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Abstract. We describe an approach to modelling and reasoning abaiteéatric
business processes and present a form of general modeimipe@kir technique
extends existing approaches, which explore systems oaiy froncrete initial
states.

Specifically, we model business processes in terms of snfedigments, whose
possible interactions are constrained by first-order légimulae. In turn, pro-
cess fragments are connected graphs annotated with itistrsito modify data.
Correctness properties concerning the evolution of datiamespect to processes
can be stated in a first-order branching-time logic overthoitheories, such as
linear integer arithmetic, records and arrays.

Solving general model checking problems over this logicissiderably harder
than model checking when a concrete initial state is giverthi end, we present
a tableau procedure that reduces these model checkingeprstib first-order
logic over arithmetic. The resulting proof obligations pessed on to appropriate
“off-the-shelf” theorem provers. We also detail our modellipgraach, describe
the reasoning components and report on first experiments.

1 Introduction

Data is becoming increasingly important to large orgaiisat both private enterprises
and large government departments. Recent headlines ord&taj (cf. [7]) suggest
that many organisations manage unprecedented amountuofused data, and that
worldwide, the volume of information processed by machemed humans doubles ap-
proximately every two years. Organisations need to be alileganise and process data
according to their defined business processes, and acgdodiusiness rules that may
further specify properties of the processed data.

Unfortunately, most approaches to business process nrglelb not adequately
support the analysis of the complex interactions and degrasies that exist between an
organisation’s processes and data. Although they may stippacess analysis, help-
ing users find and remove errors in their models, most falttsivben the processes
are closely tied to structured data. The reasons for thisgeeific to the concrete for-
malism used for the analyses, but can normally be traced toatle fact that classical
propositional logic or discrete Petri-nets are used. Neiti these can adequately rep-
resent structured data and the operations on it. In othedsydhese tools’ analyses
make coarse abstractions of the data, and instead focusymasthe correctness of
workflows.
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The business artifact approach, initially outlinedih 8as one of the first to tackle
this issue. It systematically elevates data to be a “firsskitizen”, while still ering
automated support for process analysis. Its cornerstoaestédacts which are records
of data values that can change over time due to the modifitatierformed bgervices
which are formalised using first-order logic. Process asialis provided, essentially,
by means of model checking. That is, the following questioariswered automatically:
given some artifact model, a database providing initialigal and a correctness prop-
erty in terms of a first-order linear-time temporal logicrfarla (called LTL-FO), do all
possible artifact changes over time satisfy the correstpesperty? For the constraints
given in [B], this problem is always decidable.

In this paper, we present an approach to modelling and reasahout data-centric
business processes, which is similar to this work, but wbitdrs reasoning support that
goes beyond that work’s “concrete model checking”. Our apph is based oprocess
fragmentghat describe specific tasks of a larger process, as wedlrsstraintsor limit-
ing the interactions between the fragments. As such it iakpired by what is known
asdeclarative business process modellj@h) meaning that users do not have to create
a single, large transition system containing all possié& interleavings. Instead, users
can create many small process fragments whose intercaomgetre governed by rules
that determine which executions are permitted.

In our framework, those rules are given by first-order teraplogic. Unlike [5], we
choose to extend CTl.i.e., a branching time logic, rather than LTL, since process-frag
ments are essentially annotated graphs and"@g;larguably, an appropriate formalism
to express its propertiesf( [3]). Our database is given in terms of JSON objelcts [4],
enriched by a custom, static type system which models arspres the type informa-
tion of any input data. Process fragments may modify dathpae can easily state and
answer the concrete model checking problem as outlinedeabov

However, our approach also works if one does not start witlin@ial concrete
database; that is, we intend to not only check whether it $sibte to, reach a bad state
(e.g, a set of data for which no process fragment is applicabteh fsome given state
(i.e. the initial set of data), but also to determine whetheiafoyset of data a bad state
can be reached. In other words, we support what wegealeric model checking\s
the domains of many data items are infiniéey, any item of type integer), this problem
is considerably harder, in fact, generally undecidable.

Informally, the two reasoning problems we are interesteaén

Concrete data model checking problem:Given a specificatiots, a databass, and
a CTL(FO) formula®. Does &, S) E @ hold?

Unrestricted model checking problem: Given a specificatio® and a CTL(FO) for-
mula®. For every databas®, does &, S) = @ hold?

As will become clear below, apecificationis comprised of a process model, logical
definitions, and constraints to combine process fragm@ais.relation &,S) £ @
means that the pais{, S) satisfies the querg. See Sectiohl4 for the precise semantics.

Without any further restrictions, both problems are notnesemi-decidable. This
can be seerg.g, by reduction from the domain-emptyness problem of 2-tegimna-
chines. Hence, practical approaches need to work withiectstrs to recover more
pleasant complexity properties.



Process model:

guard= “~acceptable(db)”

script= “db.status.final = true”
e & -~
[ Pack ] [ Declined ] entry = “true’ entry = “true”
exit = “true”’ final = “true”’
€3 < > €4 & /,’ \\ )

[ Stocktake] [ Packed ] i ] [ Shiged ] [Completed]

[
. e

~
~

- guard= “db.status.paid <> true”
Invoice script= “db.status.paid = true”
Definitions:

completed¥s:Status . (completed(s) © (s.paid = true A s.shipped = true))
accepted¥db:DB . (acceptable(db) & (-isEmpty(db.order)))
readyToShip¥s:Status . (readyToShip(s) & (isEmpty(s.open)))...

Constraints:
nongold: @b.gold = false = (db.status.shipped = false W db.status.paid = true))

Fig. 1. Model of a purchase order system as process fragments andide§.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Sedfion Zvesent a running
example. In Sectionl 3 we explain the way we handle the rich dabur models: with
JSON values, a special type system for those values, andeal st order logic for
further constraining and describing those values. Thismuovers businessiles in
Sectior 4, we describe how we can mopelcessesWhen processes (actually process
fragment$ combine with rules, we get what we calpecificationsin Sectior b, we
describe the tableau-based model checking algorithmshestad to decide user queries
of the two sorts identified above. Section 6 discusses howave mplemented our
technology, and describes some experimental resultdlysiwa conclude in Section] 7.

2 A Running Example: Purchase Order

In this section, we introduce a simplified model of a purchaser system using pro-
cess fragments. The purpose of the modelled system is t@ica®ming purchase
orders and process them further (packing, shipping, eici{o decline them straight
away if there are problems. The whole model is depicted asphgin Fig[1, where
the biggest process fragment is on the left, with furthematdragments beside it (la-
belled Paid, Shipped, and Completed, respectively). Botitgss tasks, represented
as nodes in the graph, and connections are typically aratbteith extra information.
Node annotations determine whether or not a node is anliaitgor a final node, an
entry angor an exit node. This information is used to constrain thesnayfragments



can connect. Edges can carry a guard given as a formula antbiegdrogram written
in the programming language Groovy. The purpose of the praggiven in the field
“script”) is to modify the underlying database, which iseegd to by the variabléb.

The depicted system model has one initial node, Init, whesits for a purchase
order to arrive. Then, the system can either start to paek énter node Pack), or
decline the orderif., enter node Declined). An order can be declined if the guard
(—acceptablédh)) in the annotation of edge is satisfied. The predicaseceptablds
defined in the Definitions section of our input specificationa nutshell, the sections
Definitions and Constraints contain domain-knowledgeopderd as logical rules. (The
constraint named “nongold” states that non-gold custormerst pay before shipment;
W is the “weak until” operator.)

If the order is not declined, an attempt will be made to paslcanstituents. If all
are in stock, the process will continue to the node Packegeder, if one or more
items are missing, they need to be ordered in, which is egptem the loop between
the nodes Pack and Stocktake.

Informally, process fragments are linked together as faldStarting from a state
comprised of an init node and a given initial database, agang transition from the
current state can only be executed if it satisfies the tianstguard. If it is satisfied,
the associated program is executed to determine the new vhthe database, and the
edge’s target node becomes the new current state. The emtrgxit annotations im-
pose implicit constraints on how fragments can be combitielexecution of a new
process fragment must always start with its entry Hamming from an exit node. In
other words, there are implicit transitions between all and all entry nodes. However,
if a guard is associated to an eningde this guard sits on all its implicit incoming tran-
sitions. The computation stops if from the current state uexsssor can be reached,
either because there is no outgoing edge, the guards oftglbimg edges are not satis-
fied by the current state, or a depth limit has been reached.

In our example, two possible sequences arednideclined, or Init- Pack— ...—
Invoice —» Paid— Shipped» Completed. It is not required to cover all fragments, as
illustrated by the first run.

The database which can be modified by the programs given itsthipt” annota-
tions, is represented as a JSON object. See, for examplbaed side of Fig.12. (The
right hand side contains type definitions for the JSON date,adso Se¢l]3.) The pro-
gram annotated on edgg which leads into node Declined, simply sets the figldal
insidestatus to true. Crucial for our example is the list of open items, unstesitus,
which has to be empty to be able to ship a purchase orderslhibt, constituents of the
order are missing and need to be ordered until the list is gmpt

As for sample queries consider the CTIEO) formula—(E F db.statusfinal = true),
which can be seen agpéanninggoal. The runs on the model above tfasifyit lead to
a databasdbthat has reached a “final” state, witatusfinal being set tdrue. Planning
queries are usefuk.g, for flexible process configuration from fragments during-ru
time. Another interesting query G (Ys:Stock (s € db.stock= s.available> 0)). It
is a safety property, saying that at all stages in the pracessind for all possible stock

! For simplicity we assume every fragment contains exacttyemtry node.



{ "order" : [1], DB = { order: List[Integer],

"gold" : true, gold: Bool,
"stock" : [ { "ident" : "Mouse", stock: List[Stock],
"price" : 10, status: Status }
"available" : 0 1},
{ "ident" : "Monitor", Stock = { ident: String,
"price" : 200, price: Integer,
"available" : 2 1}, available: Integer }
{ "ident" : "Computer",
"price" : 1000, Status = { open: List[Integer],
"available" : 4 } 1, value: Integer,
"status" : { "open" : [], shipping: Integer,
"value" : O, paid: Bool,
"shipping" : 0, shipped: Bool,
"paid" : false, final: Bool }

"shipped" : false,
"final" : false } }

Fig. 2. Left: Example database as JSON documBight: JSON type constraints.

items, the number of available items is non-negative. Sughigs are typical during
design time, and pose an unrestricted model checking proble

3 Modelling Data With JISON Logic

Faithful modelling of business processes requires beitg tabmodel the objects (or
data) manipulated by the processes and, of course, their esalaer time. In this
section we focus on data modelling, which is based on JSOBhded with a type
system.

JSON 4] is simple, standardised, textual data representirmat. In addition to a
standard set of atomic values such as integers and stria@$Jl $upports two structur-
ing techniques: sequencing (“arrays”) and arbitrarilytegierarchies (through “ob-
jects”). Our choice of JSON (rather than XML, say), is basadhe ease with which
it can be written and understood by humans. JSON(fisceently rich to be a plausible
format for representing the data used in business processg#s human ease-of-use
is extremely helpful.

Other than simply being the medium in which data is represkrthere are two
important functions that JSON must support. Firstly, it s possible to manipulate
JSON values in the course of executing a specification. Tnistfonality is realised
through the use of the Groovy programming notation.

Secondly, it must be possible to exprésgical predicates over JSON values, both
to guard process transitions and to pick out certain formsbfe that are of interest.
In particular, if a specification is to achieve a particulad-yoal, with a database being
in a particular configuration, we need to be able to descrdve the various values in
that database inter-relate. It is this that motivates ooiaghof the logically expressive
capabilities of first order logic, together with sorts susHists and numbers.

In addition to first-order predicates, we also use a simpbe gystem over JSON
values. This provides a simple mapping into the sorts of adedying first-order logic.



We note that the type system is indispensable for unrestrittodel checking, in order
to derive from it logical axioms for object and array mangtidns.

3.1 A Type System for JSON

First we briefly summarise the syntax that is fully descriliredhe IETF RFC [[4]:
JSON values can be numbers, booleansié and false), strings (written between
double-quotes.g, "a string")and a special valueull. JSON’sarraysare written
as comma-separated values between square-braekgt§l, "string", [true]].
JSONobjectsare similar to records or structures in languages such asaPasd C.
They are written as lists of field-nartvalue pairs between braces. Both forms are illus-
trated in Figuré€2.

Sibling field-names within an object should be unique, arel @nsidered un-
ordered. Therefore, an object can be thought of as a finite fnoap field-names to
further JSON values. Following this conception, we weéitg {vf} to denote an object
whose field names are the domain of finite méjpwith field s's value beingvf(s).

JSON does not impose any restrictions on the structure okgalFor example, a
list may contain both strings and integers. However, we shdo restrict this freedom
with a simple type system comparable to those in third-geierlanguages such as C.
Let JSON types be denoted byr’, r; etc, then

v = Integer | Bool | String | List[r] | Option[7r] | ObjTy{tf} | EnumTy][sl]

wheretf is a finite map from strings to types, aslds a list of strings.

TheOption andEnumTy types are the only ones that do not have a obvious connec-
tion back to a set of JSON values. Thgtion type is used to allow for values that are
not necessarily always initialised, but which come to amualues as a process pro-
gresses. We do not expect to see the option-constructor edttumultiple nestings,
e.g, atype such a8ption[Option[String]]. The EnumTy type is used to model finite
enumerated types, where each value is represented by dmesifings in the provided
list. This flexibility in the type system allows for more naiimodeling.

Values are assigned types with the following inductivetietg where we writey : 7
to indicate that JSON valuehas typer, where the meta-variablésands correspond
to all possible integer and string values respectively,@hdre we use € ¢ to mean
that elemeneis a member of list:

true : Bool false : Bool i : Integer S: String
sesl ViT
s : EnumTy[sl] null : Option[7] Vv : Option[7]
Yveelsv:rt
[eld : List[7]

dom(f) = dom(f) Vse domf). vi(s) : tf(s)
Obj{vf} : ObjTy{tf}

This type system is simple and designed to be pragmatic.-Metretically, it is not
particularly elegant. In particular, values may have mpldttypes: if a value is of type
7, then it is also of typ®ption[t]; string values are not just of tyftring, but also
have an arbitrary number of possible enumeration types.



3.2 From JSON to First-Order Logic

When a user develops a business specification, we expectttheame the various
types of interest with the type system above. When conanételivalues are given for
a concrete model-checking problem, we use that type systemeick that these values
really do have the appropriate type. The same system is asedsure that logical
guards and goal-conditions are sensible, as discussed.be#dso plays a pivotal role
in our reasoning procedure for the unrestricted model dhggkoblem, which requires
to reflect the semantics of a JSON type model in many-sortstddider logic. We are
going to describe that now.

We fix a non-empty seb of sortsand a first-order logic signatue comprised of
function and predicate symbols of given arities 08eiWe assume infinite supplies of
variables, one for every sort i. A constantis a 0-ary function symbol. The (well-
sorted2-)terms and atoms are defined as usual. We assuiroentains a predicate
symbol ~s (equality) of aritys x s, for every sorts € S. Equational atoms, or just
equationsare written infix, usually without the subscrigtas in 1+ 1 ~ 2. We write
¢[X] to indicate that every free variable in the formglégs among the lisk of variables,
and we writeg[t] for the formula obtained froms[ x] by replacing all its free variables
x by the corresponding terms in the ltst

We assume a sficiently rich set of Boolean connectives (suchas A }) and the
guantifiers¥ andd. Thewell-sorted>-formulas or just(FO) formulasare defined as
usual. We are particularly interested in signatures comtgi(linear) integer arithmetic.
For that, we reserve the sort symlglthe constants,@1, =2, .. ., the function symbols
+ and-, and the predicate symbs| each of the expected arity ovér

The semantics of our logic is the usual oneZ-#nterpretation | consists of non-
empty, disjoint sets, calledomaingone for each sort is. We require that the domain
for Z is the set of integers, and that every arithmetic functiod predicate symbol
is mapped to its obvious function over the integers(variable) assignment is a
mapping from the variables into their corresponding domaBiven a formulap and
a pair {,a) we say that I, o) satisfies®, and write (,a) £ @, iff @ evaluates to
true under ande in the usual sense (the componeris needed to evaluate the free
variables in®). If @ is closed them is irrelevant and we can write = @ instead of
(1, @) E @. We say that a closed sentenkés valid (satisfiablg iff | = @ for all (some)
interpretations.

In order to map our JISON modelling framework to FOL we let thessS contain
all the defined type names in the JSON type model of the givenifpation. In the
example in Sectiohl2 these a@B, Stock andStatus. Without loss of generality we
assume that the top-level type in a JSON type model is alwalyedDBA We call
any JSON term of typ®B a database See again Sectidd 2 for an example. We fix a
dedicated variabldb of sortDB. Informally,dbwill be used to hold the database at the
current time point.

Furthermore, we must provide mappings into FOL from ternas &éne specific to
JSON. In some sense, both JSON's arrays and its objects aegigéarrays”, values

2 We need additional sorts,g, for truth values and integers, as mentioned. The sor&ane
written in italics, as irDB.



that can be seen as collections of independently addressabiponents. The JSON
syntax for that is a usual one[i], denotes the value of thd" element of array; and
obj.fld, denotesthe value @bj’s field calledfld. These are thaccessooperations.
Their FOL representation (as termsjnslexa, i) andfld(obj), respectively.

This mapping allows to formulate predicates on JSON dataOh.H-or exam-
ple, the guardib.status.paid <> true in Sec[2’'s example maps to the formula
paid(statugdb)) # true. We also supportipdatoroperations for both arrays and ob-
jects. For arrays, we hawgpdatéa, i, v), which denotes an array that is everywhere the
same as except that at indekit has valuev. For objects, we have analogous updator
functions per field. If an object type had fieléitd1, £1d2 etc, we would then have the
termupd.fld1(obj, v), denoting an object everywhere the samelgexcept with value
v for its field £1d1. We note that these mappings can be automated withfmrt.a/Vith
field and array updators to hand, we can translate a modeifg¢s¢Groovy fragments
on graph-edges) into a logical form. This translation is teren of one free variableb,
denoting the fect of that script omlb.

Because standard FOL theorem provers do not natively sufipotheory of ar-
rays and objects, we generate suitable FOL axioms from thenglSON type model.
For arrays, the appropriate axioms are well-known and f@gaib, there are analogous
axioms. For exampldld l(upd_fldi(obj, v)) = v, andfld2(upd_fld1(obj, v)) = fld2(obj).

In addition, we have concrete syntax for writing complettuga €.9, [2,4,6]
for a list of three elements), though this is actually justtagtic sugar for a chain
of updates over some underlying base object. In particatar,database has a (FOL)
term representation, called “database as a term” beloweMar, this same term lan-
guage allows us to giveartial specifications of filled databases. For example, the term
upd_gold(db, true) stands for a (any) database represented by the coriiamhose
gold field holds the valuarue, with the other fields arbitrary. Indeed, analysing such
partially filled databases is one of the main goals of ouraedeagenda.

4 Modelling Processes

In this section we describe our framework for modelling @sses. As said earlier, it is
centered around the notion pfocess fragmenthat manipulate databases over time.
The cooperation of the fragments is describedtbynporal) constraintsAll constraints
and guards in state transitions may refer to user-specifestiqgates on (components of)
the database, which we c#lbgical) definitionshere. We will introduce these compo-
nents now.

4.1 Process Fragments

A guardy is a FOL formula with free variables at mdsib}; anupdate term us a FOL
term with free variables at mogth}. By Guard (Update) we denote the set of all guards
(update terms)GProg is the set of all Groovy programs. Without further formatiaa
we assume the Groovy programs are “sensible” and describbak® updates that can
be characterized as update terms.



A process fragment ks directed labeled grapiN(E, AN, AF), whereN is a set of
nodesE c N x N is a set ofedgesAF : E — Guard x GProg x Update is anedge
labeling functionandal : N - 2finitentyexijuGuard j5 anedge labeling function

The informal semantics of process fragments has been giv8edtior[ 2 already.
The precise semantics of a set of process fragments is giwérsbtranslating it into
one singleprocess mode® and then defining the semantics@in terms of its runs.

More formally, aprocess (modelp is a quadrupleN|, no, E, AF) whereN, E andAF
are as above angh € N is theinitial node Suppose as given a st = {Fy,..., Fy}
of process fragments, for sorke> 1, whereF; = (N;, Ei,/liN,/liE) andN; andN; are
disjoint, for alli # j. Suppose further, without loss of generality, that exasotig node
in Uw<i<k Ni is labeled as an init node. Lep be that node. Therocess modeP =
(so0, No, N, E, AF) associated t&- is defined as follows:

N = Ulsisk Ni E= (Ulsisk Ei) UE" AF = (Ulsisk /1|E) Ut
where € denotes the empty Groovy program)
E* = {(mn)| me Nj, ne N;j, exite 2N(m) and entrye 2N (n), for some 1< i, j < k}
AT ={(mn) - (y,edb) | (mn) e E* and{entry,y} € ANi(n), for some 1< j < k}

For the above construction to be well-defined we requiredhaty entry node in every
fragmentF; is also labeled with a guand(which could ber).

4.2 Definitions and Constraints

Definitions are logical abbreviations. As such, they are s@hantically necessary.
Nonetheless, just as in mathematics, they are a cruciahdigticonstruction and com-
prehensibility of useful models. Formallygafinition (for p)is a closed formula of the
form vYx:s. p(xX) & ¢[X] wherex is list of variables of sorts C S, p is a predicate

symbol of the proper arity, anglis a formula.

Constraints specify how process fragments can be combiimeddea has been pur-
sued beforeg.g, in the Declare system[[9] which uspspositional(linear) temporal
logic for that. In order to take data into account, we workwatfragment of CTL over
first-logic, which we refer to as CTI(FO). The syntax of our CTI(FO) state formulae
isgivenby® ;= | -® | DA D | Ay | Ey, where! is a FO formula with free variables
at most{db}, andy a path formula defined via ::= @ | -y | ¢y Ay | Xy | Xy | yUy.
(The operatoi is “weak next’.) Aconstraintthen is simply a state formula. Notice
that because constraints may contain the free varithleur logic isnotobtained from
propositional CTL by replacing propositional variables by closed formulas.

Figurel contains some examples of definitions and congtrain

4.3 Specifications and Semantics

The modelling components describing so far are combineal gpecifications For-
mally, aspecificationS is a tuple @, D, C) where® is a processD is a set of defi-
nitions andC is a set of constraints. Ainstancef (of S) is a pair &, S), whereg is a
database (as a term) asds a specification.



We are now in the position to provide a formal definition foe timodel checking
problems stated in the introduction. L8t= (P, D, C) be as above, wherg is of the
form (N, no, E, AF) and¢ a state formula with free variables at m¢ab}, thequery.

As a first step to define the satisfaction relatisg §) E ¢ between an instance
and a query we make the constrai@tpart of the query. Assumgis given in negation
normal form (this is always possible) and that it starts withath quantifier or A).
Theexpanded queryc is the formulaA (C = y) if ¢ = Ay, for some formulay, and
itis E(CAY)if ¢ = Ey. HereC is read as a conjunction of its elements. (The rationale
for this definition is that the desired treatments of coristsas indicated by the path
guantifier in the query.) Notice that withalso¢c is a query. Now defines(, S) E ¢
iff (S0, P, D) E ¢c, i.e., the triple &, P, D) satisfiespc. It remains to define the latter
satisfaction relation, which we turn to now.

As a convenience, we say thatcontains a transition m2S n, if (mn) € E and
AE(m, n) = (y, u), for some guarg and Groovy program as an update term.

A runr (of (P, D)) from g is a possibly infinite sequenceg( S) (N1, S1)(N2, ) - - -
of pairs of nodes and databases, also catates such that (i}P contains transitions
of the form @ 22 ni.1), (i) E D = v[s] and (i) s.1 = u[s]. In item (i) in
casel = 0 the nodeng is meant to be the initial nod®, in . Notice that in item (ii)
the definitionsD play the role of axioms from which the instantiated gugfd] is to
follow. Occasionally the nodes in a run are not importand ae confuse a run with its
projection on the stateps; s, - - .

Forarunr = (ng, S)(n1, S1)(N, &) - - - andi > 0 we define(i] = (n;, §), sometimes
alsor[i] = s. By r' we denote the truncated run,(s)(ris1, S+1) - - -» by |r| the number
of elements in the run aw, if r is, in fact, infinite. Obviously® = r.

For any formulay € CTL*(FO) with free variables at mogdb} we define &, P, D) =
¢ as follows:

(0,P.D) E( iff (D= {[s)])

(%0, P, D) E —y iff (s, P, D) E ¢ is not true

(50, P. D) E v1 A2 iff (S0, P, D) E y1and &, P, D) E 2

(80, P, D) E Ay iff (P, D,r) E y forall runsr starting inng
(0, P, D) E Ey iff (P, D,r) E ¢ for some rurr starting inn,

where the relation®, D, r) E v is defined as

(P.D.r) [ ® iff (S0, P, D) = @

(P, D,r) E —y/ iff (P,D,r)E ¢ isnottrue

(P.D.r) B Ay, ifE (P.D,r) Ey)and P, D,r) E ¢

(P, D,r) E Xy iff Ir| > 1and @, D,rY) ¢/

(P,D,r)eXy  ifffrj<1 orlrl>1and @, D, 1)y

(P.D.r) |y, Uy, iff there exists § > 0, such thafr| > jand @, D.r) £ v,
and P, D,r') Eyjforall0<i < j

(P, D,r) E ¥ Ry, iff (P, D,r') E y, foralli <|r|, or there exists 3 > 0, such that
Ir>J,(P.D,r)Ey)and @, D,r') E ) forall0<i < j.

We further assume the usual “syntactic sugar”, suck ,as> (implies), G (always),
F (eventually), orw (weak until) operators, which can easily be defined in terfns o
the above set of operators in the expected way. Note that stiglilish a strong next
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operator,X, from a weak next operatox as described ir([1]. This gives rise to the
following equivalencesyR® = @ A (y V XyR®P) andyUd = & vV y A XyUD as
one can easily verify by using the above semantics. Thiscehisi motivated by our
bounded model checking algorithm, which has to evaluate*(HQ) formulae over
finite traces as opposed to infinite ones. For example, whalna&ting a safety formula,
such asGy, we want a trace of length that satisfies in all positionsi < nto be a
model of said formula. On the other hand, if there is no positi< n, such thayy’ is
satisfied, we don’t want this trace to be a modelF¢t. This is achieved in our logic as
Gy = ¢ A XGy andFy = ¢ v XFy hold. Note also thatXy # X, but—=Xy = X—.

5 Reasoning with Tableaux for CTL*(FO)

Tableau calculi for temporal logics have been consideredflong time [6, e.g.] as
an appropriate and natural reasoning procedure. Therasasaalersion for proposi-
tional CTL" [11]. However, we are not aware of a first-order logic tableaalculus
that accommodates our requirements, hence we devise anbekmv. We note that
we circumvent the diicult problem of loop detection by working intmundedmodel
checking setting, where runs are artificially terminateéwthey become too long.

Suppose we want to solve an unrestricted model checkindgmbe., to show that
(%0, P, D) E ¢c holds, for every databasg. As usual with tableau calculi, this is done
by attempting to construct a countermodel for the negatfdhis statement. The uni-
versally quantified databasg then becomes a Skolem constant, s#y,representing
an (unknown) initial database. #tatethen is a pair of the formn({ u[db]) wheren e N
andu[db] is an update term instantiated with that initial datab&¢e find it convenient
to formulate the calculus’ inference rules as operatorssets(of) sequents. sequent
is an expression of the form-q @ wheresis a stateQ € {E, A} is a path quantifier,
and @[db] is a (possible empty) set of CT(FO) formulas in negation normal form
with free variables at mogtlb}. When we writes g ¢, @ we mears g {¢} U &.

The informal semantics of a sequent{db]) +q ®[db] is “some run of the in-
stance @b, P, D) has reached the state ([db]) and (, u[db]) = Q @[u[db]]".

A tableaucalculus, the calculus below derives trees that repressjundtions of
conjunctions of formulas. More precisely, the nodes arellbwith sets of sequents
that are read conjunctively, and sibling nodes are condatiggunctively. The purpose
of the calculus’ inference rules is to analyse a given segaebreaking up the formu-
las in the sequent according to their boolean operatorh, quentifiers and temporal
operators. An additional implicit ariokr structure is given by reading the formutasn
st+eg @ conjunctively, and reading the formuldsin s+, @ disjunctively. The reason is
thatA does not distribute over “or” anl does not distribute over “and”.

We need some more definitions to formulate the calculus. ftda isclassicaliff
it contains no path quantifer and no temporal operator. #nfda is amodal atomiff
its top-level operator is a path quantifer or a temporal ajmer A sequens rq @ is
classicalif all formulas in @ are classical.

A tableau nodeas a (possibly empty) set of sequents, denoted by the |Ett&ve
often write o-; 2 instead of{o} U 2. We simply speak of “nodes” instead of “tableau
nodes” if confusion with the nodes in graphs is unlikely.
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Let ¢c be a given expended query aSdh specification as introduced before. The
initial sequentis the sequens, +e —¢¢c, wheresy = (np, db) is theinitial state for
some fresh constauib. Notice that the expanded query is negated, corresponding t
the intuition of attempting to compute a countermodel fer tiegation of the expanded
query.

Because we are adopting a standard notion of tableau derigat sufices to define
the inference rules. (The root node contains the initialsatjonly.) The components
P andD are left implicit below.

Boolean rules.The implicit reading of® as disjunctiongonjunctions in aa/re se-
quent sanction the following rules.

E-A SFE @AY, D2 Eov Ste VY, D2
Ske ¢4, D X Ste ¢, D; Y Sy, DX
Stk Vi, D, X SH ANy, DX
Ay AP VY, A APAY
Ska @4, D X Ska @, @;Ska Y, D} X

if ¢ is not classical og is not classical (no need to break classical formulas apart)

Rules to separate classical sequentsie following rules separate away the classical
formulas from the modal atoms i&. Every classical sequent can be passed on to a
first-order theorem prover; if the result is “unsatisfiakttedn the node is closed.

. Stg ;X . Ska &2
E-Split A-Split

ste I[u[db]]; ste &\ 2 Sta I[u[db]]; 2 ska O\ 2

if s = (n,u[db]) for somen, I consists of all classical formulas i@, I'[u[db]] is
obtained fromI” by replacing every free occurence of the variatidén all its formulas
by u[db], andI" # @ andI"[u[db]] # ®.

The left rule exploits the equivalen&gp A @) = E¢ A ED if ¢ is classical, and the
right rule exploits the equivalen@d¢ v @) = Ag v A if ¢ is classical.

Rules for path quantifiersThe next rules eliminate path quantifiers, whére {E, A}.

Ste Q¢, D; X . Ska Qop, D, X
A-Elim
SkQ ¢;Ste ;2 St ¢; 2 Skp @2

E-Elim

The soundness of the left rule follows from the equivalert€é@¢ A @) = EQ¢ A
E® = Q¢ A E @, and the soundness of the right rule follows from the eqeiveds
AQopVvD)=AQdpVAD=QpVAOD.

The above rules apply alsod is empty. Notice that in this cas® represents the
empty conjunction irs g @, which is equivalent tor, and the empty disjunction in
sta @, whichis equivalentta..

When applied exhaustively, the rules so far lead to sequbatsall have the form
S g @ such that (a)P consists of classical formulas only, or (#)consists of modal
atoms only with top-level operators frof, R, X, X}
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Rules to expantd andR formulas. The following rules perform one-step expansions
of modal atoms witiJ andR operators.
Sk (pUy), &% R-Exp Skq (¢ R_A//), D2
Sk V(¢ AX(¢UY)), &2 SkQ (U A (¢ V X(#RY))), D; 2
When applied exhaustively, the rules so far lead to sequieatsill have the forns rq

& such that (ajp consists of classical formulas only, @rconsists of modal atoms only
with top-level operators frortX, X}.

U-Exp

Rules to simplifyX and X formulas. Below we define inference rules for one-step ex-
pansions of sequents of the forsn-o X¢ andrq X¢. The following inference rules
prepare their application.

Ste X1, ..o, Xy X1, .o, XUmi 2

E-X-Simp
SFEY (1A APpn A1 A=+ Aym); 2

if n+m> 0, whereY = X if n = 0 elseY = X. Intuitively, if just one of the modal atoms
in the premise is aX-formula then a successor state must exist to satisfy it;énére
X-formula in the conclusion. Similarly:

Ska XP1, .. Xy X1, .o, XUy 2
SFaY(@1V - VoV V- Vi) X

if n+m> 0, whereY = X if m= 0 elseY = X.
_ The correctness of this rule follows from the equivalen@s ¢ v Xy)=AXoV
Xy) = AX (o V ¥).

To summarize, with the rules so far, all sequents can be ltoatp one of the
following forms: (a)s o I', wherel” consists of classical formulas only, (b)-q X ¢,
or (c)skq X¢.

A-X-Simp

Rule to close branchesThe following rule derives no conclusions and this way indi-
cates that a branch in a tableau is “closed”.

Fo, D1, 1S kg, D
Unsat —F@ @1 S "Gy Pn

if every @; consists of closed classical formulas, ag@uU®,U- - -U ) is unsatisfiable
(not satisfiable).

Rules to expand andX formulas.

(Mt) ke Xy 2

E-X-Exp
(N uilt) re yaltl A2 - (MWD Fe WltT A2 (M) ke =[] A At 2
if there is ak > 0 such tham 25 n; are all transitions ir? emerging fromm, where
1<i<k
This rule binds the variabldb in the guards to the termywhich represents the
current database, while it leaves the formgiiantouched. The variabltbin X & refers
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to the databases in the successor statesthe databaseg[t]. The rules to separate
classical sequents above will biddin @ correctly.

There is also a rul&-X-Exp whose premise sequent is made with ¥heperator
instead ofX. It differs from theE-X-Exp rule only by leaving away the rightmost con-
clusion. We do not display it here for space reasons. We hatdibth rules are defined
also ifk = 0.

mt) ka X¢; 2
AX-Exp (M t) Fa X¢b

(nz, ug[t]) Fa =yt V @5 - - - (M, Uk[t]) Fa —kt] V @ (Mot) ke yalt] V- Vo] 2

if there is ak > 0 such tham 25 n; are all transitions ir? emerging fromm, where
1<i<k

This rule will for each of the conclusion sequent lead to aeddistinction (via
branching) whether the guard of a transition is true or noly@ the guard is true the
transition must be taken. The conclusion sequent)(re y1[t] V - - - V y[t] forces that
at least one guard is true. Analogously to above, there ésatsileA-X-Exp for the X
case, which does not include this sequent. This reflecttf@mulas are true in states
without successor.

Both rules also work as expectedkit= 0: for A-X-Exp the formula in the sequent
(mt) Fe ya[t] Vv --- v wt] is equivalent taL (false); forA-X-Exp the premise sequent
is deleted. If additionally2’ is empty then the result is a node with the empty set of
sequents. This does not indicate branch closure; branshreds indicated by deriving
no conclusions, not a unit-conclusion, even if empty.

This concludes the presentation of the tableau calculusafsabove, we enforce
derivations to be finite by imposing a user-specified maxieradth on the number of
state transitions it executes. This is realized as a chetherrules to expanX and
X formulas by pretending a value= 0 of transitions emerging from the node of the
considered state, if the run to that state becomes too [@hés (s not formalized above.)

For this bounded model checking setting we obtain a formahdoess and com-
pleteness result for the (hence, bounded) unrestrictecehobecking problem. More
precisely, given a specificatia® = (P, D, C), (S, S) E @ holds for every databasg
relative to all runs of maximal length shorter than a giveitditengthl if and only if the
fully expanded tableau with initial noded, db) +e ¢¢ is closed. (A tableau is closed if
each of its leafs is closed as determined byttiheat rule or theE-X-Exp rule.)

The Unsat tableau rule requires a call to a (sound) first-order theqveswer. De-
pending on the underlying syntactic fragment of FOL thedls ozay not always termi-
nate. However, if a classical sequent is provaaljisfiablethen it is possible to extract
from the tableaux branch a run that constitutes a counterpbeto the given problem.
Moreover, this formula will often represegéneralconditions on the initial databasg
under which the querg is not satisfied by, S) and this way provide more valuable
feedback than a fully concrete database.

6 Practice and Experiments

In this section, we provide some notes on the implementsidhe theory presented
in the preceding sections.
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Satisfiability Checking on the NodeBefore we can model-check the truth of formulas
over the graph structure of a full specification, we must de #@bevaluate first-order
formulas with respect to nodes within that graph. When perfiog checking with a
concrete initial state, all subsequent states will be aeteas well, and evaluating quan-
tified formulas is straightforward as long as quantificai®over finite domains, as is
typical. On the other hand, if the initial state is only claeaised with a formula, then
checking satisfiability of formulas with respect to that aahd all its successors be-
comes a full-blown theorem-proving problem.

We solve this problem by translating to the standard TPTR&I[13], which has
recently be extended to include arithmetici[12], and theéngusff-the-shelf first-order
provers. Our current backend is SPASS10], which has good support for arithmetic
in addition to sorted first-order logic.

Model CheckingFor concrete model checking, we assume that there are noefive-d
tions for same predicate symbol, that definitions are natnséee, and that all quantifi-
cations inside the bodigsrange over concrete data items. With these assumptions, def
initions can be expanded as necessary, and weftiareatly decide if formulas (edges’
guards and the classical sub-formulas of the model chegkivigjem) are satisfied with
respect to concrete database values. In theory, SPAS8ould do the same, but we
have found that our own custom guard evaluator performsheitd is also guaranteed
to terminate. When performing concrete model checking, arealso execute scripts
directly as Groovy programs rather than needing to maniptieem as first order terms.

We have fully implemented the preceding section’s genabisiu system for con-
crete model checking, giving us afiieient procedure that is guaranteed to terminate on
problems given a depth-bound. In our practical experimemtie example in Sectidnh 2
we could (dis)prove queries like the ones mentioned theveiiy short time.

Our implementation is also capable of generating proofgalions in the TPTP
format for unbounded model checking. It also emits the reargsaxioms to reflect the
semantics of objects and arrays, as explained in Sddtiorehale experimented with
smaller examples and found that SPASSs capable of handling them. At the current
stage, however, the implementation is not mature enouglapetso our experiments
are too premature to report on. We also plan to considemaltiees to SPASET by
implementing the calculus inl[2] and by linking in SMT-sotge

7 Conclusions and Future Work

We described a novel approach to modelling and reasoningtatada-centric busi-
ness processes. Our modelling language treats data, pifoagsients, constraints and
logical definitions of business rules on a par. Our resealah focuses on providing
strong analytical capabilities on the corresponding megltaking all these compo-
nents into account. The main ambition is to go beyond modetking from concrete
initial states. To this end we have devised a novel tablekwlcs that reduces what we
called unrestricted model checking problems to first-oloigic over arithmetic.

Our main contributions so far are conceptual in nature. Qainrtheoretical result
is the soundness and completeness of the tableau calcalegpkined at the end of
Sectior 4. Our implementation is already fully functional €oncrete model checking.
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Much remains to be done, at various levels. The tableau imgieation needs to be

completed and improved foffeciency, and more experiments need to be carried out.

in

The main motivation for using JSON and Groovy is their widesg acceptance
practice and available tool support, which we exploit im tmplementation. For the

same reason we want to extend our modelling language by-émis for established
business process modeling techniques, in particular BPTiE raises (also) some
non-trivial interesting theoretical issues. For examplay to map BPMN'’s parallel-
And construct into our framework. We expect that by usingpesfragmentsand con-
straints on them an isomorphic mapping is possible.
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