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There have been several recent suggestions for tableaurssy/&ir deciding satisfiability in the practi-
cally important branching time temporal logic known as CTlr¥this paper we present a streamlined
and more traditional tableau approach built upon the aiglearlier theoretical work.

Soundness and completeness results are proved. A profotpiEmentation demonstrates the
significantly improved performance of the new approach oarge of test formulas. We also see
that it compares favourably to state of the art, game andheatepbased decision procedures.

1 Introduction

CTL* [5] 8] is an expressive branching-time temporal logitemding the standard linear PLTL [13].
The main uses of CTL* are for developing and checking thesmbness of complex reactive systems [6]
and as a basis for languages (like ATL*) for reasoning abaultiragent systems [8].

Validity of formulas of CTL* is known to be decidable with antamata-based decision procedure of
deterministic double exponential time complexity[[5, 4]. TBhere is also an axiomatization [|14]. Long
term interest in developing a tableau approach as well has because they are often more suitable
for automated reasoning, can quickly build models of satidi formulas and are more human-readable.
Tableau-style elements have indeed appeared earlier ia smdel-checking tools for CTL* but tableau-
based satisfiability decision procedures have only justestdo be developed [1[7] 7].

Our CTL* tableau is of the tree, or top-down, form. To decifie validity of ¢, we build a tree
labelled with finite sets of sets of formulas using ideasechlhues and colours originally frorn [14]
and further developed in [16, 17]. The formulas in the laloeisie from a closure set containing only
subformulas of the formula being decided, and their negati®hose earlier works proposed a tableau in
the form of a roughly tree-shaped Hintikka-structure, thait utilised labels on nodes which were built
from maximally consistent subsets of the closure set. Eaichila or its negation had to be in each hue.
In this paper we make the whole system much more efficient byisig how we only need to consider
subformulas which are relevant to the decision.

In the older papers we identified two sorts of looping: goamplag allowed up-links in our tableau
tree while bad looping showed that a branch was just gettingdr and longer in an indefinite way. In
this paper we tackle only the good looping aspect and leastédoging for a follow-on paper.

A publicly available prototype implementation of the apgeb here is available and comparisons
with existing state of the art systems, and its Hintikkdestyredecessor, show that we are achieving
orders of magnitude speed-ups across a range of examplesvitihany other pure tableau system,
though, this one is better at deciding satisfiable formud#iser than unsatisfiable ones.

In sectior2 we give a formal definition of CTL* before secti@mulefines some basic building block
concepts. Subsequent sections introduce the tableau, stagiain an example, look at a loop checking
rule and show soundness. Secfibn 7 presents the tableawnuotios rules and then we show complete-
ness. Complexity, implementation and comparison issuesliacussed briefly in sectiédn]10 before a
conclusion. There is a longer version of this paper avalaisi[15].
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2 Syntax and Sematics

Fix a countable se¥ of atomic propositions. A (transition) structure is a t8p = (S R, g) where:
S isthe non-empty set states
R is atotal binary relatio Sx Si.e. for everys € S there is somé e Ssuch thaf(s;t) € R.
g :S— Z(2)isalabelling of the states with sets of atoms.

Formulas are defined along-long sequences of states. féllpath in (S R) is an infinite sequence
(%0,51,%,...) of states such that for ea¢h(s,s+1) € R For the fullpatho = (s,s1,%,...), and any
i >0, we writeg; for the states and o for the fullpath(s,S11,S+2,...).

The formulas of CTL* are built from the atomic propositioms.¥’ recursively using classical con-
nectives— and A as well as the temporal connectivés U andA. We use the standard abbreviations,
true, false, v, —, <+, Fa =trueUa, Ga = -F—-a, andEa = -A—q.

Truth of formulas is evaluated at fullpaths in structure® WiteM, o = « iff the formulaa is true
of the fullpatho in the structureM = (S R g). This is defined recursively by:
M,okE=p iff peg(op),anype ¥
M,o0 = -a iff M,o0Fa
M,oEaAB iff MoEaandM,o =B
M,o0 = Xa iff M,o-1Fa
M,ol=aUB iff thereisi> 0 suchthaM,o>; = and for each, if0 < j <ithenM,o-j = a
M,o = Aa iff  for all fullpaths o’ such thatop, = o) we haveM, o’ = a
We say thatr is valid in CTL*, iff for all transition structuredM, for all fullpathsc in M, we have
M, o |= a. Saya is satisfiablein CTL* iff for some transition structuré and for some fullpattw in M,
we haveM, o = a. Clearlya is satisfiable iff-a is not valid.

3 Hues, Coloursand Hintikka Structures

Fix the formulag whose satisfiability we are interested in. We wujie< @ if ¢ is a subformula ofp.
The length ofp is |@|. Theclosure sefor piscl o= {Y,~y | ¢ < @}.

Definition. [MPC] Say that C cl ¢ is maximally propositionally consistent (MP@)r ¢ iff for all
a,Bec o ML) if B =-athen B caiff a £a);andM2)ifaAB ecl @then @ AP €aiffbotha €a
andpg € a).

The concepts of hues and colours were originally inventefil#f) but we use particular formal
definitions as presented in [16,117] 15]. A hue is supposedptuce (approximately) a set of formulas
which could all hold together of one fullpath. Definition.ugs] a C cl ¢ is ahuefor @, or ¢-hue, iff all

these conditions hold:
H1l) ais MPC;

H2) ifaUBcaandB €athena € g;
H3) ifaUBe(c @) \athenp ¢a;
H4) if Ao € athena € a.

Further, letH, be the set of hues @f.

For example, if-(AG(p — EXp) — (p — EGp)), the example known as6;, in [17], then here is
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a hue known ab38:

{~(AG(p— EXp — (p—EGp),(AG(p = EXp A=(p— EGp)),
AG(p— EXp),G(p— EXp),true,——(p— EXp),

(p— EXp),p,~—mEXpEXp-=Xp,Xp,

_'(p—> EGp)7 (p/\ﬁEGp),—'EGQA—'Gp,—'Gp,F—|p,—|—|p}

The usual temporal successor relation plays a role in deterghallowed steps in the tableau. The
relationry is put between huea andb if a fullpath o satisfyinga could have a one-step suffix-1
satisfyingb: Definition. [rx] For huesa andb, puta rx b iff the following four conditions all hold:

R1) if Xa € athena € b;

R2) if =Xa € athen—a € b;

R3) ifaUB eaand—-f €athena U € b; and
R4) if-(aUB)ecaanda € athen-(aUB)eh.

We also introduced an equivalence relation aiming to teletér two hues could correspond to
fullpaths starting at the same state. We just need the huagree on atoms and on universal path
quantified formulas: Definition. ffa] For huesa andb, puta ra b iff the following two conditions both
hold: Al) forallpe %, p € aiff pe b; and A2)Aa € aiff Aa €b.

Now we move up from the level of hues to the level of coloursul@@ set of hues be exactly the
hues corresponding to all the fullpaths starting at a palgticstate? We would need each pair of hues to
satisfy ra but we would also need hues to be in the set to witness all tiseeakial path quantifications:

Definition. [colour] Non-empty C H,, is acolour of ¢, or ¢-colour, iff the following two conditions
hold. For alla,b € ¢, C1)ara b; and C2) ifa € c and—Aa € athen there ib € c such that-a € b. Let
Cy be the set of colours ap.

The formulas—X p,EX pare both inh37, another hue from the example in [17], 887} is not a
colour. HoweverX p € h38 witnesses the existential path quantificatio{ 887, h38} is a colour.

We define a successor relatiéty between colours. It is defined in terms of the successoiaalak
between the component hues and it will be used to define tlressior relation between tableau nodes,
themselves corresponding to states in transition strestun terms of the colours which they exhibit.
Note that colours, and tableau nodes, will, in general, l@anen-singleton range of successors and this
relationRy just tells us whether one node can be one of the successanstbiea node.

Definition. [Rx] For all c,d € Cy, putc Rx d iff for all b € d there isa € c such thatarx b.

It is worth noting that colours and hues are induced by adraaisition structures. We will need
these concepts in our completeness proof.

Definition. [actualg-hue] Suppos€S R, g) is a transition structure. i is a fullpath through(S R)
then we say that = {a € cl ¢ | (SR 9),0 = a} is theactual (p-) hueof o in (SR g).

It is straightforward to see that this isgghue. It is also easy to show that along any fullpaththe
relationry holds between the actual hue@fand the actual hue of its successor fullpath.

Definition. [actual@-colour] If s € Sthen the set of all actual hues of all fullpaths throU@R)
starting atsis called theactual (@-) colourof sin (SR, Q).

Again, it is straightforward to show that this is indeeg-aolour and also thaRy holds between the
actual colour of any state and the actual colour of any oflitesssors.

4 Tableau

The tableaux we construct will be roughly tree-shaped: thditional upside down tree with a root at
the top, predecessors and ancestors above, successorssaedahnts below. However, we will allow
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{h28,h30}

{h37,h38}

Figure 1:

{h37,h38}

A Partial Tableau for6,»
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Definition. Atableaufor ¢ € L is a tuple(T,s,n, ) such that:
H1) T is a non-empty set afodes one distinguished element called tloet;
H2) n is the phue label enumerator, so that for ebelr, n; : N — 2l oisa partial map,
H2.1) the domain ofy, is {0,1,...,n— 1} for somen > O denotedn;|;
H2.2) ny(i) is theith label phue of (if defined);
H3) sis the successor enumerator, so that for daefi, 5 : N — T is a partial map,
H3.1) the domain of is a subset 0f0,1,..., || — 1}; (i) theith successor df
H3.3) foreach €T, there is a unique finite sequenggr,...,rx from T called theancestorof t
such that the; are all distinctyg is the rootr, =t and for eachj, rj, 1 is a successor of;
H4) @€ nroot(0);
H5) mtis the predecessor map whereby, if € T then eitherr, is undefined
and we say thatis not a predecessor aof or for all j < |u|, ,(j) =i < |t| and
we say that théh phue int is a predecessor of thieth hue inu.
H6)  if (i) = uthenrd,(0) =i (i.e. theith phue int is a predecessor of the Oth phussifi));

Figure 2: Definition of Tableau

up-links from a node to one of its ancestors. Each node wilibelled with a finite sequence of sets of
formulas from the closure set. We will call such a sequencgetd goroto-colouror pcolour. The sets,
or proto-hues (phues)n the pcolour are ordered and once completed the node &i#t lone (ordered)
successor for each phue.

The ordering of the successors will match the ordering ohties (H3.1 and H6) so that we know
there is a successor node containing a successor phue fiopleae in the label. The respective orderings
are otherwise arbitrary.

A proto-hue (phueljs just a subset dofl ¢.

See Figurél2 for our definition of a tableau.

Definition. Say that the tableg, s, n, 1) hassupported labellingf each formula in each phue in
each label is supported, as follows. Consider a formautan;(i). Determining whethea is support for
not depends on the form of:

— pis supported im;(0). Otherwise, i.e. fof > 0, it is only supported ip € n;(0).

— Same with—p.

— - supported iffo € ni(i).

— a AP supported iffa € ny(i) andB € n(i).

—  —(a A B) supported iff either~a € ne(i) or = € ne(i).

— Xa € ni(i) supported iff 1) there is € T with u= (i) and 2) for allu € T, for all j with
(i) =i, a € nu(j).

— —=Xa € n(i) supported iff 1) there is € T with u= (i) and 2) for allu € T, for all j with
(i) =i, ~a € nu(j).

— aUpB e n(i) supported iff 1)8 € n(i); or 2) all 2.1)a € n(i); 2.2) there izu € T with
u=s(i); and 2.3) for allu € T, for all j with 1,(j) =i, aUB € nu(j).

— =(aUp) € ni(i) supported iff 13 € n:(i); and 2) either 2.1%a € n(i); or 2.2) both 2.2.1)
there isu € T with u= s(i); and 2.2.2) for alu € T, for all j with 7,(j) =i, =(aUB) € nu(j)-

— Aa € (i) supported iff for allj < ||, a € ne(j).

— —Aa € (i) supported iff there is some< ||, ~a € ny(j).

A tableau issuccessfully finisheid it has no leaves, the predecessor relation is defined Iqgrhaks
and the tableau does not fail any of the three checks that tnedirce below: LG, NTP and the non-
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{P|GP.EFp} {p.Xp.Fp}

~
—

Figure 3: Example tableau.

existence of direct contradictions (f@se) in phues.

It is common, in proving properties of tableau-theoretiprapaches to reasoning, to refer to labelled
structures aslintikka structuresf the labels are maximally complete (relative to a closwed.s\We say
that one of our tableauiT, s, n, ) is a Hintikka tableau iff the elements of eaghare all hues (not just
any phues). The older tableau approach_in [17] was basedrdikké tableaux.

5 Tableau Examples

Figure[1 is an example (unfinished) tableau illustratingegahshape. There are 11 nodes, each with
successors marked, and each labeled with a set of phues. tiNbteome of the successor relations
involve up-links:nl is a successor of3. We just name the phues rather than listing their contditsre
are more details about this examplelini[17] as, in fact, itlifirgtikka-tableau, which is a special type of
the tableau we are introducing in this paper. We use Hinitkkdeaux later in the completeness proof
here.

Figure[3 shows a smaller tableau in more detail. He we showlbes, which make up the pcolour
labels of nodes and we show the predecessor or tracebackimame cases.

6 ThelLG test and Soundness

In this section we will briefly describe the LG rule which isadleau construction rule that prevents bad
up-links being added. LG is used to test and possibly failoéetau. The test is designed to be used
soon after any new up-link is added after being proposed &y @OP rule. If the new tableau fails the
LG test then “undo” the up-link and continue with alternatishoices. We then show that if a tableau
finishes, that is has no leaves, and passes the LG test thesr@rgees satisfiability.

There was also a very similar LG test in the earlier work onattiginal slower tableau method [17].
In that paper, we show how to carry out the LG check on a takdealwe prove some results about its
use. The check is very much like a model check on the tabledars&Ve make sure that every phue
in a labelmatchesor is a subset of an actual hue at that node in a transitioictate defined using a
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// }\/ ....... // ; .......
{p.Xp} {AF-p} - {pXp} {F-p}
A e e
N _ / N _ /
T [~B,G(P/q),F-a}

L p {9} |
LT po /
\ \ / /
AN Y \ /

Figure 5: These two loops fail LG.

valuation of atoms based on the labels. It has polynomiatingntime in the size of the tableau so it is
not a significant overhead on the overall tableau constm@igorithm.

Due to space restrictions we do not go through the full dewiilthe only very slightly different
LG rule used for the faster tableaux here. Instead we giveedomef motivation examples. The first
example shows us that not all up-links are allowable: e.ggde labelled withp, AF—p which also has
an immediate loop. See left hand example in Figuire 4. Thénkpalould not be allowed by the LG rule.

The right hand example in Figuré 4, with an allowable up-lamid also separately an unsatisfiable
leaf, is allowed by LG.

The example in Figuriel 5 has two loops, each one individualbeptable but not both. The LG rule
fails the tableau when both up-links are added.

Now we show that ifp has a successfully finished tableau thgis satisfiable. This is the soundness
Lemma.

Lemma. Ifgp has a successfully finished tableau tlyeis satisfiable.

Here we just outline the proof: details in [15]. Say ti&ts, n, m) is a successfully finished tableau
for ¢. Define a structuré! = (T, R, g) by interpreting thes relation as a transition relatiay and using
n to define the valuatiog on nodes.

By definition of matching, after a final check of LG there is sattual hud of the root such that
Nroot (0) € b. This means thap holds along some fullpath in the final structure.
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7 Building atree

In this section we briefly describe how a tableau is built wWiene simple operations, or rules. We start
with an initial tree of one root node labelled with just oneuphcontaining onlyp. The rules allow
formulas to be added inside hues in labels, new hues to beladdtkbels and new nodes to be added as
successors of existing nodes. The rules are generally etamrdinistic allowing a finite range of options,
or choices, at any application.

There are some properties to check such as LG, described,adomy NTP described below. We also
check that there are no hues containing both a formula amgegation, and we check thidlse is not
contained in a phue. If these checks fail then the tableaudilasl and we will need to backtrack to
explore other possible options at choice points along the wa

The tableau succeeds if there are no leaves.

7.1 Basic Tableau Rules

Here are most of the basic rules, in an abbreviated notation:

{{~ma)) {{anB)) @B} . (Xa () LX)
2NEG: Sy CONI Ty DISimayimey NEX txayys ey NNX foxan > -ap

NT: {auBH—+{{}} NUN: H-(aUBH —{ ()}
- T{@UB BT} [ {1aUF.a}1+{{aUBT]  [{~(@Up) ~F~a 1~} [{{-(aUB)~B.aT}+{{-(@UpT]

U

. {n0) e . {{-Aa}} . {{Aa).0))
ATM: orimr - NAT 5 ep POS e —aji T AT a7 VEC: Ada) (o]

The rules are described in detail in [15] but the notatioregithe main ideas. Here are details of a
few of the rules above.

DIS: If =(a AB) € ni(j) then can extendT,s, n,m) to (T',s,n’, ™) via either: DIS1 or DIS2 as
follows. DIS1 produce$T’,s,n’, ) such thaff’ =T, s = s, and for allt’ #t, nv = n; and for alli’ #1,
n{(i") = ne(i"). However,n{(i) = ni(i)U{—a}. DIS2 is similar but us@ instead ofa.

NEX: If Xa € ni(i) and there isi € T andj with 73,(j) =i then can extendT,s,n, m) to (T,s,n’, )
suchthafl’=T,s =s,andn/(j) =nu(j)u{a}. Ift €T butthere isna(j) € T then extendT,s,n, n)
to (T’,s,n’,m) using new object™ such thafl’ =T U {t*}, §(i) =t*, n{.(0) = {} andn (0) =i. For
all other arguments, n’ and 7 inherit values frons,  and T respectively.

ATM: If an atomp € n;(j) andk < |n¢| then can extendT,s, n,m) to (T',s,n’, ™) such thafl’ =T,
s =s,and forallt’ #t, nv = ny and for alli’ #k, n/(i") = n:(i"). However,n/ (k) = n:(k) U{p}.

POS: If -Aa € ni(j) andn = || then can extendT,s,n, ) to (T',s,n’, ™) via one of POZfor
somek =0,1,2,...,n as follows. Foik < n, PO% involves extendindT,s,n, ) to (T',s,n’, ') where
T'=T,s =s,andforallt’ #t, ny = ny and for alli’ £k, n{(i") = n:(i"). However,n{(k) = ni(k)yU{—a}.
However, POginvolves extendindT,s,n,m) to (T',s,n’, ') whereT' =T, s = s, and for allt’ # ,
nv = ny and for alli’ £k, n{(i") = nt(i"). However,n{(k) = ni(k)U{-a}.

There are also a couple of rules not sketched above.

PRED: If t,u e T anduis a successor dfbut r(t,(j)) is not defined then we can exte(i, s,n, )
to (T',8,n’, ) via one of PRERfor somek =0,1,2,...,|n;| — 1 as follows.

Fork < |n:|, PREL involves extendingT,s,n,m) to (T',s,n’,m) whereT'=T,s =s,andn’ =n.
However, i (j) = k.
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Fork = |nt|, PREL involves extendindT,s,n,m) to (T',s,n’, ) whereT' =T, butn’ = n but
giving t an extra empty phug/(k) = {}; ands=s.

Later we need to addkih successor farand fill in formulas inn{ (k).

Note thatt now potentially becomes unsupported, untraceable andisimdich, again.

LOOP: Supposd is an ancestor of the pareat of u, then we can choose either to replace the
to u edge by an up-link fronn~ tot, or to not do that replacement (and continue the branch Hiydma

(It is worth remembering which choice you make and not try &gain if it did not work.)

Note that, as in normal successors, we will alsoquti) =t andr" (0) =i where previously we
hads,- (i) = u. All the other phues im; will also have to have predecessors chosen amongst the phues
in n,-. We will use the PRED rule to do this for each one.

Note also that making such an up-link can possibly cause sesuient consequential failure of the
tableau. A contradiction could be introduced into the hddstbe NTP could fail and/or the LG property
could falil. It is possible to test for a few of these potenpiedblems just before making use of this rule
and act accordingly.

7.2 TheNTP check: nominated thread property

The LG property check that every looping path is noticed leyl#ibels in nodes. The converse require-
ment is taken care of by the much simpler NTP check.

We put a special significance on the initial hue in each colabel. This, along with the next
condition, helps us ensure that each hue actually has afalipitnessing it. We are going to require the
following property, NTP, of the tableaux which we construct

First some auxiliary definitions: Definition. [hue thread]dposeo is a path throughT,s,n, m). A
hue threadthrougho is a sequencé of hues such tha€ | = |o|, for eachj < |&|, & € n(oj) and for
eachj < [&|—1,&jrxéj 1.

Definition. [fulfilling hue thread] Suppose is a path throughT,s,n,m) and ¢ is a hue thread
througho. We say thag is fulfilling iff either |o| < w, or |o| = w and all the eventualities in eadh
are witnessed by some latéy; i.e. if a U € ¢ then there ig > i such thaiB € ¢;.

Definition. [the nominated thread property] We say that titddau(T,s,n, 1) has thenominated
thread property(NTP) iff the following holds. Suppose that for a@lE T such that O< |/, 5(0) is an
ancestor of and thaty = 5(0),1y, ...,tk =t is a non-repeating sequence with eggh = S (0). Leto be
the fullpath(to,ty, ..., t, to, t1, ..., t, to, t1, ...) and& be the sequencgy, (0), N, (0), ..., Ny, (0), Ny, (0), ...) of
hues ing. Then¢ is a fulfilling hue thread foo.

It is straightforward to prove that this is equivalent to ckiag that each eventuality in,(0) (or
in all, or any,n; (0)) is witnessed in at least one of tigg (0). So it is neither hard to implement nor
computationally complex.

Using the rules described above, using any applicable orsatstage, allows construction of
tableaux. We know that the LG rule ensures that any sucdemsés which we build thus will guar-
antee thatp is satisfiable. In the next section we consider whether webodd a successful tableau for
any satisfiable formula in the way.

8 Completeness Using the Hintikka Tableau

In [17], the completeness result for the tableau in that pagbews that for any satisfiable CTL* formula
there is a finite model satisfying certain useful properéied from that we can find a successful tableau
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(as defined in that paper) for the formula. In fact the tableanstructed in that paper is just a special
form of the tableaux that we are constructing in this pagesy tare Hintikka structures.

Definition. A structure(T,s,n, ) is a Standard Hintikka Tableator ¢ iff (T,s n,mn) is a finite
finished successful tableau ferand for each, for eachi, n(i) is an MPC subset afl (¢).

Thus, in a Hintikka tableau, the labels tell us exactly wHmmulas hold there.

The completeness result in [17] shows the following, in ®ofthe concepts defined in this paper:

Lemma. Ifg € L is satisfiable then it has a Standard Hintikka Tableau.

The proof of this lemma is a straightforward translationha tefinitions from[[17] but we need to
specify how to define our current predecessor relattand we also need to check that the tableau is
finished.

The predecessor relationis not made explicit in the tableau structures of the eapaper. Instead
we require that the colour of a notlés related by a successor relatiBg between colours to the colour
of any successdf. This means that for any hue in the colourt’athere is a hud in the colour oft such
thath andh’ are related by a successor relation between hues. We canalsa Buéh as the predecessor
of b and so definer.

To show that the tablea(Il,s,n, ) is finished, we just need to check all the rules of our tableau
construction and make sure none require the tableau to bgetidn any way. This needs to be done
each rule at a time, and needs to be done carefully, althdausgstraightforward.

The proof in[17] uses a finite model theorem for CTL* to obtaioranch boundednessgsult on the
Hintikka tableau. We can guarantee existence of a such eatallith a certain function of the length of
the formula bounding the length of each branch (before alinlgp- The bound is triple exponential in
the length of the formula, so rather large.

Thus we can conclude that each satisfiable formula has atalbat we can not yet claim that it is
a tableau which can be constructed by our rules.

In the rest of this section we describe how we can show thaisfsatisfiable then there is a sequence
of applications of our tableau rules that allow the congiomcof a successful tableau fgr. Suppose
@ is satisfiable. From the lemma above we know that there is @essful, branch-bounded, supported
tableauT —® = (T',s,n’, ) for @.

In [15], we show how to build a related, successful tableaufm a step by step manner only using
the construction rules from sectibn17.1. Thus we make a segde®, TL, ... of tableaux each one using
a construction step to get to the next.

In order to usél —® to guide us, we also construct a sequence of mapsa, Wo, ..., eachw; relating
the phues of the labels of the nodesTbfto the hues of the labels of the nodesTof.

Thus eachw; maps ordered pairs which are nodes paired with indices t&r @tiich pairs. Suppose
thatT' = (T,s,n,m) andT = = (T’,8,n’, 7). Sayt € T' andj < |n;|. Thenwi(t, j) will be defined: say
thatw;(t, j) = (u,k) forue T'. Thenk < |n/|. The idea in this example is thet is associating thgth
phue oft with the kth phue ofu.

All the while during the construction we ensure thgmaps each node ifi' to a node ifil ~® which
has a superset label.

We also show that the constructed tableau does not fail astagye if one of the check rules such as
LG, NTP or the existence of direct contradictions in phudsis Tollows from the fact that the phues in
its labels are subsets of the hues in the labels of the Hiati&kleau.

If T is finished (leafless), supported and all predecessorsthgistve are done. TF is not supported
then choose any formula in any phue in the label of any node that is not supported. Bdipg on the
form of a we apply one of the tableau rules to add some successor, ergune and/or some formula(s)
in a phue that will ensure that is then supported. See [15] for detalils.
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There are only a finite number of formulas that can be addediés In labels in a finite structure
which is a subset of ~®. This guarantees that the process will eventually terminat

Thus every satisfiable formula has a successful tableauhvdaic be found via our set of rules.

In fact, we can go further and get an even better completereal. We can show that each formula
@ only has a finite number of tableaux which respect the brandhnds and a simple bound on branching
factor. Furthermore, if there is a successful tableau theretwill be one obeying these bounds. There
are at most | hues and so each node in a Hintikka tableau has at nfdstuzcessors: by the form of
completeness proof we can enforce the same bound on our renesad tableaux. As we also have a
finite bound on the length of branches there are clearly onitefy many tableaux for any particular.

Lemma. Givenp, there are only a finite number of tableaux which respect thedh length bound
and the branching degree bounds.

In this definition of tableau we have guaranteed terminaticamy tableau construction algorithm by
putting a simple but excessive bound on the length of bramchbis allows us to conclude failure in a
finite time and to also abbreviate the search for successblgaux.

9 Stopping Repetition: coming up in follow-on paper

In this paper we have only briefly mentioned the limit on thegkl of branches as a way of guaranteeing
that there are only finitely many tableau, and so that a seailtlierminate one way or another. The
limit, based on a theoretical upper bound on the minimal Cirigdel size, is very generous and hence
this is an inefficient way of cutting short tableau searci=ing so generous slows down both negative
and positive satisfiability reports.

In order to make some sort of working implementation to destrae the practicality of this tableau
it is necessary to have a better way of preventing the cartiruof wastefully long branches. For want
of better terminology we will call such a facility, a “repiin checker”.

The task of making a quick and more generally usable repetithecker will be left to be advanced
and presented at a later date. In fact, eventually we hopeotode a useful set of criteria for earlier
termination of construction of branches depending on thegties of the sequence of colours so far. A
simple example of the sort of criterion is the repeated appea of the same sequence of colours and
hues along a non-branching path without being able to asctstiny up-links. Other more sophisticated
ideas are easily suggested but we want to develop a morergtiteset of tests before presenting this in
future work.

In [17], we present some basic repetition checking testthimHintikka style tableau. These can be
used in order to allow some faster automated tableau catistnu The tests can be modified to work
with our sparser labels, and we will present full details fiutare paper. There are many opportunities
for more thorough repetition checks as well.

10 Complexity, Implementation and Comparisons

Say that/g| =1. Thusg has<| subformulas andl ¢ contains at mostl2formulas. Since each hue
contains, for eaclr < @ at most one ofr or —a, there are at most 2! hues. Thus there are less
than 2 colours. It is straightforward to see that there is a triplpamential upper bound if the tableau
search algorithm uses the double exponential bound ontotangth [17] to curtail searches down long
branches.
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A prototype implementation written by the author shows foatmany interesting, albeit relatively
small, formulas, the experimental performance of the systerelatively impressive. There are some
preliminary results detailed in [15] which show a compamisd running times with the older Hintikka-
style tableau technique of [17] and the state of the art gbased CTL* reasoner frorn|[7]. In general the
new reasoner is more than an order of magnitude quicker aidgdormulas from a range of basic and
distinctive CTL* validities and their negations and a fewert satisfiable formulas. The implementation
is available as Java code for public download [15]. Onliresomer coming soon.

The implementation for the new technique that is used inetle@periments, uses some basic repeti-
tion checking derived from the checks given earlier in thatidka-style systen [17]. The new, slightly
modified versions of these mechanisms are not describect ioutient paper. Instead they will be de-
scribed in a future paper.

In [[7], four series of formulas are suggested to examine asytic behaviour. Timing results for our
system on these formulas are presented in Table 6. We cortiygaperformance of our new tableau with
the state of the art in game-based techniques for decidirig'.CThis is using published performance
of the reasoner from_[7] as reported in experiments_in [11dngider the following series of formulas:
o, = AFGq By = AFAGqgand for each > 1, aj, 1 = AFGa; andf, 1 = AFAGS,. In tabld 6, we compare
the performance of the Hintikka-style tableau system friéii,[the game-based reasoner frorn [7] and
the new tableau system of this paper (using basic repetti@sking) on the growing series built from
these formulas. Although the running times, are on diffecemputers, and so not directly comparable,
we can see the difference in asymptotic performance. Rgniimes greater than an hour or two are
curtailed. From the results we see that we have achievednatigeable and significant improvements
in performance on the satisfiable examples.

Pure tableau-style reasoning on unsatisfiable formulas aft/olves exhaustive searches and the new
technique is not immune to such problems. See the 400 séegamples in the asymptotic experiments.
We will say more about these examples when proposing someepetition mechanisms in the future.

There are some, more theoretical descriptions of other gamed and automata-based techniques
for model-checking CTL* in older papers such as|[10], [2] 48H However, these do not seem di-
rectly applicable to satisfiability decisions and/or thdcenot seem to be any easily publicly available
implemented tools based on these approaches.

11 Conclusion

In this paper we have presented, albeit in a fairly high lekaltch, a traditional tableau approach to
reasoning with the important logic CTL*. Soundness and detepess results are proved and prototype
implementation demonstrates the significantly improvatiopeance of the new approach on a range of
test formulas.

The next task in this direction is to build on the foundati@nehand present full details and proofs of
the repetition checking mechanisms that can be used wittaliheau construction. There are some basic
repetition mechanisms available in the previous, Hintiklyde tableau [17] but they need to be modified
slightly. There are opportunities for additional techrgult is also important to improve and document
the rule-choice algorithms which have a bearing on runnimgs.

In the future, it will be useful to develop reasoning toolsiethcombine the latest in tableaux, au-
tomata and game-based approaches to CTL*. Having toolsimgpii parallel should allow faster de-
cisions. It will also be useful to extend the work to logicsmofilti-agent systems such as ATL* and
strategy logicl[12].
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# formula length sat? MRH FLL NEW
A7 [7] this paper

101 oy — B 20 Y 330 120 39
102 ax,— [ 35 Y > 10 130 43
103 a3 —f3 50 Y outoftime 120 69
108 ag— fs 125 Y out of time 380 664
113 a3 — P13 200 Y outoftime > 10° 2677
115 ai5— Bis 230 Y outoftime > 1P 4228
119 a9 — Pro 290 Y outoftime outoftime 9468
201 —(a1— B1) 21 Y 350 120 172
202 —(a2 — Bo) 36 Y > 10 170 117
203 —(asz — Bs) 51 Y outoftime 2270 213
204 —(as— Bs) 66 Y  outoftime >1CP 377
205 —(as— fs) 81 Y outoftime outoftime 673
212 —(a12— PB12) 186 Y outoftime outoftime 7153
301 Bi—a; 20 Y 340 130 48
302 B—az 35 Y > 10 140 50
303 fBz—a3 50 Y outoftime 140 86
312 Bio— 012 185 Y outoftime 30970 3333
314 Pu— 014 215 Y outoftime > 1P 5512
316 fis— Q16 245 Y out of time outoftime 8627
319 19— aig 290 Y outoftime outoftime 15615
401 —-(Br—ay) 21 N 400 760 1801
402 (B — a2) 36 N > 10 48670 > 10
403 —(Bz—a3) 51 N  outoftime >10° out of time

Figure 6: Asymptotic Examples: Running Times (millisecgnd



Mark Reynolds 63

References

[1]

(2]

(3]
[4]
[5]
[6]
[7]
(8]

9]

[10]
[11]

[12]

[13]
[14]
[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

Sergei N. Artémov & Anil Nerode, editors (2009)ogical Foundations of Computer Science, International
Symposium, LFCS 2009, Deerfield Beach, FL, USA, Januar28®. Proceedingd ecture Notes in Com-
puter Scienc&407, Springer. Available atttp://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-92687-0.

Orna Bernholtz, Moshe Y. Vardi & Pierre Wolper (1994n Automata-Theoretic Approach to Branching-
Time Model Checking (Extended Abstractn David L. Dill, editor: CAV, Lecture Notes in Computer
Science318, Springer, pp. 142-155. Availabletattp: //dx.doi.org/10.1007/3-540-58179-0_50.

E. Emerson & J. Halpern (1986)Sometimes’ and ‘not never’ revisited. ACM 33. Available athttp://
dx.doi.org/10.1145/4904.4999.

E. Emerson & C. Jutla (1988 omplexity of Tree Automata and Modal Logics of Prograims 29th IEEE
Foundations of Computer Science, ProceediHgjSE.

E. Emerson & A. Sistla (1984)Deciding full branching time logic Inf. and Control61, pp. 175 — 201.
Available athttp://dx.doi.org/10.1016/50019-9958(84)80047-9.

E.A. Emerson (1990)Temporal and modal logidn J. van Leeuwen, edHbk of Th. Comp. Scj.B, Elsevier.

O. Friedmann, M. Latte & M. Lange (20104 Decision Procedure for CTL* Based on Tableaux and Au-
tomata.In: IJCAR’10, pp. 331-345. Available atttp://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-14203-1_
28.

Valentin Goranko & Dmitry Shkatov (2009Tableau-Based Procedure for Deciding Satisfiability in o
Coalitional Multiagent Epistemic Logidn Artémov & Nerode([1], pp. 197-213. Availablelattp: //dx.
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-92687-0_14.

Orna Kupferman & Moshe Y. Vardi (2005)Safraless Decision Proceduresn: FOCS IEEE Computer
Society, pp. 531-542. AvailableBttp://doi.ieeecomputersociety.org/10.1109/SFCS.2005.66.

M. Lange & C. Stirling (2000)Model Checking Games for CTLtn: In ICTL’00, pp. 115-125.

J. McCabe-Dansted (20114 Rooted Tableau for BCTLElectr. Notes Theor. Comput. S@i78, pp. 145—
158. Available ahttp://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.entcs.2011.10.012.

Fabio Mogavero, Aniello Murano, Giuseppe Perelli & Mesy. Vardi (2012)What Makes ATL* Decidable?
A Decidable Fragment of Strategy Logim Maciej Koutny & Irek Ulidowski, editors:CONCUR Lecture
Notes in Computer Scienc&54, Springer, pp. 193-208. Availabletsttp://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
978-3-642-32940-1_15.

A. Pnueli (1977)The temporal logic of programsn: Proceedings of the Eighteenth Symposium on Foun-
dations of Computer Sciengap. 46-57. Providence, RI.

M. Reynolds (2001)An Axiomatization of Full Computation Tree Logit S.L.66(3), pp. 1011-1057.

M. Reynolds (May, 2013)A Faster Tableau for CTL*, Long Versioilechnical Report, CSSE, UWA. Avail-
able athttp://www.csse.uwa.edu.au/~mark/research/Online/quicktab/. Implemented reasoner
also available here.

Mark Reynolds (2009)A Tableau for CTL* In Ana Cavalcanti & Dennis Dams, editor6M 2009: Eind-
hoven, 2009. ProcLecture Notes in Computer Sciens&50, Springer, pp. 403-418. Availablemattp: //
dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-05089-3_26.

M. Reynolds (2011)A tableau-based decision procedure for CTL¥ Formal Aspects of Comypp. 1-41.
Available athttp://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00165-011-0193-4.

M. Vardi & L. Stockmeyer (1985)Improved Upper and Lower Bounds for Modal Logics of Prograins
17th ACM Symp. on Theory of Computing, Proceedin§€M, pp. 240-251. Available aittp://dx.
doi.org/10.1145/22145.22173.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-92687-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/3-540-58179-0_50
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/4904.4999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/4904.4999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0019-9958(84)80047-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-14203-1_28
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-14203-1_28
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-92687-0_14
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-92687-0_14
http://doi.ieeecomputersociety.org/10.1109/SFCS.2005.66
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.entcs.2011.10.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-32940-1_15
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-32940-1_15
http://www.csse.uwa.edu.au/~mark/research/Online/quicktab/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-05089-3_26
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-05089-3_26
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00165-011-0193-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/22145.22173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/22145.22173

	1 Introduction
	2 Syntax and Sematics
	3 Hues, Colours and Hintikka Structures
	4 Tableau
	5 Tableau Examples
	6 The LG test and Soundness
	7 Building a tree
	7.1 Basic Tableau Rules
	7.2 The NTP check: nominated thread property

	8 Completeness Using the Hintikka Tableau
	9 Stopping Repetition: coming up in follow-on paper
	10 Complexity, Implementation and Comparisons
	11 Conclusion

