multiset, it would be useful to define splits on multisets. For a finite
multiset of finite trees m, we define Sp,(m) as the union of the w-splits of the
elements in m, which is again a finite multiset of finite trees. So, the expression
SPw © Sp,(t) is well-defined. A finite multiset multiset of finite trees m is called a
tree split if m = Sp,, o...oSp,, (t) for some k € w, t € T(V) and vy,...,v, € V.
Notice that k may be zero, so {t} is also a tree split. We also call ¢ the original tree
of m. For any t' € m, we know that t’ is a subtree of t. We say that ¢’ is rooted at
height A if the root of ¢’ in ¢ has a distance of h to the root of ¢. For example, in
figure (4.48), t; is rooted at height 0, ¢, is rooted at height 1, ¢3 is rooted at height
3 and t4 is rooted at height 2. Note that there is always exactly one ' € m that is
rooted at height 0, which contains the original root of t.

Splitting operations can be applied to sequences of trees f. For v € V', Sp,(f) is the
function Sp, o f. Note that (Sp,(f))(i) = Sp,(f(7)) is a multiset of trees for each
i €w. Wecall g:w— S(V,V) asequence of v-tree splits if g = Sp,, o...oSp,, (f)
for some k € w, vy,...,v; € V and a sequence of v-trees f. If f was a cut sequence
of v-trees, then we call g a cut sequence of v-tree splits. Notice that for each i € w,
g(i) = Sp,, o ... oSp,, (f(i)) is a tree split whose original tree is f(i).

Note that since we identify ¢ with {t} and {t} is a tree split, in the following, any
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definition that refers to tree splits or cut sequences of v-tree splits also applies to
normal trees or sequences of v-trees respectively.

We can now return to proving the claim
> wlpRY]: = supinf 7[R
tETo (V) fEF icw

from above. Recall that F was the set of choice functions f : w — T2(V, V) with

fi) e TJ}(V) for ¢+ € w and the direction “>" was left to show. For each f € F', we
have to find a t € T, (V') such that

mleRe] = Ry ] = mE w[oRY] ).

We will state this as a proposition.

(4.49) Proposition. Let K be an absorptive lattice semiring, V' a finite set of
nodes, ¢ and ¢ CTL formulas, m a matching K-interpretation over V and v € V.
For every cut sequence of v-trees f, there is a t € T,,(V') such that

mleRy1 = wleRy]y.

The following pages will be dedicated to the proof of proposition (4.49). Since any
f € F is a cut sequence of v-trees, this will suffice to prove the claim above. First,
we define some properties of cut sequences of v-tree splits.

(4.50) Definition. Let f be a cut sequence of v-tree splits. We say that w occurs
arbitrarily often along a path in f if for every j € w, there is an i € w so that f(7)
contains a tree ¢ € f(i) such that ¢ contains at least j occurrences of the node w
along a path from the root.

Figure (4.52) below provides an example of what the elements g(0) to g(5) of a cut
sequence of v-trees g could look like.

9(0) 9(1) 9(2)

Figure (4.52): 6 clements of a cut sequence of v-trees g.
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Clearly, all the trees except for g(4) follow the pattern of appending the subtree
w(wx, u*) to the w-leaf. Imagine that the remaining elements ¢(6), g(7), ... follow
the same pattern. In that case, w occurs arbitrarily often along a path in g, since
for every j € w\ {4}, g(j) contains a path starting at the root that contains j
occurrences of w. The exception of g(4) is not a problem, since for j = 4, we have
the element g(5) that contains at least 4 occurrences of w along a path from the
root. However, notice that even though the node u occurs arbitrarily often in the
trees g(i), u does not occur arbitrarily often along a path in g. In fact, any path
starting at the root in any tree g(i) contains at most one occurrence of w.

Returning to the general case, if w occurs arbitrarily often in a cut sequence of v-
tree splits f, we can “clean up” the sequence by only retaining those elements that
actually contain the desired occurrences of w. This yields the following definition.

(4.51) Definition. Let f be a cut sequence of v-tree splits and w a node that
occurs arbitrarily often along a path in f. We define the sequence Cl,,(f) for j € w
by setting

(Clu(/)() = f(&)

for the smallest @ > j such that there is a ¢ € f(i) that contains at least j unmarked
occurrences of w along a path from the root.

Obviously, if w did not occur arbitrarily often in f, then Cl,(f) would not be well-
defined. However, if w does indeed occur arbitrarily often in f, then we know that
for each (j + 1) € w, we have an i € w such that f(i') contains a tree ¢t with at
least (j + 1) occurrences of w along a path from the root. Only the last of those
occurrences can be marked, so t contains at least 7 unmarked occurrences of w along
a path from the root. Additionally, we know that we can find an 7 > j with this
property, because otherwise, only the elements f(0),...f(j — 1) of f would contain
at least j occurrences of w along a path from the root, but since f(0),..., f(j — 1)
are finitely many finite multisets of finite trees, this would be a contradiction, since
it would imply that the number of occurrences of w along a path from the root is
limited to

max{m, | 0 <1< j},
where m; is the maximal number of occurrences of w along a path from the root in
any tree in (1), because we would know that none of the elements f(j), f(j + 1), ...

could contain any more than j occurrences of w along a path from the root. This
would contradict the assertion that w occurs arbitrarily often in f.

Since any element (Cl,(f))(j) for j € w of Cl,(f) is equal to f(i) for some i > j,
we can derive

TR ]en ) = inf nloRy]cr, o) 2 nf 7[oRy] 0 = mleRy];.

We conclude that cleaning up a sequence increases its costs. Also, Cl,(f) is still a
cut sequence of v-tree splits, because for each j € w, (Cl,(f))(j) = g(i) is a tree
split of a t tree that is h-cut for some h > 17 > j.

Finally, we provide an example for cleaning up sequences. Consider Cl,(g) for the
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example from figure (4.52) above. We have

(Cly(9))(0) = g(0),
(Clu(9)(1) = g(2),
(Clu(9))(2) = g(3),
(Clu(9))(3) = g(5) and
(Clu(9))(4) = g(5).

Continuing the pattern, we would obtain (Cl,(g))(j) = g(j+ 1) for 7 > 5, the index
shift of 1 is due to the assertion that the occurrences of w in the cleaned sequence
must be unmarked and the irregularity at (Cl,(g))(3) is caused by the irregularity
of g(4), which has to be skipped since it does not contain any w-node.

Having defined Cl,,, recall definition (4.47), where we have defined the w-split Sp,,.
Chaining these two operations together defines the w-reduction R, (f) of a sequence.
If w occurs arbitrarily often along a path in g, we set

Ru(f) = Sp,, o Clu(f).

Figure (4.53) below illustrates the first 3 values of R, (g) for the example of ¢
provided above in figure (4.52).

(R, (9))(0) (R, (@)(1) (R (9)(2)

w

)

Figure (4.53): Values of R, (g) for the sequence g in the above example.

Notice that for each j € w, (R, (g))(j) contains at least j non-trivial trees with root
w, each of them rooted at a different height. This is easily explained by the fact that
(Cly(g))(y) contains a tree where a path from the root contains at least j unmarked
occurrences of w, when we w-split this tree, each of those occurrences of w forms the
root of a tree in (R, (9))(j) = (Sp,, ©Cl,(g))(j) and all of these trees are non-trivial
and rooted at different heights.

The reason why R, (g) is called the w-reduction of g is that we have effectively
removed w from g, since in R, (¢g), the node w may only occur as a root node or a

88



CHAPTER 4. ALGORITHMS FOR SEMIRING INTERPRETATION

marked leaf, but due to the w-splitting, other unmarked occurrences of w outside of
root nodes are not permitted. All of these observations are generally valid for any
cut sequence of v-tree splits f.

Additionally, we can see in the above example that no node occurs arbitrarily often
along a path in R, (¢) anymore. Unfortunately, this is not generally true. In figure
(4.54), a new cut sequence of v-trees h is given to illustrate this issue. Again, we
have only depicted the values h(1) to h(3) of h.

h(1)

() () ()
OENORORROROERO
OENO ()
ORNO

Figure (4.54): 3 elements of a cut sequence of v-trees h.

Assuming that the same pattern continues for all h(7) with ¢ € w, we can clearly see
that u occurs arbitrarily often along a path in R,,(h), because even after w-splitting,
the path (u, u, ..., ux) stays in the same subtree. However, we can overcome this issue
by applying the u-reduction to R, (h) to obtain R, o R, (h). Figure (4.55) below
shows (R, o Ry (h))(1) and (R, o Ry, (h))(2) for the sequence h from figure (4.54).

(R,oR (M)(1) (RoR (M))(2)

On0
On0

Figure (4.55): Values of R, o R,,(h) for h from figure (4.54).
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This resolves the issue for the example from figure (4.54), but in the general case,
if f is a cut sequence of v-tree splits, there may still be different nodes from w
and w that occur arbitrarily often along a path in R, o R, (f). Therefore, we will
inductively apply reductions to f until there is no node left that occurs arbitrarily
often in the resulting sequence. First, we fix an arbitrary linear order < on V. This
enables us to chain reductions.

(4.56) Definition. Let W C V. The W-reduction Ry (f) for cut sequences of
v-tree splits f is defined inductively over the cardinality of W.

For W =0, Ry(f) = f, so the @-reduction does nothing.

If |W| =k+1 for some k € w, let w = max.(W), then W = W' U {w} with
|(W'| = k. If Ry (f) exists and w occurs arbitrarily often along a path in Ry (f),
then define Ry (f) as Rw (f) = Ry o Ry (f). Otherwise, Ry (f) does not exist.

As an example, if w; < wy < w3 are elements of V' and W = {wy, wy, w3}, we have

RW(g) = ng © R‘U/'Q © Rw1(g>7

provided that Ry (g) exists at all. Now, we will prove a powerful lemma for Ry, (f).

(4.57) Lemma. Let f be a cut sequence of v-tree splits. With Ry, (f) defined as
above, we claim that if Ry, (f) exists, then the following conditions are met for all
J € w:

1. The trees in (Rw (f))(j) may only contain marked leaves in W except for leaves
at the maximum cut-off height of the original tree,

2. there is at least one tree in (Ry/ (f))(j) rooted at v at height 0 and

3. for every w € W, there are at least j non-trivial trees in (Ry/ (f))(7) with the
root w, each of them is rooted at a different height in the original tree.

Proof. The conditions (1.) and (2.) are met, because Ry is a chain of w-splitting
and cleaning operations for w € W. Therefore, each (Rw (f))(j) is a tree split and
the original tree is a h-cut tree t € T,(V,V) for some h > j. Since a h-cut tree
does not contain any marked leaves other than the leaves at height h, the trees in
(Rw(f))(j) also do not have any other marked leaves than those at height h and
the marked leaves induced by w-splitting for w € W, which proves condition (1.).
Also, since t is rooted at v, after splitting ¢, at least one of the resulting trees in
(Rw (f))(j) retains the root v at height 0, so condition (2.) is true as well.

We prove condition (3.) by induction over the cardinality of W. For W = (), there is
nothing to show, so we assume |W| = k+1 for a k € w. Again, we pick u = max_ (V)
and obtain W = W' U {u} with u ¢ W’. Since we assume that Ry (f) exists, by
definition of Ry, g := Ry (f) must exist as well and we have Ry (f) = Ru(g). We
have to show condition (3.) for all w € W’ and for w.

If we W’ we have (Rw(f))(j) = Sp,(g(7)) for some i > j. By induction, we know
that g(i) contained at least ¢ non-trivial trees with the root w and each of them was
rooted at a different height. Clearly, after u-splitting g(i), there are still at least
i > j non-trivial trees with the root w at different heights in (Rw (f))(J).
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For u, we know that (Rw(f))(j) = Sp,(Cl.(g9(j)) and Cl,(g(j)) contains a tree t
with at least 7 unmarked u-nodes along a path from the root. Each of these nodes
is at a different height and after u-splitting, each of them becomes a root of its own
non-trivial subtree, which ends the proof. O

Notice that in order to use lemma (4.57) for some cut sequence of v-tree splits f and
W C V, we first need to make sure that Ry, (f) exists. We claim that Ry (f) exists
it W occurs arbitrarily often along a path in g. This notion is defined inductively
over the cardinality of W.

For W = 0, () occurs arbitrarily often along a path in f for any cut sequence of
v-tree splits f. Notice that Ry(f) always exists.

For |W| = k+ 1 and k € w, pick w = max_(WW), so that W = W' U {w} with
w ¢ W'. We say that W occurs arbitrarily often along a path in f if W’ occurs
arbitrarily often along a path in f and w is the minimal element of V' such that
w occurs arbitrarily often along a path in Ry (f). Notice that Ry (f) exists by
induction, since |W’'| = k. Also, this implies that Ry (f) exists.

The minimality condition for w allows us to prove the statement that for any cut
sequence of v-tree splits f, if W occurs arbitrarily often along a path in f and u
occurs arbitrarily often along a path in Ry, (f), then v > w for all w € W. We prove
this by induction.

For W = (), there is nothing to show. Suppose now that W =k + 1 for a k € w,
set m = max. (W) and W = W' U {m} with m ¢ W’. Additionally, suppose that u
occurs arbitrarily often along a path in Ry (f). We now have to show that u > m,
thereby showing that u > w for all w € W. Since W’ occurs arbitrarily often along
a path in f and u occurring arbitrarily often along a path in Ry (f) implies that it
also occurs arbitrarily often along a path in Ry (f), we conclude by induction that
u > w for all w € W. Now, if u < m, then m would not be the minimal element
that occurs arbitrarily often along a path in Ry (f), which is a contradiction. Also,
u = m is impossible, because m does not occur arbitrarily often along a path in
Rw (f). Therefore, we have u > m and the claim is proven.

Now, we can prove proposition (4.49). Let f be an arbitrary cut sequence of v-trees.
The goal is to find a tree t € T, (V) such that 7[pRy]; > 7[¢Ry]s. First, we pick
the maximal set W C V such that W occurs arbitrarily often along a path in f.
Such a set always exists, even if no node occurs arbitrarily often along a path in f,
then we would have W = 0.

We can infer that Ry (f) exists and we have

TleRY IRy (r) = 7[eRY]

because Ry is a chain of splitting and cleaning operations, and we have shown
that splitting operations preserve ¢R1)-costs and cleaning operations never decrease
wRa-costs of sequences.

Additionally, we know that no node u € V occurs arbitrarily often along a path in
Rw (f). Otherwise, we would have u > w for all w € W, but this would contradict
the maximality of W, since in that case, W U {u'} would occur arbitrarily often
along a path in f for some v/ < u with v/ > w for all w € W.

Therefore, for every u € V, there is a h, € w such that no tree in Ry (f) contains
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more than h, occurrences of u along a single path from the root. We can derive that

H:Zhu

ueV

is an upper bound on the height of the trees in Ry (f). Now, consider the sequence
g with g(i) = Rw (f))(: + H + 1). By condition (3.) of lemma (4.57), we conclude
that for each w € W, ¢(i) contains at least i + H + 1 non-trivial trees rooted at w
at different heights. Also, since the height of those trees is bounded by H, at least
k of those trees are rooted so far away from the cut-off height of the original tree
that none of their leaves are cut off. This means by condition (1.) of lemma (4.57)
that they only contain marked leaves in W. Now, let T=H (VW) denote the set of
all non-trivial trees over V rooted at w with marked leaves in W. Since the height
is bounded, this set is finite.

Assume w.l.o.g. that W = {wy, ..., wy} for some k € w. The above argument yields
that g() contains at least i trees in T/ (V, W) for each w;. If we group those trees
to tuples, we can rephrase this and claim that g(i) contains at least i tuples

H <H
(t1,...,tg) € Tfl (V,W) x o x T2V, W).

Since there are only finitely many such tuples, there must be one tuple (¢, ...,t;) €
TSH(V,W) x .. x T3H(V,W) that occurs arbitrarily often in g, that is, for each
J € w, there is an ¢ € w such that ¢(i) contains (ti,...,tx) at least j times. We
fix such a tuple (t1,...,tx) and define a new sequence ¢" with ¢'(j) = ¢(i) for the
smallest i such that g(i) contains (t1, ..., ;) at least j times.

Finally, we use condition (2.) of lemma (4.57), which states that each ¢'(j) contains
a tree t that is rooted at v at the height 0. Since ¢'(j) = g(i) = (Rw (f))(i+ H+1)
for some ¢ € w, none of the leaves of ¢ can be cut off, since ¢ is rooted at 0 and its
height is bounded by H. Therefore, the marked leaves of ¢ can only be in W by
condition (1.) of lemma (4.57), which implies ¢t € T=H(V,W). Again, T=7(V, W)
being finite allows us to conclude that there is a to € T=7(V, W) that is contained
in infinitely many members ¢'(j) of ¢’. We fix such a ¢y and define the sequence g”
by ¢"(1) = ¢'(j) for the smallest j such that ¢’(j) contains at least | occurrences of
(t1,...,tx) and to. Notice that our choice of ¢y guarantees the existence of such a j
for each | € w.

Recall that all elements of ¢” are contained in ¢, all elements of ¢’ are contained in
g and all elements of g are contained in Ry (f), so we have

T[eRY]gr = wleRily = wleRibly 2 wleRi]ry () = TleRY] -
We have also fixed a tuple
(to,tr, ... tx) € TV, W) x TSH(V, W) x o x TRH(V, W),

Now, consider the tree
t=tpotTo..ot.

This tree is constructed by starting at f, and appending the trees tq,...,t; to any
marked wj-leaves whenever they are needed. In other words, whenever there is a
marked wj-leaf for 1 < j < k, we append ¢;, which is rooted at w;, to this leaf.
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We have t € T,,(V), since t; is rooted at v. Also, ¢ has no marked leaves, because
the trees to,ti, ..., t; only have marked leaves in W, but each marked leaf w; € W
is eliminated by appending t;. Of course, t is generally an infinite tree, because
we have to append ty, ..., t; infinitely many times, but since ¢4, ..., t; are non-trivial
trees, this is not a problem.

We claim that
mleRy]e = f 7lpRy]y, = inf rlpRY]ynq) = mlpRe]y.

For an arbitrary h € w, t|, contains t, and at most [ full or partial occurrences of
t1, ..., tx for some [ € w, since t|, is finite. Therefore, we have

T[eRY]y, > 7leRe ]y, - 7loRYL, - 7leRY];,

Also, since ¢”(l) contains o and at least [ occurrences of (t1, ..., tx), we have

TRy, > wleRY]y, - w[eRY];, - ... - 7[R,
> mR]gnq)
2> inf Ry ]y ),

which proves the claim, because h € w was arbitrary.

This implies that
TRy = w[eRy [

and ends the proof for proposition (4.49), and with that, theorem (4.27) is also
proven and we have

T[A(eRY)], = Y wleRe].

teT, (V)

This raises the question of how to compute 7[A(pR)],. For that, we can obtain
a useful corollary from the proof above. Rather than just showing that any cut
sequence of v-tree splits is absorbed by a tree t € T,(V), we have shown that for
every cut sequence of v-tree splits f, there is a W = {wy, ...,wx} C V, and a tuple

(to,t1, ... te) € TV, W) x TSH(V, W) x .o x TSH(V, W)

for some H € w such that ¢y 0¢3° o ... 0 7° absorbs f. It is important to notice that
to,t1, ..., tx are thereby all finite.

For any w € V, let T (V,W) be the set of all trees over V without any node
repetitions along a path from the root that are rooted at w and may only have
marked leaves in W. Further, let TSYC(V, W) for w € W be the set of all non-
trivial trees over V without any node repetitions along a path from the root, with
the exception that the node w appears in the root and may also appear as a marked
leaf and, like above, marked leaves must be in W.

We observe that node repetitions along paths from the root can be eliminated as
shown in figure (4.58) below, which shows a tree ¢ with a node w repeating along a
path from the root and the reduced tree ¢’ obtained by eliminating the repetition.
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Figure (4.58): Elimination of a w-repetition in a tree ¢.

As shown in the picture, the subtree ¢, of ¢ rooted at the occurrence of w that is
closer to the root simply has to be replaced with the subtree t; that is rooted at the
other occurrence of w. Clearly, we have n(t') C n(t), e(t’) C e(t) and I(t') C I(t),
which implies that
TRy ]y = 7[Ry

This is a general result. Whenever there are node repetitions along a path from
the root of a tree, we can simply eliminate them and obtain a tree with a higher
©Rp-cost. This procedure can be applied to the tuple (g, ¢y, ..., tx) from above. For
to, we remove all repetitions and since f is finite, we obtain a tree t;, € T/ (V, W)
with w[Ry];, > 7[pRy]s,. For ty, ..., 1k, we also remove all repetitions, except for
repetitions where w is the root node and appears as a marked leaf at the same time,
so we obtain

(th, s ty) € TYC(V,W) X o x TOYC(V, W)

with 7[R ]y = w[eRy], for 1 < j < k. It is important to note that the trees
t,...,t;, are not trivial. Therefore, we can use t),t],...,t; to build the new tree
too (th)> o...o(t,)>, which is a well-defined tree in T,,(V'), using the same argument
as for tg o t3° o ... o t2°. Clearly, we have

W[[WRlb]]tgo(t/l)ooo...o(t;g)oo > WH@R¢Htoot§°o...ot§> > W[[SORIM]]C'
For any v € V and W = {wy,...,wx} €V, we define
Tup, (W) = T,(V,W) x TgY(V,W) x ... x TgXC(V,W).

Also, let F' be the set of all cut sequences of v-trees f. As a corollary from the proof
above, we obtain

ilelgﬁ[[gon]]f < Z Z T[PRY Jtgotseo..ore < Z T[eRy];.

WCV (to,t1,...,tx) €Tup, (V) teTy(V)

Since we already know that

> wleRy] < ilelgﬂ[[saRl/J]]f

teT, (V)
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because of the sequence f € F with f(i) = t|; which can be constructed for any ¢,
we conclude that all the values above are equal and obtain the following corollary.

(4.59) Corollary. With the definitions from above, we have

W[[A(@Rw)]]v = Z W[[¢R¢]]t = Z Z WHSORYM]tOot‘fOo,,,oth-

teTy (V) WCV (to,t1,...,tx)€Tup, (W)

However, this is still not sufficient to compute w[A(¢Rv)],, even though Tup, (V)
is a finite set for each W C V. This is due to the fact that in general, we have

TleRY]tgorse0. o0 # TleRYs, - T[@RU]ET - ... - w[pRY]T

for (to,t1,...,tx) € Tup,(WW). Consider a case where k& > 0. Since we have t, €
T!(V, W), we know that t;, might contain marked leaves in W. However, this is not
necessarily the case. For example, we might have t; = (v), so that ¢, is a tree that
consists of a single unmarked node. In the definition of ¢y 0 £3° o ... 0 13°, we have
stated that the trees ti, ..., t; are only used if they are needed, that is, ¢; is only used
to fill a marked leaf w;. So in this case, we would obtain

thoto...oty’ =1,

which implies
T [[gORlﬁ]]tootfo o..0tP = TRy ],

Obviously, for £ > 0, this witnesses the inequality from above. Therefore, we will
have to find a way to ensure that the trees ¢y, ..., t; are actually used infinitely many
times in ty ot 0 ... o 7°.

(4.60) Definition (Dependency Graph). Let t = (¢, t1, ..., tx) € Tup, (W) for some
v eV and W C V. We define the dependency graph D(t) as follows. The nodes
of D(t) are tg,t1,...,t. There is a directed edge from ¢; to t; for 0 < i < k and
1 < j < kif, and only if ¢; contains at least one marked leaf w;. The node t, has
no incoming edges.

The dependency graph can be used to determine whether all elements of a tuple
t € Tup, (W) are actually necessary to construct a tree without marked leaves. The
first observation that we can make is the following.

(4.61) Lemma. For any t = (to,11,...,tx) € Tup, (W), if there is at least one ¢;
in D(t) that is not reachable from t,, then there is a tuple ¢ = (to,},....t},) €
Tup, (W’) for some W’ C W such that every node in D(#’) is reachable from ¢, and

WH@R@Z)HtOOt%Oo...oth = ﬂ-[[(pR’l/)]]too(t’l)ooo.“o(t;/)oo .

Proof sketch. This is very easy to see, since trees that are not reachable from ¢,
in D(t) are never actually used in the construction of ¢ty 0 ¢° o ... 0 £2°, so we obtain
t' = (to,t}, ..., t},) by leaving out all the trees that are unreachable from ¢ in D(?).
Clearly, ¢ € Tup,(W’) for a smaller set W’ and we know that the trees in ¢’ do not
contain any marked leaves outside of W/, because otherwise, some of the trees that
we left out would have been reachable from ¢y in D(%). O

The lemma allows us to filter out some of the “bad” tuples, but even if all trees
from ¢ are reachable in D(t), this does not guarantee that they have to be used
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infinitely often. Figure (4.62) illustrates the dependency graphs D(p) and D(q) for
two different tuples p = (po, p1,p2, p3) and ¢ = (qo, ¢1, G2, g3) in Tup, (W).

N
ORI
Y"A@

Figure (4.62): Dependency graphs of p, g € Tup,(W).

We can derive from the dependency graphs that p is a “good” tuple, because p;, ps
and p3 are used infinitely often in ¢, = py o pi® o p5° o ps°. This is due to the cycle
(p1,p2). Whenever p; is appended, p; has to be appended to its marked ws-leaves
and vice versa, leading to the conclusion that both p; and ps occur infinitely often
as subtrees of ,,. Since any occurrence of p; or p, also requires an occurrence of ps,
because p; and ps have marked ws-leaves, ps also occurs infinitely often in ¢,,.

However, the situation is different in ¢, = g0 ¢{°0¢5° 0¢5°. With the same argument
as for t,, ¢; and ¢, occur infinitely often in ¢,. However, neither ¢; nor g, have any
marked ws-leaves, so ¢3 is only needed to fill the marked ws-leaves of ¢y, but there
are only finitely many of them. Since none of the other trees contains any ws-leaves,
g3 occurs only finitely often in ¢,. We conclude that ¢ is a bad tuple, but we can
also see that it is possible to turn it into a good tuple r = (7, q1, q2) € Tup,(W’)
with W' = W \ {ws}. 7o is obtained by merging gy and ¢3 into a single tree, that
is, appending g3 to the ws-leaves of ¢y and then removing repetitions along paths
that may possibly arise. Since none of the trees rg, g1 and ¢o have any ws-leaves, r
is indeed an element of Tup,(W’) and ry o ¢{° o ¢3° uses ¢; and go infinitely many
times. Now, we will generalize this approach.

Assume that t = (to,t1,...,tx) € Tup,(W) is a tuple and all nodes of D(t) are
reachable from t,. We say that ¢; for 1 < i < k is active if, and only if ¢; lies on a
cycle in D(t) or is reachable from a node that lies on a cycle. The inactive graph
I(t) is obtained by removing all active nodes from D(t). We call ¢ valid if, and only
if 1(t) only contains ty. Let Tup; (W) be the set of all valid tuples in Tup,(W).

(4.63) Lemma. For any t = (to,t1,...,tx) € Tup, (W), ¢ is valid or there is a valid
t' = (ty, b}, ..., t) € Tup,(W’) for some W’ C W such that

W[[SORw]]tootfoo...otzo S 7T[[QORw]]t{)o(t’l)ooo_..o(t;,)oo-

Proof sketch. — Thanks to lemma (4.61), we can assume that all nodes in D(t)
are reachable from ty. Now, suppose that ¢ is invalid, that is, I(¢) contains other
inactive trees than tg. By definition of I(t), it is a directed acyclic graph, which
implies we can merge the trees in I(¢) into a finite tree t;, which can be turned
into t{, by removing node repetitions along paths. Suppose w.l.o.g. that ¢q,...,tx
are the active nodes and W’ = {1,....,k'} C W. The tuple t' = (tg,t1,...,tx) is
then an element of Tup, (W), since neither ¢ nor any of the trees ¢y, ..., ;s contain
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any marked leaves in W \ W', otherwise the inactive trees would be reachable from
t1,...,tp in D(t), which is a contradiction. Also, since ty,...,ty were all reachable
from tg, by construction of t, they are also reachable from ¢, and they are also
active in D(t'), which implies that I(¢') only contains ¢, and ¢’ is valid, so we have
t" € Tup, (W'). The absorption

71-[[QDR‘w]]toot‘l’oo.“otzo S W[[(pr]]tGOti’oo...otz‘,‘
is verified by observing that ¢ o ¢3° o ... o tY can be obtained from ty 0 #7° o ... 0 £3°
by removing node repetitions along paths, which increases @R-costs. 0

The lemma implies that for calculating w[A(¢R1)],, we can leave out invalid tuples,
because they are absorbed by valid tuples anyway, so we have

T[A(ERY)], = Y > TRy tgotsco...otee

WCV (to,t1,..., tk)GTupv(W)

- Z Z 7T-[[()0]~:{'Lp]]lfoot(foo...otzo‘

WCV (tot1,....tx) €Tupy (W)

But for valid tuples t = (to,t1,...,tx) € Tup, (W), we know that all nodes in D()
are reachable from ¢y, and, except for ty, all of them are active, which means that
they are on a cycle or reachable from a node on a cycle. This implies that ¢, ..., %,
are used infinitely often in the construction of t; 0t o ... 0 1}°, so we have

TleRY [tgoteo...ot2e = TRty - w[RY[EY - ... - T[eRY] 5.
This yields the following proposition.

(4.64) Proposition. For an absorptive lattice semiring K, a finite set of nodes V/,
a formula A(¢R#) in CTL and a matching K-interpretation 7 over V', we have

T[A(pRY) ], = > > TloRe ]y, - 7leRY] - ... w[oRu]5e

WCV (to,t1,..., tk)eTllpz(W)

for any v € V', where Tup (W) for W C V is defined as above.

To close this subsection, we can derive an algorithm that computes w[A(pRw)],
from this proposition.

(4.65) Algorithm. The input for the algorithm is a formula A(¢Rt) with a
matching K-interpretation 7 over a finite set of nodes V', where K is an absorptive
lattice semiring and a node v € V. The output 7[A(¢R1)], is computed as follows.

1. Start with S == 0.
2. For any W = {wy,...,wx} €V, repeat:
(a) Find all trees in T(V, W) and TSYC(V, W), ..., TgYC(V,W).
(b) For every combination of those trees t = (tg, t1, ..., tx) € Tup, (W), repeat:

i. Construct the dependency graph D(t).
ii. Check if every node in D(t) is reachable from t.
e If the check fails, discard t.
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iii. Find all active nodes in D(%).
e If a node other than ¢, is inactive, discard t.
iv. If ¢ was not discarded, then ¢ € Tup;(W).

v. Compute 7[¢Re]s,, TIpRE]n, ... 7[Rl
vi. Update S := S+ w[oR¢], - m[@RY]Y - ... - w[@RyY]5e.

3. The output is
S=> > wleRY]y, - w[oRUI5 - .. - 7[Ry = w[A(¢Re))]o.

WCV (to,t1,..., tk)ET‘upZ (W)

Proof.  The correctness is implied by proposition (4.64). For the runtime, let
V| =n > 0. Clearly, step (1) is repeated 2" times.

Let N(n) be an upper bound for the cardinality of 77 (V, V') for any given n € w.
We claim that N(n) € O(2™) and prove this by induction on n. For n = 1, there
are only two possible trees in T/(V, V), a tree with a single root (v) or a marked
leaf (vx), so N(1) = 2. For n > 1, we have those same two trees (v) and (v#) in
T!(V,V), but additionally, if v is not marked, it could have successors. In that case,
the successors of v are uniquely defined, since our trees must be complete, and there
are at most (n — 1) successors, since v may not repeat, and therefore v cannot be a
successor of v itself. Each of the successors w forms a subtree in 7, (V\{v}, V\{v}),
so there are at most N(n — 1) possibilities for each successor, which yields

N(n) <2+ N(n—1)" < Nn - 1) < (207Dhn = ot
since N(n — 1) > 2. Therefore, we conclude that N(n) € O(2™).

Moreover, the cardinality of TSYC(V, V) for any w € W is in O(2"™), because the
number of trees in TSYC(V, V) is bounded by 1+ N (n)™, since all trees in TSYC(V, V)
consist of a root node w with at most n successors, and each successor u induces a
subtree in 77 (V, V).

We conclude that step (a) of the algorithm requires at most O(n - 2"™) opera-
tions, since all elements of T),(V, W) C T)(V, V) and TS¥YC(V,W) C TSYC(V, V), ...,
TSYC(V,W) C TSYC(V, V) have to be enumerated.

Step (b) is repeated at most O(2™ - (2»™)") times, which is the maximum number
of tuples in Tup,(W).

Finally, the inner loop (i) to (vi) can be performed in O(n?), the most expensive
operation is finding the active nodes in D(t), which can be done by running a
breadth-first search from all ¥ < n+ 1 nodes in D(t), which takes O(k?) operations
each time.

Therefore, we obtain a total runtime in O(27-2" . (27"")".n3), which we can simplify
to

on . 2n! i (znn')n . n3 —9on, 2n! i 2n2'n! . 23~10g(n)

— 2(n2+1)'n!+n+3~10g(n) )

This shows that our algorithm terminates and ends the proof. With a runtime in
O (20 +Dt+nt31o2(n)) which is a double exponential runtime, the algorithm is only
relevant for theoretical purposes. Il
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We have now developed algorithms that are able to to evaluate all formulas in CTL
in their respective semirings.

4.4 Program lIterations in PDL

In this section, we will see that interpreting program iterations p* where p is a
program in PDL is similar to the interpretation of existential until formulas in CTL
from subsection (4.2.1). First of all, let K be an w-continuous semiring and 7 a
K-interpretation over a finite set of nodes V. For all v,w € V', let P, (V') denote
the set of all paths over V' from v to w. With the p-costs for paths from definition
(4.6), we can prove a theorem for PDL programs that is similar to theorem (4.14).

(4.66) Theorem. For any w-continuous semiring K, PDL program p, finite set V|
K-interpretation 7 over V and v,w € V', we have

o lowy = > 7loly

PEPy (V)

Proof. By definition (3.21), we have 7[p*](w.w) = Up(f”")(ww). Theorem (2.23)
states that

lfp(f*") = sup(f*")'(0).

1EW

Set X; = (f°7)1(0). We will show by induction on i that

(Xi) ww) = Z m[plp

pepv<—i>w (V)

for all v,w € V where P~ (V) refers to the paths from v to w that are shorter
than 7.

In the base case i = 0, there is nothing to show, since there are no paths that are
shorter than 0 and (Xo)w,w) = 0.

If we assume the hypothesis to be true for ¢, then for ¢ + 1, we have

(XiJrl)(v,w) = fp* (X’L)
= W[[l?]](v,w) + Z W[[p]](v,u) : (Xl)(u,w)

ueVv
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Using the induction hypothesis for (X;)(,w) yields

(Xz'+1)(v,w) - ﬂ-[[l?]](v,w) + Zﬂ-[[p]](v,u) ) Z W[[p]]P

ueV pePu<i>w (V)

= W[[l?]](vyw) + Z Z 7T[[p]](v,u) : W[[p]]p

ueV peP (V)

= [ ew + Y. D wlolwn

ueV peP (V)

9N A+ Y Al

pEP;S, (V) peUs<j<i P (V)

= Z T[plp-

pEPEN(V)

The transformation (x) is verified by two observations. First, there is only a path
from v to w of length 0 if v = w. In that case, the p-cost of this pathis 7[17],») = 1,
since it does not have any edges. Otherwise, if v # w, then 7[17](, ) = 0. The
second observation is that for p € P4 (V) and u € V, the paths (v,p) that are

u—w

formed by adding v to the start of p are exactly all the paths from v to w of length
1 to 4, and the p-cost of (v, p) is clearly 7[p](u) - 7[p],. This ends the induction.

Next, we will show

(wx) - ¥

e PEP (V)
for all v,w € V. We apply lemma (2.21) to obtain
(Sup Xi) = sup(X5) (v,w)
(S% (v,w) 1Ew
= sup Z ],
1€Ww <i
peP’U*)w(V)

= sup Z T[],

1EW <i
pepfi)w(v)

= Z Z m[plp

i€w pePFL, (V)

= Z T[]y

per—)w(V)

Note that P (V) for i € w partitions the set P, ,, (1), since all paths from v to

v—w
w have some finite length ¢ € w. We conclude

o Jww) = (Sup(fp*)i(0)>(vjw) = (Sup Xi)w,w) = > el

€W €W
pEPU*)w(V)

which ends the proof. O
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Recall the definition (4.15) where we have defined K-automata. Existential until
formulas in CTL were evaluated under a K-interpretation 7 by transforming 7 into
a K-automaton and then applying state removal. We will do the same for PDL
programs. To calculate m[p*](y,w), we will first build an appropriate K-automaton

Af;w) () and then calculate C’(Af;w) (m)).

(4.67) Proposition. For an w-continuous semiring K, a finite set of nodes V', a
K-interpretation 7 over V' and a program p, we define the K-automaton Af;w)(w) =
(Q,C, s,t) for all v,w € V by setting @ = V U {s,t} and connecting s to v and w
to t. We assume s,t ¢ V. Formally, we set

C(q,s) =0 for all ¢ € Q,

C(t,q) =0 for all ¢ € Q,

C(s,v) =1

C(s,q) =0 for all ¢ € Q \ {v},

C(w,t) =1

C(g,t) =0 for all g € Q \ {w} and
Clur,ug) = T[p)(urue) for all ug,us € V.

CAL(@) = D =l

PEPy (V)

Proof sketch. Recall the definition of C(A? . (7)) as

(v,w)

CAl )= 3 C).

pEPs%t(Q)
We have to prove
Z C(p) = Z T[ply-
pePs%t(Q) p/EP'U%w(V)

This is easy to see, because any path p € P, (@) with nonzero costs must be a
path of the form
p=(s,v,...,wt).

Clearly, we can map p to p’ = (v, ...,w) € P, (V) by cutting off s and ¢. Since the
edges (u1, u2) in Af, () for us, uy € V are defined to have the cost 7[p](u,,u,), We
conclude that

C(p) = W[[p]]p"
Therefore, we have a cost-preserving one-to-one correspondence between Pj ,;(Q)
and P,_,,, (V) if we disregard paths with cost 0, which proves the claim. O

Since we have already introduced the state removal algorithm (4.18) that computes
C(A) for a given K-automaton A, there is a straightforward way to interpret PDL
program iterations 7[p*] (y.w)-

1. Construct .Af;w) ().
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e Proposition (4.67) and theorem (4.66) yield

CAL @) = > =lply=7[oTwm)

PEPy 5w (V)

2. Use the state removal algorithm (4.18) to compute C(A? ().

(v,w)

e The output is the interpretation 7[p*](yw)-

Assuming that |V| = n, the automaton .Af; () can be constructed in O(n?) and

state removal has a runtime on O(n?), which yields a total runtime in O(n?) to

interpret PDL program iterations.

We will close this section by calculating 7[a*] (v for the N*[X]-interpretation
from example (3.22). Figure (4.68) below shows the N>*[X]-interpretation = and

the N*[X]-automaton A‘(l;w) (m) that we will use to compute 7[a*]yw)-

Figure (4.68): N[ X]-interpretation 7 (above) transformed to A? () (below).

(v,w)

Now, we can apply state removal, as shown in figure (4.69) below.

Figure (4.69): State removal performed on A‘(l;w) ().

The result is 7[a*](vw) = p*q which is also what we obtained in example (3.22).
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

We have defined semiring interpretations for LTL, CTL and positive PDL, and with
the algorithms from the previous section, we have also developed a way to compute
finite representations of the resulting semiring elements. However, there are still
open questions. For example, while we guarantee that the representations of the
semiring values that we compute in the previous section are finite, we do not provide
any guarantees for their readability. Also, it remains unknown whether the runtime
of the algorithms that we provided is optimal. As conjecture (4.36) suggests, there
might be more efficient algorithms for semiring interpretations.

Moreover, our entire work is based on w-continuous semirings and absorptive lattice
semirings. In particular, we use absorptive lattice semirings to evaluate release
formulas in CTL. It is an open question whether there are any larger classes of
semirings that are suited to interpret release formulas in CTL. While we know that
the conditions that we asserted in definition (2.10) for absorptive lattice semirings
are sufficient to enable the interpretation of release formulas, it is not known whether
they are too strong. This is a topic that will be covered in future work.

Finally, we will mention some related topics. As pointed out in remark (3.24),
there are still issues left to overcome in order to extend our semiring interpretations
from positive PDL to full PDL. Moreover, the semiring interpretations for some
CTL formulas were inspired by their translation into the modal p-calculus, which
is a stronger logic than LTL, CTL and PDL. This raises the question whether the
approaches that we used to define the semiring interpretations for CTL could be
generalized to the full modal p-calculus.
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