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Abstract

Despite decades of work on query optimization, database research has given limited attention
to optimizing predicates with disjunctions. What little past work there is, has mostly focused on
optimizations for traditional row-oriented databases. However, a key difference between how row-
oriented and column-oriented engines evaluate predicates is that while row-oriented engines apply
predicates to a single tuple at a time, column-oriented engines apply predicates to sets of tuples, adding
another dimension to the problem. As such, row-oriented engines are focused only on the best order
to apply predicates in to “short-circuit” the overall predicate expression, but column-oriented engines
must additionally decide on the input sets of tuples for each predicate application. This is important,
since smaller inputs lead to faster runtimes, and nontrivial, since the results of earlier predicates can
be used to reduce the inputs to later predicates and predicates may be combined via disjunctions
in the predicate expression. In this work, we formally analyze the predicate evaluation problem for
column-oriented engines and presentBestD/Update, the first ever polynomial-time, provably optimal

algorithms to deduce the minimum input sets for each predicate application. BestD/Update’s opti-
mality is guaranteed under a wide range of cost models, representing different real-world scenarios.
Furthermore, when combined with the predicate ordering algorithm Hanani, BestD/Update reduce
into EvalPred, a simple 𝑂 (𝑛 log2 𝑛) algorithm, which we recommend for practical use and optimal
for all predicate expressions of nested depth 2 or less. Our evaluation shows, thanks to its optimality
and polynomial planning time, EvalPred outperforms not implementing any disjunction optimiza-
tions and exiting optimal algorithms by up to 2.6× and 28× respectively for synthetic workloads and
by up to 1.3× and 100× respectively for queries from TPC-H and the CH-benchmark.

1 Introduction

Despite being a core topic of database research for decades, query optimization paid surprisingly little
attention to optimizing queries with disjunctions. What little work there is, has mostly focused on
optimizations for traditional row-oriented databases. However, there is a critical difference in how row-
oriented and column-oriented execution engines handle predicates. In row-oriented engines, the input
to a predicate is a single tuple and the output is a true/false value. Thus, given a predicate expression,
the main focus is on finding the best order to apply the base predicates in to maximize the chances
of “short-circuiting” the predicate expression as soon as possible (i.e., derive a true/false value for the
predicate expression as soon as possible). On the other hand, both the inputs and outputs to predicates
in column-oriented engines are sets of tuples, and evaluating a predicate expression must return the set
of all tuples which satisfy that predicate expression. This adds another dimension to the problem. Not
only must column-oriented engines determine the best order to apply predicate in, but they must also
determine what input sets to use for each predicate application and how to combine the output sets to
form the final result; we call this the set management problem. Smaller inputs lead to less time spent
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on predicate evaluation, and this is particularly important if predicates include expensive components,
such as JSON processing and unoptimized user-defined functions, or if the I/O to retrieve the values for
predicate evaluation is slow. Thus, the engine must strive to select the smallest possible input sets for
each predicate application, while still ensuring it can form the final result from the output sets. As a
simple example, consider:
Query 1. Query with both conjunction and disjunction.

SELECT * FROM 𝑇 WHERE ((𝑃1 AND 𝑃2) OR 𝑃3) AND 𝑃4

Here, a row-oriented engine would only be interested in finding the best ordering for the base predicates
𝑃1, 𝑃2, 𝑃3, and 𝑃4. However, a column-oriented engine must go one step further and manage the input
and output sets of each predicate application. Specifically, if the engine determines the best ordering is
[𝑃4, 𝑃3, 𝑃1, 𝑃2], to ensure the smallest possible input to each predicate, it would:

(1) Evaluate 𝑃4 on the set of all tuples in 𝑇 .

(2) Evaluate 𝑃3 on the resulting tuples from the previous step.

(3) Evaluate 𝑃1 on the resulting tuples from step 1 minus the resulting tuples from step 2.

(4) Evaluate 𝑃2 on the resulting tuples from the previous step.

(5) Return the union of the resulting tuples from steps 2 and 4.

How can we be sure this is the best we can do, and how does the ordering of predicates affect set
management? What happens when the predicate expression becomes more complex and has more
predicates? These are the questions which we seek to address in this work.

1.1 Our Work

In our work, we formally analyze the predicate evaluation problem for column-oriented engines. We
show through our analysis that the problem can be split into the two aforementioned components:
1. predicate ordering 2. set management. This split allows us to reuse existing work [13] [19] from tra-
ditional row-oriented databases for the predicate ordering component. For set management, we present
BestD/Update, the first polynomial-time algorithms to produce provably optimal set management plans
for any ordering of predicates. Here, we define optimality as incurring the fewest number of predicate
evaluations possible. Our proofs show that BestD/Update deduce the smallest possible input set for
each predicate application, and this analysis holds under a wide range of cost models, representing
different real-world situations, as long as the cost model obeys a few properties. Furthermore, when
combined with the predicate ordering algorithm Hanani [13], BestD/Update reduce into EvalPred.
EvalPred is a simple 𝑂 (𝑛 log2 𝑛) algorithm which generates optimal predicate evaluation plans for
all predicate expressions of nested depth 2 or less (e.g., ANDs of ORs) and is the algorithm which we
recommend for practical use; note 𝑛 here is the number of predicates. Compared to other optimal algo-
rithms [18] which iterate over an exponential space, EvalPred’s strong theoretical backing allows it to
achieve optimality while remaining almost trivially simple. Even for predicate expressions of depth 3
or greater (e.g., ANDs of ORs or ANDs), we show via experimentation that EvalPred comes quite close
to optimal; for 92% of the queries, the number of predicate applications invoked was within within 5%
of minimum required.
Contributions. In short, our contributions are:

1. Our algorithms. EvalPred, a simple, practical algorithm which generates optimal predicate eval-
uation plans for all predicate expression of depth 2 or less, and BestD/Update, which generate
the best set management plans for any predicate ordering.
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2. Our various theoretical results, including a formal analysis of the predicate evaluation problem
for column-oriented engines and proofs of optimality for BestD/Update and EvalPred.

3. Evaluation of our algorithms, which outperform not implementing any disjunction optimizations
and existing optimal algorithms by up to 2.6× and 28× respectively for synthetic workloads and
by up to 1.3× and 100× respectively for queries from TPC-H and the CH-benchmark.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. We start by presenting relatedwork in Section 2.
We formulate the predicate evaluation problem in Section 3 and present the practical EvalPred first in
Section 4. The more theoretical parts of the paper, including the problem analysis, BestD/Update, and
the proofs of optimality are all presented later in Section 5. Section 6 shows our evaluation, and we
conclude with Section 7.

2 Related Work

Tdacb/Byp. As far as the authors are aware, Kastrati andMoerkotte’s work on Tdacb [18] and Byp [17]
are the only other works which focus on optimizing queries with disjunctions for column-oriented en-
gines. Tdacb also stands unique from other related works in that it too generates optimal predicate
evaluation plans. As such, it is the main competitor of our work. However, in contrast to the formal ap-
proach taken by our work, Tdacb achieves its optimality by searching over the exponential space of all
query plans. Despite several clever optimizations to prune the search space, such as branch-and-bound
and memoization, Tdacb still incurs a time complexity of 𝑂 (𝑛3𝑛), in which 𝑛 is the number of predi-
cates. Given that Fontoura et al. report a real workload (from Yahoo Inc.) of up to 150k predicates with
hundreds of unique attributes [11], clearly this solution is not scalable. In fact, our evaluation shows
the planning time for Tdacb can be quite expensive for even as few as 16 predicates. In comparison,
EvalPred is able to produce the optimal predicate evaluation plan in 𝑂 (𝑛 log2 𝑛) time, and our experi-
ments show a 28× speedup in planning time over Tdacb. Byp is Kastrati and Moerkotte’s previous work
which they improved upon with Tdacb. Byp requires its input to be in DNF and is only locally optimal
while still searching the entire search space of predicate evaluation plans. Thus, Byp is strictly worse
than Tdacb. Finally, both Byp and Tdacb are meant for in-memory systems, and they assume little to
no overhead in fetching the actual data. Thus, their guarantees of optimality do not extend to situations
in which data is not stored in memory. In contrast, EvalPred makes no such assumption.
Hanani. In 1977, Hanani introduced a predicate ordering algorithm [13], which we refer to asHanani
henceforth. Although Hanani was developed for row-oriented databases, the same algorithm can be
used for column-oriented engines thanks to our split between predicate ordering and set management.
As mentioned, combining Hanani with BestD/Update gives us the practical EvalPred. However,
whileHanani (and thus EvalPred) is optimal for all predicate expressions of nested depth 2 or less, this
is no longer the case for predicate expressions of nested depth 3 or greater due to an implicit assumption
of a depth-first search (DFS) traversal of the predicate expression. In Section 5, we present a property
called “determinability” which identifies this issue.
Boolean Difference Calculus. Kemper et al. [19] propose an alternative ordering for predicates based
on BooleanDifference Calculus (BDC). In BDC, each predicate’s “importance” ismeasured based on their
likelihood of affecting the overall result, and predicates are ordered based on decreasing importance.
In our evaluation, we compare the performance of using BDC with BestD/Update against EvalPred
(Hanani and BestD/Update).
Bypass. Some of the most seminal works in optimizing disjunctions are the works regarding the bypass
technique [20] [26] [8]. This technique splits the incoming tuples of a predicate into “true” and “false”
streams based on the results, and only the tuples in the false stream are evaluated further, while tuples
in the true stream are allowed to bypass the other predicates. While this technique was developed for
row-oriented databases, Kastrati andMoerkotte’s Byp adapt themain ideas for column-oriented engines.
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Factorization. Chaudhuri et al. [7] present a work on factorizing predicate expressions with disjunc-
tions to take advantage of existing indexes. As we discuss later, a key assumption to the optimality of
our algorithms is the uniqueness of predicates. If the input predicate expression has reappearing pred-
icates, we can use the algorithm presented by Chaudhuri et al. to minimize the number of reappearing
predicates before applying our algorithms.
Dewey Evaluation. Fontoura et al. [11] present a way to efficiently encode predicate expressions with
disjunctions and tens of thousands of predicates into simple labels. This encoding scheme could be used
with our algorithms to reduce memory footprint.
CNF/DNF. The remaining works on disjunction optimization all focus on first trying to convert the
predicate expression into either conjunctive normal form (CNF) or disjunctive normal form (DNF) and
optimizing the execution from there [15] [30] [6] [23]. Unfortunately, the conversion process into
CNF/DNF can result in an exponential number of terms [25], so just transforming the input into the
correct form could be quite expensive. In addition, Kastrati and Moerkotte report that CNF/DNF-based
evaluations generally tend to produce very poor plans and should be avoided [17].
In Practice. Other than simple factorization and reduction via Boolean implication, existing, well-used
database systems implement few, if any, optimizations for disjunctions. PostgreSQL [29], for example,
does partial transformations to CNF if separate clauses contain accesses to the same table to minimize
the number of tuples for joins. MonetDB [14] and Spark SQL [3] do not seem to implement any ad-
ditional optimizations, and based on conversations with developers from Vertica [21], Vertica “doesn’t
do anything special for ORs”. The lack of exploration into this area has affected these systems, and we
hope EvalPred will serve as a good “rule-of-thumb” for systems to follow.
Number of Predicates. Some readers may doubt whether queries have enough predicates to warrant
such optimizing efforts. However, as Fontoura et al. [11] report, advertising exchanges and automatic
query builders can result in queries with tens of thousands of predicates. In addition, Chaudhuri et al. [7]
discuss a workload that ranges up to over a hundred predicates. Johnson et al. [16] also evaluate their
work on up to 40 predicates and report that for in-memory systems, the cost of evaluating predicates
outweighs the cost of performing joins. All of this suggests that further research into this area can be
highly beneficial.

3 Problem Formulation

This section presents a formulation of the exact problem which we wish to solve. We discuss the setting
in which our work is applicable in Section 3.1 and describe the expected query properties in Section 3.2.
Section 3.3 presents the model of the predicate evaluation system that we use in our analysis, and
Section 3.4 lists the cost model properties required for our algorithms’ optimality, as well as a few
example cost models.

3.1 Setting

We first discuss the setting in which this work is applicable. Our analysis and algorithms are applica-
ble to both column-oriented traditional databases and column-oriented distributed computing systems
(together which we call column-oriented engines). As is common with column-oriented engines, we
assume intermediate representations of tuples during query execution are simple indices into the tables
which they come from and that the values of tuples are only materialized when needed. We assume sets
of tuples are represented using lightweight data structures, such as bitmaps, and although no strong
assumptions are made about the data storage, we assume that the time to fetch and process the data
is significantly greater than the time to manipulate the lightweight indices of tuples in memory. Note
that data storages such as hard disk drives, flash drives, and distributed file storages all fit within this
criteria.
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The primary resource we are concerned with is time. We assume we either have enough memory to
hold the data needed to process the query or that the query can be executed off disk using a conventional
buffer pool design. If indexing structures to accelerate query execution exist, our algorithms can take
advantage of them, but the absence of them does not affect the correctness of our algorithms.

Finally, our algorithms produce plans at the logical layer. They dictate which tuples should be eval-
uated by which predicates to minimize the total number of evaluations. When actually executing the
predicate evaluation, the systemmay choose to implement additional physical layer optimizations, such
as retrieving extra tuples in the case of block-based data storages or even applying the predicate on ad-
ditional tuples for vector processing. While these optimizations may blunt some of the benefits of our
algorithms, it does not render our work meaningless. Many workloads contain predicates whose eval-
uation times overshadow the time it takes to fetch the data [16], and common predicates involving
components such as regular expression matching and JSON processing cannot be vector processed. In
fact, our own evaluation system fetches data in blocks, but we still see speedups of up to 2.6× over not
implementing any disjunction optimization.

3.2 Query Properties

We assume that the queries given to us are selection queries with complex predicate expressions. Pred-
icate expressions may be composed of any number and depth of conjunctions and disjunctions of
Boolean-result predicates. Predicates may be expensive (perhaps user-defined), and different predi-
cates may have different costs. In our proofs, we assume a query’s predicates are unique and that each
appears only once in the predicate expression. If the same predicate occurs multiple times in the given
predicate expression, one of the many common subexpression elimination algorithms from either re-
search [7] or from practice [29] [12] may be applied to reduce the number of reoccurring predicates.
Note that without uniqueness, our algorithms are no longer guaranteed to be optimal, but they will
still return correct results. For clarity’s sake, this paper assumes that we are working with single-table
queries, but this is not a strict requirement. As long as each tuple in the source (single or joined) table
has a global id (real or virtual), our algorithms are applicable. Even with pushdown optimizations, our
algorithms still apply to pushed-down predicates at the individual table level.

3.3 Predicate Evaluation System

In our formulation, we model the predicate evaluation system as follows. The system initially starts
with the set of all tuples (in the table), and its goal is to find the set of all tuples which satisfy the given
predicate expression. To accomplish this, the system can perform two possible types of actions as many
times as it wants:

1. The system can apply a predicate to a set of tuples to obtain the subset of tuples which satisfy
that predicate.

2. The system can perform a set operation (i.e., union, intersection, difference) on known sets of
tuples to derive a new set of tuples.

The application of a predicate corresponds to fetching the values of the input tuples and actually per-
forming the predicate evaluation. Since this involves both fetching the data from storage and applying
potentially expensive predicates (e.g., regular expression matching, JSON processing, and user-defined
functions), we assume this action to be much more costly than performing a set operation action, which
can be performed using bitwise operations on bitmaps in memory. To be called optimal, our algorithms
should be able to find the sequence of actions which deduce the set of all tuples that satisfy the given
predicate expression, while minimizing the costs of the actions in the sequence.
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3.4 Cost Model

The cost model assigns a cost to each possible action the predicate evaluation system can take, as previ-
ously introduced. Our analysis and proofs of optimality hold for any cost model as long as they exhibit
following three properties:

1. The cost of a predicate application is significantly greater than the cost of a set operation.

2. The cost of a predicate application increases with the input size.

3. When applying the same predicate to two different input sets, it is cheaper to apply the predicate
once on the union of those sets than it is to apply the predicate separately on each set.

The first property comes from the basic setting under which this work is applicable, and the second
property is often trivially true. The third property is a “triangle-inequality”-like property; if 𝐶𝑃 (𝐷)
measures the cost of applying predicate 𝑃 to input set 𝐷 , then the property can be stated as:

𝐶𝑃 (𝐷 ∪ 𝐸) < 𝐶𝑃 (𝐷) +𝐶𝑃 (𝐸)

Our algorithms are optimal for any cost model which satisfies the above three properties. A simple
example cost model might be:
Cost Model 1.

𝐶𝑃 (𝐷) = 𝐹𝑃 |𝐷 | + 𝜅
𝐶★(𝐷, 𝐸) = 𝜖 (|𝐷 | + |𝐸 | + |𝐷 ★ 𝐸 | + 𝜅′)

The first line shows the cost of applying predicate 𝑃 to input set 𝐷 . Here, 𝐹𝑃 is some cost constant cost
factor specific to 𝑃 (depending on what type of predicate 𝑃 is), |𝐷 | is the number of tuples in 𝐷 , and 𝜅 is
some constant overhead cost. The second line shows the cost of applying set operation ★ to input sets
𝐷 and 𝐸. Here,★ is one of ∪ (union), ∩ (intersection), or \ (difference), 𝜖 is the ratio of costs between set
operations and predicate applications, and 𝜅’ is some other constant overhead cost. The cost includes
the sizes of the input sets as well as the size of the output set. With respect to 𝜖 , depending on the
environment, a predicate application can easily cost 30× ∼ 100000× more than a set operation. In our
experimental environment, simply reading 10M 4-byte int values from a RAID5 setup of HDDs took
274ms, while ANDing together two bitmaps of 10M elements in memory to produce another bitmap
only took 8ms. Thus, 𝜖 can be thought of as approaching 0 in most cases. The above cost model satisfies
all three properties needed for our analysis. A small 𝜖 value ensures the first property, and the costs of
predicate applications grow proportionally with the sizes of the input sets, ensuring the second property.
The inclusion of the constant overhead cost 𝜅 ensures the third property.

However, aside from the simple cost model presented above, more complex cost models representing
different real-world scenarios also fit under our analysis. For example, for spinning disk drives, random
I/O is often significantly more expensive than sequential I/O, so if the selectivity of the input set is
above a certain threshold (e.g., 20%), then it is cheaper to simply scan the entire data column than it is
to retrieve only the relevant tuples using random I/O. A different cost model that takes this into account
would be:
Cost Model 2.

𝐶𝑃 (𝐷) =
{
𝐹𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑛 + 𝐹𝑃 |𝐷 | + 𝜅 if selectivity > 20%

𝐹𝑟𝑛𝑑blocks(𝐷) + 𝐹𝑃 |𝐷 | + 𝜅 otherwise

𝐶★(𝐷, 𝐸) = 𝜖 (|𝐷 | + |𝐸 | + |𝐷 ★ 𝐸 | + 𝜅′)
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Here, the set operation cost is the same as the previous cost model, but the cost the of the predicate
application changes with respect to the selectivity of the input set𝐷 . If the input set contains more than
20% of all tuples in the table, the cost model chooses to scan the entire data column and incurs cost 𝐹𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑛 .
If the input set contains fewer tuples, then it retrieves only the blocks which contains tuples in 𝐷 using
random I/O. Accordingly, blocks(𝐷) returns the number of blocks, and 𝐹𝑟𝑛𝑑 is the cost factor associated
with random I/O. After fetching the data, the predicate is applied to the input tuples, incurring the
cost 𝐹𝑃 |𝐷 |. Note that despite its complexity, this cost model still satisfies our three properties, so our
algorithms would be optimal for this case as well. Other cost models, representing other real-world
scenarios, may also be used. As long as the three properties are satisfies, our analysis holds.

4 EvalPred

Algorithm 1 EvalPred
Input: Predicate expression 𝑃∗, set of all tuples 𝑅
Output: The set of all tuples which satisfy 𝑃∗

1: [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] ← Hanani(𝑃∗)
2: root← makeTree(𝑃∗, [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛])
3: return EvalNode(root, 𝑅)

4: function EvalNode(node, 𝐷)
5: if isLeafNode(node) then
6: return node.applyPred(𝐷)
7: else if isAndNode(node) then
8: for child in children(node) do
9: if 𝐷 = ∅ then

10: return 𝐷

11: 𝐷 ← EvalNode(child, 𝐷)
12: return 𝐷

13: else

14: done← ∅
15: for child in children(node) do
16: todo← 𝐷 \ done
17: if todo = ∅ then

18: return done
19: done← done ∪ EvalNode(child, todo)
20: return done

We now introduce EvalPred, our simple predicate evaluation algorithm, optimal for all predicate ex-
pressions of depth 2 or less, and what we recommend practitioners implement for most cases. Algo-
rithm 1 presents EvalPred. The algorithm first orders predicates from the given predicate expression1
according to Hanani2 and creates a predicate tree with that ordering (using makeTree). In the predicate
tree, each node represents a predicate subexpression: leaf nodes represent base predicates, and interme-
diate AND/OR nodes combine children subexpression nodes; the root node refers to the entire predicate

1We expect the given predicate expression to be in negation normal form (NOT operators are pushed inwards until they
appear only in front of predicates); if not, this conversion can be done in linear time. Also, all negative predicates are replaced
with positive predicates: 𝑃 ′ = ¬𝑃 .

2We present a compatible version of Hanani in Appendix A.
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AND

AND

OR

Figure 1: Predicate tree of Query 1 in [𝑃4, 𝑃3, 𝑃1, 𝑃2] order.

expression. The tree is also normalized such that the parent of each AND node is an OR node and vice
versa, resulting in an interleaving of ANDs and ORs across different levels of the predicate tree. Figure 1
depicts the predicate tree for the predicate expression in Query 1 for the ordering [𝑃4, 𝑃3, 𝑃1, 𝑃2].

EvalNode then uses this predicate tree to determine the input set to each predicate and performs
the actual evaluation. Conceptually, EvalNode(node, 𝐷) returns the subset of tuples in 𝐷 which satisfy
the predicate subexpression represented by node. Thus, assuming 𝑅 represents the set of all tuples in the
table, EvalNode(root, 𝑅) returns the set of all tuples which satisfy the given predicate expression 𝑃∗.
As for the algorithm itself, EvalNode traverses the predicate tree in a depth-first search (DFS) manner
and reduces the input set sizes using various set operations. For leaf nodes, EvalNode simply applies
node’s associated predicate to 𝐷 . For AND nodes, the tuples that EvalNode returns must satisfy every
one of node’s children, so each child updates 𝐷 with its results, and later children are evaluated on only
the set of tuples which have satisfied all previous children. For OR nodes, each tuple that EvalNode
returns can satisfy any one of node’s children, so the tuples that satisfy one child are removed from the
set of tuples which still have to be checked, and later children are evaluated on only the set of tuples
which have not satisfied any previous children. Also, both AND and OR nodes return early if there
are no tuples left to check (Lines 9-10 and 17-18). An example of running EvalPred with the ordering
[𝑃4, 𝑃3, 𝑃1, 𝑃2] was provided in the introduction.

We hope Algorithm 1 appears simple and maybe somewhat even obvious to the reader. In fact, most
column-oriented engines implement some variation of EvalPred. However, they do not remove the
done tuples from the todo tuples as shown in Line 16 and instead call EvalNode(child, 𝐷) for each OR
node child without any filtration. Furthermore, rather than its novelty, EvalPred’s true compelling
point is that despite its simplicity, it is optimal for all predicate expressions of depth 2 or less, as we show
later in Section 5. Thus, we can use this polynomial-time 𝑂 (𝑛 log2 𝑛) algorithm to generate optimal
predicate evaluation plans, instead of the existing exponential-time algorithms.
Implementation. Although EvalPred is presented as one algorithm here, in a real system, Lines 1
and 2 would be done during planning time, and only the call to EvalNode in Line 3 would be performed
during execution time. Furthermore, a real system would most likely use bitmaps to represent sets of
tuples and all set operations would be replaced with bitwise operations.
Time Complexity. EvalPred’s plan time complexity is bounded by Hanani, which takes 𝑂 (𝑛 log2 𝑛)
time. The other operation (makeTree) simply creates the predicate tree according to the given pred-
icate ordering and can be done in 𝑂 (𝑛) time. Thus, the overall plan time complexity of EvalPred is
𝑂 (𝑛 log2 𝑛).
Correctness. The correctness of EvalPred can be proven by showing EvalNode(node, 𝐷) returns the
subset of tuples in 𝐷 which satisfy the predicate subexpression represented by node (the full proof is in
Appendix B.1).
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5 Theory

This section presents the theory backing EvalPred. We first formalize the problem and show that a
predicate evaluation system can be modeled as a sequence of operator/operand steps in Section 5.1. We
constrain the solution space and show that the only operators we need to worry about are predicate ap-
plications in Section 5.2. We present BestD/Update and prove their optimality for the set management
problem in Section 5.3. Finally, in Section 5.4, we discuss the predicate ordering problem, the conditions
to reduce BestD/Update into EvalPred, and Hanani’s issues with depth-3+ predicate expressions.
Note that this section contains proofs for only the main theorems. The proofs for lemmas can be found
in Appendix E.

5.1 Formalization

5.1.1 Valuations

Rather than reasoning directly about sets of tuples, it is easier for us to instead borrow frompropositional
logic [4] and reason about valuations (or true/false assignments) instead.
Definition 1. A valuation is a tuple of true/false values.

Given a predicate expression with 𝑛 unique predicates (𝑃1, 𝑃2, ..., 𝑃𝑛) and a (data) tuple 𝑟 , an 𝑛-length
valuation can be constructed by evaluating each predicate on that tuple: (𝑃1 (𝑟 ), 𝑃2 (𝑟 ), ..., 𝑃𝑛 (𝑟 )). The
resulting valuation is an 𝑛-length tuple of true/false values (e.g., (𝑇, 𝐹, ...,𝑇 )). In our analysis, we can
use a valuation to represent the set of all data tuples which evaluate to it3. Furthermore, we can use a
set of valuations (or a valuation set) to represent the union of the tuples represented by each valuation.
For example, the set of all 2𝑛 valuations represents the set of all tuples. Valuation sets allow us to reason
about tuples based on their predicate results and are sufficient to prove the optimality of our algorithms.

As an example, consider the relation fromTable 1 and the predicate expression: (age < 35 OR height >
175). Let 𝑃1 = age < 35 and 𝑃2 = height > 175. The valuation (𝑇, 𝐹 ) represents the set of tuples containing
Alice and Eve, since both are under the age of 35 and do not have a height greater than 175. The set
of all valuations which satisfy the predicate expression is {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 ), (𝐹,𝑇 )}, and this represents the
set of tuples containing Alice, Bob, Dave, and Eve.

5.1.2 Predicate Evaluation System

As mentioned in Section 3.3, a predicate evaluation system starts with the set of all valuations (i.e, the
set of all tuples), and its goal is to derive the set of all valuations that satisfy the predicate expression
using two types of operators: predicate applications and set operations. We define them as:

3Note that themapping from valuations to data tuples is merely logical and only used in our reasoning, so no actual evaluations
have to be performed.

name age height

Alice 25 160
Bob 32 180

Charlie 48 170
Dave 56 178
Eve 30 165

Table 1: Example relation 𝑇
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Definition 2. The predicate application of predicate 𝑃 on valuation set 𝐷 is denoted 𝑃 (𝐷) and returns

the subset of valuations in 𝐷 which satisfy 𝑃 .

Definition 3. A set operation is one of union (∪), intersection (∩), or difference (\).
The system performs these actions in a sequence of steps:
Definition 4. A step is an (operator, operand) pair: 𝑆 = (𝑂,D), in which operator 𝑂 is either a predicate

or a set operation, and operand D is the input valuations set(s). Applying the operator to operand results in

the step’s output and is denoted 𝑂 (D).
Assuming 𝑆𝑖 denotes the 𝑖th step, 𝑆1 = (𝑃, 𝐷) states that the first step is the predicate application of 𝑃
on the valuation set 𝐷 . Each step outputs a new valuation set, and later steps may use the outputs of
previous steps. To keep track of all output valuation sets:
Definition 5. Given the sequence of steps [(𝑂1,D1), (𝑂2,D2), ..., (𝑂𝑚,D𝑚)], universe𝑈𝑖 is defined by the

recurrence relation:

𝑈𝑖 = 𝑈𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑂𝑖 (D𝑖 )}

with the initial universe: 𝑈0 = {{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛}.

Definition 6. A sequence of steps [(𝑂1,D1), (𝑂2,D2), ..., (𝑂𝑚,D𝑚)] is valid if, for each step (𝑂𝑖 ,D𝑖 ), all
valuation sets in D𝑖 are members of𝑈𝑖−1.

Universe 𝑈𝑖 contains all output valuations sets from the first 𝑖 steps, and the (𝑖 + 1)th step can select
any valuation set(s) from it to use as its input(s). The original universe 𝑈0 contains only the set of all
valuations, since the predicate evaluation system must consider all tuples for its first step/predicate
application. The system can be said to have achieved its goal after the𝑚th step if universe𝑈𝑚 contains
the set of all valuations which satisfy the predicate expression.

𝑖 Step (𝑂𝑖 , D𝑖 ) Output (𝑋𝑖 ) Universe (𝑈𝑖 )
1 (𝑃1, {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛) {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 )} {{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛, {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 )}}
2 (\, [{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛, 𝑋1]) {(𝐹, 𝐹 ), (𝐹,𝑇 )} {{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛, {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 )}, {(𝐹, 𝐹 ), (𝐹,𝑇 )}}
3 (𝑃2, 𝑋2) {(𝐹,𝑇 )} {{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛, {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 )}, {(𝐹, 𝐹 ), (𝐹,𝑇 )}, {(𝐹,𝑇 )}}

4 (∪, [𝑋1, 𝑋3]) {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 ), (𝐹,𝑇 )} {{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛, {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 )}, {(𝐹, 𝐹 ), (𝐹,𝑇 )}, {(𝐹,𝑇 )},
{(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 ), (𝐹,𝑇 )}}

Table 2: Example sequence of steps for the predicate expression (𝑃1 OR 𝑃2).

As an example, consider once again the relation from Table 1 and the predicate expression: (age < 35
OR height > 175), in which 𝑃1 = (age < 35) and 𝑃2 = (height > 175). Table 2 shows an example sequence
of steps to deduce the set of all valuations which satisfy this predicate expression. The table shows, for
each step, the operator and operand pair, the step’s output (denoted𝑋𝑖 ), and the universe after that step.
For example, the first step applies 𝑃1 to the set of all valuations {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 . This results in the valuation
set {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 )}, and this valuation set is added to the universe to form 𝑈1. The second step is a set
operation step and evaluates {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 \𝑋1, in which𝑋1 is the output valuation set from the first step (i.e.,
{(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 )}). After the last step, the universe contains the valuation set {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 ), (𝐹,𝑇 )}, which
is the set of all valuations that satisfies the predicate expression (𝑃1 OR 𝑃2), so the predicate evaluation
system is done after this step. As another point of reference, Table 3 presents the same sequence of steps
as Table 2, but uses sets of tuples from Table 1 rather than valuation sets. Note that the valuation sets in
Table 2 and the sets of tuples in Table 3 form a one-to-one relationship, so the output of the first step in
Table 2 (i.e., {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 )}) represents the output of the first step in Table 3 (i.e., {Alice, Bob, Eve}), and
the set of all valuations which satisfy the predicate expression (i.e., {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 ), (𝐹,𝑇 )}) represents
the set of all tuples which satisfy the predicate expression (i.e., {Alice, Bob,Dave, Eve}).
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𝑖 Step (𝑂𝑖 , D𝑖 ) Output (in tuples) Universe (in tuples)
1 (𝑃1, {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛) {Alice, Bob, Eve} {{Alice, Bob,Charlie,Dave, Eve}, {Alice, Bob, Eve}}

2 (\, [{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛, 𝑋1]) {Charlie,Dave} {{Alice, Bob,Charlie,Dave, Eve}, {Alice, Bob, Eve},
{Charlie,Dave}}

3 (𝑃2, 𝑋2) {Dave} {{Alice, Bob,Charlie,Dave, Eve}, {Alice, Bob, Eve},
{Charlie,Dave}, {Dave}}

4 (∪, [𝑋1, 𝑋3]) {Alice, Bob,Dave, Eve} {{Alice, Bob,Charlie,Dave, Eve}, {Alice, Bob, Eve},
{Charlie,Dave}, {Dave}, {Alice, Bob,Dave, Eve}}

Table 3: Example sequence of steps for the predicate expression (𝑃1 OR 𝑃2) using tuples from Table 1.

5.1.3 Cost Model

Given the definitions above, we can now formally state the cost model properties from Section 3.4.
Definition 7. The cost of a step (𝑂,D) is denoted as 𝐶𝑂 (D), and the cost of a sequence of steps [(𝑂1,D1),
(𝑂2,D2), ...(𝑂𝑚,D𝑚)] is the sum of the costs of its individual steps:

∑𝑚
𝑖=1𝐶𝑂𝑖

(D𝑖 ).

Property 1. The cost of any predicate application step (𝑃, 𝐷) is significantly greater than the cost of any

set operation step (𝑂,D′):
𝐶𝑂 (D′)/𝐶𝑃 (𝐷) ≈ 0

Property 2. For any predicate 𝑃 , if step (𝑃, 𝐷) is more costly than step (𝑃, 𝐷 ′), then𝐷 ′ cannot be a superset
of 𝐷 .

𝐶𝑃 (𝐷) > 𝐶𝑃 (𝐷 ′) =⇒ 𝐷 ′ ⊉ 𝐷

Similarly, if 𝐷 ′ is a strict superset of 𝐷 , then step (𝑃, 𝐷 ′) is more costly than step (𝑃, 𝐷):

𝐷 ′ ⊃ 𝐷 =⇒ 𝐶𝑃 (𝐷 ′) > 𝐶𝑃 (𝐷)

Property 3. For any predicate 𝑃 and valuation sets 𝐷 and 𝐸, applying 𝑃 once to 𝐷 ∪ 𝐸 is less costly than

applying 𝑃 to 𝐷 and 𝐸 individually:

𝐶𝑃 (𝐷 ∪ 𝐸) < 𝐶𝑃 (𝐷) +𝐶𝑃 (𝐸)

Note that Property 2 has a more relaxed condition than the one stated in Section 3.4. With these prop-
erties, we can formally state:
Problem 1. Given a predicate expression 𝑃∗, find the lowest cost, valid sequence of steps such that universe
after the sequence contains the set of all valuations which satisfy 𝑃∗.

5.2 Problem Reduction

We now leverage the cost model properties to reduce the solution space. The reduction allows us to
think about the problem using only predicate applications and constrains the total number of steps.
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5.2.1 Predicate-only Sequences

According to Property 1, set operations are practically free compared to predicate applications. Rather
than worrying about what set operation steps can be added at which points to create a lower cost
sequence, let us instead consider that after each predicate application step, all possible set operation
steps are performed before the next predicate application step. This way, we only need to consider
the order of predicate application steps in finding our optimal solution. Once the optimal sequence of
predicate application steps has been found, we can reconstruct the intermediate set operation steps with
bookkeeping. Thus, instead of considering sequences of steps, in which each step can be either a set
operation or a predicate application, let us now consider sequences of only predicate application steps.
We provide the following definitions to formalize this idea.
Definition 8. A set formula is any combination of sets (as operands) using any number of set operations

and predicates (as operators). The result of a set formula is its value after evaluation.

Definition 9. Let O be a set of operators, and D be a set of sets. The set formula space ΨO (D) is the set
of all possible formula results that can be constructed using only the operators inO as the operators and the

sets in D as the operands.

For example, 𝑃 (𝐷) and 𝐷1 ∩ (𝐷2 \ 𝐷3) are both examples of set formulas, and the set formula space
Ψ{∩,∪} ({𝐷1, 𝐷2}) is {𝐷1, 𝐷2, 𝐷1 ∩ 𝐷2, 𝐷1 ∪ 𝐷2}. Although an infinite number of set formulas can be
constructed from a set of operators and operands, the number of unique results, and thus the set formula
space itself, is finite.
Definition 10. Set 𝐷 is said to be derived from set of sets D if there exists some set formula which only

uses the elements of D as operands and results in 𝐷 . More explicitly, set 𝐷 can be derived from the origin
set D using the operators in O if 𝐷 ∈ ΨO (D).
For example, both {(𝑇,𝑇 )} and {(𝑇, 𝐹 )} can be derived from {{(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝑇, 𝐹 )}, {(𝑇,𝑇 ), (𝐹,𝑇 )}} with the
operators {∩, \}, but {(𝐹, 𝐹 )} can never be derived from this set of sets using the same operators. With
these definitions, we can extend the idea of a universe to contain all valuation sets which can be derived
from the first 𝑖 predicate application-only steps using any number of set operations.
Definition 11. Given the sequence of predicate application steps [(𝑃1, 𝐷1), (𝑃2, 𝐷2), ..., (𝑃𝑚, 𝐷𝑚)], the ex-
tended universe𝑈 ′𝑖 is defined by the recurrence relation:

𝑈 ′𝑖 = Ψ{∩,∪,\} (𝑈 ′𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )})

with the initial extended universe: 𝑈 ′0 = {{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛}.
Although the initial extended universe once again contains only the set of all valuations, the (𝑖 + 1)th
step of a predicate application-only sequence may now select any valuation set(s) from the extended
universe 𝑈 ′𝑖 as its input(s), rather than the regular universe 𝑈𝑖 . For each solution to Problem 1, there
must exist a corresponding solution in this setup4, so our problem can be restated with:
Definition 12. Given a predicate expression, a solution sequence is a valid sequence of predicate appli-

cation steps, after which the extended universe contains the set of all valuations which satisfy the predicate

expression.

Problem 2. Given a predicate expression, find the lowest cost solution sequence.

5.2.2 Length of Predicate-only Sequences

It turns out that the lowest cost sequence of predicate application-only steps must apply each unique
predicate exactly once. The proof for this is encapsulated in two theorems. First, Theorem 1 states each

4Note the extended universe is an abstract concept used only in our analysis and not actually realized in memory by any of
our algorithms.
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predicate must appear as part of a predicate application step at least once in the sequence to ensure
correctness. Next, Theorem 2 states that in the lowest cost solution sequence, each predicate appears
as part of a predicate application step exactly once.
Theorem 1. Given a predicate expression and a solution sequence S, for each predicate 𝑃 in the predicate

expression, there must be a step 𝑆 in S such that 𝑆 = (𝑃, 𝐷) for some valuation set 𝐷 .

Proof. We first introduce some notation. For any valuation 𝑣 , let 𝑣𝑖 refer to the 𝑖th value of 𝑣 (i.e., the
result of predicate of 𝑃𝑖 ). In addition, given valuation 𝑣 , let the valuation 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 be the same valuation as
𝑣 except the 𝑖th value is true. Similarly, 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 is the same valuation as 𝑣 except that the 𝑖th value is false.
Note that one of 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 must be equivalent to 𝑣 . Multiple values may be assigned as well; the
valuation 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇,𝑗=𝐹 is the same as 𝑣 except the 𝑖th value is true and the 𝑗th value is false.

Next, we introduce Lemmas 1 and 2. Lemma 1 states that for each predicate 𝑃𝑖 , there must exist some
valuation for which only the result of 𝑃𝑖 (i.e., the 𝑖th element of the valuation) can determine whether
the valuation satisfies the overall given predicate expression. In addition, Lemma 2 states that before
applying predicate 𝑃𝑖 , there is no way to split a set of valuations based on the 𝑖th value of a valuation.
Lemma 1. Let 𝑃𝑖 refer to the 𝑖th predicate of the given predicate expression. There exists a valuation 𝑣 such

that 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 satisfies the overall predicate expression, but 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 does not.

Lemma 2. Given a predicate expression with predicates {𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛}, some valuation 𝑣 ∈ {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 , and some

set of valuation sets D, if every valuation set 𝐷 ∈ D contains either both or neither 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 , then
every valuation set which can be derived from D without using 𝑃𝑖 as an operator must also contain either

both or neither 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 . In other words:

∀𝐷 ∈ D, (𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 ∈ 𝐷 ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∈ 𝐷) ∨ (𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∉ 𝐷 ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∉ 𝐷)
=⇒ ∀O ⊆ {∪,∩, \, 𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑖−1, 𝑃𝑖+1, ..., 𝑃𝑛},∀𝐷 ′ ∈ ΨO (D),

(𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 ∈ 𝐷 ′ ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∈ 𝐷 ′) ∨ (𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 ∉ 𝐷 ′ ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∉ 𝐷 ′)

Assume to the contrary, sequence [𝑆1, ..., 𝑆𝑚] does not contain any step with 𝑃𝑖 . Based on Lemma 1,
let 𝑣 be the valuation such that 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 satisfies the overall predicate expression and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 does not. For
[𝑆1, ..., 𝑆𝑚] to be a solution sequence, there must exist a valuation set in the final extended universe
𝑈 ′𝑚 which contains 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 but does not contain 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 . However, based on our definition of the extended
universe, 𝑈 ′𝑚 ⊆ Ψ{∩,∪,\,𝑃1,...,𝑃𝑖−1,𝑃𝑖+1,...,𝑃𝑛 } ({{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛}). Since the origin set only contains the set of all
valuations, and this obviously contains both 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 , the precondition of Lemma 2 is met. Thus,
every valuation set in the extended universe𝑈 ′𝑚 must contain either both 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 or neither 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇
nor 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 . This is a contradiction, so the sequence [𝑆1, ..., 𝑆𝑛]must contain predicate 𝑃𝑖 as an operator. □

Theorem 2. Given a predicate expression with 𝑛 unique predicates, the lowest cost solution sequence must

have exactly 𝑛 steps.

Proof. Assume to the contrary that the lowest cost solution sequence is 𝑛 + 𝑘 steps long for some 𝑘 ≥ 1
(note the sequence must be at least 𝑛 thanks to Theorem 1). By the pigeonhole principle, at least one
predicate must appear at least twice in the sequence. Let 𝑃 be the first predicate to do so, and let indices
𝑖 and 𝑗 , for some 𝑖 < 𝑗 , be the first two steps that 𝑃 appears in: 𝑆𝑖 = (𝑃, 𝐷𝑖 ) and 𝑆 𝑗 = (𝑃, 𝐷 𝑗 ). We show
that we can always construct a new, less costly sequence which does not include both 𝑆𝑖 and 𝑆 𝑗 as steps,
leading to a contradiction. There are two major cases:
𝐷𝑖 ∩ 𝐷 𝑗 ≠ ∅ : We can replace 𝑆 𝑗 with 𝑆 ′𝑗 = (𝑃, 𝐷 𝑗 \ 𝐷𝑖 ) and still construct every valuation set derived
from𝑈 𝑗−1 ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷 𝑗 )}, since we can derive 𝑃 (𝐷 𝑗 ) = 𝑃 (𝐷 𝑗 \𝐷𝑖 ) ∪ (𝐷 𝑗 ∩𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 )). Based on Property 2, 𝑆 ′𝑗 is
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cheaper than 𝑆 𝑗 , so replacing 𝑆 𝑗 with 𝑆 ′𝑗 gives us a less costly sequence while maintaining equivalence,
leading to a contradiction.
𝐷𝑖 ∩ 𝐷 𝑗 = ∅ : In this case, instead of applying 𝑃 separately, we can combine steps 𝑆𝑖 and 𝑆 𝑗 and replace
them with a single step 𝑆 ′ = (𝑃, 𝐷𝑖 ∪ 𝐷 𝑗 ). With step 𝑆 ′, we can directly calculate both 𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 ) = 𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 ∪
𝐷 𝑗 ) ∩ 𝐷𝑖 and 𝑃 (𝐷 𝑗 ) = 𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 ∪ 𝐷 𝑗 ) ∩ 𝐷 𝑗 . Property 3 states that performing a single 𝑆 ′ is less costly
than performing both 𝑆𝑖 and 𝑆 𝑗 , so by replacing 𝑆𝑖 with 𝑆 ′ and removing 𝑆 𝑗 , we have found a less costly
sequence while maintaining equivalence, leading to a contradiction5. □

5.3 BestD and Update

Theorem 2 states that for a predicate expression with 𝑛 predicates, the lowest cost solution sequence
has exactly 𝑛 steps, so a predicate evaluation system should be looking for sequences of the form
[(𝑃1, 𝐷1), ..., (𝑃𝑛, 𝐷𝑛)]. This search can be be split into two:

(1) Predicate ordering: Searching for the best ordering of predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛].

(2) Set management: Given an ordering of predicates, searching for the operands [𝐷1, ..., 𝐷𝑛] which
lead to the lowest overall cost, while still ensuring the final output set can be constructed.

Asmentioned, we can reuse pastwork for predicate ordering. For setmanagement, we presentBestD/Update.

5.3.1 Algorithms

To understand BestD and Update, we first provide some definitions. In the following definitions, the
expression node.𝑃 denotes the predicate associated with leaf node.
Definition 13. Given a predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], node
node of the associated predicate tree is complete on the 𝑖th step, if:

complete(node, 𝑖) =
{
node.𝑃 = 𝑃 𝑗 and 𝑗 < 𝑖 if leaf node∧

𝑐∈children(node) complete(𝑐, 𝑖) otherwise

Definition 14. Given a predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], node
node of the associated predicate tree is positively determinable on the 𝑖th step, if:

determ
+ (node, 𝑖) =


node.𝑃 = 𝑃 𝑗 and 𝑗 < 𝑖 if leaf node∧

𝑐∈children(node) determ
+ (𝑐, 𝑖) if AND node∨

𝑐∈children(node) determ
+ (𝑐, 𝑖) if OR node

Definition 15. Given a predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], node
node of the associated predicate tree is negatively determinable on the 𝑖th step, if:

determ
− (node, 𝑖) =


node.𝑃 = 𝑃 𝑗 and 𝑗 < 𝑖 if leaf node∨

𝑐∈children(node) determ
− (𝑐, 𝑖) if AND node∧

𝑐∈children(node) determ
− (𝑐, 𝑖) if OR node

5There is a caveat when𝐷𝑖 ∩𝐷 𝑗 = ∅ but𝐷 𝑗 is derived from𝑈𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 ) }. Calculating𝐷𝑖 ∪𝐷 𝑗 requires𝐷 𝑗 , which in turn requires 𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 )
which is not available before the 𝑖th step. Fortunately, we show that this situation cannot arise in Appendix C.
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If node is complete on step 𝑖 , then every predicate leaf node descendant of node has already been applied
by step 𝑖 , and the extended universe 𝑈 ′𝑖−1 contains the set of all valuations which satisfy the predicate
subexpression represented by node. Positively (negatively) determinable nodes, on the other hand, can
determine a subset of valuations which satisfy (do not satisfy) the predicate subexpression represented
by node.

Algorithm 2 BestD
Input: Predicate tree node node, algorithm state state, predicate 𝑃𝑖 , step index 𝑖
Output: Optimal operand 𝐷𝑖 to apply 𝑃𝑖 to
1: if node = Nil then
2: return {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛
3: else if isAndNode(node) then
4: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
5: for child ∈ children(node) do
6: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
7: 𝑋 ← 𝑋 ∩ state[child] .cmp
8: else if determ− (child, 𝑖) and ¬isAnc(child, 𝑃𝑖 ) then
9: 𝑋 ← 𝑋 \ state[child] .det-

10: return 𝑋

11: else
12: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
13: 𝑌 ← {}
14: for child ∈ children(node) do
15: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
16: 𝑌 ← 𝑌 ∪ state[child] .cmp
17: else if determ+ (child, 𝑖) and ¬isAnc(child, 𝑃𝑖 ) then
18: 𝑌 ← 𝑌 ∪ state[child] .det+

19: return 𝑋 \ 𝑌

BestD and Update are presented in Algorithm 2 and 3 (next page) respectively. We also provide
pseudocode of how to use these algorithms with some ordering algorithm OrderP in Algorithm 4 (next
page). As shown in Algorithm 4, BestD determines the optimal operands [𝐷1, ..., 𝐷𝑛], while Update
applies predicates to these operands and uses the state variable to keep track of valuation sets for
complete and positively/negatively determinable nodes. The valuation sets in state are used by BestD
to reduce the size of generated operands.

In Algorithm 4, leafNodes is a mapping from predicate 𝑃𝑖 to the leaf node containing that predicate.
Variable state is an object which has three attributes: cmp, det+, and det-. Each of these attributes is a
mapping from a predicate tree node to the valuation sets that can be determined by completion, positive
determinability, and negative determinability respectively. The “initState” function initializes each of
these attributes to the empty set for every node in the predicate tree. The expression ¬isAnc(node, 𝑃𝑖 )
is true if 𝑃𝑖 is not a descendant of node. Finally, the “parent” function returns Nil if called on the root
node.

BestD determines the optimal operand for a predicate 𝑃𝑖 by traversing the predicate tree in a bottom-
up manner. In the beginning, no nodes are complete nor determinable, so BestD has no choice but to
return the set of all possible valuations {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 . As state gets updated, the operand is trimmed accord-
ing to the completeness and determinability of sibling nodes. The intersection is taken for complete
AND children, and additional sets are added to the set subtraction for complete OR children. Addition-
ally, for AND (OR) children which are negatively (positively) determinable, the sets in det- (det+) are
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Algorithm 3 Update
Input: Predicate tree node node, algorithm state state, predicate 𝑃𝑖 , set of valuations 𝐷𝑖 , step index 𝑖
1: if node = Nil then
2: return

3: else if isLeafNode(node) then
4: state[node] .cmp← 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )
5: state[node] .det+ ← 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )
6: state[node] .det- ← 𝐷𝑖 \ 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )
7: else if isAndNode(node) then
8: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
9: if complete(node, 𝑖 + 1) then
10: state[node] .cmp← ⋂

child state[child] .cmp ∩ 𝑋
11: if determ+ (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
12: state[node] .det+ ← ⋂

child state[child] .det+ ∩ 𝑋
13: if determ− (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
14: state[node] .det- ← ⋃

child state[child] .det- ∩ 𝑋
15: else
16: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
17: if complete(node, 𝑖 + 1) then
18: state[node] .cmp← ⋃

child state[child] .cmp ∩ 𝑋
19: if determ+ (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
20: state[node] .det+ ← ⋃

child state[child] .det+ ∩ 𝑋
21: if determ− (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
22: state[node] .det- ← ⋂

child state[child] .det- ∩ 𝑋
23: Update(parent(node), state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝐷𝑖 , 𝑖)

Algorithm 4 GeneralEvalPred
Input: Predicate expression 𝑃∗

Output: The set of all valuations which satisfy 𝑃∗

1: [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] ← OrderP(𝑃∗)
2: root← makeTree(𝑃∗, [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛])
3: leafNodes← createMapping(root, [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛])
4: state← initState(root)
5: for 𝑖 ← 1, ..., 𝑛 do

6: 𝐷𝑖 ← BestD(parent(leafNodes[𝑃𝑖 ]), state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝑖)
7: Update(leafNodes[𝑃𝑖 ], state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝐷𝑖 , 𝑖)
8: return state[root].cmp

removed from the returned operand. Update applies predicate 𝑃𝑖 to the generated operand 𝐷𝑖 . Then, it
traverses up the ancestors of the applied predicate leaf node and updates the cmp, det+, and det- values
for complete, positively determinable, and negatively determinable nodes respectively.

5.3.2 Optimality

We now prove the optimality of BestD/Update.
Theorem 3. For a given predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let [𝐷1, ..., 𝐷𝑛]
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be the sequence of operands generated by BestD/Update. The sequence of steps [(𝑃1, 𝐷1), ..., (𝑃𝑛, 𝐷𝑛)] must

have the lowest cost of any solution sequence.

Proof. Assume to the contrary that there exists a better sequence of operands [𝐷 ′1, ..., 𝐷 ′𝑛]. This must
mean that there is at least one step 𝑖 for which 𝐶𝑃𝑖 (𝐷 ′𝑖 ) < 𝐶𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 ). Let 𝑖 be the index of the first such
step. To incur a cheaper cost, based on Property 2, 𝐷 ′𝑖 must be missing at least one valuation 𝑣 that
is present in 𝐷𝑖 . However, we show that if we apply 𝑃𝑖 to the operand 𝐷 ′𝑖 that is missing 𝑣 , we are
not able to generate the set of all valuations which satisfy the given predicate expression, leading to a
contradiction.

Let us consider valuation set 𝐷𝑖 from the extended universe 𝑈 ′𝑖−1 ⊆ Ψ{∩,∪,\,𝑃1,...,𝑃𝑖−1 } ({{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛}). In
this case, the set of all possible valuations {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 obviously contains all valuations (satisfying the pre-
condition), thus the derived valuation set 𝐷𝑖 ∈ 𝑈 ′𝑖−1 must also contain either both or neither 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and
𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 for any valuation 𝑣 according to Lemma 2. If valuation 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , then both 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 must be in
𝐷𝑖 . Furthermore, since 𝑃𝑖+1 is also not included as an operator in the construction of𝑈 ′𝑖−1 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 ,
{𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇,(𝑖+1)=𝑇 , 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇,(𝑖+1)=𝐹 , 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹,(𝑖+1)=𝑇 , 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹,(𝑖+1)=𝐹 } must be a subset of 𝐷𝑖 by Lemma 2. This same logic
can be applied recursively for all indices in 𝑖, ..., 𝑛 and in converse for when 𝑣 ∉ 𝐷𝑖 .
Definition 16. The ith valuation group of a valuation 𝑣 is the set of all valuations for which the first

𝑖 − 1 values of the valuation are equal to the first 𝑖 − 1 values of 𝑣 . In other words, if Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) represents the
𝑖th valuation group of 𝑣 :

Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) = {𝑢 ∈ {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 |
∧𝑖−1

𝑗=1
𝑣 𝑗 = 𝑢 𝑗 }

Corollary 1. Given a predicate expression, some ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], and some valuation

𝑣 ∈ {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 , any set derived from {{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛} without using {𝑃𝑖 , ..., 𝑃𝑛} as operators must either be a superset

of the 𝑖th valuation group of 𝑣 or be disjoint from it:

∀𝑣 ∈{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛,∀𝐷 ∈ Ψ{∩,∪,\,𝑃1,...,𝑃𝑖−1 } ({{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛}),
(Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) ⊆ 𝐷) ∨ (Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) ∩ 𝐷 = ∅)

In a similar vein, we present the following lemma which remarks that since each predicate is neces-
sary for the final result, there exists at least one pair of valuations which must be distinguished by the
𝑖th value of valuation 𝑣 using the 𝑖th predicate 𝑃𝑖 :
Lemma 3. Given a predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set

𝐷𝑖 be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD/Update. For all valuations 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , there exists a valuation

𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) such that only one of 𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 satisfies the given predicate expression.

As we initially stated, if the step (𝑃𝑖 , 𝐷 ′𝑖 ) is cheaper than operand (𝑃𝑖 , 𝐷𝑖 ), then 𝐷𝑖 must contain
some valuation 𝑣 that is not in 𝐷 ′𝑖 . Since 𝐷𝑖 and 𝐷 ′𝑖 must both come from the extended universe 𝑈 ′𝑖−1,
Corollary 1 applies. Valuation 𝑣 ’s 𝑖th valuation groupmust be a subset of𝐷𝑖 , and at the same time, cannot
have any elements in common with𝐷 ′𝑖 : (Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) ⊆ 𝐷𝑖 )∧ (Γ(𝑣, 𝑖)∩𝐷 ′𝑖 = ∅). By Lemma 3, there must exist
at least one valuation 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) such that only one of 𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 satisfies the predicate expression.
However, since Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) is mutually exclusive with 𝐷 ′𝑖 , any derived valuation set from 𝑈 ′𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑃𝑖 (𝐷 ′𝑖 )}
without 𝑃𝑖 as an operator must contain either both or neither 𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 according to Lemma 2.
Since each predicate can be applied once at most, we have no more opportunities to apply 𝑃𝑖 , and every
valuation set in the final extended universe will contain either both or neither𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 and𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 . However,
this is a contradiction since the set of all valuations which satisfy the given predicate expression must
come from the final extended universe and contains only one of 𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 . Thus, the sequence
[𝐷1, ..., 𝐷𝑛] generated by BestD/Update is optimal. □
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5.4 Predicate Ordering

Wenow turn our attention to the ordering of predicates. We first discuss the reduction fromBestD/Update
to EvalPred, then we explain why Hanani is not optimal for predicate expressions of nested depth 3
or greater.

5.4.1 Reduction from BestD/Update to EvalPred

As mentioned, there already exist works which focus on predicate ordering [13] [19], and we can use
any of these works as OrderP in Algorithm 4. However, in the special case that OrderP = Hanani,
BestD/Update can be reduced to EvalPred. This is because the ordering returned by Hanani is guar-
anteed to traverse the predicate tree in a DFS manner. A DFS ordering ensures that a node is complete
before moving on to its siblings, so no incomplete, positively/negatively determinable children ever ex-
ist. Thus, for DFS orderings, all logic regarding determinability can be removed from BestD/Update,
and from this point on, the reduction is straightforward (see Appendix D for details).

5.4.2 Depth-3+ Predicate Expressions

Hanani always returns a DFS ordering. For predicate expressions of depth 2 or less, this is not a problem
since the optimal ordering is guaranteed to be in DFS as well due to the following lemma:
Theorem 4. Given a predicate expression of depth 2 or less and an ordering of its predicates P = [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛],
let [𝐷1, ..., 𝐷𝑛] be the sequence of operands generated byBestD/Update. If the sequence of steps [(𝑃1, 𝐷1), ...,
(𝑃𝑛, 𝐷𝑛)] has the lowest cost of any solution sequence, P must be in DFS ordering.

Proof. Assume to the contrary that there exists a non-DFS predicate ordering P′ which instead leads to
the lowest cost solution sequence. Since P′ has a non-DFS ordering, there must be a node 𝑞 and step
index 𝑖 , such that:

1. 𝑞 is not complete on the 𝑖th step

2. 𝑞 has some descendant predicate 𝑃 𝑗 such that 𝑗 < 𝑖

3. Predicate 𝑃𝑖 is not a descendant of 𝑞

In other words, one of 𝑞’s predicate descendant (i.e., 𝑃 𝑗 ) comes before 𝑃𝑖 , but before completing 𝑞, 𝑃𝑖 is
applied. Let 𝑖 be the last step index for which the above conditions hold for any node𝑞. We argue that we
can find a predicate ordering which leads to a lower cost solution sequence by taking all of 𝑞’s predicate
descendants and placing them after 𝑃𝑖 in the same relative ordering, thus causing a contradiction.

To make this argument, we first introduce Lemma 4 (shown below), which states that, for predi-
cate expressions of depth 2 or less, all negatively determinable children of AND nodes must also be
complete, and all positively determinable children of OR nodes must also be complete. In other words,
an incomplete node can be neither a negatively determinable child of an AND node nor a positively
determinable child of an OR node. Based on Algorithms 2 and 3, this means that predicate descendants
of 𝑞 cannot affect the operands generated by BestD/Update for any non-descendant predicate until 𝑞’s
completion. Thus, regardless of whether 𝑞’s predicate descendants are all moved to be after 𝑃𝑖 or not,
the non-descendant predicates in [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑖 ] will generate the same BestD/Update operands and have
the same cost. On the other hand, since 𝑞 is the last node for which the above conditions hold, 𝑃𝑖 must
complete a sibling of 𝑞; let us refer to this newly completed sibling as 𝑞′ (if 𝑃𝑖 does not complete 𝑞′, then
there exists a later step index 𝑘 > 𝑖 for which the above conditions hold for 𝑞′). As a completed node, 𝑞′
must have a non-empty cmp value, and this cmp value must help reduce the BestD/Update-generated
operands of all predicates which come after 𝑃𝑖 . Thus, moving the predicate descendants of 𝑞 to after 𝑃𝑖
reduces their respective operands and lowers the costs of the steps containing these predicates. Note
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that moving the predicate descendants to after 𝑃𝑖 does not change the cmp value of 𝑞 upon completion,
so the cost of any predicates after 𝑞’s completion remains the same as well. As such, taking the predicate
descendants of 𝑞 and placing them after 𝑃𝑖 (in the same relative ordering) leads to a lower cost ordering,
and a contradiction is reached. □

Lemma 4. Given any ordering of predicates for a predicate expression of depth 2 or less, if node node of

the associated predicate tree is the child of an AND node and negatively determinable, then node must be

complete. Similarly, if node is the child of an OR node and positively determinable, then node must be

complete.

However, for predicate expressions of depth 3 or greater, Theorem 4 no longer holds, and a non-DFS
predicate ordering may lead to a lower cost solution sequence. To take an example, let us once again
consider the predicate expression from Query 1, and for this example let us use a simplified version of
Cost Model 1, in which we ignore the constant overhead 𝜅 and the costs of set operations:
Example 1. Consider the predicate expression be ((𝑃1 ∧ 𝑃2) ∨ 𝑃3) ∧ 𝑃4. Let the selectivities of 𝑃1, 𝑃2, 𝑃3,
and 𝑃4 be 𝛾1 = 0.469, 𝛾2 = 0.984, 𝛾3 = 0.313, and 𝛾4 = 0.820 respectively. Let the constant cost factors of all
predicates be 1: 𝐹1 = 𝐹2 = 𝐹3 = 𝐹4 = 1.

For this example, Hanani returns the ordering [𝑃1, 𝑃2, 𝑃3, 𝑃4]. When combined with the operands
from BestD/Update, the cost of the resulting sequence of steps can be calculated with the following
(assuming the total number of tuples is |𝑅 |):

1. 𝑃1 is applied to all tuples, so it has a cost of |𝑅 |.

2. 𝑃2 is applied to all tuples for which 𝑃1 is true, so the cost is 𝛾1 |𝑅 | = 0.469|𝑅 |.

3. 𝑃3 is then applied to all tuples for which either 𝑃1 or 𝑃2 is not satisfied. Using the independence
assumption, 𝛾1∧2 = 𝛾1𝛾2 = 0.461. Thus, the cost is (1 − 0.461) |𝑅 | = 0.539|𝑅 |.

4. Finally, 𝑃1 is applied to all tuples for which 𝑃𝐵 ∨ (𝑃𝐶 ∧ 𝑃𝐷 ) is satisfied. Using the independence
assumption: 𝛾𝐵∨(𝐶∧𝐷 ) = 𝛾𝐵 + 𝛾𝐶∧𝐷 − 𝛾𝐵𝛾𝐶∧𝐷 = 0.630, so the cost is 0.630|𝑅 |.

Thus, this sequence has a total cost of |𝑅 | + 0.469|𝑅 | + 0.539|𝑅 | + 0.630|𝑅 | = 2.638|𝑅 |.
Let us now consider the non-DFS ordering [𝑃3, 𝑃1, 𝑃4, 𝑃2]:

1. 𝑃3 is applied to all tuples, so it has a cost of |𝑅 |.

2. 𝑃1 is applied to all tuples for which 𝑃3 is false, for a cost of (1 − 𝛾3) |𝑅 | = 0.687|𝑅 |.

3. 𝑃4 is applied to all tuples for which either 𝑃1 or 𝑃3 is true: 𝛾1∨3 = 𝛾1 +𝛾3 −𝛾1𝛾3 = 0.635, so the cost
is 0.635|𝑅 |.

4. Finally, 𝑃2 is applied to all tuples for which 𝑃4 ∧ ¬𝑃3 ∧ 𝑃1 is true: 𝛾4∧¬3∧1 = 𝛾4 (1 − 𝛾3)𝛾1 = 0.264,
so the cost is 0.264|𝑅 |.

This leads to a total cost of 2.586|𝑅 |, confirming the suboptimality of Hanani for depth-3 predicate
expressions. Even though 𝑃1’s parent was not complete during the third step, it was negatively de-
terminable, and this determinability helped reduce the input set of tuples for 𝑃4’s application in step
3. Thus, for predicate expressions of depth 3 or greater, determinability prevents us from dividing the
problem into well-contained subproblems, so a DFS ordering is no longer always optimal.

As such, rather than using EvalPred for these predicate expressions, it may be beneficial to use a
combination of BestD/Update and another ordering algorithm instead. For example, we could com-
bine BestD/Update with an ordering algorithm based on Boolean Difference Calculus (BDC) [19] as
mentioned in Section 2. Another example might be to use the following greedy, one-step lookahead
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algorithm OneLookaheadP. OneLookaheadP generates the predicate ordering one step at a time, and
for each step, it selects the predicate which it estimates will lead to the lowest cost evaluation of the
remaining predicates (the estimate for each predicate 𝑃 is the cost of applying 𝑃 plus the cost of eval-
uating the remaining predicates other than 𝑃 using EvalPred). Although neither of these algorithms
can guarantee optimality, asHanani did for predicate expressions of 2 or less, they serve as alternatives
which can sometimes generate better plans for predicate expressions of depth 3 or greater. In fact, our
experiments showed that although Hanani outperformed OneLookaheadP for most cases, for 6% of
the queries, OneLookaheadP led to better plans than Hanani.

6 Evaluation

Algorithms. Weevaluated a total of five algorithms in our experiments: EvalPred,NoOrOpt ,Tdacb [18],
GreedyD3, and BDC.

1. EvalPred (BestD/Update + Hanani). Our recommended algorithm, with 𝑂 (𝑛 log2 𝑛) planning
time, and optimal for all predicate expressions of 2 or less.

2. NoOrOpt. The baseline algorithm with no optimizations for disjunctions; essentially the same
as EvalPred, except the outputs of disjunctive clauses do not help reduce the inputs of other
disjunctive clauses. Note this is the actual strategy employed by many real-world systems for
disjunctions.

3. Tdacb. Our main competitor and the current state-of-the-art algorithm for generating optimal
predicate evaluation plans. It can generate optimal plans for predicate expressions of any depth,
but its planning time complexity is exponential.

4. GreedyD3 (BestD/Update + OneLookaheadP). The combination of BestD/Update and the
greedy, one-step lookahead algorithm OneLookaheadP described at the end of Section 5.4.2.
Used as a comparison point for depth-3+ predicate expressions.

5. BDC (BestD/Update + BDC). Combination of BestD/Update and BDC [19], described in Sec-
tion 2. Used as a comparison point for depth-3+ predicate expressions.

Workload and Metric. We evaluated our algorithms on both a synthetic workload using the Forest
dataset [1] and on Q19 (which has disjunctions) from TPC-H [2] and the CH-benchmark [9] with the
following metrics:

(1) Runtime: The total time it takes to generate and execute a predicate evaluation plan.

(2) Number of Evaluations: The sum total number of times a query’s predicates are evaluated (each
evaluation of a predicate on a tuple counts as 1). This provides an implementation-agnostic mea-
sure of our algorithms.

Note that for the synthetic workload, with the exception of Tdacb, the plan times for all other algorithms
accounted for only 0.01% of the total runtime, so we do not report the plan times separately there. For
TPC-H and the CH-benchmark, we present the plan times and execution times separately.
System. All experiments were performed on our column-oriented execution engine Cham6, which im-
plements all five aforementioned algorithms. Cham is coded in ∼6500 lines of Rust, stores data on disk,
and internally represents sets of tuples with Roaring bitmaps [5]. The hardware for our experiments
was a server with 64 Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU E7-4830 @ 2.13GHz processors, 256GB of memory, and a
RAID5 configuration of 7200rpm HDDs.

6A chameleon’s eyes can move in complete “disjunction” with one another [24]!
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Key Takeaways: In general, EvalPred performed the best out of any algorithm. For the synthetic
workload, EvalPred had average speedups of up to 2.6× over NoOrOpt, 1.4× over GreedyD3,
and 1.8× over BDC for the top 10% of queries. As for Tdacb, while executions times were consis-
tently low, due to its exponential planning time, its total runtimes ended up being several orders of
magnitude greater than even NoOrOpt for the more complex expressions. For depth-2 predicate
expressions, EvalPred had the same number of evaluations as Tdacb, verifying that it is optimal
for the depth-2 case. For depth-3 predicate expressions, EvalPred still came quite close to the op-
timal number of evaluations, with 92% of queries within 5% of the minimum possible. For TPC-H
and the CH-benchmark, EvalPred once again had the fastest runtimes. In comparison, Tdacb’s
substantial planning times for TPC-H made its total runtime 100× slower than EvalPred’s for this
benchmark. For the CH-benchmark, the number of unique predicates in the predicate expression
was fewer, so Tdacb had similar total runtimes to EvalPred.

The remainder of this section presents the results of the synthetic workload first, with Section 6.1
describing the details of the workload, Section 6.2 presenting the results for depth-2 predicate expres-
sions, and Section 6.3 presenting the results for depth-3+ predicate expressions. The results for TPC-H
and the CH-benchmark are presented later in Section 6.4.

6.1 Synthetic Workload

Dataset. We used the Forest dataset [1] that was used in the majority of the experiments evaluating
Tdacb [18]. The dataset has 10 quantitative attributes and 2 qualitative attributes. However, because
we wanted to evaluate our algorithms on more than just 12 independent predicates, we duplicated
the original dataset 40 times, shuffled the tuples of each duplicate dataset, and added the attributes of
the shuffled datasets as additional attributes of the original dataset, giving us a total of 480 attributes.
Furthermore, the original dataset only contained 581K tuples, so we repeated the tuples 100 times for a
total of 58M tuples. Altogether, the size of the generated dataset was 208GB.
Queries. To mirror the evaluation of Tdacb [18], we used selection queries with randomly generated
predicate expressions ranging up to 16 predicates. However, Kastrati and Moerkotte’s evaluation of
Tdacb included logically related predicates, and Tdacb leveraged Boolean implication (e.g., 𝑃1 implies
¬𝑃2) to significantly increase its runtime performance. Since we wanted to directly measure the impact
of the number of predicates on our algorithms, we chose to make every predicate independent of each
other. Furthermore, Tdacb was only evaluated on CNF and DNF queries, meaning their predicate ex-
pressions had a maximum depth of 2. In contrast, our predicate expressions were generated according
to the following criteria. The root of the predicate tree was randomly chosen to either be an AND or
an OR. Each predicate expression had a predetermined max depth of 2, 3, or 4. Each non-leaf node had
a randomly chosen number of children between 2 and 5, and each child had some chance to be a leaf
node, ensuring that we did not only test on balanced trees. For each of the quantitative attributes, we
generated a simple 𝑥 < 𝑐 comparison predicate where 𝑐 could one of 9 different constants, resulting in
selectivities of [0.1, 0.2, ..., 0.9]. For the two qualitative attributes, we had equality predicates of the form
𝑥 = 𝑐 where 𝑐 is one of the possible values of that attribute (one had 4 possible values and the other had
7). For experiments with variable-cost predicates, sleep times of 1-10ns were added per evaluation of a
tuple to emulate variable cost.
Experiments. We conducted a total of 6 sets of experiments. Each set of experiments had either a
uniform or varying cost for all its predicates and a fixed depth for its predicate expressions. 500 queries
with randomly generated predicate expressions were used for each experiment.
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Figure 2: Runtimes and number of evaluations for depth-2 predicate expressions with uniform-cost
predicates.
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Figure 3: Runtimes and CDFs of speedups for depth-3 predicate expressions with varying-cost predi-
cates.

6.2 Depth-2 Predicate Expressions

Figure 2 shows the results of our experiments for depth-2 predicate expressions with uniform predicate
cost. We plot the average runtimes of EvalPred,NoOrOpt, and Tdacbwhen grouped by the number of
predicates in Figure 2(a). The same data is shown zoomed-in in Figure 2(b). Finally, we plot the average
total number of evaluations incurred by each algorithm when grouped by the number of predicates in
Figure 2(c). As can be seen, Tdacb quickly becomes unviable for higher numbers of predicates due to its
exponential planning time, incurring total runtimes orders of magnitude greater than even NoOrOpt.
Even for smaller numbers of predicates, EvalPred outperformed Tdacbwith average speedups of 1.12×
and 1.28× for 8 and 10 predicates respectively. Since Figure 2(c) shows that number of evaluations per-
formed by EvalPred and Tdacb are the same, this disparity must come from the difference in planning
time. With respect to NoOrOpt, EvalPred enjoyed a consistent 1.41× average speedup in runtime and
a total average of 1.88× speedup in number of evaluations. For the top 10% of queries, EvalPred had
an average speedup of 2.12× in runtime and 4.04× in number of evaluations over NoOrOpt.

The same patterns arose for depth-2 predicate expressions with varying-cost predicates. Tdacb
exhibited the same exponential behavior, but EvalPred outperformed Tdacb for even smaller numbers
of predicates with the same average speedups of 1.12× and 1.28× for 8 and 10 predicates respectively.
EvalPred also consistently outperformed NoOrOpt with a total average speedup of 1.43× in runtime
and a total average speedup of 1.86× in number of evaluations.
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6.3 Depth-3+ Predicate Expressions

Figure 3 (next page) shows the results of our experiments for depth-3 predicate expressionswith varying-
cost predicates. We plot the average runtimes of EvalPred, NoOrOpt, GreedyD3, BDC, and Tdacb
when grouped by the number of predicates in Figure 3(a). As Figure 3(a) shows, despite not being
optimal, EvalPred still achieved the best runtime performance out of any algorithm, with total aver-
age speedups of 1.43× over NoOrOpt, 1.13× over GreedyD3, and 1.29× over BDC. For the top 10% of
queries, EvalPred had average speedups of 2.60× over NoOrOpt, 1.36× over GreedyD3, and 1.84×
over BDC. Tdacb exhibited the same exponential behavior as before and had runtimes orders of magni-
tude greater than NoOrOpt for 14-16 predicates. Even for 8 and 10 predicates, EvalPred outperformed
Tdacb with average speedups of 1.10× and 1.21× respectively.

Though Tdacb’s runtimes may be high, the plans that it generates are still optimal. As such, the
number of evaluations incurred by Tdacb can be seen as the minimum possible for any given query
and serve as a reference for how close EvalPred comes to optimal for depth-3+ predicate expressions.
Figure 3(b) shows the CDF of speedups in number of evaluations of various algorithms over Tdacb.
It is apparent that EvalPred comes quite close to achieving optimal performance even for depth-3
predicate expressions, with 92% of queries invoking within 5% of the minimum number of evaluations
possible. In comparison, the other algorithms fare much worse. To serve as another comparison point,
Figure 3(c) shows the CDF of speedups in runtime of EvalPred over GreedyD3. GreedyD3 is able to
generate orderings which are not DFS traversals, and this makes a difference for 6% of queries, in which
GreedyD3 had faster runtimes than EvalPred. However, for the vast majority of queries, EvalPred
still performed at least as well as, if not better than, GreedyD3. BDC also had similar results with only
4% of queries performing better than EvalPred.

Depth-3, uniform-cost predicate expressions and depth-4 predicate expressions exhibited very sim-
ilar patterns to the depth-3, varying-cost case. With less than a 2% difference in total average speedups,
the plotted figures were almost identical, so we do not show them separately here.

6.4 TPC-H and CH-benchmark

In addition to our synthetic workload, we looked at the queries from TPC-H and the CH-benchmark
and found that Q19 from each benchmark has disjunctions. TPC-H’s joined table has 6M tuples and its
predicate expression is in DNF with 18 total predicates, but only 14 unique predicates. CH-benchmark’s
joined table has 15M tuples and its predicate expression is also in DNF with 15 total predicates, but only
9 unique predicates. The results for TPC-H and CH-benchmark are shown in Tables 4 and 5 respectively.
The tables show the average runtimes of executing each query 5 times for each algorithm. For TPC-H,
although EvalPred and Tdacb had similar execution times, Tdacb’s planning time took an enormous
416 seconds, so EvalPred had a 100× speedup over Tdacb in total runtime. In comparison, NoOrOpt
exhibited similar runtimes to EvalPred for this query. For the CH-benchmark, there were only 9 unique
predicates. Thus,Tdacb’s planning time was significantly reduced, and it had comparable total runtimes
to EvalPred. NoOrOpt, on the other hand, was slower for this query, and EvalPred had a 1.3× speedup

Algorithm Plan Time (s) Exec Time (s) # of Evaluations
EvalPred 0 4.20 10.8M
NoOrOpt 0 4.28 10.9M
Tdacb 416 4.21 10.8M

GreedyD3 0 4.25 10.9M
BDC 0.09 5.64 61.1M

Table 4: TPC-H results for Query 19.
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Algorithm Plan Time (ms) Exec Time (s) # of Evaluations
EvalPred 0 12.6 77.3M
NoOrOpt 0 16.1 102M
Tdacb 12 12.6 77.3M

GreedyD3 0 13.5 89.2M
BDC 0 16.6 118M

Table 5: CH-benchmark results for Query 19.

over it in runtime.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we formally analyze the problem of predicate evaluation for column-oriented engines and
present EvalPred as our recommended algorithm. Our analysis and evaluation shows that EvalPred
is optimal for all predicate expressions of depth 2 or less and still quite close to optimal for depth-3+
predicate expressions. Thus, we hope that many systems can take advantage of our work and implement
these optimizations to improve the performance of predicate evaluation.
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A Hanani

For the reader’s convenience, we provide a modern, updated version of Hanani in Algorithm 5 (next
page). As mentioned, this returns the optimal ordering of predicates for any Boolean predicate ex-
pression of depth 2 or less. The majority of the work is done by OrderNode, which returns the best
ordering of all descendent predicates for a given node. If node is a leaf node, node.𝑃 is used to refer to
the predicate that node points to. 𝛾𝑃 is the selectivity of 𝑃 (i.e., the fraction of tuples which satisfy 𝑃 ),
and 𝐹𝑃 is the constant cost factor discussed in Cost Model 1. Since a leaf node only has one descendent
predicate, it is the only predicate in the returned sequence. If node is an AND/OR node, OrderNode
is called on each of its children, and the returned suborderings are sorted in increasing/decreasing
selectivity respectively. Once suborderings has been sorted, OrderNodeHelper calculates the total
selectivity and cost for node (using the independence assumption), flattens suborderings, and returns
the combination of these values to the parent.
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Algorithm 5 Hanani
Input: Predicate expression 𝑃∗

Output: Ordered sequence of predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛]
1: root← makeUnorderedTree(𝑃∗)
2: (𝛾, cost, P) ← OrderNode(root)
3: return P

4: function OrderNode(node)
5: if isLeafNode(node) then
6: 𝑃 ← node.𝑃
7: return (𝛾𝑃 , 𝐹𝑃 , [𝑃])
8:
9: suborderings← []
10: for 𝑐 ∈ children(node) do
11: (𝛾, cost, P) ← OrderNode(𝑐)
12: suborderings← suborderings + [(𝛾, cost, P)]
13: if isAndNode(node) then
14: suborderings← increasingSort(suborderings,GetAndWeight)
15: else

16: suborderings← increasingSort(suborderings,GetOrWeight)
17: return OrderNodeHelper(suborderings, node)

18: function OrderNodeHelper(suborderings, node)
19: totalCost← 0
20: 𝛾total ← 1
21: Pall ← []
22: for 𝑖 ← 1, ..., |suborderings| do
23: (𝛾, cost, P) ← suborderings[𝑖]
24: if isAndNode(node) then
25: totalCost← totalCost + 𝛾total · cost
26: 𝛾total ← 𝛾total · 𝛾
27: else

28: totalCost← totalCost + (1 − 𝛾total) · cost
29: 𝛾total ← 𝛾 + 𝛾total · (1 − 𝛾)
30: Pall ← Pall + P
31: return (𝛾total, totalCost, Pall)

32: function GetAndWeight(𝛾, cost, P)
33: return cost/(1 − 𝛾)

34: function GetOrWeight(𝛾, cost, P)
35: return cost/𝛾
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Algorithm 1 EvalPred
Input: Predicate expression 𝑃∗, set of all tuples 𝑅
Output: The set of all tuples which satisfy 𝑃∗

1: [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] ← Hanani(𝑃∗)
2: root← makeTree(𝑃∗, [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛])
3: return EvalNode(root, 𝑅)

4: function EvalNode(node, 𝐷)
5: if isLeafNode(node) then
6: return node.applyPred(𝐷)
7: else if isAndNode(node) then
8: for child in children(node) do
9: if 𝐷 = ∅ then

10: return 𝐷

11: 𝐷 ← EvalNode(child, 𝐷)
12: return 𝐷

13: else

14: done← ∅
15: for child in children(node) do
16: todo← 𝐷 \ done
17: if todo = ∅ then

18: return done
19: done← done ∪ EvalNode(child, todo)
20: return done

B Correctness Proofs

B.1 EvalPred

In this section, we prove the correctness of EvalPred. For the reader’s convenience, we restate Algo-
rithm 1 above. We first introduce Theorem 5, shown below. Theorem 5 states that, for any predicate
tree node node and set of tuples 𝐷 , EvalNode(node, 𝐷) returns the subset of tuples in 𝐷 which sat-
isfy the predicate subexpression represented by node. Thus, if 𝑅 represents the set of all tuples (in the
table), EvalNode(root, 𝑅) in Line 3 must return the set of all tuples which satisfy the given predicate
expression.
Theorem 5. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates, let node be any node in the

associated predicate tree, and let refnode be the set of all tuples which satisfy the predicate subexpression

represented by node. For any set of tuples 𝐷 , EvalNode(node, 𝐷) returns the subset of 𝐷 which satisfies

the predicate subexpression represented by node, or:

EvalNode(node, 𝐷) = refnode ∩ 𝐷

Proof. Our proof is by strong induction on the height of the tree referred to by node. In the base case
(height 1), node refers to a leaf node. Thus, node must be a predicate application node. By definition,
node.applyPred(node, 𝐷) returns the subset of tuples in 𝐷 which satisfy node’s predicate, taking care
of the base case:

node.applyPred(node, 𝐷) = refnode ∩ 𝐷
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As the inductive hypothesis, we assume Theorem 5 applies to all predicate trees with height 𝑘 or
less. If node has a height of 𝑘 + 1, node must be either an AND or an OR node. For the purpose of this
proof, let us first ignore the early returns featured in Lines 9-10 and Lines 17-18. We examine the AND
and OR cases separately.

If node is an AND node, the inductive hypothesis must hold for each child of node since they must
all be trees of height 𝑘 or less. Let 𝐷 (𝑖 ) be the updated value of 𝐷 in Line 11 after the EvalNode call to
the 𝑖th child of node (denoted child𝑖 ). We can express 𝐷 (𝑖 ) with the recurrence relationship:

𝐷 (𝑖 ) = refchild𝑖 ∩ 𝐷 (𝑖−1)

If we assume 𝐷 (0) is the original value of 𝐷 passed in as the argument to EvalNode and node has 𝑡
children, the return value of Line 12 will be:

𝐷 (0) ∩ refchild1 ∩ refchild2 ∩ . . . ∩ refchild𝑡

The set of tuples which satisfy an AND node is the intersection of its children’s satisfying sets, thus the
above can be written as:

𝐷 (0) ∩ refnode
If node is an OR node, the inductive hypothesis must again hold for each child of node. Let done(𝑖 )

be the updated value of done in Line 19 after the EvalNode call to the 𝑖th child of node (denoted child𝑖 ).
We can express done(𝑖 ) with the recurrence relationship:

done(𝑖 ) = done(𝑖−1) ∪
(
refchild𝑖 ∩

(
𝐷 \ done(𝑖−1)

))
For any sets𝐴, 𝐵, and𝐶: 𝐴∪ (𝐵∩ (𝐶 \𝐴)) = 𝐴∪ (𝐵∩𝐶) (Appendix F). Thus, the recurrence relationship
can be rewritten as:

done(𝑖 ) = done(𝑖−1) ∪ (refchild𝑖 ∩ 𝐷)
Assuming once again node has 𝑡 children, Line 20’s return value is:

(refchild1 ∩ 𝐷) ∪ (refchild2 ∩ 𝐷) ∪ . . . ∪ (refchild𝑡 ∩ 𝐷)

Using the distributive property, we can clean this up as:

𝐷 ∩ (refchild1 ∪ refchild2 ∪ . . . ∪ refchild𝑡 )

The set of tuples which satisfy an OR node is the union of its children’s satisfying sets, thus the above
can be simplified to:

𝐷 ∩ refnode
□

B.2 BestD and Update

Next, we prove the correctness of BestD and Update. For the reader’s convenience, we restate Al-
gorithms 2 (BestD) and 3 (Update). In addition, before diving into the proofs, we first provide some
definitions, notation, and basic properties that will be used throughout these proofs.
Definition 17. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let node be any

node in the associated predicate tree. The rank of node on the 𝑖th step (denoted 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) is the largest
index 𝑗 such that 𝑗 < 𝑖 and 𝑃 𝑗 is a predicate leaf node descendant of node. If no such 𝑗 exists, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) = 0.
The final rank of node (denoted 𝑟 ∗ (node)) is the largest index 𝑗 such that 𝑃 𝑗 is a predicate leaf node

descendant of node.
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Algorithm 2 BestD
Input: Predicate tree node node, algorithm state state, predicate 𝑃𝑖 , step index 𝑖
Output: Optimal operand 𝐷𝑖 to apply 𝑃𝑖 to
1: if node = Nil then
2: return {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛
3: else if isAndNode(node) then
4: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
5: for child ∈ children(node) do
6: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
7: 𝑋 ← 𝑋 ∩ state[child] .cmp
8: else if determ− (child, 𝑖) and ¬isAnc(child, 𝑃𝑖 ) then
9: 𝑋 ← 𝑋 \ state[child] .det-

10: return 𝑋

11: else
12: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
13: 𝑌 ← {}
14: for child ∈ children(node) do
15: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
16: 𝑌 ← 𝑌 ∪ state[child] .cmp
17: else if determ+ (child, 𝑖) and ¬isAnc(child, 𝑃𝑖 ) then
18: 𝑌 ← 𝑌 ∪ state[child] .det+

19: return 𝑋 \ 𝑌

Put another way, the rank of node on the 𝑖th step is the latest step index onwhich a predicate descendant
of node is applied. More explicitly, if node has predicate 𝑃 𝑗 as a descendant and 𝑗 < 𝑖 , and node has
no other predicate descendants 𝑃𝑘 such that 𝑗 < 𝑘 < 𝑖 , then 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) = 𝑗 . If node is a leaf node, it
considers itself as a descendant, so if node refers to predicate 𝑃 𝑗 , 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) = 𝑗 if 𝑗 < 𝑖 and 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) = 0
otherwise. The final rank of node is the largest index among its predicate descendants and can be seen
as the last step before node becomes complete. Note that 𝑟 ∗ (node) = 𝑟 (node, 𝑛 + 1), since all predicates
must be complete after 𝑛 steps.

To reason about the state variable whose value continuously changes throughout multiple steps
in BestD/Update, we denote state𝑖 to be the value of state at the beginning of the 𝑖th step (be-
fore any updates). We also need a way to refer to node’s complete, positively determinable, and neg-
atively determinable children on the 𝑖th step. For this, we introduce the functions: children◦ (node, 𝑖),
children+ (node, 𝑖), and children− (node, 𝑖) which return node’s complete, (incomplete) positively deter-
minable, and (incomplete) negatively determinable children on the 𝑖th step respectively. We also use the
convention of 𝑐◦, 𝑐+, and 𝑐− to refer to a complete, positively determinable, and negatively determinable
child respectively. Throughout the section we may refer to leaf nodes which contains predicates as the
predicates themselves. For example, if node is a leaf node which contains predicate 𝑃𝑖 , the expression
“𝑃𝑖 ’s parent” may be used to refer to node’s parent. As another example, if we talk about all predicate
descendants of a node, we are referring to the predicates of the leaf node descendants of that node.
Finally, in calls to BestD, we omit the state argument since it refers to the same object every time.

Next, we present some properties which we use throughout the proofs.
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Algorithm 3 Update
Input: Predicate tree node node, algorithm state state, predicate 𝑃𝑖 , set of valuations 𝐷𝑖 , step index 𝑖
1: if node = Nil then
2: return

3: else if isLeafNode(node) then
4: state[node] .cmp← 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )
5: state[node] .det+ ← 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )
6: state[node] .det- ← 𝐷𝑖 \ 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )
7: else if isAndNode(node) then
8: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
9: if complete(node, 𝑖 + 1) then
10: state[node] .cmp← ⋂

child state[child] .cmp ∩ 𝑋
11: if determ+ (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
12: state[node] .det+ ← ⋂

child state[child] .det+ ∩ 𝑋
13: if determ− (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
14: state[node] .det- ← ⋃

child state[child] .det- ∩ 𝑋
15: else
16: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
17: if complete(node, 𝑖 + 1) then
18: state[node] .cmp← ⋃

child state[child] .cmp ∩ 𝑋
19: if determ+ (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
20: state[node] .det+ ← ⋃

child state[child] .det+ ∩ 𝑋
21: if determ− (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
22: state[node] .det- ← ⋂

child state[child] .det- ∩ 𝑋
23: Update(parent(node), state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝐷𝑖 , 𝑖)

Property 4. For any predicate 𝑃 and valuation sets 𝐷 and 𝐸:

𝑃 (𝐷 ∩ 𝐸) = 𝑃 (𝐷) ∩ 𝐸
𝑃 (𝐷 ∪ 𝐸) = 𝑃 (𝐷) ∪ 𝑃 (𝐸)
𝑃 (𝐷 \ 𝐸) = 𝑃 (𝐷) \ 𝐸

If we imagine that each predicate 𝑃 has a corresponding set ref𝑃 which contains all possible valuations
that satisfy 𝑃 , then applying 𝑃 (𝐷) is akin to taking the intersection of ref𝑃 and 𝐷 : 𝑃 (𝐷) = ref𝑃 ∩ 𝐷 .
Thus, any properties which pertain to normal intersection of sets also pertain to applied predicates.
Property 5. If node is not complete on the 𝑖th step but complete on the (𝑖 + 1)th step, then for all 𝑗 > 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .cmp = state𝑗 [node] .cmp

This property simply states that state[node].cmp does not change once node is complete. This is easy to
see since the cmp attribute of state[node] is only ever updated once: right after node becomes complete.
Once a node is complete, all its predicate descendants have already been applied, and it can never again
become an ancestor of an incomplete predicate node. Thus, it will never be updated again as an ancestor
in Update.
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Property 6. For any node and step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 :

state𝑖 [node] .cmp ∩ state𝑗 [node] .det- = ∅

and

state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ state𝑗 [node] .det- = ∅

This should make intuitive sense since the cmp/det+ attributes for node holds valuations which satisfy
the subexpression represented by node, while det- hold valuations which do not satisfy the subexpres-
sion represented by node.
Property 7. If node is complete on the 𝑖th step:

state𝑖 [node] .cmp = state𝑖 [node] .det+

This is easy to verify with induction. For leaf nodes, the cmp and det+ attributes are set to the same
value, and the lines in Update updating cmp and det+ for non-leaf nodes become equivalent once they
are complete.

We prove the correctness of BestD/Update and GeneralEvalPred with Theorem 6. Theorem 6
states that if node is complete on the 𝑖th step, then state𝑖 [node] .cmp must be the set of valuations in
BestD(parent(node), state𝑟 ∗ (node) , 𝑟 ∗ (node)) which satisfy the predicate subexpression represented by
node. root has 𝑛 predicate descendants, so it must be complete after 𝑛 steps. Given that parent(root)
is Nil, according to Algorithm 2, BestD(parent(root),★,★) returns {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 . Since root represents the
entire predicate expression, state𝑛+1 [root] .cmp must return the subset of {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 which satisfies the
predicate expression.
Theorem 6. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], and let node be a

node in the associated predicate tree. Furthermore, let refnode be the set of all valuations which satisfy the

predicate subexpression represented by node. On the 𝑖th step, if node is complete:

state𝑖 [node] .cmp = refnode ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node))

Proof. Our proof for Theorem 6 is by strong induction on the height of the tree referred to by node. As
the base case, let node be a leaf node which refers to predicate 𝑃 𝑗 . Since node is complete on the 𝑖th
step, that must mean that 𝑗 < 𝑖 , and node has been complete since the ( 𝑗 + 1)th step. Thus:

state𝑖 [node] .cmp = state𝑗+1 [node] .cmp (i)
= 𝑃 𝑗 (BestD(parent(node), 𝑗)) (ii)
= 𝑃 𝑗 (BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node))) (iii)
= refnode ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node)) (iv)

Step (i) is a direct application of Property 5. Step (ii) comes directly from Algorithm 3. Step (iii) is
simply the definition of 𝑟 ∗ (node). Finally, since node is a leaf node pointing to predicate 𝑃 𝑗 , refnode =

𝑃 𝑗 ({𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛), and by applying Property 4, we get the last step, thereby proving the base case.
As the inductive hypothesis, assume that the theorem applies for all nodes in the predicate tree with

height 𝑘 or less. If node has a height of 𝑘 + 1, node must either be an AND or OR node.
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If node is anANDnode, and node is complete on the 𝑖th step, Property 5 tells us that state𝑖 [node] .cmp =

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp. Furthermore, Line 10 of Algorithm 3 states:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [𝑐] .cmp ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node))

(1)
Since all children of nodemust have height 𝑘 or less and must be complete by the time node is complete,
they must follow the inductive hypothesis. For any child 𝑐 of node:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [𝑐] .cmp = ref𝑐 ∩ BestD(parent(𝑐), 𝑟 ∗ (𝑐)) (2)

Based on Lines 7 and 9 of Algorithm 2:

BestD(parent(𝑐), 𝑟 ∗ (𝑐)) = BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (𝑐)) ∩ ©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬
\ ©«

⋃
𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )\{𝑐 }

state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐−] .det-
ª®¬

Thus, Equation 2 expands to:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [𝑐] .cmp = ref𝑐∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (𝑐))∩
©«

⋂
𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )

state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp
ª®¬

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )\{𝑐 }
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐−] .det-

ª®¬ (3)

Since node is only complete once all its children are complete, we can apply Lemma 5 (stated below) and
assert BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node)) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (𝑐)). Then, we substitute Equation 3
back into Equation 1 to derive:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
ref𝑐 ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node))⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )\{𝑐 }
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐−] .det-

ª®¬ (4)

We observe that the state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp component in the second line of Equation 4 can be expanded
using Equation 3. By repeatedly plugging Equation 3 into Equation 4, using Lemma 5, applying the
identities (1)𝐴∩ (𝐵 \𝐶) = (𝐴∩𝐵) \𝐶 , (2)𝐴∩ (𝐵 \ (𝐶∪𝐷)) = (𝐴\𝐶) ∩ (𝐵 \𝐷), (3) (𝐴\𝐵) \𝐶 = 𝐴\ (𝐵∪𝐶)
for any sets 𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶 , and 𝐷 (Appendix F), and removing duplicates, we get:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp = BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node))∩
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
ref𝑐\

(⋃
𝑖𝑐

state𝑖𝑐 [𝑐] .det-
)
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for some set of step indices 𝑖𝑐 for each child 𝑐 . However, Property 6 states that ref𝑐 and state𝑖 [𝑐] .det-
must be mutually exclusive for any step index 𝑖 , so this simplifies to:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp = BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node)) ∩
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
ref𝑐

Since the refnode =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node) ref𝑐 :

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp = BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node)) ∩ refnode

Lemma 5. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node be
a non-leaf node in the associated predicate tree. For all pairs of node’s predicate descendants 𝑃𝑖 and 𝑃 𝑗 for

which 𝑖 < 𝑗 :

BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

If node is anORnode, and node is complete on the 𝑖th step, Property 5 tells us again that state𝑖 [node] .cmp =

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp. Line 18 of Algorithm 3 states:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp =
⋃

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [𝑐] .cmp ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node))

(5)
Since all children of nodemust have height 𝑘 or less and must be complete by the time node is complete,
they must follow the inductive hypothesis. For any child 𝑐 of node:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [𝑐] .cmp = ref𝑐 ∩ BestD(parent(𝑐), 𝑟 ∗ (𝑐))

Based on Algorithm 2, this expands to:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [𝑐] .cmp = ref𝑐 ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (𝑐))

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp

⋃
𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )\{𝑐 }

state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐+] .det+
ª®¬

Property 7 states that for all complete children 𝑐◦, state[𝑐◦] .cmp = state[𝑐◦] .det+, so this reduces to:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [𝑐] .cmp = ref𝑐 ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (𝑐))

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐′∈ (children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )∪children+ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )\{𝑐 })
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐′] .det+

ª®¬
We can once again apply Lemma 5 (BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node)) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (𝑐))) and
substitute back into Equation 5 to get:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp =
⋃

𝑐∈children(node)
ref𝑐 ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node))

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐′∈ (children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )∪children+ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )\{𝑐 })
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐′] .det+

ª®¬
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We can apply the distributive property to pull the BestD outwards:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp = BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node))

∩ ©«
⋃

𝑐∈children(node)
ref𝑐 \

©«
⋃

𝑐′∈ (children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )∪children+ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )\{𝑐 })
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐′] .det+

ª®¬ª®¬ (6)

Next, we introduce Lemma 6.
Lemma 6. For any sets 𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶 , 𝐷 , 𝐸, and 𝐹 , if 𝐹 ⊆ 𝐵 and 𝐹 ∩𝐶 = ∅, then:

𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐷 \ (𝐸 ∪ 𝐹 )) = 𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐷 \ 𝐸)

In our case, for two different children 𝑐∗ and 𝑐′:

𝐴 =
⋃

𝑐∈children(node)\{𝑐∗,𝑐′ }
ref𝑐 \

©«
⋃

𝑐+∈ (children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )∪children+ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )\{𝑐 })
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐+] .det+

ª®¬
𝐵 = ref𝑐∗

𝐶 =
⋃

𝑐+∈ (children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐∗ ) )∪children+ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐∗ ) )\{𝑐∗ })
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐∗ ) [𝑐+] .det+

𝐷 = ref𝑐′

𝐸 =
⋃

𝑐+∈ (children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐′ ) )∪children+ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐′ ) )\{𝑐∗,𝑐′ })
state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐′ ) [𝑐+] .det+

𝐹 = state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐′ ) [𝑐∗] .det+

Lemma 7 (shown below) states that state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ⊆ ref𝑐 for any child 𝑐 . The 𝐶 term explicitly does
not iterate over 𝑐∗, and Lemma 8 (shown below) states state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+∩state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ = ∅ if 𝑐 and 𝑐∗
are different children. Thus, we satisfy the preconditions for Lemma 6. If we apply this lemma to every
positively determinable child 𝑐+ in the 𝐸 term, Equation 6 reduces to:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp = BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node))

∩©«ref𝑐′ ∪ ©«
⋃

𝑐∈children(node)\{𝑐′ }
ref𝑐 \ ©«

⋃
𝑐+∈ (children◦ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )∪children+ (node,𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) )\{𝑐 })

state𝑟 ∗ (𝑐 ) [𝑐+] .det+
ª®¬ª®¬ª®¬

If we apply this trick to every child 𝑐 of node, this simplifies to:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp = BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node)) ∩ ©«
⋃

𝑐∈children(node)
ref𝑐

ª®¬
For OR nodes, refnode =

⋃
𝑐∈children(node) ref𝑐 , the above equation reduces to:

state𝑟 ∗ (node)+1 [node] .cmp = refnode ∩ BestD(node, 𝑟 ∗ (node))

□
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Lemma 7. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node be
a node in the associated predicate tree. For any step index 𝑖 :

state𝑖 [node] .det+ ⊆ refnode

Lemma 8. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node be
a non-leaf node in the associated predicate tree. Furthermore, Let 𝑐 and 𝑐′ be two different children of node.
If node is an OR node, for all step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 :

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det+ = ∅

If node is an AND node, then for all step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 :

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det- = ∅

C Caveat in Proof of Theorem 2

There is a caveat in the proof of Theorem 2 when 𝐷𝑖 ∩ 𝐷 𝑗 = ∅, but 𝐷 𝑗 is derived from 𝑈𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 )}.
Calculating 𝐷𝑖 ∪𝐷 𝑗 requires 𝐷 𝑗 , which in turn requires 𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 ) which is not available before the 𝑖th step.
However, Lemma 9 (stated below) explicitly states that either this situation cannot arise or 𝐷 𝑗 does not
require 𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 ) when being derived. Thus, the contradiction is maintained.
Lemma 9. Given a predicate expression with 𝑛 unique predicates, let [(𝑃1, 𝐷1), ..., (𝑃𝑚, 𝐷𝑚)] be a solution
sequence, for which𝑚 > 𝑛. If step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 are the first two times that predicate 𝑃 appears in such

a sequence (i.e., 𝑃𝑖 = 𝑃 𝑗 = 𝑃 ) and 𝐷𝑖 ∩ 𝐷 𝑗 = ∅, then either 𝐷 𝑗 can be derived directly from 𝑈𝑖−1 without
using 𝑃 as an operator, or 𝐷 𝑗 cannot be derived at all from𝑈𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 )} without using 𝑃 as an operator.

D Reduction from BestD/Update to EvalPred

To show the reduction from BestD/Update to EvalPred for DFS predicate orderings, we first introduce
Lemma 10 below. The lemma basically states that for DFS orderings, all negatively determinable children
of AND nodes must also be complete, and all positively determinable determinable children of OR nodes
must also be complete.
Lemma 10. Given a predicate expression and a DFS ordering of its predicates, if node node of the associated
predicate tree is the child of an AND node and negatively determinable on the 𝑖th step, then nodemust also

be complete on the 𝑖th step. Similarly, if node is the child of an OR node and positively determinable on the

𝑖th step, then node must also be complete on the 𝑖th step.

Lemma 10 allows us to effectively ignore determinability in BestD, since all relevant determinable nodes
are also complete. Since determinability is never checked, both det+ and det- mappings are unused,
and we can ignore the lines updating them in Update. Algorithm 6 and 7 on the next page (BestD′ and
Update′ respectively) show what BestD and Update would look like after removing these lines.
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Algorithm 6 BestD′

Input: Predicate tree node node, algorithm state state, predicate 𝑃𝑖 , step index 𝑖
Output: Optimal operand 𝐷𝑖 to apply 𝑃𝑖 to
1: if node = Nil then
2: return {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛
3: else if isLeafNode(node) then
4: return BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑃𝑖 , i)
5: else if isAndNode(node) then
6: 𝑋 ← BestD′ (parent(node), state, 𝑖)
7: for child ∈ children(node) do
8: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
9: 𝑋 ← 𝑋 ∩ state[child] .cmp
10: return 𝑋

11: else
12: 𝑋 ← BestD′ (parent(node), state, 𝑖)
13: 𝑌 ← {}
14: for child ∈ children(node) do
15: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
16: 𝑌 ← 𝑌 ∪ state[child] .cmp
17: return 𝑋 \ 𝑌

Algorithm 7 Update′

Input: Predicate tree node node, algorithm state state, predicate 𝑃𝑖 , set of valuations 𝐷𝑖 , step index 𝑖
1: if node = Nil then
2: return

3: else if isLeafNode(node) then
4: state[node] .cmp← 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )
5: else if isAndNode(node) then
6: if complete(node, 𝑖 + 1) then
7: state[node] .cmp← ⋂

child state[child] .cmp ∩ BestD′ (parent(node), state, 𝑖)
8: else
9: if complete(node, 𝑖 + 1) then
10: state[node] .cmp← ⋃

child state[child] .cmp ∩ BestD′ (parent(node), state, 𝑖)
11: Update′ (parent(node), state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝐷𝑖 , 𝑖)

Algorithm 6 works by traversing the predicate tree in a bottom-up fashion. Each node calls BestD′
on its parent, takes the returned value, modify it based on completed children, and return the filtered
value to the child which called it. We can instead imagine constructing a dual algorithmwhich traverses
the predicate top-down for any specific predicate; this is presented in Algorithm 8 (next page). For any
predicate 𝑃𝑖 :

BestDFlipped(root, state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝑖, {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛) = BestD′ (leafNodes[𝑃𝑖 ], state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝑖)

Note that the expression childOfAndAncestorOf(node, 𝑃𝑖 ) returns the child of nodewhich is the ancestor
of the node referring to 𝑃𝑖 .

Next, we can combine BestDFlippedwith Update′. This will traverse top-down from the root node
to 𝑃𝑖 for the BestD′ value and then traversing back up to the root node, updating state for complete
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Algorithm 8 BestDFlipped
Input: Predicate tree node node, filtered valuation set𝑋 , algorithm state state, predicate 𝑃𝑖 , step index

𝑖

Output: Equivalent to BestD′ (parent(𝑃𝑖 ), state, 𝑖)
1: if isLeafNode(node) then
2: return 𝑋

3: else if isAndNode(node) then
4: for child ∈ children(node) do
5: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
6: 𝑋 ← 𝑋 ∩ state[child] .cmp
7: child← childOfAndAncestorOf(node, 𝑃𝑖 )
8: return BestDFlipped(child, 𝑋, state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝑖)
9: else
10: 𝑌 ← {}
11: for child ∈ children(node) do
12: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
13: 𝑌 ← 𝑌 ∪ state[child] .cmp
14: child← childOfAndAncestorOf(node, 𝑃𝑖 )
15: return BestDFlipped(child, 𝑋 \ 𝑌, state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝑖)

Algorithm 9 Combined
Input: Predicate tree node node, filtered valuation set𝑋 , algorithm state state, predicate 𝑃𝑖 , step index

𝑖

1: if isLeafNode(node) then
2: state[node] .cmp← 𝑃𝑖 (𝑋 )
3: else if isAndNode(node) then
4: for child ∈ children(node) do
5: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
6: 𝑋 ← 𝑋 ∩ state[child] .cmp
7: child← childOfAndAncestorOf(node, 𝑃𝑖 )
8: Combined(child, 𝑋, state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝑖)
9: if complete(node, 𝑖 + 1) then
10: state[node] .cmp← ⋂

child state[child] .cmp ∩ 𝑋
11: else
12: 𝑌 ← {}
13: for child ∈ children(node) do
14: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
15: 𝑌 ← 𝑌 ∪ state[child] .cmp
16: child← childOfAndAncestorOf(node, 𝑃𝑖 )
17: Combined(child, 𝑋 \ 𝑌, state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝑖)
18: if complete(node, 𝑖 + 1) then
19: state[node] .cmp← ⋃

child state[child] .cmp ∩ 𝑋

nodes. Algorithm 9 presents this combined algorithm (Combined). A return value is no longer needed
because they are stored in the cmp attributes of state. Combined is used to traverse down and update
only a single predicate 𝑃𝑖 . If multiple children are being updated with Combined, many extra checks
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for completeness can be avoided, since a DFS traversal guarantees completeness for any traversed child.
Algorithm 10 shows what it would look like if Combined calls to separate predicates were combined
together into one algorithm. We assume that the nodes of the predicate tree already sorted in the
ordering given by [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛]. Also, since everything is done in one pass, instead of a separate state
variable, we simply use the returned values of each child.

Algorithm 10 CombinedAll
Input: Predicate tree node node, filtered valuation set 𝑋
1: if isLeafNode(node) then
2: return 𝑃𝑖 (𝑋 )
3: else if isAndNode(node) then
4: for child ∈ children(node) do
5: 𝑋 ← 𝑋 ∩ CombinedAll(child, 𝑋 )
6: return 𝑋

7: else
8: 𝑌 ← {}
9: for child ∈ children(node) do
10: 𝑌 ← 𝑌 ∪ CombinedAll(child, 𝑋 \ 𝑌 )
11: return 𝑌

As we can see, there is a 1-to-1 correspondence between Algorithm 10 and EvalPred. The only
difference is that Algorithm 10 does not feature any early returns.

E Supplementary Proofs

E.1 Additional Definitions

We first provide some additional definitions that we will use throughout this section.
Definition 18. For any predicate tree node node, we define the lineage of node as the sequence of ancestor
nodes [𝐴1, ..., 𝐴𝑚] in which 𝐴1 is the parent of node, and 𝐴𝑖+1 is the parent of 𝐴𝑖 for all 𝑖 ∈ {1, ...,𝑚 − 1},
and 𝐴𝑚 is the root node.

Simply put, the lineage of node is the sequence of its ancestors starting with the parent up to the root.
Definition 19. Let node be a node in the predicate tree, and let refnode refer to the set of all valuations
which satisfy the subexpression represented by node. Evaluating a valuation 𝑣 with respect to the subex-

pression represented by node, denoted node[𝑣], is true if and only if 𝑣 ∈ refnode.
For example, if node a leaf node referring to the predicate 𝑃𝑖 , node[𝑣] = 𝑇 if and only if 𝑣𝑖 = 𝑇 . In
the following text, we may say that 𝑣 is “evaluated against the subexpression represented by node” or
“evaluated against node” to refer to the same thing.
Definition 20. Let node be a node in the predicate tree. We say that node is statically true with respect

to a valuation set 𝐷 if 𝐷 ⊆ refnode and statically false with respect to 𝐷 if 𝐷 ∩ refnode = ∅. If node is

either statically true or statically false with respect to a valuation set, it is said to be static with respect to

that valuation set. Otherwise, node is dynamic with respect to that valuation set.

More colloquially, node is statically true (false) with respect to a valuation set 𝐷 if every valuation in 𝐷

evaluates to true (false) against node, and node is static with respect to valuation set 𝐷 if all valuations
in 𝐷 evaluate to the same value against node (otherwise, the node is dynamic with respect to 𝐷).
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E.2 Reference

For the reader’s convenience, before diving into the proofs, we first list both BestD and Update al-
gorithms and all definitions, properties, and lemmas used in this paper. The reader may refer to this
section when reading through the proofs. In addition, Table 6 provides a table of some notation that we
think would be helpful for the reader to remember when reading this section. Good luck.

Algorithm 2 BestD
Input: Predicate tree node node, algorithm state state, predicate 𝑃𝑖 , step index 𝑖
Output: Optimal operand 𝐷𝑖 to apply 𝑃𝑖 to
1: if node = Nil then
2: return {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛
3: else if isAndNode(node) then
4: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
5: for child ∈ children(node) do
6: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
7: 𝑋 ← 𝑋 ∩ state[child] .cmp
8: else if determ− (child, 𝑖) and isNotAncestor(child, 𝑃𝑖 ) then
9: 𝑋 ← 𝑋 \ state[child] .det-

10: return 𝑋

11: else
12: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
13: 𝑌 ← {}
14: for child ∈ children(node) do
15: if complete(child, 𝑖) then
16: 𝑌 ← 𝑌 ∪ state[child] .cmp
17: else if determ+ (child, 𝑖) and isNotAncestor(child, 𝑃𝑖 ) then
18: 𝑌 ← 𝑌 ∪ state[child] .det+

19: return 𝑋 \ 𝑌
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Algorithm 3 Update
Input: Predicate tree node node, algorithm state state, predicate 𝑃𝑖 , set of valuations 𝐷𝑖 , step index 𝑖
1: if node = Nil then
2: return

3: else if isLeafNode(node) then
4: state[node] .cmp← 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )
5: state[node] .det+ ← 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )
6: state[node] .det- ← 𝐷𝑖 \ 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )
7: else if isAndNode(node) then
8: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
9: if complete(node, 𝑖 + 1) then
10: state[node] .cmp← ⋂

child state[child] .cmp ∩ 𝑋
11: if determ+ (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
12: state[node] .det+ ← ⋂

child state[child] .det+ ∩ 𝑋
13: if determ− (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
14: state[node] .det- ← ⋃

child state[child] .det- ∩ 𝑋
15: else
16: 𝑋 ← BestD(parent(node), state, 𝑖)
17: if complete(node, 𝑖 + 1) then
18: state[node] .cmp← ⋃

child state[child] .cmp ∩ 𝑋
19: if determ+ (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
20: state[node] .det+ ← ⋃

child state[child] .det+ ∩ 𝑋
21: if determ− (node, 𝑖 + 1) then
22: state[node] .det- ← ⋂

child state[child] .det- ∩ 𝑋
23: Update(parent(node), state, 𝑃𝑖 , 𝐷𝑖 , 𝑖)

Symbol Meaning

𝑣𝑖 The value of the 𝑖th element of valuation 𝑣

𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 Refers to the valuation that is the same as 𝑣 except 𝑣𝑖 = 𝑇

Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) All valuations for which the first 𝑖 − 1 elements are the same as 𝑣
refnode The set of all valuations which satisfy node’s predicate subexpression
node[𝑣] Evaluating valuation 𝑣 against the subexpression represented by node
𝑟 (node, 𝑖) The step index of node’s last predicate descendant before 𝑖
𝑟 ∗ (node) The step index of node’s final predicate descendant (i.e., 𝑟 (node, 𝑛 + 1))

children◦ (node, 𝑖) The set of complete children of node on step 𝑖
children+ (node, 𝑖) The set of positively determinable (but not complete) children of node on step 𝑖
children− (node, 𝑖) The set of negatively determinable (but not complete) children of node on step 𝑖

𝑐◦ A complete child
𝑐+ A positively determinable child
𝑐− A negatively determinable child

state[node].cmp Contains valuations which satisfy node’s subexpression
state[node].det+ Contains a subset of valuations which satisfy node’s subexpression
state[node].det- Contains a subset of valuations which do not satisfy node’s subexpression

Table 6: Notation for common symbols and expressions.
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E.2.1 Definitions

Definition 1. A valuation is a tuple of true/false values.

Definition 2. The predicate application of predicate 𝑃 on valuation set 𝐷 is denoted 𝑃 (𝐷) and returns

the subset of valuations in 𝐷 which satisfy 𝑃 .

Definition 3. A set operation is one of union (∪), intersection (∩), or difference (\).
Definition 4. A step is an (operator, operand) pair: 𝑆 = (𝑂,D), in which operator 𝑂 is either a predicate

or a set operation, and operand D is the input valuations set(s). Applying the operator to operand results in

the step’s output and is denoted 𝑂 (D).
Definition 5. Given the sequence of steps [(𝑂1,D1), (𝑂2,D2), ..., (𝑂𝑚,D𝑚)], universe𝑈𝑖 is defined by the

recurrence relation:

𝑈𝑖 = 𝑈𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑂𝑖 (D𝑖 )}

with the initial universe: 𝑈0 = {{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛}.
Definition 6. A sequence of steps [(𝑂1,D1), (𝑂2,D2), ..., (𝑂𝑚,D𝑚)] is valid if, for each step (𝑂𝑖 ,D𝑖 ), all
valuation sets in D𝑖 are members of𝑈𝑖−1.

Definition 7. The cost of a step (𝑂,D) is denoted as 𝐶𝑂 (D), and the cost of a sequence of steps [(𝑂1,D1),
(𝑂2,D2), ...(𝑂𝑚,D𝑚)] is the sum of the costs of its individual steps:

∑𝑚
𝑖=1𝐶𝑂𝑖

(D𝑖 ).
Definition 8. A set formula is any combination of sets (as operands) using any number of set operations

and predicates (as operators). The result of a set formula is its value after evaluation.

Definition 9. Let O be a set of operators, and D be a set of sets. The set formula space ΨO (D) is the set
of all possible formula results that can be constructed using only the operators inO as the operators and the

sets in D as the operands.

Definition 10. Set 𝐷 is said to be derived from set of sets D if there exists some set formula which only

uses the elements of D as operands and results in 𝐷 . More explicitly, set 𝐷 can be derived from the origin
set D using the operators in O if 𝐷 ∈ ΨO (D).
Definition 11. Given the sequence of predicate application steps [(𝑃1, 𝐷1), (𝑃2, 𝐷2), ..., (𝑃𝑚, 𝐷𝑚)], the ex-
tended universe𝑈 ′𝑖 is defined by the recurrence relation:

𝑈 ′𝑖 = Ψ{∩,∪,\} (𝑈 ′𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 )})

with the initial extended universe: 𝑈 ′0 = {{𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛}.
Definition 12. Given a predicate expression, a solution sequence is a valid sequence of predicate appli-

cation steps, after which the extended universe contains the set of all valuations which satisfy the predicate

expression.

Definition 13. Given a predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], node
node of the associated predicate tree is complete on the 𝑖th step, if:

complete(node, 𝑖) =
{
node.𝑃 = 𝑃 𝑗 and 𝑗 < 𝑖 if leaf node∧

𝑐∈children(node) complete(𝑐, 𝑖) otherwise

Definition 14. Given a predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], node
node of the associated predicate tree is positively determinable on the 𝑖th step, if:

determ
+ (node, 𝑖) =


node.𝑃 = 𝑃 𝑗 and 𝑗 < 𝑖 if leaf node∧

𝑐∈children(node) determ
+ (𝑐, 𝑖) if AND node∨

𝑐∈children(node) determ
+ (𝑐, 𝑖) if OR node
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Definition 15. Given a predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], node
node of the associated predicate tree is negatively determinable on the 𝑖th step, if:

determ
− (node, 𝑖) =


node.𝑃 = 𝑃 𝑗 and 𝑗 < 𝑖 if leaf node∨

𝑐∈children(node) determ
− (𝑐, 𝑖) if AND node∧

𝑐∈children(node) determ
− (𝑐, 𝑖) if OR node

Definition 16. The ith valuation group of a valuation 𝑣 is the set of all valuations for which the first

𝑖 − 1 values of the valuation are equal to the first 𝑖 − 1 values of 𝑣 . In other words, if Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) represents the
𝑖th valuation group of 𝑣 :

Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) = {𝑢 ∈ {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 |
∧𝑖−1

𝑗=1
𝑣 𝑗 = 𝑢 𝑗 }

Definition 17. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let node be any

node in the associated predicate tree. The rank of node on the 𝑖th step (denoted 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) is the largest
index 𝑗 such that 𝑗 < 𝑖 and 𝑃 𝑗 is a predicate leaf node descendant of node. If no such 𝑗 exists, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) = 0.
The final rank of node (denoted 𝑟 ∗ (node)) is the largest index 𝑗 such that 𝑃 𝑗 is a predicate leaf node

descendant of node.

Definition 18. For any predicate tree node node, we define the lineage of node as the sequence of ancestor
nodes [𝐴1, ..., 𝐴𝑚] in which 𝐴1 is the parent of node, and 𝐴𝑖+1 is the parent of 𝐴𝑖 for all 𝑖 ∈ {1, ...,𝑚 − 1},
and 𝐴𝑚 is the root node.

Definition 19. Let node be a node in the predicate tree, and let refnode refer to the set of all valuations
which satisfy the subexpression represented by node. Evaluating a valuation 𝑣 with respect to the subex-

pression represented by node, denoted node[𝑣], is true if and only if 𝑣 ∈ refnode.
Definition 20. Let node be a node in the predicate tree. We say that node is statically true with respect

to a valuation set 𝐷 if 𝐷 ⊆ refnode and statically false with respect to 𝐷 if 𝐷 ∩ refnode = ∅. If node is

either statically true or statically false with respect to a valuation set, it is said to be static with respect to

that valuation set. Otherwise, node is dynamic with respect to that valuation set.

E.2.2 Properties

Property 1. The cost of any predicate application step (𝑃, 𝐷) is significantly greater than the cost of any

set operation step (𝑂,D′):
𝐶𝑂 (D′)/𝐶𝑃 (𝐷) ≈ 0

Property 2. For any predicate 𝑃 , if step (𝑃, 𝐷) is more costly than step (𝑃, 𝐷 ′), then𝐷 ′ cannot be a superset
of 𝐷 .

𝐶𝑃 (𝐷) > 𝐶𝑃 (𝐷 ′) =⇒ 𝐷 ′ ⊉ 𝐷

Similarly, if 𝐷 ′ is a strict superset of 𝐷 , then step (𝑃, 𝐷 ′) is more costly than step (𝑃, 𝐷):

𝐷 ′ ⊃ 𝐷 =⇒ 𝐶𝑃 (𝐷 ′) > 𝐶𝑃 (𝐷)

Property 3. For any predicate 𝑃 and valuation sets 𝐷 and 𝐸, applying 𝑃 once to 𝐷 ∪ 𝐸 is less costly than

applying 𝑃 to 𝐷 and 𝐸 individually:

𝐶𝑃 (𝐷 ∪ 𝐸) < 𝐶𝑃 (𝐷) +𝐶𝑃 (𝐸)

Property 4. For any predicate 𝑃 and valuation sets 𝐷 and 𝐸:

𝑃 (𝐷 ∩ 𝐸) = 𝑃 (𝐷) ∩ 𝐸
𝑃 (𝐷 ∪ 𝐸) = 𝑃 (𝐷) ∪ 𝑃 (𝐸)
𝑃 (𝐷 \ 𝐸) = 𝑃 (𝐷) \ 𝐸
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Property 5. If node is not complete on the 𝑖th step but complete on the (𝑖 + 1)th step, then for all 𝑗 > 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .cmp = state𝑗 [node] .cmp

Property 6. For any node and step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 :

state𝑖 [node] .cmp ∩ state𝑗 [node] .det- = ∅

and

state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ state𝑗 [node] .det- = ∅

Property 7. If node is complete on the 𝑖th step:

state𝑖 [node] .cmp = state𝑖 [node] .det+

Property 8. Let node node be a node in the predicate tree. For any step index 𝑖 :

BestD(node, 𝑖) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

E.2.3 Theorems

Theorem 1. Given a predicate expression and a solution sequence S, for each predicate 𝑃 in the predicate

expression, there must be a step 𝑆 in S such that 𝑆 = (𝑃, 𝐷) for some valuation set 𝐷 .

Theorem 2. Given a predicate expression with 𝑛 unique predicates, the lowest cost solution sequence must

have exactly 𝑛 steps.

Theorem 3. For a given predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let [𝐷1, ..., 𝐷𝑛]
be the sequence of operands generated by BestD/Update. The sequence of steps [(𝑃1, 𝐷1), ..., (𝑃𝑛, 𝐷𝑛)] must

have the lowest cost of any solution sequence.

Theorem 5. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates, let node be any node in the

associated predicate tree, and let refnode be the set of all tuples which satisfy the predicate subexpression

represented by node. For any set of tuples 𝐷 , EvalNode(node, 𝐷) returns the subset of 𝐷 which satisfies

the predicate subexpression represented by node, or:

EvalNode(node, 𝐷) = refnode ∩ 𝐷

Theorem 6. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], and let node be a

node in the associated predicate tree. Furthermore, let refnode be the set of all valuations which satisfy the

predicate subexpression represented by node. On the 𝑖th step, if node is complete:

state𝑖 [node] .cmp = refnode ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 ∗ (node))

E.2.4 Lemmas

Lemma 1. Let 𝑃𝑖 refer to the 𝑖th predicate of the given predicate expression. There exists a valuation 𝑣 such

that 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 satisfies the overall predicate expression, but 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 does not.

Lemma 2. Given a predicate expression with predicates {𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛}, some valuation 𝑣 ∈ {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 , and some

set of valuation sets D, if every valuation set 𝐷 ∈ D contains either both or neither 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 , then
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every valuation set which can be derived from D without using 𝑃𝑖 as an operator must also contain either

both or neither 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 . In other words:

∀𝐷 ∈ D, (𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 ∈ 𝐷 ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∈ 𝐷) ∨ (𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∉ 𝐷 ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∉ 𝐷)
=⇒ ∀O ⊆ {∪,∩, \, 𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑖−1, 𝑃𝑖+1, ..., 𝑃𝑛},∀𝐷 ′ ∈ ΨO (D),

(𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 ∈ 𝐷 ′ ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∈ 𝐷 ′) ∨ (𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 ∉ 𝐷 ′ ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∉ 𝐷 ′)

Lemma 3. Given a predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set

𝐷𝑖 be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD/Update. For all valuations 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , there exists a valuation

𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) such that only one of 𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 satisfies the given predicate expression.

Lemma 4. Given any ordering of predicates for a predicate expression of depth 2 or less, if node node of

the associated predicate tree is the child of an AND node and negatively determinable, then node must be

complete. Similarly, if node is the child of an OR node and positively determinable, then node must be

complete.

Lemma 5. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node be
a non-leaf node in the associated predicate tree. For all pairs of node’s predicate descendants 𝑃𝑖 and 𝑃 𝑗 for

which 𝑖 < 𝑗 :

BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)
Lemma 6. For any sets 𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶 , 𝐷 , 𝐸, and 𝐹 , if 𝐹 ⊆ 𝐵 and 𝐹 ∩𝐶 = ∅, then:

𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐷 \ (𝐸 ∪ 𝐹 )) = 𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐷 \ 𝐸)

Lemma 7. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node be
a node in the associated predicate tree. For any step index 𝑖 :

state𝑖 [node] .det+ ⊆ refnode

Lemma 8. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node be
a non-leaf node in the associated predicate tree. Furthermore, Let 𝑐 and 𝑐′ be two different children of node.
If node is an OR node, for all step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 :

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det+ = ∅

If node is an AND node, then for all step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 :

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det- = ∅

Lemma 9. Given a predicate expression with 𝑛 unique predicates, let [(𝑃1, 𝐷1), ..., (𝑃𝑚, 𝐷𝑚)] be a solution
sequence, for which𝑚 > 𝑛. If step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 are the first two times that predicate 𝑃 appears in such

a sequence (i.e., 𝑃𝑖 = 𝑃 𝑗 = 𝑃 ) and 𝐷𝑖 ∩ 𝐷 𝑗 = ∅, then either 𝐷 𝑗 can be derived directly from 𝑈𝑖−1 without
using 𝑃 as an operator, or 𝐷 𝑗 cannot be derived at all from𝑈𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 )} without using 𝑃 as an operator.

Lemma 10. Given a predicate expression and a DFS ordering of its predicates, if node node of the associated
predicate tree is the child of an AND node and negatively determinable on the 𝑖th step, then nodemust also

be complete on the 𝑖th step. Similarly, if node is the child of an OR node and positively determinable on the

𝑖th step, then node must also be complete on the 𝑖th step.

Lemma 11. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let node be a non-

root node in the associated predicate tree. If node’s parent is an OR node, node is positively determinable

on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))
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If node’s parent is an AND node, node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up

to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Lemma 12. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a non-root node in the associated predicate tree. If node’s parent is an OR node, node is positively

determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node’s parent is an AND node, node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up

to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Lemma 13. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a node in the associated predicate tree. If node is positively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5

holds true up to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Lemma 14. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a node in the associated predicate tree. If node is positively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5

holds true up to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Lemma 15. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a non-leaf node in the associated predicate tree. Furthermore, Let 𝑐 and 𝑐′ be two different children of

node. If node is an OR node, Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑗max, and Lemma 14 holds true up to node’s
children, then for all steps 𝑖 and 𝑗 such that max(𝑖, 𝑗) ≤ 𝑗max:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det+ = ∅

If node is an AND node, Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑗max, and Lemma 14 holds true up to node’s children,
then for all steps 𝑖 and 𝑗 such that max(𝑖, 𝑗) ≤ 𝑗max:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det- = ∅
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Lemma 16. For any set of valuation setsD, predicate 𝑃 , and any𝐷 ∈ D, let 𝐸 be some valuation set derived

from D ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷)} without using 𝑃 as an operator. There exists a valuation set 𝐸′ derived from D without

using 𝑃 as an operator, such that:

𝐸 \ 𝐷 = 𝐸′ \ 𝐷

Lemma 17. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set 𝐷𝑖

be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD and Update. In addition, let 𝐴 be an ancestor in 𝑃𝑖 ’s lineage. For

all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , there exists a 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) such that all incomplete children of 𝐴 that are not ancestors of 𝑃𝑖 are

statically true/false with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 } if 𝐴 is an AND/OR node respectively.

Lemma 18. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set 𝐷𝑖

be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD and Update. In addition, let𝐴 be an ancestor in 𝑃𝑖 ’s lineage. For all

𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , an incomplete child of 𝐴 which is not an ancestor of 𝑃𝑖 cannot be statically false/true with respect

to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) if 𝐴 is an AND/OR node respectively.

Lemma 19. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set

𝐷𝑖 be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD and Update. In addition, let node be a node in the associated

predicate tree. For all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , if node is not positively determinable on step 𝑖 , then node cannot be statically
true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). Similarly, for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , if node is not negatively determinable on step 𝑖 , then

node cannot be statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖).

Lemma 20. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let node be a node

in the associated predicate tree. If node is positively determinable on step 𝑖 , then state𝑖 [node] .det+ is the
set of valuations 𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) such that every 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) evaluated against node is true:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝑇 }

Similarly, if node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 , then state𝑖 [node] .det- is the set of valuations

𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) such that every 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) evaluated against node is false:

state𝑖 [node] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 }
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E.3 Proofs

Before we begin, a special note on Lemmas 5, 14, and 15. The co-dependent nature of BestD andUpdate
require that these lemmas use each other in their proofs. However, both Lemmas 5 and 14 are inductive
proofs, and by depending on the inductive hypotheses, we can avoid a cyclical dependency. To take an
example, in the proof for Lemma 5, it is assumed the lemma holds up to step 𝑘 . Then, for the (𝑘 + 1)th
step, Lemma 14 is used7 but the conditions to use Lemma 14 only requires that Lemma 5 hold up to step
𝑘 . Thus, a cyclical dependency is avoided. A similar situation occurs with Lemma 15.

E.3.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Lemma 1. Let 𝑃𝑖 refer to the 𝑖th predicate of the given predicate expression. There exists a valuation 𝑣 such

that 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 satisfies the overall predicate expression, but 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 does not.

Proof. We prove the lemma by construction with the following algorithm:

1. Start with an empty 𝑛-length valuation 𝑣 = (_, _, ..., _).

2. Starting from 𝑃𝑖 ’s direct parent, for each ancestor 𝐴 in 𝑃 i’s lineage:

• For each predicate descendant 𝑃 𝑗 of 𝐴 that is not 𝑃𝑖 :
– If 𝑣 𝑗 is unset, set 𝑣 𝑗 = 𝑇 if 𝐴 is an AND node and 𝑣 𝑗 = 𝐹 if 𝐴 is an OR node.

3. Return the pair of valuations (𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ).

To see why 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 satisfies the overall predicate expression but 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 does not, let𝐴 refer to an ancestor
node in 𝑃𝑖 ’s lineage, and let𝐴′ be𝐴’s child which is either also in 𝑃𝑖 ’s lineage or is 𝑃𝑖 itself. Furthermore,
let all predicates that are descendants of 𝐴 but not 𝐴′ be called “other” predicates. If 𝐴 is an AND node,
setting the elements of 𝑣 corresponding to “other” predicate descendants to true ensures that every
child other than 𝐴′ will evaluate to true. As a result, 𝐴’s overall evaluation on 𝑣 is wholly dependent
on whether 𝐴′ evaluates to true or false. In the case that 𝐴 is an OR node, setting the elements of 𝑣
corresponding to the “other” predicates to false also ensures that every child other 𝐴′ will evaluate to
false. As a result, 𝐴’s overall evaluation on 𝑣 once again is wholly dependent on whether 𝐴′ evaluates
to true or false. The above algorithm applies this logic recursively to construct 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 , so the
sole outcome of 𝑃𝑖 determines the outcome of the entire predicate expression. □

E.3.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Lemma 2. Given a predicate expression with predicates {𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛}, some valuation 𝑣 ∈ {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 , and some

set of valuation sets D, if every valuation set 𝐷 ∈ D contains either both or neither 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 , then
every valuation set which can be derived from D without using 𝑃𝑖 as an operator must also contain either

both or neither 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 . In other words:

∀𝐷 ∈ D, (𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 ∈ 𝐷 ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∈ 𝐷) ∨ (𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∉ 𝐷 ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∉ 𝐷)
=⇒ ∀O ⊆ {∪,∩, \, 𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑖−1, 𝑃𝑖+1, ..., 𝑃𝑛},∀𝐷 ′ ∈ ΨO (D),

(𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 ∈ 𝐷 ′ ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∈ 𝐷 ′) ∨ (𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 ∉ 𝐷 ′ ∧ 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ∉ 𝐷 ′)

7Lemma 5 actually uses Lemma 11, but this uses Lemma 12, which uses Lemma 13, which uses Lemma 14. However, the
assumption is carried all the way through.
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Proof. We give a proof by case analysis. Let 𝑋 be a valuation set which has either both 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹
or neither 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 nor 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 . If we apply a predicate 𝑃 𝑗 which is not 𝑃𝑖 to𝑋 , the result 𝑃 𝑗 (𝑋 ) will have both
(𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 ) if 𝑣 𝑗 = 𝑇 and neither valuations if 𝑣 𝑗 = 𝐹 . Let 𝑌 be another valuation set which also has
either both or neither of 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 . We show for every set operation between the two valuation
sets, the result will also have either have both or neither valuations. Table 7 shows the results. The table
elements reflect whether both or neither valuations are present in the results of set operations between
𝑋 and 𝑌 . Thus, if every valuation set in D contains either both or neither of 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 , then all
derived sets which do not use 𝑃𝑖 as an operator must also contain either both or neither of 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and
𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 . □

Set Op

Both in 𝑋 Neither in 𝑋

Both in 𝑌 Neither in 𝑌 Both in 𝑌 Neither in 𝑌

𝑋 ∪ 𝑌 Both Both Both Neither
𝑋 ∩ 𝑌 Both Neither Neither Neither
𝑋 \ 𝑌 Neither Both Neither Neither
𝑌 \ 𝑋 Neither Neither Both Neither

Table 7: Outcomes of set operations between valuation sets that have either both or neither 𝑣 |𝑖=𝑇 and
𝑣 |𝑖=𝐹 .

E.3.3 Proof of Lemma 3

Lemma 3. Given a predicate expression and some ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set

𝐷𝑖 be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD/Update. For all valuations 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , there exists a valuation

𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) such that only one of 𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 and 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 satisfies the given predicate expression.

Proof. We first introduce the concept of static and dynamic nodes.
Definition 20. Let node be a node in the predicate tree. We say that node is statically true with respect

to a valuation set 𝐷 if 𝐷 ⊆ refnode and statically false with respect to 𝐷 if 𝐷 ∩ refnode = ∅. If node is

either statically true or statically false with respect to a valuation set, it is said to be static with respect to

that valuation set. Otherwise, node is dynamic with respect to that valuation set.

More intuitively, if every valuation within a valuation set would evaluate to true when evaluated
against node, then node is considered statically true with respect to that valuation set. Similarly, if every
valuation within a valuation set would evaluate to false, then node is considered statically false with
respect to that valuation set. If different valuations in a valuation set would result in different values
when evaluated against node, then node is considered dynamic with respect to that valuation set.

Based on this definition, we present the following lemma about incomplete nodes.
Lemma 17. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set 𝐷𝑖

be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD and Update. In addition, let 𝐴 be an ancestor in 𝑃𝑖 ’s lineage. For

all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , there exists a 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) such that all incomplete children of 𝐴 that are not ancestors of 𝑃𝑖 are

statically true/false with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 } if 𝐴 is an AND/OR node respectively.

We are now ready to prove Lemma 3. Assume to the contrary that there exists a valuation 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖

such that for all𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), the root node is static with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 }. By definition, 𝑃𝑖 must be
dynamic with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 }. Therefore, somewhere along 𝑃𝑖 ’s lineage, the nodes change from
being dynamic to static with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 }. Let 𝐴′ be the ancestor in 𝑃𝑖 ’s lineage closest to
the root such that 𝐴′ is dynamic with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 } while 𝐴′’s parent 𝐴 is static with respect
to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 }. We show that 𝐴 cannot be static, leading to a contradiction.
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If 𝐴 is an AND node, based on Algorithm 2, we see that BestD(𝐴, 𝑖) returns only valuations which
satisfy every one of 𝐴’s complete children on step 𝑖 . Based on Property 8 (shown below), 𝐷𝑖 must be a
subset of BestD(𝐴, 𝑖), so all complete children of𝐴must be statically true with respect to𝐷𝑖 . Corollary 1
states that Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) ⊆ 𝐷𝑖 and {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 } ⊆ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), so all of𝐴’s complete children must also be statically
truewith respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 } aswell. Based on Lemma 17, for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , theremust exist a𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖)
such that all incomplete children of𝐴 except𝐴′ are statically true with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 }. In other
words, for this 𝑢, all children except 𝐴′ are statically true with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 }. Since we only
have positive predicate expressions, 𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 must evaluate to true against 𝐴′ and therefore evaluates to
true against 𝐴 itself as well. On the other hand, 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 must evaluate to false against 𝐴′ and evaluates
to false against 𝐴 as well. Therefore, 𝐴 is dynamic with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 }, and a contradiction is
reached.

The reasoning is basically the same if𝐴 is anOR node. Based onAlgorithm 2, we see thatBestD(𝐴, 𝑖)
returns only valuations which do not satisfy any one of 𝐴’s complete children on step 𝑖 , meaning all of
𝐴’s complete children are statically false with respect to BestD(𝐴, 𝑖). Based on Property 8, 𝐷𝑖 must be
a subset of BestD(𝐴, 𝑖), and Corollary 1 states that Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) ⊆ 𝐷𝑖 . Since, {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 } ⊆ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), all of 𝐴’s
complete children must also be statically false with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 }. Based on Lemma 17, for
all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , there must exist a 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) such that all incomplete children of 𝐴 except 𝐴′ are statically
false with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 }. In other words, for this 𝑢, all children except 𝐴′ are statically false
with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 }. Since we only have positive predicate expressions, 𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 must evaluate to
true against 𝐴′ and also against 𝐴. On the other hand, 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 evaluates to false against 𝐴′ and must also
evaluate to false against 𝐴. Therefore, 𝐴 is dynamic with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 } and a contradiction is
reached. □

Property 8. Let node node be a node in the predicate tree. For any step index 𝑖 :

BestD(node, 𝑖) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

This property is easy to see sinceBestD(node, 𝑖) only ever removes sets fromBestD(parent(node), 𝑖)
(by intersection or sub subtraction) and never adds any sets.

E.3.4 Proof of Lemma 4

Lemma 4. Given any ordering of predicates for a predicate expression of depth 2 or less, if node node of

the associated predicate tree is the child of an AND node and negatively determinable, then node must be

complete. Similarly, if node is the child of an OR node and positively determinable, then node must be

complete.

Proof. We prove this by case analysis on the type of node.
1. If node is a leaf node, the conditions for being complete are the same as the conditions for being

positively and negatively determinable, so the lemma is true.

2. If node is the child of an AND node, it must be an OR node (leaf nodes go to the first case).
As an OR node, if node is negatively determinable, each child of node must also be negatively
determinable by definition. However, the entire predicate tree has a maximum depth of 2, so all
of node’s children must be leaf nodes. All leaf nodes which are negatively determinable are also
complete, so node must also be complete.

3. If node is the child of an OR node and positively determinable, the reasoning is the same as when
node is the child of AND node and negatively determinable. As an AND node, if node is positively
determinable, each child of nodemust also be positively determinable by definition. However, the
entire predicate tree has a maximum depth of 2, so all of node’s children must be leaf nodes. All
leaf nodes which are positively determinable are also complete, so node must also be complete.
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□

E.3.5 Proof of Lemma 5

Lemma 5. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node be
a non-leaf node in the associated predicate tree. For all pairs of node’s predicate descendants 𝑃𝑖 and 𝑃 𝑗 for

which 𝑖 < 𝑗 :

BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

Proof. We prove this by performing induction over the maximum value that 𝑗 can be (i.e., 𝑗max ≥ 𝑗 ).
The base case occurs when 𝑗max = 2. Since both 𝑃𝑖 an 𝑃 𝑗 are descendants of node, there can be no
positively or negatively determinable children along node’s ancestors. Thus, BestD(parent(node), 1) =
BestD(parent(node), 2) = {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 , and the lemma is satisfied.

As the inductive hypothesis, assume the lemma holds for 𝑗max = 𝑘 . For the inductive step, 𝑗max = 𝑘+1.
Let us assume that 𝑃 𝑗 = 𝑃𝑘+1 is a descendant of node. Otherwise, the lemma is trivially true based on
the inductive hypothesis. Furthermore, assume that 𝑖 = 𝑟 (node, 𝑗). Due to the monotonicity of ⊆, if the
lemma holds for 𝑖 = 𝑟 (node, 𝑗), then the lemma holds for all 𝑖 < 𝑗 .

We prove the case for 𝑗max = 𝑘 + 1 by induction over the distance of node from the root node
(henceforth referred to as the “inner” induction). For the base case of the inner induction, node is the
root node. In this case, BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) = BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) = {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 for all 𝑖 and 𝑗 , so
the lemma is satisfied. Next, we assume as the inner inductive hypothesis that the lemma holds for
when node is 𝑘 distance away from the root node. For the inner inductive step, we assume node is 𝑘 + 1
distance away from the root node.

If node’s parent is an AND node, based on Algorithm 2, we can expand BestD(parent(node), 𝑗)
as:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) = BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗)

∩ ©«©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )
state𝑗 [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬ \ ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node}
state𝑗 [𝑐−] .det-

ª®¬ª®¬ (7)

For any sets 𝐴, 𝐵, and 𝐶 it is trivially true that 𝐴 ⊇ 𝐴 ∩ (𝐵 \𝐶). Thus:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

∩ ©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )
state𝑗 [𝑐◦] .cmp \ state𝑗 [𝑐◦] .det-

ª®¬
\ ©«

⋃
𝑐−∈children− (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node}

state𝑗 [𝑐−] .det-
ª®¬

We show that the right-hand side of this equation is a superset of BestD(parent(node), 𝑗), completing
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the proof for the AND case. We start by expanding BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) according to Algorithm 2:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖)

∩ ©«©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node),𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmpª®¬ \ ©«

⋃
𝑐−∈children− (parent(node),𝑖 )\{node}

state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det-ª®¬ª®¬
∩ ©«

⋂
𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )

state𝑗 [𝑐◦] .cmp \ state𝑗 [𝑐◦] .det-
ª®¬

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node}
state𝑗 [𝑐−] .det-

ª®¬
We can use the identity (𝐴 \ 𝐵) ∩ (𝐶 \ 𝐷) = (𝐴 ∩𝐶) \ (𝐵 ∪ 𝐷) for all sets 𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶 , and 𝐷 (Appendix F)
to rearrange:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖)

∩ ©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node),𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp

⋂
𝑐◦′∈children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )

state𝑗 [𝑐◦′] .cmp
ª®¬

\ ©« ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (parent(node),𝑖 )\{node}
state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det-ª®¬

∪ ©«
⋃

𝑐−′∈ (children− (parent(node), 𝑗 )∪children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node})
state𝑗 [𝑐−′] .det-

ª®¬ ª®¬
Since 𝑗 > 𝑖 , the set of complete children at step 𝑗 must be a superset of the complete children at step
𝑖 (children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗) ⊇ children◦ (parent(node), 𝑖)). Furthermore, based on the Property 5, the
cmp values of these complete children do not change, so the second line can be simplified:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖)∩©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )
state𝑗 [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬
\ ©« ©«

⋃
𝑐−∈children− (parent(node),𝑖 )\{node}

state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det-ª®¬
∪ ©«

⋃
𝑐−′∈ (children− (parent(node), 𝑗 )∪children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node})

state𝑗 [𝑐−′] .det-
ª®¬ ª®¬ (8)

Next, the set of negatively determinable children at step 𝑗 must be also superset of the negatively de-
terminable children at step 𝑖 . Some of these children may have graduated to also becoming complete,
but the union in the third line is also over complete children. For each of these negatively determinable
children, we apply Lemma 118 (shown below):

state𝑗 [𝑐−] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (𝑐−, 𝑗)) (9)
8To apply Lemma 11 to Equation 9, Lemma 5 must hold true up until ( 𝑗 − 1)th step. The inductive hypothesis applies in this

case, so there is no cyclical dependency.
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By the inner inductive hypothesis, BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖) ⊆ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (𝑐−, 𝑗)).
Using the identity that 𝐴 \ 𝐵 = 𝐴 \ (𝐵 ∩ 𝐴) for any sets 𝐴 and 𝐵 (Appendix F), we move a copy of the
BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖) term in Equation 8 inward and intersect with state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det- to re-
duce to:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖)

∩ ©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )
state𝑗 [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬
\ ©«

⋃
𝑐−∈ (children− (parent(node), 𝑗 )∪children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node})

state𝑗 [𝑐−] .det-ª®¬
Using Property 6’s mutual exclusivity once again, we can get rid of the det- values of complete children:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖)

∩ ©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )
state𝑗 [𝑐◦] .cmpª®¬

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node}
state𝑗 [𝑐−] .det-

ª®¬
At this point, we can take the intersection of BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗) to both sides and apply
the inner inductive hypothesis which states that:

BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗) ⊆ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖)

We end up with:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗) ⊇ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗)

∩ ©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )
state𝑗 [𝑐◦] .cmpª®¬

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node}
state𝑗 [𝑐−] .det-

ª®¬
Note that the right-hand side of this equation is equivalent to Equation 7. Thus:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗)

Lemma 11. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let node be a non-

root node in the associated predicate tree. If node’s parent is an OR node, node is positively determinable

on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node’s parent is an AND node, node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up

to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))
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If node’s parent is an OR node, based on Algorithm 2, we can expand BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) as:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) = BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗)

\ ©«©«
⋃

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )
state𝑗 [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬ ∪ ©«
⋃

𝑐+∈children+ (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node}
state𝑗 [𝑐+] .det+

ª®¬ª®¬
Property 7 allows us to convert the cmp values of complete children into det+, so this can be rewritten
as:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) = BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗)

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐∈ (children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )∪children+ (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node})
state𝑗 [𝑐] .det+ª®¬ (10)

For any sets 𝐴 and 𝐵 it is trivially true that 𝐴 ⊇ 𝐴 \ 𝐵. Thus:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐∈ (children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )∪children+ (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node})
state𝑗 [𝑐] .det+

ª®¬
We once again show that the right-hand side of this equation is a superset of BestD(parent(node), 𝑗),
completing the proof for the OR case. We start by expanding BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) according to
Algorithm 2:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖)

\ ©« ©«
⋃

𝑐∈ (children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )∪children+ (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node})
state𝑗 [𝑐] .det+

ª®¬
∪ ©«

⋃
𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node),𝑖 )

state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp
⋃

𝑐+∈children+ (parent(node),𝑖 )\{node}
state𝑖 [𝑐+] .det+

ª®¬ ª®¬
We use Property 7 again to convert all cmp values to det-:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖)

\ ©« ©«
⋃

𝑐∈ (children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )∪children+ (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node})
state𝑗 [𝑐] .det+

ª®¬
∪ ©«

⋃
𝑐′∈ (children◦ (parent(node),𝑖 )∪children+ (parent(node),𝑖 )\{node})

state𝑖 [𝑐′] .det+
ª®¬ ª®¬ (11)

Since 𝑗 > 𝑖 , the set of complete and positively determinable children at step 𝑗 must be a superset of the
complete and positively determinable children at step 𝑖 . Furthermore, Lemma 11 states if 𝑐 is a positively
determinable child of an OR node:

state𝑗 [𝑐] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑗))
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Using the inner inductive hypothesis once again, Equation 11 simplifies to:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖)

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐∈ (children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )∪children+ (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node})
state𝑗 [𝑐] .det+

ª®¬
At this point, we can take the intersection of BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗) to both sides and apply
the inner inductive hypothesis which states that:

BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗) ⊆ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑖)

We end up with:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗) ⊇ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑗)

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐∈ (children◦ (parent(node), 𝑗 )∪children+ (parent(node), 𝑗 )\{node})
state𝑗 [𝑐] .det+

ª®¬
Note that the right-hand side of this equation is equivalent to Equation 10. Thus:

BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊇ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗)

□

E.3.6 Proof of Lemma 6

Lemma 6. For any sets 𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶 , 𝐷 , 𝐸, and 𝐹 , if 𝐹 ⊆ 𝐵 and 𝐹 ∩𝐶 = ∅, then:

𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐷 \ (𝐸 ∪ 𝐹 )) = 𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐷 \ 𝐸)

Proof. Here, 𝐴 is a common term on the outside, so it is sufficient to prove (𝐵 \ 𝐶) ∪ (𝐷 \ (𝐸 ∪ 𝐹 )) =
(𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐷 \ 𝐸).

(𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐷 \ (𝐸 ∪ 𝐹 )) = ((𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ 𝐷) \ ((𝐸 ∪ 𝐹 ) \ (𝐵 \𝐶))
= ((𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ 𝐷) \ ((𝐸 \ (𝐵 \𝐶)) ∪ (𝐹 \ (𝐵 \𝐶)))
= ((𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ 𝐷) \ ((𝐸 \ (𝐵 \𝐶)) ∪ ((𝐹 ∩𝐶) ∪ (𝐹 \ 𝐵)))
= ((𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ 𝐷) \ ((𝐸 \ (𝐵 \𝐶)) ∪ (∅ ∪ ∅))
= ((𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ 𝐷) \ (𝐸 \ (𝐵 \𝐶))
= (𝐵 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐷 \ 𝐸)

The first, second, and third steps use the following identities respectively (Appendix F). For any sets 𝐴,
𝐵, and 𝐶:

𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶) = (𝐴 ∪ 𝐵) \ (𝐶 \𝐴) (𝐴 ∪ 𝐵) \𝐶 = (𝐴 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶)
𝐴 \ (𝐵 \𝐶) = (𝐴 \ 𝐵) ∪ (𝐴 ∩𝐶)

The fourth step uses the assumptions 𝐵 ⊇ 𝐹 and 𝐹 ∩𝐶 = ∅. The last step uses the same identity as the
first step in reverse. □
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E.3.7 Proof of Lemma 7

Lemma 7. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node be
a node in the associated predicate tree. For any step index 𝑖 :

state𝑖 [node] .det+ ⊆ refnode

Proof. We prove this by strong induction on the height of the tree referred to by node. As the base case,
let node be a leaf node which refers to predicate 𝑃𝑖 . The variable state[node] .det+ is initially set to the
empty set, and until 𝑃𝑖 is positively determinable, the lemma is trivially true. Once node is positively
determinable, state[node] .det+ is updated with 𝑃𝑖 (𝐷𝑖 ). By definition refnode = 𝑃𝑖 ({𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛), and the
largest 𝐷𝑖 can be is {𝑇, 𝐹 }𝑛 . As a result, the lemma holds even when node is positively determinable.

As the inductive hypothesis, assume that the lemma holds for all predicate tree nodes of height 𝑘 or
less. If node has a height of 𝑘 + 1, node must either be an AND or OR node. Once again if node is not
positively determinable, then the lemma holds trivially. Thus, we assume node is positively determinable
on step 𝑖 .

If node is an AND node, based on the definition of refnode:

refnode =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
ref𝑐

By the inductive hypothesis, for any child 𝑐 of node and any step index 𝑖 , ref𝑐 ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+, so:

refnode ⊇
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+

⊇
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖))

Recall that 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) is the largest index among node’s predicate descendants that is smaller than 𝑖;
in other words, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) is the last time node was updated before step 𝑖 . By definition if node is an
AND node and positively determinable, all of it children must also be positively determinable. Then, by
Algorithm 3:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖))

Thus, refnode ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ for any step 𝑖 .
If node is an OR node, based on the definition of refnode:

refnode =
⋃

𝑐∈children(node)
ref𝑐

By the inductive hypothesis, for any child 𝑐 of node and any step index 𝑖 , ref𝑐 ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+, so:

refnode ⊇
⋃

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+

⊇
⋃

𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐+] .det+

⊇
⋃

𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐+] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖))
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The second step is valid because the set of positively determinable children will be at most the set of all
children. By Algorithm 3:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ =
⋃

𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑖 )
state[𝑐+] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖))

Thus, refnode ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ for any step 𝑖 . □

E.3.8 Proof of Lemma 8

Lemma 8. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node be
a non-leaf node in the associated predicate tree. Furthermore, Let 𝑐 and 𝑐′ be two different children of node.
If node is an OR node, for all step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 :

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det+ = ∅

If node is an AND node, then for all step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 :

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det- = ∅

Proof. This is just the non-conditional form of Lemma 15. The proof for Lemma 15 depends on Lemma 5
and Lemma 14. Since we have already shown Lemma 5 to be true for any node in the predicate tree,
Lemma 14 must apply to predicate tree nodes of all height, and Lemma 15 must apply to all step indices
as well, giving us this non-conditional form.

□

E.3.9 Proof of Lemma 9

Lemma 9. Given a predicate expression with 𝑛 unique predicates, let [(𝑃1, 𝐷1), ..., (𝑃𝑚, 𝐷𝑚)] be a solution
sequence, for which𝑚 > 𝑛. If step indices 𝑖 and 𝑗 are the first two times that predicate 𝑃 appears in such

a sequence (i.e., 𝑃𝑖 = 𝑃 𝑗 = 𝑃 ) and 𝐷𝑖 ∩ 𝐷 𝑗 = ∅, then either 𝐷 𝑗 can be derived directly from 𝑈𝑖−1 without
using 𝑃 as an operator, or 𝐷 𝑗 cannot be derived at all from𝑈𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 )} without using 𝑃 as an operator.

Proof. We prove Lemma 9 by showing that if 𝐷 𝑗 ∩ 𝐷𝑖 = ∅, all valuation sets 𝐷 𝑗 which can be derived
from 𝑈𝑖−1 ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷𝑖 )} without using 𝑃 as an operator can also be constructed from 𝑈𝑖−1 without using
𝑃 as an operator. We do this by applying the identity 𝐴 = (𝐴 \ 𝐵) ∪ (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵) for any sets 𝐴 and 𝐵

(Appendix F):

𝐷 𝑗 = (𝐷 𝑗 \ 𝐷𝑖 ) ∪ (𝐷 𝑗 ∩ 𝐷𝑖 )
= (𝐷 𝑗 \ 𝐷𝑖 ) ∪ ∅
= 𝐷 𝑗 \ 𝐷𝑖

The second step comes from the precondition. Lemma 16 (shown below) states that there must exist
some𝐷 ′𝑗 derived from𝑈𝑖−1 without using 𝑃 as an operator such that𝐷 𝑗 \𝐷𝑖 = 𝐷 ′𝑗 \𝐷𝑖 . Since𝐷 𝑗 = 𝐷 ′𝑗 \𝐷𝑖 ,
𝐷 𝑗 can also be derived from𝑈𝑖−1 without using 𝑃 as an operator. □

Lemma 16. For any set of valuation setsD, predicate 𝑃 , and any𝐷 ∈ D, let 𝐸 be some valuation set derived

from D ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷)} without using 𝑃 as an operator. There exists a valuation set 𝐸′ derived from D without

using 𝑃 as an operator, such that:

𝐸 \ 𝐷 = 𝐸′ \ 𝐷
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E.3.10 Proof of Lemma 10

Lemma 10. Given a predicate expression and a DFS ordering of its predicates, if node node of the associated
predicate tree is the child of an AND node and negatively determinable on the 𝑖th step, then nodemust also

be complete on the 𝑖th step. Similarly, if node is the child of an OR node and positively determinable on the

𝑖th step, then node must also be complete on the 𝑖th step.

Proof. We prove this by case analysis on the type of node.

1. If node is a leaf node, the conditions for being complete are the same as the conditions for being
positively and negatively determinable, so the lemma is true.

2. If node is the child of anANDnode, it must be anOR node (leaf nodes go to the first case). As anOR
node, if node is negatively determinable, each child of nodemust also be negatively determinable
by definition. A node can only be negatively determinable if at least one predicate descendant
of it has already been applied, so all of node’s children must have at least one applied predicate
descendant each. However, we have a DFS ordering, so if node’s child has one applied predicate
descendant, all of its predicate descendants must be applied, marking the child as complete. Since
all of node’s children are complete, node is also complete.

3. If node is the child of an OR node and positively determinable, the reasoning is the same as
when node is the child of AND node and negatively determinable. As an AND node, if node is
positively determinable, each child of node must also be positively determinable by definition. A
node can only be positively determinable if at least one predicate descendant of it has already been
applied, so all of node’s childrenmust have at least one applied predicate descendant. However, we
have a DFS ordering, so if node’s child has one applied predicate descendant, all of its predicate
descendants must be applied, marking the child as complete. Since all of node’s children are
complete, node is also complete.

□

E.3.11 Proof of Lemma 11

Lemma 11. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let node be a non-

root node in the associated predicate tree. If node’s parent is an OR node, node is positively determinable

on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node’s parent is an AND node, node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up

to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Proof. We break the proof up into two parts. First, we claim that:
Lemma 12. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a non-root node in the associated predicate tree. If node’s parent is an OR node, node is positively

determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node’s parent is an AND node, node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up

to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))
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Note that the difference between Lemma 12 and Lemma 11 is that Lemma 12 only applies between
consecutive steps 𝑖 and 𝑖 + 1. Once Lemma 12 has been shown to be true, we can show by strong
induction on 𝑗 that the lemma is true for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 . Assume as the base case 𝑗 = 1. This case is
trivially satisfied because state1 [node] = ∅ for any node based on initialization. Next, assume as
the inductive hypothesis, the lemma holds for when 𝑗 = 𝑘 . For the inductive step, 𝑗 = 𝑘 + 1. For all
𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1) < 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 , state[node] is not updated. Hence state𝑗 [node] = state𝑖 [node] for these 𝑗 ,
and by Lemma 12, if node’s parent is an OR node:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)) (12)

The inductive hypothesis states that for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1):

state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1)+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+∩BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖+1)))

Intersecting both sides with BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)) and applying Lemma 5 yields:

state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1)+1 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))
⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

The left-hand side of this equation is one of the cases of the right-hand side of Equation 12. Thus, for
all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+𝑖 + 1)) ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

The exact same reasoning applies to det- if node’s parent is an AND node. □

E.3.12 Proof of Lemma 12

Lemma 12. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a non-root node in the associated predicate tree. If node’s parent is an OR node, node is positively

determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node’s parent is an AND node, node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up

to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Proof. Let us assume that node is positively or negatively determinable on step 𝑖 if node’s parent is an OR
or AND node respectively. Otherwise, state𝑖 [node] .det+ = state𝑖 [node] .det- = ∅ from initialization,
and the lemma is satisfied trivially.

Next, we introduce Lemma 13.
Lemma 13. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a node in the associated predicate tree. If node is positively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5

holds true up to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))
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Note that the relationship in Lemma 13 refers to just the parent of node, whereas Lemma 12 refers
to the grandparent of node.

If node’s parent is an OR node, based on Lemma 13:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Expanding out BestD based on Algorithm 2 gives us:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

\ ©« ©«
⋃

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node),𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) )
state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬
∪ ©«

⋃
𝑐+∈children+ (parent(node),𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) )\{node}

state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) [𝑐+] .det+
ª®¬ ª®¬

Property 7 states that state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp = state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .det+ for all complete children 𝑐◦, so:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐+∈ (children◦ (parent(node),𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) )∪children+ (parent(node),𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) )\{node})
state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) [𝑐+] .det+

ª®¬
Lemma 15 (a conditional version of Lemma 8; shown below) states for two different nodes 𝑐 and 𝑐′,
state[𝑐] .det+ and state[𝑐′] .det+ are mutually exclusive. Thus, all set subtraction terms can be re-
moved, and:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Lemma 15. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a non-leaf node in the associated predicate tree. Furthermore, Let 𝑐 and 𝑐′ be two different children of

node. If node is an OR node, Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑗max, and Lemma 14 holds true up to node’s
children, then for all steps 𝑖 and 𝑗 such that max(𝑖, 𝑗) ≤ 𝑗max:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det+ = ∅

If node is an AND node, Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑗max, and Lemma 14 holds true up to node’s children,
then for all steps 𝑖 and 𝑗 such that max(𝑖, 𝑗) ≤ 𝑗max:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det- = ∅

If node’s parent is an AND node, based on Lemma 13:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)) (13)

Expanding out BestD based on Algorithm 2 gives us:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

∩ ©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node),𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) )
state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬
\ ©«

⋃
𝑐−∈children− (parent(node),𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) )\{node}

state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) [𝑐−] .det-
ª®¬
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Lemma 15 states that the det- values of two different node must also be mutually exclusive. Thus, all
set subtraction terms can be removed once again:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

∩ ©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (parent(node),𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) )
state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬ (14)

At this point, we establish the following relationships thanks to Algorithm 3:

state𝑖 [node] .det- ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖))
state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) [𝑐◦] .cmp ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)))

If 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) < 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)) (meaning a predicate descendant of 𝑐◦ was applied more recently
than one of node), as part of calculating BestD, the det- values of all negatively determinable children
are subtracted away. As such, node must have been one of these children:

state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) [𝑐◦] .cmp ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))) \ state𝑟 (𝑐◦,𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) ) [node] .det-

Since 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) < 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 +1)), state𝑟 (𝑐◦,𝑟 (node,𝑖+1) ) [node] = state𝑖 [node], thus state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp
must be mutually exclusive with state𝑖 [node] .det-.

On the other hand, if 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) > 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)) (meaning a predicate descendant of node was
applied more recently than one of 𝑐◦), as part of calculating BestD, an intersection with the cmp values
of all complete children is performed. Since 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) > 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)), 𝑐◦ must have be one of
these children:

state𝑖 [node] .det- ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) ∩ state𝑟 (node,𝑖 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp

Since 𝑟 (node, 𝑖) > 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)), state𝑟 (node,𝑖 ) [𝑐◦] = state𝑖 [𝑐◦], thus state𝑖 [node] .det- ⊆
state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp.

If the first case is true for any complete child node in Equation 14, then the right-hand side simplifies
to the empty set, and the lemma is trivially true. If all complete children 𝑐◦ of belong to the second case,
then state𝑖 [node] .det- is a subset of that intersection, and Equation 14 simplifies to:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(parent(node)), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖))

□

E.3.13 Proof of Lemma 13

Lemma 13. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a node in the associated predicate tree. If node is positively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5

holds true up to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 :

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Proof. Similar to the proof for Lemma 11, this proof is divided into two parts. First, we present:
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Lemma 14. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a node in the associated predicate tree. If node is positively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5

holds true up to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Similar to before, the difference between Lemma 14 and Lemma 13 is that Lemma 14 only applies be-
tween consecutive steps 𝑖 and 𝑖 + 1. Once Lemma 14 has shown to be true, we can show by strong
induction on 𝑗 that the lemma is true for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 . Assume as the base case 𝑗 = 1. This case is trivially
satisfied since state1 [node] = ∅ for any node based on initialization. Next, assume as the inductive hy-
pothesis, the lemma holds for when 𝑗 = 𝑘 . For the inductive step, 𝑗 = 𝑘 + 1. For all 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1) < 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 ,
state[node] is not updated. Hence state𝑗 [node] = state𝑖 [node] for these 𝑗 , and by Lemma 14:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)) (15)

The inductive hypothesis states that for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1):

state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1)+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)))

Intersecting both sides with BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1)) and applying Lemma 5 yields:

state𝑟 (node,𝑖+1)+1 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))
⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

The left-hand side of this equation is one of the cases of the right-hand side of Equation 15. Thus, for
all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑗 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

The exact same reasoning applies to state[node] .det-. □

E.3.14 Proof of Lemma 14

Lemma 14. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a node in the associated predicate tree. If node is positively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5

holds true up to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

If node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 + 1, and Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑖 , then:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖 + 1))

Proof. We prove this by strong induction on the height of the tree referred to by node. As the base case,
let node be a leaf node, which refers to 𝑃 𝑗 . A leaf node’s det+ value is only ever updated once (at the time
of its completion). If 𝑗 < 𝑖 , then 𝑃 𝑗 has already been applied. Thus, state𝑖+1 [node] = state𝑗 [node],
and the lemma is satisfied. If 𝑗 = 𝑖 , then state𝑗 [node] .det+ = ∅ because it still holds its initialized
state, and the lemma is trivially satisfied.
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Assume as the inductive hypothesis that the lemma holds for any node with a height of 𝑘 . Next, for
the inductive step, let node refer to a nodewith a height of𝑘+1. Let us also assume that 𝑃𝑖 is a descendant
of node. Otherwise, node’s state will not be updated and state𝑖+1 [node] = state𝑖 [node], and the
lemma is trivially true. Furthermore, we assume that node is positively and negatively determinable on
step 𝑖 . Otherwise, state𝑖 [node] .det+ = state𝑖 [node] .det- = ∅ based on initialization, and the lemma
is trivially satisfied once again.

If node is an AND node and positively determinable, then all of its children must be positively
determinable by definition. Based on Algorithm 3:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖+1 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) (16)

state𝑖 [node] .det+ =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) (17)

As stated in the precondition, we assume that Lemma 5 holds up to step 𝑖 . Thus, BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊆
BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)), and:

state𝑖 [node] .det+∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) = BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)∩©«
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+

ª®¬
(18)

All children of node except 𝑃𝑖 ’s ancestor do not have their state values updated between steps 𝑖 and
𝑖 + 1. For these children state𝑖 = state𝑖+1. Let 𝑐∗ be node’s child that is 𝑃𝑖 ’s ancestor and let:

𝑋 =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)\{𝑐∗ }
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+

We can rewrite Equations 16 and 18 as:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ = BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ 𝑋 ∩ state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det+
(19)

state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) = BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ 𝑋 ∩ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ (20)

The inductive hypothesis states that for child 𝑐∗:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ ∩ BestD(node, 𝑖)

Expanding out BestD based on Algorithm 2, we get:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

∩ ©«©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬ \ ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }
state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det-

ª®¬ª®¬
If we intersect both sides with𝑋 ∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑖), the left-hand side is the same as Equation 19.
Thus:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ 𝑋

∩ ©«©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmpª®¬ \ ©«

⋃
𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }

state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det-ª®¬ª®¬
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Property 7 states that state[𝑐◦] .cmp = state[𝑐◦] .det+ for all complete children, so these terms can be
absorbed into 𝑋 . Expanding out 𝑋 leaves us with:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

∩ ©«©«
⋂

𝑐∈children(node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+

ª®¬ \ ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }
state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det-

ª®¬ª®¬
Using the identity (𝐴∩ 𝐵) \ (𝐶 ∪𝐷) = (𝐴 \𝐶) ∩ (𝐵 \𝐷) for all sets 𝐴, 𝐵,𝐶 , and 𝐷 (Appendix F), we can
rearrange this to:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

∩ ©«
⋂

𝑐∈children(node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ \ state𝑖 [𝑐] .det-ª®¬

Not all children may be negatively determinable, but the det- value of those children will be ∅ anyway
based on initialization. Based on Property 6, the det+ and det- values for any node must mutually
exclusive for any time step, so we can remove the set subtraction terms:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)∩©«
⋂

𝑐∈children(node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ª®¬

The right-hand side of this equation is equivalent to Equation 20, so:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

If node is an OR node and positively determinable, then based on Algorithm 3:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ =
⋃

𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑖+1)
state𝑖+1 [𝑐+] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) (21)

state𝑖 [node] .det+ =
⋃

𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐+] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) (22)

Similar to before, based on Lemma 5, Equation 22 can be intersected with BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) to
get:

state𝑖 [node] .det+∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) =
⋃

𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐+] .det+∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

(23)
All children of node except 𝑃𝑖 ’s ancestor do not have their state values updated between steps 𝑖 and
𝑖 + 1. For these children state𝑖 = state𝑖+1. Let 𝑐∗ be node’s child that is 𝑃𝑖 ’s ancestor and let:

𝑋 =
⋃

𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }
state𝑖 [𝑐+] .det+

We can rewrite Equations 21 and 23 as:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ = BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ (𝑋 ∪ state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det+)
(24)

state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) = BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ (𝑋 ∪ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+)
(25)
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The inductive hypothesis states that for child 𝑐∗:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ ∩ BestD(node, 𝑖)

Expanding out BestD based on Algorithm 2, we get:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp

⋃
𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }

state𝑖 [𝑐+] .det+ª®¬
Once again, based on Property 7, for complete children 𝑐◦, state[𝑐◦] .cmp = state[𝑐◦] .det+, so:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐∈ (children◦ (node,𝑖 )∪children+ (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ })
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ª®¬

Lemma 15 states that for two different children 𝑐 and 𝑐′, state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ and state𝑖 [𝑐′] .det+ are mutu-
ally exclusive9, so this simplifies to:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

We can take the union with respect to BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ 𝑋 on both sides. This results in the
left-hand side being equivalent to Equation 24, and the right-hand side being equivalent to Equation 25.
Thus:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det+ ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)
If node is an AND node and negatively determinable, then based on Algorithm 3:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- =
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑖+1)
state𝑖+1 [𝑐−] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) (26)

state𝑖 [node] .det- =
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) (27)

Once again, based on Lemma 5, Equation 27 can be intersected with BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) to get:

state𝑖 [node] .det-∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) =
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det-∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

(28)
All children of node except 𝑃𝑖 ’s ancestor do not have their state values updated between steps 𝑖 and
𝑖 + 1. For these children state𝑖 = state𝑖+1. Let 𝑐∗ be node’s child that is 𝑃𝑖 ’s ancestor and let:

𝑋 =
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }
state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det-

We can rewrite Equations 26 and 28 as:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- = BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ (𝑋 ∪ state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det-)
(29)

state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) = BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ (𝑋 ∪ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det-)
(30)

9To apply Lemma 15 to node’s children here, Lemma 14 must hold true up up to node’s children. The inductive hypothesis
applies in this case, so there is no cyclical dependency.
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The inductive hypothesis states that for child 𝑐∗:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ∩ BestD(node, 𝑖)

Expanding out BestD based on Algorithm 2, we get:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

∩ ©«©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmpª®¬ \ ©«

⋃
𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }

state𝑖 [𝑐−] .det-
ª®¬ª®¬

Lemma 15 tells us that the det- values of two different children aremutually exclusive, so we can remove
the set subtraction terms:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩
©«

⋂
𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑖 )

state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp
ª®¬

(31)
At this point, we establish the following relationships thanks to Algorithm 3: For 𝑐∗ and any complete
child 𝑐◦ of node on step 𝑖:

state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐∗, 𝑖))
state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑖))

If 𝑟 (𝑐∗, 𝑖) < 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑖) (meaning a predicate descendant of 𝑐◦ was applied more recently than one of 𝑐∗), as
part of calculating BestD, the det- values of all negatively determinable children are subtracted away.
Since 𝑟 (𝑐∗, 𝑖) < 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑖), 𝑐∗ must be one of these children:

state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑖)) \ state𝑟 (𝑐◦,𝑖 ) [𝑐∗] .det-

Since 𝑟 (𝑐∗, 𝑖) < 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑖), state𝑟 (𝑐◦,𝑖 ) [𝑐∗] = state𝑖 [𝑐∗], thus state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp must be mutually exclusive
with state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det-.

On the other hand, if 𝑟 (𝑐∗, 𝑖) > 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑖) (meaning a predicate descendant of 𝑐∗ was applied more
recently than one of 𝑐◦), as part of calculating BestD, an intersection with the cmp values of all complete
children is performed. Since 𝑟 (𝑐∗, 𝑖) > 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑖), 𝑐◦ must have be one of these children:

state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐∗, 𝑖)) ∩ state𝑟 (𝑐∗,𝑖 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp

Since 𝑟 (𝑐∗, 𝑖) > 𝑟 (𝑐◦, 𝑖), state𝑟 (𝑐∗,𝑖 ) [𝑐◦] = state𝑖 [𝑐◦], thus state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊆ state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp.
If the first case is true for any complete child 𝑐◦ in Equation 31, then the right-hand side simplifies

to the empty set, and the lemma is trivially true. If all complete children 𝑐◦ of belong to the second case,
then state𝑖 [child] .det- must be a subset of the intersection, and Equation 31 simplifies to:

state𝑖+1 [child] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [child] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

We can take the union with respect to BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ 𝑋 on both sides. This results in the
left-hand side being equivalent to Equation 29, and the right-hand side being equivalent to Equation 30.
Thus:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)
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If node is an OR node and negatively determinable, then all of its children must be negatively
determinable by definition. Based on Algorithm 3:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖+1 [𝑐] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) (32)

state𝑖 [node] .det- =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) (33)

Sincewe assumed that Lemma 5 holds up to step 𝑖 , BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)),
and:

state𝑖 [node] .det-∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) = BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)∩©«
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det-

ª®¬
(34)

All children of node except 𝑃𝑖 ’s ancestor do not have their state values updated between steps 𝑖 and
𝑖 + 1. For these children state𝑖 = state𝑖+1. Let 𝑐∗ be node’s child that is 𝑃𝑖 ’s ancestor and let:

𝑋 =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)\{𝑐∗ }
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det-

We can rewrite Equations 32 and 34 as:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- = BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ 𝑋 ∩ state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det-
(35)

state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) = BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ 𝑋 ∩ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- (36)

The inductive hypothesis states that for child 𝑐∗:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ∩ BestD(node, 𝑖)

Expanding out BestD based on Algorithm 2, we get:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑖 )
state𝑖 [𝑐◦] .cmp

⋃
𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ }

state𝑖 [𝑐+] .det+ª®¬
Once again, based on Property 7, for complete children 𝑐◦, state[𝑐◦] .cmp = state[𝑐◦] .det+, so:

state𝑖+1 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐∈ (children◦ (node,𝑖 )∪children+ (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ })
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ª®¬

If we intersect both sides with𝑋 ∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑖), the left-hand side is the same as Equation 35.
Thus:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ∩ 𝑋

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐∈ (children◦ (node,𝑖 )∪children+ (node,𝑖 )\{𝑐∗ })
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+

ª®¬
68



Using the identity (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵) \ (𝐶 ∪ 𝐷) = (𝐴 \ 𝐶) ∩ (𝐵 \ 𝐷) for all sets 𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶 , and 𝐷 (Appendix F) and
expanding 𝑋 , we can rearrange this to:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

∩ ©«
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)\{𝑐∗ }
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- \ state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+

ª®¬
Not all children may be positively determinable, but the det+ value of those children will be ∅ anyway
based on initialization. Based on Property 6, the det- and det+ values for any node must mutually
exclusive for any time step, so we can remove the set subtraction terms:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [𝑐∗] .det-∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)∩
©«

⋂
𝑐∈children(node)\{𝑐∗ }

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det-
ª®¬

The right-hand side of this equation is equivalent to Equation 36, so:

state𝑖+1 [node] .det- ⊇ state𝑖 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖)

□

E.3.15 Proof of Lemma 15

Lemma 15. Let [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛] be any ordering of predicates for the given predicate expression, and let node
be a non-leaf node in the associated predicate tree. Furthermore, Let 𝑐 and 𝑐′ be two different children of

node. If node is an OR node, Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑗max, and Lemma 14 holds true up to node’s
children, then for all steps 𝑖 and 𝑗 such that max(𝑖, 𝑗) ≤ 𝑗max:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det+ = ∅

If node is an AND node, Lemma 5 holds true up to step 𝑗max, and Lemma 14 holds true up to node’s children,
then for all steps 𝑖 and 𝑗 such that max(𝑖, 𝑗) ≤ 𝑗max:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det- = ∅

Proof. We prove this by induction over the value of 𝑗max. Let us first assume node is an OR node. As
the base case, 𝑖 = 𝑗 = 1. Since all det+ values are initialized to the empty set: state1 [𝑐] .det+ =

state1 [𝑐′] .det+ = ∅, and the lemma is trivially satisfied.
As the inductive hypothesis, assume that for 𝑗max = 𝑘 , the lemma holds. For the inductive step

𝑗max = 𝑘 + 1, there are three cases:

1. Predicate 𝑃𝑘 is not a descendant of either 𝑐 or 𝑐′. In this case, the state does not change for either
𝑐 and 𝑐′ between steps 𝑘 and 𝑘 + 1, and:

state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+ = state𝑘 [𝑐] .det+ state𝑘+1 [𝑐′] .det+ = state𝑘 [𝑐′] .det+

Thus, We can apply the inductive hypothesis directly.

2. Predicate 𝑃𝑘 is a descendant of 𝑐 . We assume that state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+ ≠ state𝑘 [𝑐] .det+. Otherwise,
this situation reduces to the first case. If state is updated, based on Algorithm 3, we know
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that: state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+ ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑘). However, as a part of calculating BestD(node, 𝑘),
state𝑘 [𝑐′] .det+ is explicitly removed from result, so:

state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ state𝑘 [𝑐′] .det+ = ∅

In addition, since 𝑃𝑘 is not a descendant of 𝑐′, state[𝑐′] .det+ remains unchanged between steps
𝑘 and 𝑘 + 1. In fact, state[𝑐′] remains unchanged for all steps since the last predicate descendant
of predicate, so for all 𝑟 (𝑐′, 𝑘) < 𝑗 ≤ (𝑘 + 1):

state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det+ = ∅

Based on Lemma 14, we know that state𝑟 (𝑐′,𝑘 )+1 [𝑐′] .det+ ⊇ state𝑟 (𝑐′,𝑘 ) [𝑐′] .det+∩BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐′, 𝑘)).
Furthermore, Lemma 5 tells us that BestD(node, 𝑘) ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐′, 𝑘)), so:

state𝑟 (𝑐′,𝑘 )+1 [𝑐′] .det+ ⊇ state𝑟 (𝑐′,𝑘 ) [𝑐′] .det+ ∩ BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐′, 𝑘))
state𝑟 (𝑐′,𝑘 )+1 [𝑐′] .det+ ⊇ state𝑟 (𝑐′,𝑘 ) [𝑐′] .det+ ∩ BestD(node, 𝑘)

state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ state𝑟 (𝑐′,𝑘 )+1 [𝑐′] .det+ ⊇ state𝑟 (𝑐′,𝑘 ) [𝑐′] .det+ ∩ BestD(node, 𝑘) ∩ state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+

∅ ⊇ state𝑟 (𝑐′,𝑘 ) [𝑐′] .det+ ∩ BestD(node, 𝑘) ∩ state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+

∅ ⊇ state𝑟 (𝑐′,𝑘 ) [𝑐′] .det+ ∩ state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+

The final step comes from the fact that state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+ ⊆ BestD(node, 𝑘). This reasoning can
be applied recursively for all 𝑗 ≤ 𝑟 (node, 𝑘), such that for all 1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑘 + 1:

state𝑘+1 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ state𝑗 [𝑐′] .det+ = ∅

For cases in which 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘 and 𝑗 = 𝑘 + 1, state[𝑐′] .det+ remains unchanged between steps 𝑘 and
𝑘 + 1, so the inductive hypothesis can be directly applied.

3. Predicate 𝑃𝑘 is a descendant of 𝑐′. This is the same as the second case, except 𝑐 and 𝑐′ are flipped.
The same reasoning applies.

The exact same reasoning applies to state[𝑐] .det- and state[𝑐′] .det- if node is an AND node. □

E.3.16 Proof of Lemma 16

Lemma 16. For any set of valuation setsD, predicate 𝑃 , and any𝐷 ∈ D, let 𝐸 be some valuation set derived

from D ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷)} without using 𝑃 as an operator. There exists a valuation set 𝐸′ derived from D without

using 𝑃 as an operator, such that:

𝐸 \ 𝐷 = 𝐸′ \ 𝐷

Proof. We prove this by structural induction over all sets 𝐸 which can be derived from D ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷)}. If
𝐸 ∈ D, the lemma is trivially satisfied with 𝐸′ = 𝐸. Thus, 𝐸 must be a valuation set that can be derived
from D∪ {𝑃 (𝐷)} but not D. The base case is 𝐸 = 𝑃 (𝐷). By definition, 𝑃 (𝐷) ⊆ 𝐷 , so: 𝐸 \𝐷 = ∅, and the
lemma is satisfied with 𝐸′ = 𝐷 .

Next, assume as the inductive hypothesis that 𝐹 and 𝐺 are some valuation sets derived from D ∪
{𝑃 (𝐷)} and 𝐹 ′ and𝐺 ′ are the corresponding valuation set derived from D such that 𝐹 \𝐷 = 𝐹 ′ \𝐷 and
𝐺 \ 𝐷 = 𝐺 ′ \ 𝐷 . We can construct a new valuation set 𝐸 derived from D ∪ {𝑃 (𝐷)} by performing an
operation on 𝐹 (and 𝐺):
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1. 𝐸 = 𝑃 ′ (𝐹 ) for some predicate 𝑃 ′ ≠ 𝑃 :

𝐸 \ 𝐷 = 𝑃 ′ (𝐹 ) \ 𝐷
= 𝑃 ′ (𝐹 \ 𝐷)
= 𝑃 ′ (𝐹 ′ \ 𝐷)
= 𝑃 ′ (𝐹 ′) \ 𝐷

Thus, 𝐸′ = 𝑃 ′ (𝐹 ′). The second and fourth steps come from Property 4, and the third step is the
application of the inductive hypothesis.

2. 𝐸 = 𝐹 ∩𝐺 :

𝐸 \ 𝐷 = (𝐹 ∩𝐺) \ 𝐷
= (𝐹 \ 𝐷) ∩ (𝐺 \ 𝐷)
= (𝐹 ′ \ 𝐷) ∩ (𝐺 ′ \ 𝐷)
= (𝐹 ′ ∩𝐺 ′) \ 𝐷

Thus, 𝐸′ = 𝐹 ′∩𝐺 ′. The second and fourth steps are from the identity (𝐴∩𝐵)\𝐶 = (𝐴\𝐶)∩(𝐵\𝐶) for
any sets𝐴, 𝐵, and𝐶 (Appendix F), and the third step is the application of the inductive hypothesis.

3. 𝐸 = 𝐹 ∪𝐺 :

𝐸 \ 𝐷 = (𝐹 ∪𝐺) \ 𝐷
= (𝐹 \ 𝐷) ∪ (𝐺 \ 𝐷)
= (𝐹 ′ \ 𝐷) ∪ (𝐺 ′ \ 𝐷)
= (𝐹 ′ ∪𝐺 ′) \ 𝐷

Thus, 𝐸′ = 𝐹 ′∪𝐺 ′. The second and fourth steps are from the identity (𝐴∪𝐵)\𝐶 = (𝐴\𝐶)∪(𝐵\𝐶) for
any sets𝐴, 𝐵, and𝐶 (Appendix F), and the third step is the application of the inductive hypothesis.

4. 𝐸 = 𝐹 \𝐺 :

𝐸 \ 𝐷 = (𝐹 \𝐺) \ 𝐷
= (𝐹 \ 𝐷) \𝐺
= (𝐹 ′ \ 𝐷) \𝐺
= 𝐹 ′ \ (𝐺 ∪ 𝐷)
= 𝐹 ′ \ ((𝐺 \ 𝐷) ∪ 𝐷)
= 𝐹 ′ \ ((𝐺 ′ \ 𝐷) ∪ 𝐷)
= 𝐹 ′ \ (𝐺 ′ ∪ 𝐷)
= (𝐹 ′ \𝐺 ′) \ 𝐷

Thus, 𝐸′ = 𝐹 ′ \𝐺 ′. The following identities are used (Appendix F). For any sets 𝐴, 𝐵, and 𝐶:

(𝐴 \ 𝐵) \𝐶 = (𝐴 \𝐶) \ 𝐵 (𝐴 \ 𝐵) \𝐶 = 𝐴 \ (𝐵 ∪𝐶) 𝐴 ∪ 𝐵 = (𝐴 \ 𝐵) ∪ 𝐵

The third and sixth steps are the applications of the inductive hypothesis.

□
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E.3.17 Proof of Lemma 17

Lemma 17. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set 𝐷𝑖

be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD and Update. In addition, let 𝐴 be an ancestor in 𝑃𝑖 ’s lineage. For

all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , there exists a 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) such that all incomplete children of 𝐴 that are not ancestors of 𝑃𝑖 are

statically true/false with respect to {𝑢 |𝑖=𝑇 , 𝑢 |𝑖=𝐹 } if 𝐴 is an AND/OR node respectively.

Proof. In our setup, all predicate expressions are positive, so the given predicate expression and all
subexpressions are monotone Boolean functions [27]. Monotone Boolean functions are functions 𝑓 :
{0, 1}𝑛 → {0, 1} which have the property that if 𝑥 ≤ 𝑦, then 𝑓 (𝑥) ≤ 𝑓 (𝑦), in which 𝑥 ≤ 𝑦 is defined
as 𝑥𝑖 ≤ 𝑦𝑖 for all 𝑖 in 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛. Here 1 is used to represent true values and 0 is used to represent false
values.

Let ancestor𝐴 be anANDnode. We prove by construction that for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , there exists a𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖)
that evaluates to true against all incomplete children of𝐴. Using the same notation asmonotone Boolean
functions, the construction of valuation 𝑢 is as follows:

1. For all 𝑗 in (1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 − 1), set 𝑢 𝑗 = 𝑣 𝑗 .

2. For all 𝑗 in (𝑖 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑛), set 𝑢 𝑗 = 1.

Lemma 18 (shown below) states that an incomplete child of 𝐴 that is not an ancestor of 𝑃𝑖 cannot be
statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). Thus, for each incomplete child of 𝐴, there must exist at least one
𝑢′ ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) that evaluates to true against that child. In other words, if we let node be the incomplete
child of 𝐴, then there exists a 𝑢′ ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) such that node[𝑢′] = 1. When compared with the above
constructed 𝑢, 𝑢′ ≤ 𝑢 because 𝑢′ ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). Thus, based on the property of monotone Boolean functions,
if node[𝑢′] = 1, then node[𝑢] = 1. This reasoning holds for all incomplete children of 𝐴, so 𝑢 must
evaluate to true against all incomplete children of 𝐴.
Lemma 18. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set 𝐷𝑖

be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD and Update. In addition, let𝐴 be an ancestor in 𝑃𝑖 ’s lineage. For all

𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , an incomplete child of 𝐴 which is not an ancestor of 𝑃𝑖 cannot be statically false/true with respect

to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) if 𝐴 is an AND/OR node respectively.

Similarly, if𝐴 is an OR node, we can construct a 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) that evaluates to false against all incom-
plete children of 𝐴 with:

1. For all 𝑗 in (1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 − 1), set 𝑢 𝑗 = 𝑣 𝑗 .

2. For all 𝑗 in (𝑖 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑛), set 𝑢 𝑗 = 0.

Once again, Lemma 18 states that for each incomplete child of 𝐴 that is not an ancestor of 𝑃𝑖 cannot
be statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). Thus, if node is an incomplete child of 𝐴, then there exists a
𝑢′ ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) such that node[𝑢′] = 0. When compared with the above constructed 𝑢, 𝑢 ≤ 𝑢′ because 𝑢′ ∈
Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). Thus, based on the property of monotone Boolean functions, if node[𝑢′] = 0, then node[𝑢] = 0.
This reasoning holds for all incomplete children of 𝐴, so 𝑢 must evaluate to false against all incomplete
children of 𝐴. □

E.3.18 Proof of Lemma 18

Lemma 18. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set 𝐷𝑖

be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD and Update. In addition, let𝐴 be an ancestor in 𝑃𝑖 ’s lineage. For all

𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , an incomplete child of 𝐴 which is not an ancestor of 𝑃𝑖 cannot be statically false/true with respect

to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) if 𝐴 is an AND/OR node respectively.

Proof. First we introduce Lemmas 19 and 20.
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Lemma 19. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set

𝐷𝑖 be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD and Update. In addition, let node be a node in the associated

predicate tree. For all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , if node is not positively determinable on step 𝑖 , then node cannot be statically
true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). Similarly, for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , if node is not negatively determinable on step 𝑖 , then

node cannot be statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖).
Lemma 20. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let node be a node

in the associated predicate tree. If node is positively determinable on step 𝑖 , then state𝑖 [node] .det+ is the
set of valuations 𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) such that every 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) evaluated against node is true:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝑇 }

Similarly, if node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 , then state𝑖 [node] .det- is the set of valuations

𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) such that every 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) evaluated against node is false:

state𝑖 [node] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 }

We are now ready to prove Lemma 18. Let 𝐴 be an AND node, and let node be an incomplete
child of 𝐴. If node is not negatively determinable on step 𝑖 , Lemma 19 states that node cannot be
statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), trivially satisfying the lemma. Thus, let us assume node is neg-
atively determinable. According to Algorithm 2, part of calculating BestD(𝐴, 𝑖) involves set subtract-
ing state𝑖 [node] .det- from BestD(parent(𝐴), 𝑖) if node is negatively determinable. More specifically,
BestD(𝐴, 𝑖) ⊆ BestD(parent(𝐴), 𝑖) \ state𝑖 [node] .det-. Property 8 states that 𝐷𝑖 ⊆ BestD(𝐴, 𝑖), so
𝐷𝑖 ∩ state𝑖 [node] .det- = ∅. We can substitute the value of state𝑖 [node] .det- based on Lemma 20 to
get:

𝐷𝑖 ∩ {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 } = ∅

Since, 𝐷𝑖 ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖), and BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖))
based on Lemma 5:

{𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 } = ∅

In other words, node is not statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), for any 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 .
The same reasoning applies if 𝐴 is an OR node. If node is not positively determinable on step

𝑖 , Lemma 19 states that node cannot be statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), trivially satisfying the
lemma. Thus, let us assume node is positively determinable. According to Algorithm 2, part of cal-
culating BestD(𝐴, 𝑖) involves set subtracting state𝑖 [node] .det+ from BestD(parent(𝐴), 𝑖) if node is
positively determinable. More specifically, BestD(𝐴, 𝑖) ⊆ BestD(parent(𝐴), 𝑖) \ state𝑖 [node] .det+.
Property 8 states that 𝐷𝑖 ⊆ BestD(𝐴, 𝑖), so 𝐷𝑖 ∩ state𝑖 [node] .det+ = ∅. We can substitute the value
of state𝑖 [node] .det+ based on Lemma 20 to get:

𝐷𝑖 ∩ {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝑇 } = ∅

Since, 𝐷𝑖 ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑖), and BestD(parent(node), 𝑖) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖))
based on Lemma 5:

{𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝑇 } = ∅

In other words, node is not statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), for any 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 . □
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E.3.19 Proof of Lemma 19

Lemma 19. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let valuation set

𝐷𝑖 be the 𝑖th operand generated by BestD and Update. In addition, let node be a node in the associated

predicate tree. For all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , if node is not positively determinable on step 𝑖 , then node cannot be statically
true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). Similarly, for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , if node is not negatively determinable on step 𝑖 , then

node cannot be statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖).

Proof. We prove this by strong induction on the height of the tree referred to by node. As the base case,
let node be a leaf node which refers to predicate 𝑃 𝑗 . If 𝑗 ≥ 𝑖 , then node cannot be statically true or
false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) for any 𝑣 . If 𝑗 < 𝑖 , then node must be complete by step 𝑖 , so it must also be
positively and negatively determinable by step 𝑖 . Thus, the base case is trivially resolved.

As the inductive hypothesis, assume that the lemma holds for any predicate tree nodes of height
𝑘 or less. Next, as the inductive step, let node have a height of 𝑘 + 1. We prove the contrapositive
of the lemma for node: For all 𝑣 ∈ 𝐷𝑖 , if node is statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), then node is
positively determinable on step 𝑖 . If node is statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), then node is negatively
determinable on step 𝑖 .

If node is an AND node and statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), then each 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) must resolve
to true against every child of node. Thus, all of node’s children must be statically true with respect
to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), and by the inductive hypothesis, positively determinable on step 𝑖 . Therefore, by definition,
node itself must also be positively determinable.

In the case that node is an AND node and statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), we claim that there
exists a child of node which is statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). By the inductive hypothesis, if a
child of node is statically false, it must be negatively determinable. By definition, if one of node’s child
is negatively determinable, node must be negatively determinable, completing the proof for this case.
Assume to the contrary that all children of node are not statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). There
are two cases for each child of node: (1) The child is statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). (2) The child
is dynamic with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). The first case is valid, but not all children can fall into this category
because that would imply that node is statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), leading to a contradiction.
Therefore, there must be at at least one child that is dynamic with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). Now consider once
again that our predicate expression is a monotone Boolean function [27]. Using the same notation as
before, consider the valuation 𝑢 which is constructed according to:

1. For all 𝑗 in (1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 − 1), set 𝑢 𝑗 = 𝑣 𝑗 .

2. For all 𝑗 in (𝑖 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑛), set 𝑢 𝑗 = 1.

Since node is statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), there must exist a child node child of node such
that child[𝑢] = 0. However, for all 𝑢′ ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑢′ ≤ 𝑢, so based on the property of monotone Boolean
functions, child[𝑢′] = 0. This would mean that child is statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), leading
to another contradiction.

If node is an OR node, the same reasoning applies but in reverse. In the case that node is an OR node
and statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), we claim that there exists a child of node which is statically
true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). By the inductive hypothesis, if a child of node is statically true, it must be
positively determinable. By definition, if one of node’s child is positively determinable, node must be
positively determinable, completing the proof for this case. Assume to the contrary that all children of
node are not statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). There are two cases for each child of node: (1) The
child is statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). (2) The child is dynamic with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). The
first case is valid, but not all children can fall into this category because that would imply that node is
statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), leading to a contradiction. Therefore, there must be at at least
one child that is dynamic with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). Now consider once again that our predicate expression
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is a monotone Boolean function. Using the same notation as before, consider the valuation 𝑢 which is
constructed according to:

1. For all 𝑗 in (1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑖 − 1), set 𝑢 𝑗 = 𝑣 𝑗 .

2. For all 𝑗 in (𝑖 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑛), set 𝑢 𝑗 = 0.

Since node is statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), there must exist a child node child of node such
that child[𝑢] = 1. However, for all 𝑢′ ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑢 ≤ 𝑢′, so based on the property of monotone Boolean
functions, child[𝑢′] = 1. However, this would mean that child is statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖),
leading to another contradiction.

If node is an OR node and statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), then each 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) must resolve
to false against every child of node. Thus, all of node’s children must be statically false with respect
to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), and by the inductive hypothesis, negatively determinable on step 𝑖 . Therefore, by definition,
node itself must also be negatively determinable. □

E.3.20 Proof of Lemma 20

Lemma 20. Given a predicate expression and an ordering of its predicates [𝑃1, ..., 𝑃𝑛], let node be a node

in the associated predicate tree. If node is positively determinable on step 𝑖 , then state𝑖 [node] .det+ is the
set of valuations 𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) such that every 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) evaluated against node is true:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝑇 }

Similarly, if node is negatively determinable on step 𝑖 , then state𝑖 [node] .det- is the set of valuations

𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) such that every 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) evaluated against node is false:

state𝑖 [node] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 }

Proof. We prove this by strong induction on the height of the tree referred to by node. As the base case,
let node be a leaf node which refers to predicate 𝑃 𝑗 . If node is positively determinable on step 𝑖 , it must
be that 𝑗 < 𝑖 and 𝑗 = 𝑟 (node, 𝑖). When det+ and det- were updated at the end of step 𝑗 , they were
updated with:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ = 𝑃 𝑗 (BestD(parent(node), 𝑗))
state𝑖 [node] .det- = BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) \ 𝑃 𝑗 (BestD(parent(node), 𝑗))

These expressions expand to:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) | node[𝑣] = 𝑇 }
state𝑖 [node] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) | node[𝑣] = 𝐹 }

Since the value of node[𝑣] for predicate 𝑃 𝑗 is solely determined by 𝑣 𝑗 , if node[𝑣] = 𝑇 , then for all
𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝑇 . Similarly, if node[𝑣] = 𝐹 , then for all 𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 . Thus, the above
expressions reduce to:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝑇 }
state𝑖 [node] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 }

and the base case is resolved.
As the inductive hypothesis, assume that the lemma holds for all predicate tree nodes of height 𝑘 or

less. For the inductive step, let node be a predicate tree node of height 𝑘 + 1.
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If node is an AND node and positively determinable on step 𝑖, all of its children must be
positively determinable. Based on Algorithm 3:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) (37)

The outer inductive hypothesis states that for child 𝑐 of node:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝑇 }

Based on Algorithm 2, we can expand BestD:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det+ = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝑇 }

∩ ©«©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )
state𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬ \ ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )\{𝑐 }
state𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) [𝑐−] .det-

ª®¬ª®¬ (38)

Substituting into Equation 37 gives us:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
{𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝑇 }

∩ ©«©«
⋂

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )
state𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp

ª®¬ \ ©«
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )\{𝑐 }
state𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) [𝑐−] .det-

ª®¬ª®¬
∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖))

After using Property 7 to convert cmp values to det+ values, the expression state𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp in the
second line can be substituted using Equation 38. By repeatedly expanding this term, applying Lemma 5
(𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖) must be the latest step for any 𝑐), and applying the identities 𝐴 ∩ (𝐵 \ 𝐶) = (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵) \ 𝐶 and
(𝐴 \ 𝐵) \𝐶 = 𝐴 \ (𝐵 ∪𝐶) for all sets 𝐴, 𝐵, and 𝐶 (Appendix F), we are left with:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
{𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝑇 }

∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) \
(⋃

𝑗𝑐

state𝑗𝑐 [𝑐] .det-
)

for some set of step indices 𝑗𝑐 for each child 𝑐 . By definition, state𝑗𝑐 [𝑐] .det- does not contain any
valuations 𝑣 for which 𝑐 [𝑣] = 𝑇 , whereas the expression {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈
Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝑇 } only contains valuations 𝑣 for which 𝑐 [𝑣] = 𝑇 (because 𝑣 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖)). Thus, these sets
are mutually exclusive, and we can get rid of the set subtraction terms:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
{𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝑇 }

∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖))

Applying Lemma 5 yields:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
{𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝑇 }
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The expression {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝑇 } returns only valuations 𝑣 for
which child 𝑐 is statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). The intersection of these valuations is the valua-
tions 𝑣 for which every child of node is statically true with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). For an AND node, having
every child be statically true with respect to a valuation set is the requirement to be statically true to
the valuation set. Thus:

state𝑖 [node] .det+ = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝑇 }

If node is an AND node and negatively determinable on step 𝑖,we prove this case by induction
on step index 𝑖 (henceforth referred to as the “inner” induction). For node to be negatively determinable,
one of its children must be negatively determinable. Let 𝑐−′ be the first negatively determinable child
of node, and let 𝑐−′ be first negatively determinable on step 𝑗 + 1. The base case for the inner induction
is 𝑖 = 𝑗 + 1. Based on Algorithm 3:

state𝑗+1 [node] .det- =
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node, 𝑗+1)
state𝑗+1 [𝑐−] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗)

For the base case, on step 𝑗 , only one of node’s children is negatively determinable:

state𝑗+1 [node] .det- = state𝑗+1 [𝑐−′] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗)

After applying the inductive hypothesis of the outer induction, this expands to:

state𝑖 [node] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑗) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐−′ [𝑢] = 𝐹 } ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗)

None of node’s children are negatively determinable nor complete on step 𝑗 , so based on Algorithm 2,
BestD(node, 𝑗) = BestD(parent(node), 𝑗), and the above equation reduces to:

state𝑖 [node] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐−′ [𝑢] = 𝐹 }

Since node is an AND node, if one of node’s children is statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), then node
itself must also be statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖):

state𝑖 [node] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 }

Thus, the base case is resolved.
Next, as the inner inductive hypothesis, assume that the lemma holds for any step 𝑖 = 𝑘 . For the

inductive step, let us observe step 𝑖 = 𝑘 + 1. If 𝑃𝑘 is not a descendant of node, state𝑖 = state𝑘 , and
the inner inductive hypothesis applies. Thus, let us assume 𝑃𝑘 is a descendant of node and updates
state[node] .det-. Based on Algorithm 3:

state𝑘+1 [node] .det- =
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑘+1)
state𝑘+1 [𝑐−] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘))

state𝑘 [node] .det- =
⋃

𝑐−∈children− (node,𝑘 )
state𝑘 [𝑐−] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑘)))

There is only one step difference between 𝑘 and 𝑘 + 1, so at most one of node’s children can be updated
with respect to 𝑃𝑘 . Let 𝑐∗ be this ancestor of 𝑃𝑘 . For all other negatively determinable children 𝑐− ≠ 𝑐∗,
state𝑘+1 [𝑐−] = state𝑘 [𝑐−]. Lemma 5 states thatBestD(parent(node), 𝑘) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑘)),
and Lemma 11 states that state𝑘+1 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊇ state𝑘 [𝑐∗] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘). Thus, we
can write state𝑘+1 [node] .det- in terms of state𝑘 [node] .det-:

state𝑘+1 [node] .det- = (state𝑘 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘)) ∪ state𝑘+1 [𝑐∗] .det- (39)
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The outer inductive hypothesis states that:

state𝑘+1 [𝑐∗] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑘) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐∗ [𝑢] = 𝐹 }

By Property 8, BestD(node, 𝑘) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘), so:

state𝑘+1 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊆ {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐∗ [𝑢] = 𝐹 }

Based on the inner inductive hypothesis and Lemma 5:

state𝑘 [node] .det-∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑘) = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 }

In both cases the domain (BestD(parent(node), 𝑘)) is the same, but the condition 𝑐∗ [𝑢] = 𝐹 implies
node[𝑢] = 𝐹 :

state𝑘+1 [𝑐∗] .det- ⊆ state𝑘 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘)

Thus, Equation 39 simplifies to:

state𝑘+1 [node] .det- = state𝑘 [node] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘)
= {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 }

If node is an OR node and positively determinable on step 𝑖, the reasoning is similar as when
node is an AND node and negatively determinable on step 𝑖 . We prove this case by induction on step
index 𝑖 (henceforth referred to as the “inner” induction). Let 𝑐+′ be the first positively determinable
child of node, and let 𝑐+′ be first positively determinable on step 𝑗 + 1. The reasoning for the base case
of the inner induction is the exact same as the reasoning for the negatively determinable AND node’s
base case. The only difference is that each positively determinable child is statically true with respect
to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖) instead of statically false.

Next, as the inner inductive hypothesis, assume that the lemma holds for any step 𝑖 = 𝑘 . For the
inductive step, let us observe step 𝑖 = 𝑘 + 1. If 𝑃𝑘 is not a descendant of node, state𝑖 = state𝑘 , and
the inner inductive hypothesis applies. Thus, let us assume 𝑃𝑘 is a descendant of node and updates
state[node] .det+. Based on Algorithm 3:

state𝑘+1 [node] .det+ =
⋃

𝑐+∈children− (node,𝑘+1)
state𝑘+1 [𝑐+] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘))

state𝑘 [node] .det+ =
⋃

𝑐+∈children− (node,𝑘 )
state𝑘 [𝑐+] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑘)))

There is only one step difference between 𝑘 and 𝑘 + 1, so at most one of node’s children can be updated
with respect to 𝑃𝑘 . Let 𝑐∗ be this ancestor of 𝑃𝑘 . For all other positively determinable children 𝑐+ ≠ 𝑐∗,
state𝑘+1 [𝑐+] = state𝑘 [𝑐+]. Lemma 5 states thatBestD(parent(node), 𝑘) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑘)),
and Lemma 11 states that state𝑘+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ ⊇ state𝑘 [𝑐∗] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘). Therefore,
we can write state𝑘+1 [node] .det+ in terms of state𝑘 [node] .det+:

state𝑘+1 [node] .det+ =
(
state𝑘 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘)

)
∪ state𝑘+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ (40)

The outer inductive hypothesis states that:

state𝑘+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑘) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐∗ [𝑢] = 𝑇 }

By Property 8, BestD(node, 𝑘) ⊆ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘), so:

state𝑘+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ ⊆ {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐∗ [𝑢] = 𝑇 }
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Based on the inner inductive hypothesis and Lemma 5:

state𝑘 [node] .det+∩BestD(parent(node), 𝑘) = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝑇 }

In both cases the domain (BestD(parent(node), 𝑘)) is the same, but the condition 𝑐∗ [𝑢] = 𝑇 implies
node[𝑢] = 𝑇 :

state𝑘+1 [𝑐∗] .det+ ⊆ state𝑘 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘)

Thus, Equation 40 simplifies to:

state𝑘+1 [node] .det+ = state𝑘 [node] .det+ ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘)
= {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑘) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝑇 }

If node is an OR node and negatively determinable on step 𝑖, all of its children must also be
negatively determinable. Based on Algorithm 3:

state𝑖 [node] .det- =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- ∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) (41)

The outer inductive hypothesis states that for child 𝑐 of node:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(node, 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝐹 }

Based on Algorithm 2, we can expand BestD:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝐹 }

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐◦∈children◦ (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )
state𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) [𝑐◦] .cmp

⋃
𝑐+∈children+ (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )\{𝑐 }

state𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) [𝑐+] .det+
ª®¬

Using Property 7, all cmp values can be converted into det+:

state𝑖 [𝑐] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝐹 }

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐+∈ (children◦ (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )∪children+ (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )\{𝑐 })
state𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) [𝑐+] .det+

ª®¬
Substituting into Equation 41 gives us:

state𝑖 [node] .det- =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)

©« {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝐹 }

∩ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) ª®¬
\ ©«

⋃
𝑐+∈ (children◦ (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )∪children+ (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )\{𝑐 })

state𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) [𝑐+] .det+
ª®¬
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After applying Lemma 5 (𝑟 (𝑐, 𝑖) ≤ 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)), this simplifies to:

state𝑖 [node] .det- =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
{𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝐹 }

\ ©«
⋃

𝑐+∈ (children◦ (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )∪children+ (node,𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) )\{𝑐 })
state𝑟 (𝑐,𝑖 ) [𝑐+] .det+

ª®¬
By definition, state𝑗𝑐 [𝑐] .det+ does not contain any valuations 𝑣 for which 𝑐 [𝑣] = 𝐹 , whereas the
expression {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝐹 } only contains valuations 𝑣
for which 𝑐 [𝑣] = 𝐹 (because 𝑣 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖)). Thus, these sets are mutually exclusive, and we can get rid of
the set subtraction terms:

state𝑖 [node] .det- =
⋂

𝑐∈children(node)
{𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝐹 }

The expression {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑗) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), 𝑐 [𝑢] = 𝐹 } returns only valuations 𝑣 for
which child 𝑐 is statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). The intersection of these valuations is the valu-
ations 𝑣 for which every child of node is statically false with respect to Γ(𝑣, 𝑖). For an OR node, having
every child be statically false with respect to a valuation set is the requirement to be statically false to
the valuation set. Thus:

state𝑖 [node] .det- = {𝑣 ∈ BestD(parent(node), 𝑟 (node, 𝑖)) | ∀𝑢 ∈ Γ(𝑣, 𝑖), node[𝑢] = 𝐹 }

□
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F Set Identities

Here, we show the proofs for the various set identities we use throughout the paper. Identities which
are not proven here come from related works [28] [10] [22].

1. 𝐴 ∩ (𝐵 \𝐶) = (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵) \𝐶 .

2. 𝐴 ∩ (𝐵 \𝐶) = (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵) \ (𝐴 ∩𝐶).

3. (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵) \𝐶 = (𝐴 \𝐶) ∩ (𝐵 \𝐶).

4. 𝐴 ∪ 𝐵 = (𝐴 \ 𝐵) ∪ 𝐵.

5. (𝐴 \ 𝐵) \𝐶 = 𝐴 \ (𝐵 ∪𝐶).

6. 𝐴 \ 𝐵 = 𝐴 \ (𝐵 ∩𝐴).

7. (𝐴 ∪ 𝐵) \𝐶) = (𝐴 \𝐶) ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶).

8. 𝐴 \ (𝐵 \𝐶) = (𝐴 \ 𝐵) ∪ (𝐴 ∩𝐶).

9. 𝐴 ∩ (𝐵 \ (𝐶 ∪ 𝐷)) = (𝐴 \𝐶) ∩ (𝐵 \ 𝐷).

𝐴 ∩ (𝐵 \ (𝐶 ∪ 𝐷)) = 𝐴 ∩ ((𝐵 \𝐶) ∩ (𝐵 \ 𝐷))
= 𝐵 ∩ (𝐴 \𝐶) ∩ (𝐵 \ 𝐷)
= (𝐴 \𝐶) ∩ (𝐵 \ 𝐷)

10. (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵) \ (𝐶 ∪ 𝐷) = (𝐴 \𝐶) ∩ (𝐵 \ 𝐷).

(𝐴 ∩ 𝐵) \ (𝐶 ∪ 𝐷) = 𝐴 ∩ (𝐵 \ (𝐶 ∪ 𝐷))
= (𝐴 \𝐶) ∩ (𝐵 \ 𝐷)

11. 𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 ∩ (𝐶 \𝐴)) = 𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 ∩𝐶).

𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 ∩ (𝐶 \𝐴)) = 𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 ∩ (𝐴 ∪ (𝐶 \𝐴)))
= 𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 ∩ (𝐴 ∪𝐶))
= 𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 ∩𝐶)

12. 𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶) = (𝐴 ∪ 𝐵) \ (𝐶 \𝐴).

(𝐴 ∪ 𝐵) \ (𝐶 \𝐴) = ((𝐴 ∪ 𝐵) \𝐶) ∪ ((𝐴 ∪ 𝐵) ∩𝐴)
= ((𝐴 ∪ 𝐵) \𝐶) ∪𝐴
= 𝐴 ∪ (𝐵 \𝐶)

13. 𝐴 = (𝐴 \ 𝐵) ∪ (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵).

(𝐴 \ 𝐵) ∪ (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵) = (𝐴 ∪ (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵)) \ (𝐵 \ (𝐴 ∩ 𝐵))
= (𝐴) \ (∅)
= 𝐴
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