2203.03425v1 [cs.LO] 7 Mar 2022

arXiv

Zero-One Laws and Almost Sure Valuations of
First-Order Logic in Semiring Semantics
Erich Gradel &

RWTH Aachen University, Germany

Hayyan Helal &
RWTH Aachen University, Germany

Matthias Naaf &
RWTH Aachen University, Germany

Richard Wilke &
RWTH Aachen University, Germany

—— Abstract

Semiring semantics evaluates logical statements by values in some commutative semiring (K, +, -, 0, 1).
Random semiring interpretations, induced by a probability distribution on K, generalise random
structures, and we investigate here the question of how classical results on first-order logic on
random structures, most importantly the 0-1 laws of Glebskii et al. and Fagin, generalise to semiring
semantics. For positive semirings, the classical 0-1 law implies that every first-order sentence is,
asymptotically, either almost surely evaluated to 0 by random semiring interpretations, or almost
surely takes only values different from 0. However, by means of a more sophisticated analysis, based
on appropriate extension properties and on algebraic representations of first-order formulae, we can
prove much stronger results.

For many semirings K the first-order sentences in FO(7) can be partitioned into classes (®;);ex
such that for each j € K, every sentence in ®; evaluates almost surely to j under random semiring
interpretations. Further, for finite or infinite lattice semirings, this partition actually collapses to just
three classes ®¢, ®1, and ®., of sentences that, respectively, almost surely evaluate to 0, 1, and to
the smallest value € # 0. For all other values j € K we have that ®; = @. The problem of computing
the almost sure valuation of a first-order sentence on finite lattice semirings is PSPACE-complete.

An important semiring where the analysis is somewhat different is the natural semiring
(N, +,-,0,1). Here, both addition and multiplication are increasing with respect to the natural
semiring order and the classes (®;);en no longer cover all FO(7)-sentences, but have to be extended
by @, the class of sentences that almost surely evaluate to unboundedly large values.
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Zero-One Laws in Semiring Semantics

1 Introduction

Semiring semantics is based on the idea to evaluate logical statements not just by true or
false, but by values in some commutative semiring (K, +,+,0,1). In this context, the standard
semantics appears as the special case when the Boolean semiring B = ({L, T}, V,A, L, T)
is used. Valuations in other semirings provide additional information, beyond the truth or
falsity of a statement: the Viterbi-semiring V = ([0, 1]g, max, -, 0,1) models confidence scores,
the tropical semiring T = (R$°, min, +, 00, 0) is used for cost analysis, and min-max-semirings
(K, max, min, a,b) for a totally ordered set (K, <) can model, for instance, different access
levels. Further, semirings of polynomials or formal power series permit us to track which
atomic facts are used (and how often) to establish the truth of a sentence in a given structure.

Semiring semantics originated in the provenance analysis for (positive) database query
languages, such as positive relational algebra or datalog (see e.g. [13, [7] for surveys), but
in the last years it has been systematically extended to many logical systems, including
first-order logic, modal logic, description logics, and fixed-point logic. This raises the question
to what extent the standard results and techniques of classical logic (and specifically finite
model theory) extend to semiring semantics, and how such extensions depend on the choice of
the underlying semiring. This paper is part of a systematic study of model theoretic methods
for semiring semantics, and it is devoted to the study of 0-1 laws in semiring semantics.

We briefly recall some basic facts about 0-1 laws for first-order logic on random structures.
For a finite relational vocabulary 7, a finite universe [n] = {0,...,n — 1}, a constant p
with 0 < p < 1, we consider the probability spaces Str,, ,(7) of random 7-structures with
universe [n], obtained by the random experiment which, independently for each relational
atom o = Riy ..., (where R € 7 has arity k, and i1, ... € [n]), makes a random choice
whether « shall be true (with probability p), or false (with probability 1 — p). The most
common such distribution is the uniform one, with p = 1/2, which gives to each possible
T-structure over [n| the same probability. Beyond the case where p is constant, there has
also been intensive research on probability spaces Str,, ,(7), where the probabilities of atomic
facts depend on the size of the universe, i.e. are given by a function p: N — [0, 1]; however,
in this paper we will consider only atomic probabilities that are the same for each n.

Given a first-order sentence ¢ € FO(7) we define p, ,(¢) to be the probability that a
random structure from Str,, ,(7) is a model of 1, and we are interested in the behaviour of
the sequence (n »(1))nen as n tends to infinity. A fundamental result, proved in [§] and [5]
is the celebrated 0-1 law for first-order logic:

» Theorem 1.1. For every sentence v € FO(7) the asymptotic probability lim,,_ oo in (1))
exists, and is either 0 or 1. Moreover, the sequence (finp(¢))nen converges exponentially
fast to this limit.

Informally, we say that each sentence ¢ € FO(7) is almost surely true or almost surely
false on finite structures. There are several possibilities to prove the 0-1 law. In the original
proof of Glebskii et al. [8] a quantifier elimination argument was used. Later, Fagin [5]
presented a different proof based on the theory of extension azrioms which, informally, say
that every configuration of k points can be extended in any consistent way to a configuration
of k + 1 points. For undirected graphs, for instance, this means that for any collection
V1,...,V, of k nodes and any ¢ < k there is a further node w which is adjacent to vy, ..., v;,
but not to v;41,...,v;. Fagin’s proof relies on the following facts:

FEach extension axiom is almost surely true on random structures.
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The theory T of all extension axioms is w-categorical, i.e. it has a unique countable model,
up to isomorphism, which is sometimes called the random 7-structure or, in the case of
undirected graphs, the Rado graph.

It follows that T is complete, i.e. either T' =4 or T = —), for every sentence ¢ € FO(7).
By compactness it then follows that either 1 or =) is a consequence of finitely many
extension axioms, and is therefore almost surely true on random 7-structures.
Moreover, it follows that 1 is almost surely true on finite 7-structures if, and only if, 1 is
true in the countable random 7-structure.

The 0-1 law has been extended in many directions, to more powerful logics than FO
[14, [15], to different probability distributions [I7], to more general kinds of convergence laws,
and to specific classes of mathematical structures (see [3] for a survey). Such results often
give a simple and direct argument for proving that properties for which these convergence
laws fail cannot be expressed in such logics. A simple and well-known example is the fact
that no first-order sentence (and in fact, no sentence in bounded-variable infinitary logic)
can distinguish between finite structures of even and odd cardinality. More practically, 0-1
laws have also been put to use for studying query answering in the context of uncertain data
(see e.g. [16]). Tt is a natural question whether semiring semantics admits results that are
analogous to the 0-1 law of finite model theory. Fixing a probability distribution over a given
semiring K, the notion of a random structure generalizes in a rather straightforward way
to the notion of a random K-interpretation, so the typical questions studied for logic on
random structures make perfectly sense in the context of semiring semantics. Notice that
the 0-1 law splits the relational first-order sentences into two classes: those that are almost
surely true and those that are almost surely false (on finite structures). Is there a similar
split for valuations in other semirings than the Boolean one? For instance, given a finite
semiring K, can we partition FO(7) into classes (®;);ecx such that for each j € K, every
sentence in ®; evaluates almost surely to j, under random semiring interpretations into K?
And are all the classes ®; non-empty, or do the almost sure valuations concentrate on just a
few values, for instance on 0 and 17 How are these partitions, if they exist, related if we
compare different semirings? For instance, are the almost surely false sentences always the
same, no matter which semiring we consider? Are there similar results for infinite semirings?
More generally, what kind of algebraic conditions do we have to impose on the underlying
semiring to obtain results that are analogous to the traditional 0-1 law? Finally, there also
are questions of complexity: how difficult is it to compute the almost sure valuation of
a given first-order sentence (assuming that it exists)? Besides the intrinsic mathematical
interest as a fundamental model-theoretic issue about semiring semantics, such results have
the potential to lead to more general applications than the classical 0-1 laws, concerning for
instance the (non-)definability of numerical parameters of graphs and other structures, or
the provenance analysis for uncertain or probabilistic data.

Our methods to answer such questions combine on the one hand techniques that are
adapted from traditional studies of logic on random structures, such as extension properties
of atomic types, and on the other side specific ideas of semiring semantics, such as the
use of polynomials with indeterminates for tracking the literals. Our methods work best
for absorptive semirings; these are semirings that are naturally ordered, in the sense that
a <b:< dc(a+ ¢ =0b) is a partial order, and that multiplication is decreasing with respect
to this order. This is not a very serious restriction as most of the application semirings used
in provenance analysis (such as the Viterbi semiring, the tropical semirings, the Lukasiewicz
semiring, all lattice semirings etc.) are indeed absorptive, and absorptive semirings have
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turned out to be relevant also for the analysis of fixed-point logics [4] and infinite games
[9, [11].

The general picture that emerges from our analysis of random K-interpretations for
a number of different semirings K shows that there indeed is a 0-1 law, saying that with
probabilities converging to 1 exponentially fast, the valuation 7] of a first-order sentence
1) almost surely concentrates on one specific value j € K. While this is perhaps not really
surprising, given the 0-1 law for the classical Boolean semantics, the analysis of the induced
partition (®;);ex of FO(r) into classes of sentences that almost surely evaluate to j, is
rather interesting. It neither is the case that all semiring elements j € K appear as almost
sure values of first-order sentences, nor that these concentrate exclusively on the smallest and
largest values (i.e. 0 and 1 in absorptive semirings). For finite and infinite lattice semirings,
we show, by means of a description of first-order formulae by polynomials, that there is a
partition of FO(7) into three classes &g, ®1, and P, of sentences that, respectively, almost
surely evaluate to 0, 1, and to e =[|{j € K : j # 0}. Notice that ¢ is the smallest element
greater than 0, if such an element exists (as for instance in finite min-max semirings). For all
other values j € K we have that ®; = @. Over most semirings the three classes ®g, ®1, .
are distinct, but there are a few cases where we have only two classes because ®. collapses to
®q (as in distributive lattices without a smallest positive element), or to ®; (in the Boolean
semiring).

An important semiring where the analysis is somewhat different is the natural semiring
(N, +,-,0,1); this semiring is not absorptive and multiplication is increasing. The 0-1 law
still holds for the natural semiring, but the proof relies on more general co-expressions
instead of polynomials and there are rather trivial constructions showing that every number
j € N appears as almost sure valuation. We show that in fact all sentences with almost sure
valuations in N\ {0} are ‘trivial’, or in other words, the ‘interesting’ first-order sentences
are almost surely false or almost surely have arbitrarily large truth values on random
N-interpretations.

2 Semiring semantics

For a finite relational vocabulary 7, we write Lity(7) for the set of atoms Rz and negated
atoms - Rz with R € 7 and where z is any tuple of variables taken from {z1,...,zx}.
For a universe A, we write Lit4(7) for the set of instantiated T-literals Ra and —Ra with
a € AMY(R)  We interpret these literals by values in a commutativ semiring, which is an
algebraic structure (K, +,-,0,1) with 0 # 1, such that (K, +,0) and (K, -, 1) are commutative
monoids, - distributes over +, and 0-a =a-0=0.

Given a commutative semiring K, a K-interpretation (of vocabulary 7 and universe A)
is a function 7: Lita(7) — K. We only consider K-interpretations which are model-defining:
for any pair of complementary literals a, -« precisely one of the values w(«), 7(—a) is 0.

A K-interpretation 7: Lit4(7) — K extends in a straightforward way to a valuation of
any instantiation ¢(a) of a formula p(x) € FO(7), assumed to be written in negation normal
form, by a tuple a C A. The semiring semantics 7[p(a)] is defined by induction. We first
extend 7 by mapping equalities and inequalities to their truth values by

1 ifa=0b 0 ifa=5b
wla =b] = 1 “ and 7la #b] = 1 @ ,
0 ifa#b 1 ifa#b

! In the following, semiring always refers to a commutative semiring.
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and by interpreting disjunctions and existential quantifiers as sums, and conjunctions and
universal quantifiers as products:

ml¢(a) vi(a)] = n[y(a)] + n[d(a)] mlp(a) Ad(a)] = [y (a)] - n[d(a)]
m[Fzd(a,x)] = Z m[¥(a,a)] m[Vzd(a,z)] : H m[¥(a,a)].

acA acA

For the treatment of extension properties of atomic types and 0-1 laws some minor
headaches in the form of necessary case distinctions can be caused by equalities and inequal-
ities. To simplify our proofs we thus rewrite first-order formulae by means of the excluding
quantifiers 37 and V7 with the equivalences (in Boolean as well as semiring semantics) that
for any formula p(x,y), with x = (x1,...,x) and free variables as displayed,

k k
Fyey) =3\ y# @ Aexy) and Vyolx,y) =Vy(\/y =2V o(x,y)).
i=1 i=1
Clearly, the classical quantifiers 3 and V can be expressed (again in Boolean as well as semiring
semantics) by Jy(x,y) = Vi, ¢(x,2:) V Iy e(x,y) and Yyo(x,y) = ALy @(x,2:) A
Y7y o(x, y)-

3 Random semiring interpretations

For a universe A, a relational vocabulary 7 and a commutative semiring K, we denote by
K-Int 4[7] the set of K-interpretations 7: Lit4(7) — K on universe A. Given a probability
measure g on K-Int4[7], a sentence ¢ € FO(7) and a set of semiring values J C K let

plr[v] € J] == p{r € K-Inta[7] : 7[¢)] € J}.

The probability measures i, , we are interested in are obtained by choosing semiring
values for the literals over the universe A = [n] independently and at random, keeping in
mind that for complementary literals o and -« precisely one should get the value 0, and the
other one an arbitrary non-zero value. Given a probability distribution p on Kt := K \ {0},
a random K-interpretation 7 thus makes, independently for each relational atom a = Ra,
a random choice with probability 1/2 whether o or =« shall be true; if « is true, then set
7(—a) = 0 and select for m(a) a random value from K according to p; analogously, if « is
false, then we set 7(a) = 0 and select m(—«a) € KT at random. Every K-interpretation 7
chosen in this way is model-defining. For finite semirings K, the most natural probability
distribution on K is the uniform one, so that the probability that m(«) = j is 1/2(]K| — 1)
for any j # 0. But our results hold for all measures j,, ;, as long as the choices whether « or
-« are done with a constant probability (not necessarily 1/2) and all semiring values occur
with positive probability, i.e., p: K™ — (0,1]. For fixed p, ¥ and j € K we then consider the
sequence (tn p[7[¥] = j])n<w of probabilities that ¢ evaluates to the semiring value j in a
random K-interpretation on universe [n] (with positive semiring values chosen according to
the probability distribution p).

» Definition 3.1. We say that a 0-1 law holds for a class of sentences @, a finite or countable
semiring K and a probability distribution p on KT, if for each sentence ¢ € ® and each
value j € K the sequence (fn, p[7[¥] = j])n<w converges to either 0 or 1, as n goes to infinity.
In that case, we denote by ASV g (1) the almost sure valuation of ¢ for K and p, defined
as the unique value j € K such that lim,_, pin p[7[¢)] = j] = 1. Further, let ASV g ,(P)
the set of possible almost sure valuations that may appear for sentences in ®, formally,
ASVKJ,((I)) = {ASVKJ;@#) VNS CD}.



Zero-One Laws in Semiring Semantics

Later we shall also study semirings over real numbers, such as the Viterbi semiring V,
the tropical semiring T, or the min-max semiring over the real interval [0, 1]. For these, the
definitions have to be adjusted somewhat. They are discussed in Sect. [§] below.

4 Extension properties

Similar to the Boolean case, we study configurations of k points (which we always assume to
be pairwise distinct) and whether they can be extended to k + 1 points.

» Definition 4.1. An atomic k-type (of vocabulary 7 in the semiring K) is a consistent
valuation p: Litg(7) — K, consistent in the sense that for every T-atom «, precisely one
of p(a), p(—a) is 0. Given a K-interpretation 7: Lits(7) — K, a tuple a = (ay,...,ax) of
pairwise distinct elements induces the k-type pZ that maps all literals 8 € Lity(7) to w(8]a]),
where ([a] is the instantiation of variables x; by a;.

For two k-types p, p': Lity(7) = K, we write p =g p’ if p and p’ map precisely the same
literals to 0 (thus inducing the same Boolean type when identifying all non-zero values).
Further let p < p’ if p(8) < p(B’) for all B € Litg (7). Notice that this can only be the case if
p =g p'; indeed if 0 = p(B) < p'(B) # 0 then 0 # p(=B) £ p'(=B) = 0.

We say that a tuple a of pairwise distinct elements realises the atomic k-type p in 7, if
pr = p. For k > m an atomic k-type pT extends the atomic m-type p if p* | Lit,, (1) = p.
In that case, every realisation (ay,...,ar) of pT in 7 restricts to a realisation (ay,. .., dmn)
of p. On the other side, it is not clear whether a tuple that realises p can be extended to a
realisation of p™. We formulate extension properties that guarantee the existence of such
extensions, which play a central role in the proof of 0-1 laws. Given an atomic m-type p, let
ext(p) be the set of atomic (m + 1)-types that extend p.

» Definition 4.2. A K-interpretation 7 has the k-extension property if for every m < k,
every atomic m-type p and every extension p € ext(p), the following holds: every tuple a
that realises p in 7 can be extended to a realisation (a,b) of pT, for some b € A\ a.

» Proposition 4.3. Fix a finite relational vocabulary T and let K be a countable semiring
with a probability distribution p: KT — (0,1]. For every atomic m-type p and every extension
p* € ext(p),

lim pn, [ every realisation of p in m can be extended to a realisation of pt1 =1,

n—oo
and the convergence to this limit is exponentially fast. For any finite semiring, we moreover
have, again with exponential convergence, that random K -interpretations almost surely have
the k-extension property (for any fized k).

Proof. We first calculate, for any given (m+1)-type p* and its restriction p = p* | Lit,,(7), a
bound for the probability that a random K-interpretation on n elements has some realisation
a of p that can not be extended to a realisation (a,b) of p*. There is a fixed collection
aq,. .., of relational atoms in Lit,,11(7) in which the variable z,,+1 occurs; hence there
is a fixed collection (s1,71),..., (8q,74) of elements of {1, T} x KT, where

(si,73) = {(T,j), if pT () = j and p*(—a) = 0,
R (L,j)a if p+(ai) =0 and p+(ﬁa) — ]
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Thus, the probability that all values chosen by a random K-interpretations coincide with
those required by pT is

q

flpr)y =27 p(r:) > 0.

i=1

Thus, for any given realisation a = (ai,...,a,,) of p, the probability that a fixed b €
[n]\ {a1,...,am} does not provide a realisation (a,b) of p™ is (1 — f(p™)). It follows that

n—m

fin p[ some realisation of p does not extend to a realisation of p*] < n™(1 — f(p™))

which for growing n converges to 0 exponentially fast.
Over an infinite semiring there exist infinitely many atomic k-types for any & > 1, so we

cannot realise all of them on a finite universe. Thus i, 7 has the k-extension property | =0
for all n. However, over a finite semiring, each k admits only a bounded number of atomic
k-types, and we conclude that lim,, oo tin p[m has the k-extension property | = 1. |

5 First-order formulae and semirings of polynomials

By [10] we can describe the semiring semantics of any first-order sentence ¢ € FO(7) on a
finite universe A by a polynomial f;' € N[X(] in the set of indeterminates X, which
has, for every fully instantiated T-atom Ra € Lit4(7) over A, two indeterminates X g, and
X_Ra. For any K-interpretation 7: Lita(7) — K, we have that n[¢] = f;;‘ [r], where f&? [7]
results from f;;‘ by substituting the indeterminate Xz by 7(3), for every literal 8 € Lit 4(7).
Clearly, the set X4 and hence the polynomial fuf‘, depends on A.

We shall prove that for semiring interpretations with the k-extension property, we can
do better. For any natural number 7, let X(¥) be the set of indeterminates X, and X_, for

T-atoms o = Rz € Lit;(7) using only variables 21, ...,z;. Notice that X9 depends only on
i and 7, but not on the universe. Further, let £ = ({0,e,1},+,-,0,1) be the three-element
semiring with e + e =e-e =c and e + 1 = 1. We describe any formula (x4, ..., z;) with

i < k by a formal polynomial f, € E[X®] independent of the size of the universe on which
we evaluate 9. As usual, we can write fy, = mq + -+ 4+ m; as a sum of monomials of the
form m = ¢X; ... X, in indeterminates from X and with coefficient ¢ € {0,1,¢}.

» Definition 5.1. Let ¢)(x1,...,z;) € FO(7) for a finite relational vocabulary 7. Recall that
we assume that ¢ is in negation normal form and written with the excluding quantifiers 37
and V7. The associated polynomial fy, (X)) is defined by induction, as follows.
If 4 is an equality x; = x, then fy = 1if j = £ and fy, = 0 if j # £. Similarly, if ¢ is an
inequality x; # o then fy =1if j #fand f, =01if j = £.
If ¢ is a relational atom « or its negation —e, then fy, = X, or f;, = X, respectively.
For disjunctions and conjunctions, we set fyv, = fy + fo and fyuny, = fu - fo.
Consider 9(x) = 37y p(x,y) and assume w.l.o.g. that y = z;,1. For the inner formula,
we have a polynomial f, with indeterminates in X(“+1) which we write as f,(X®,Y®),
where Y(® = X041\ X, Let S be the set of all consistent selector functions s: Y —
{0,1}, consistent in the sense that precisely one of X,, X, is mapped to 0, for all
T-atoms a. Now set fy,(X0)) =3 o f,(XD, s(YD)).
Finally consider ¢(x) = Y7y p(x,y) with y = ;11 and again write f,(X®,Y®) as
above. Let S be the set of all consistent selector functions s: Y — {0,e} and set
Fo(XO) = T, fo (XD, s(YO)).
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Y fv
Ti =X 1 or 0 (depending on i = j)
RZ, - Rz XRz, X_‘Rz

eV, o NI | ot fo fo o _
Iy o(x,y) Y oees Fo (XD 5(Y®)), with consistent assignments s: Y — {0,1}
Yy o(x,7) [L.cs fo(XD s(Y®)), with consistent assignments s: Y — {0, e}

Figure 1 Construction of the polynomial f, (Definition .

» Example 5.2. Consider ¢ = 37 z(~Exx AV y(Exy V (mExy A 37 2(Exz A Ezy)))), an
FO3-sentence defining the directed graphs that contain some centre from which all nodes
are reachable in one or two steps. For ease of notation we abbreviate the indeterminates
associated with the atoms as X = Xpgus, Y = Xguy, Z = Xgs, and U = Xg,y, as well
as X,Y,Z and U associated with the corresponding negated atoms. The following table
describes the polynomials f, for the subformulae of .

¢ [ o |
Exz AN Ezy zZU
37 2(Exz A Ezy) 1
—Exzy A 37 2(Ezz A Ezy) Y
ExyV (mExy A 37 z(Exz A Ezy)) Y+Y
V7 y(Bxy V (~Exy A 37 2(Bxz A Ezy)))) e
—Exx AV7y(Exzy vV (~Exy A 37 2(Exzz A Ezy)))) eX
v

We remark that the classically equivalent sentence 1’ obtained from v by omitting the literal
—FExy is instead described by fy = 1. 1

We next observe that polynomials f € E[X®)], with indeterminates X for literals
B € Lity (), are evaluated to semiring values f[p] € K by atomic k-types p: Litg(7) — K,
for any semiring K with a distinguished element . Indeed, p defines a unique homomorphism
hy: E[X®] — K, induced by hi(e) =€ and h(Xp) = p(B) for every literal 8 € Lity(7).
We put f[p] == hi(f) and remark that by monotonicity of polynomials over semirings, we
have that f[p] < f[p'] whenever p < p'.

6 The 0-1 law for lattice semirings

We now use the polynomials fy to obtain a first 0-1 law for finite min-max semirings. In
fact, our result is slightly more general: we consider finite lattice semirings (K,U,M,0,1)
where the two operations are supremum and infimum with respect to a given partial order
with least element 0 and greatest element 1. Min-max semirings are then the special case
where the order is linear. Notice that every bounded distributive lattice is a lattice semiring.

In such semirings, we define ex :=[1{j € K : j # 0} as the smallest positive element,
if such an element exists (otherwise ex = 0). In finite min-max semirings, we always have
ex > 0. We now prove that for K-interpretations into finite lattice semirings with the
k-extension property, the polynomials fy constructed in Definition provide a concise and
adequate description of any first-order formula ¥ (x) € FO*.

» Theorem 6.1. Let (K,U,1M,0,1) be a finite lattice semiring, T a finite relational vocabulary
and k € w. Then, for every K-interpretation w: Lita(7) — K with the k-extension property,
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every formula ¥(xy,...,2;) € FOk(T) and every tuple a = (a1,...,a;) of pairwise distinct
elements of A, we have that w[(a)] = f,[pa]-

Proof. We proceed by induction on . If 1 is a literal, the claim is immediate from the

definition of fy. For ¢ = ¢ V4, we have 7[¢(a)] = m[p(a)] Un[d(a)] = f, [pa] U fylra] =
(fy + fo)lpZ] by induction. Analogously for conjunctions.

Let now ¢ (x) = 37y ¢(x,y) and w.l.o.g. y = ;1. Recall that f,(X®) is defined as
Sees fo (XD s(YD)), where Y = X+ \ X and S is the set of consistent selector
functions s: Y® — {0, 1}. Notice that when we evaluate fy in a lattice semiring, the sum is
interpreted as supremum (and multiplication as infimum). By induction,

mlv@)] = || mle@bl= || f.loL.. (*)

beA\a beA\a

We first prove that f,[p3] is an upper bound for 7[¢(a)]. For every b € A\ a, define
the selector function s, by sy(Xp) = 1if pf ,(8) # 0 (and s,(Xg) = 0 otherwise), for every
literal 8 € Lit;4q1(7) \ Lit;(7). Since 1 is the largest semiring value, we haveﬁ folphs] <
folP3, sp(Y)] by monotonicity. Hence [y (a)] < | cq fy [pr, s(Y)] = fylp3] by (¥).

The other direction holds by the extension property. Every selector function s € .S induces
an extension p, € ext(pZ) with ps(8) = s(Xg) for § € Lit;41(7) \ Lit;(7). Since 7 has the
k-extension property, there is bs € A\ a with pJ, = ps, hence f,[p], s(Y@)) = folrhs. -
As this holds for all s, we have f,[p7] < 7[¢(a)] by (x) and thus equality.

Finally let 1(x) = V7 ¢(x, y) and recall that f,,(X () is defined as [Lies fo(X @) 5(Y®)),
where this time we consider selector functions s: Y(* — {0, e} instead of {0,1}. We again
have m[¢(a)] = [T,ca\a folPa ] by induction. Since ek is the smallest positive semiring
value (or 0), we first observe that, completely analogous to the previous case, f,[pa] is a
lower bound for [y (a)]. If ex > 0, then the other direction is analogous as well: for each
s € S, define ps by ps(8) = ek if s(Xg) = e, and ps(5) = 0 if s(X3) = 0 (recall that e
becomes e when evaluating fy); this extension is realised by the extension property.

It remains to prove f,,[p7] > 7[1)(a)] in the case e = 0 (defining p; by setting ps(8) = e,
or ps(8) = 0 would not be consistent). Recall that min-max semirings always have ex > 0,
so this case only happens for lattice semirings where the underlying order is not total. Let
min(K) be the set of minimal non-zero elements of K. Observe that |min(K)| > 2 and
[ Jmin(K) =0, as K is finite and ex = 0. Let R be the set of extensions p € ext(pZ) such
that p(8) =0 or p(8) € min(K), for all 5 € Lit;y1(7) \ Lit;(7). By the k-extension property,
all p € R are realised by some b € A\ a, hence [],cp fo[0] = [lheara folPa] = 7l¥(a)].

Now consider f,,. As we evaluate e to ex = 0, the selector function s does not matter
and we have f,[pz] = f,[p4,0] (that is, we map all variables X, X-o € Y@ to 0, ignoring
the usual consistency requirement). We claim that f_[p7,0] =[1],cx f,[p]- To see this, we
write f, = g+ h or, more precisely, f,(X®, Y®) = g(X® Y®) 4+ h(X®), where g contains
all the monomials of f, that contain any Xg € Y@ and h the remaining ones. Recall that
when we evaluate fy, = g + h, we interpret addition by the semiring operation L. Since
lattice semirings are distributive and R finite, we have

[] £lol = [ 1 (alel U nlpz]) = ([ ] glo]) U hlpZ)-

pER pER PER

2 We kindly ask the reader to permit the abbreviation f.,[p3, 55 (Y )] of the technically correct, but
more verbose fy (X®, 5, (Y®))[pal.
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Now consider any minimal element 1 € min(K) and some type p € R with p(8) € {0, L} for
all B € Lit;41(7) \ Lit;(7). By definition, each monomial m of g contains an indeterminate
Xp for some B € Lit;+1(7) \ Lit;(7), so m[p] < L (recall that multiplication is 1). Hence
glp] < L. As this holds for all 1 € min(X), we have shown [],c glp] <[]min(K) = 0. It
follows that [ ], f,[p] = hlpz] = f,[pR,0] as claimed. <

» Corollary 6.2 (0-1 law for FO on finite lattice semirings). Let K be a finite lattice semiring,
with a probability distribution p: KT — (0,1], and let T be a relational vocabulary. Then,
for every sentence ¢ € FO(7) and every value j € K, the sequence (finp[m[¢] = j))n<w
converges exponentially fast to either 0 or 1, as n goes to infinity. Further, the only possible
almost sure valuations of sentences are ASVg ,(FO(T)) = {0,1,ex}.

Proof. Fix k such that ¢ € FO¥(7). By Proposition the probability that a random
K-interpretation 7 on [n] has the k-extension property converges to 1 exponentially fast, as
n goes to infinity. But on K-interpretations with the k-extension property, 1 is described
by a polynomial fy. Since ¥ has no free variables, we have that either f;, =0, or f, =1,
or fy = e, and the atomic type to consider is the trivial empty type @, which implies that
fy[2] is either 0, or 1, or ex. By applying Theorem [6.1} we conclude that the probabilities
tinp [7[¥] = f,[9]] converge to 1 exponentially fast. <

Notice that, as in the Boolean case, the 0-1 law does not extend to arbitrary formulae
with free variables. Indeed for an atomic formula, say Exy, any value j € KT and any
fixed pair of constants k,¢ € N, we have that lim, e ptnp[E(k,£) = j] = 1p(j), which is
in general not 0 or 1. Nevertheless we can extend the 0-1 law to formulae ¢ (x) with free
variables, with the additional constraint that every relational atom contains a quantified
variable; this implies that f, is either 0, 1 or e.

» Corollary 6.3. Let K, p, 7 be as in Corollary[6.3 Let ® be the set of fully instantiated
first-order sentences ¥(a) where ¥(x1,...,x;) is a formula in FO(T) with free variables
X1,...,%;, tn which every relational atom contains a quantified variable, and a = (aq, ..., a;)

is a tuple of distinct natural numbers, i.e. of elements of all universes [n] for large enough n.
Then the 0-1 law holds for K,p, and ®, and ASVk ,(®) = {0,1,ex}.

Corollary [6.2] splits the relational first-order sentences into three classes, according to
whether their valuations in finite lattice semirings are almost surely 0,1, or ex. Notice that
this split is the same for all finite lattice semirings, since it just depends on the associated
polynomial fy,. The only lattice semiring with two elements is the Boolean semiring (where
we have ex = 1). The classical 0-1 law for first order logic, saying that every relational
first-order sentence is asymptotically either almost surely true, or almost surely false, can
thus be seen as a special case of Corollary In particular, the almost sure valuations
ex and 1 in any finite lattice semiring K occur precisely for the formulae which are almost
surely true in the Boolean case.

» Example 6.4 (secret facts). Semiring semantics can be used to model access restrictions to
atomic facts, for reasoning about the necessary clearance level for checking the truth of logical
statements. Specifically, the access control semiring, also called security semiring, which has
been studied for instance in [6] is a min-max semiring with elements 0 < T < S < C < P where
0 stands for “inaccessible” (or “false”), T is “top secret”, S is “secret”, C is “confidential”,
and P is “public”. An interpretation 7 into this semiring labels atomic facts by access
restrictions and the associated valuation w[p] of a first-order statement ¢ describes the
clearance level that is necessary to verify the truth of ¢ under these restrictions. Corollary[6.2]
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implies that under a random assignment of access restrictions (assuming positive probabilities
of all security levels), any first-order statement can almost surely either be checked with
publicly available information, cannot be checked at all, or requires clearance for top secret
information. J

7 Complexity

We now study the complexity of computing the almost sure valuation of a given first-order
sentence ¢ in finite lattice semirings. As shown above, this amounts to the computation
of the associated polynomial f,. While, for a sentence 1), the polynomial fy is either 0,
1, or e, the polynomials fgp(X(k)) associated with formulae ¢(x1,...,2) are much more
complicated and can have exponential length. Rather than computing these intermediate
polynomials explicitly, we shall present a recursive procedure for computing the values f,[p]
for any formula ¢(z1,...,x;) € FO(7) and any atomic k-type p: Lity(7) — K with values
in a finite min-max semiring.

We remark that the polynomial f, is the same for all finite lattice semirings. For
determining the almost sure valuations of first-order sentences it would therefore suffice to
define the procedure just for the three-element semiring E. However, we can solve, with
moderate additional effort, the more general problem of computing valuations 7 (a)] of
formulae with free variables not just for E, but for any finite min-max semiring K, and any
K-interpretation 7: Lit4(7) — K with the k-extension property. Indeed, by Theorem
we know that 7y (a)] = f,[pa]-

We first prove that this evaluation problem can be solved in PSPACE, for any finite
min-max semiring K. Using the well-known fact that PSPACE coincides with alternating
polynomial time, we present the evaluation algorithm as an alternating procedure Eval(y, p, ¢)
which, given ¢(z1,...,z;) € FO(7), an atomic k-type p: Litg(7) = K, and a value c € K
determines whether fy[p] = ¢ (avoiding an explicit construction of f,). We assume that the
reader is familiar with the notion of an alternating algorithm and its presentation as a game
between an existential and a universal player (see e.g. [I]).

For a complexity analysis, it is appropriate to assume that formulae are written with the
standard quantifiers 3 and V, rather than 37 and V7, since the elimination of standard quan-
tifiers by excluding ones can increase the length of formulae exponentially. As a consequence,
when treating quantifiers, the evaluation procedure will have to deal with potential equalities
between different variables. Accordingly, for a formula ¢ = Jzj 11921, ..., 2%, 2x+1) We have
the polynomial f, := Zle fo(zr,..0n,2:) T f3#4,,,9 and analogously for universal quantifiers.

The idea of the evaluation procedure is that, at any step where it has to be verified whether
folp] = ¢ for some triple (¢, p, c), the existential player guesses values ¢; for the immediate
subformulae ¢; of ¢ which, if correct, would imply that indeed f,[p] = ¢. The universal player
then challenges one of these claims. For formulae of the form Jz;119 or Va;419, this involves
(existential and /or universal) choices of selector functions s: Y — {0,1} or s: Y — {0, e}
and the modification of p: Lit;(7) — K to the extended type ps: Lit;1(7) — K defined by

p(B)  if B € Liti(7),
(ps)(a) = . . :
s(Xg) if f € Lit;y1(7) \ Lit; (7).
The procedure ends at triples (¢, p,¢) where ¢ is atomic, at which point the algorithm

just checks whether p(¢) = ¢. A detailed description of the algorithm for any relational
vocabulary 7 and any min-max semiring (K, max, min, 0, 1) is given in Figure

11
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Eval(y, p, ¢), input:
a formula ¢(z1,...,z%) € FO(7) in nnf
an atomic type p: Litgy(7) = K
an element c € K

if ¢ is an atom or negated atom then
accept if p(p) = ¢, else reject

if ¥ = 1 V @2 then
guess c1,c2 € K with max(ci,c2) = ¢
universally choose i € {1,2}
Eval(p;, p, ci)

if ¥ = p1 A @2 then
guess c1,c2 € K with min(c1,¢2) = ¢
universally choose i € {1,2}
Eval(p;, p, ci)

if ¢ = dzp11 then

if i <k then
set ¥(z1,...,zk) = p(z1,...
Eval(¥, p, ¢;)

if i =k+1 then
guess s: Y - {0,1}
universally choose s': Y*) — {0,1}
if s’ = s then Eval(y, ps, ck+1)

, Tk, T4)

else guess ¢’ < cx+1 and Eval(yp, ps’, ¢)

if 1 = Vzyp then
.. Cks1 8.t min(er, ..., chp1) = ¢
universally choose i € {1,...,k+ 1}
if i <k then
set Hx1,...,xx) = o(z1, ..
Eval(9, p, ¢;)
if i=k+ 1 then do
guess s: Y — {0,ex}

guess ci, .

. ,.’L‘k,.’l}i)

universally choose s': Y*) — {0,ex}
if s’ = s then Eval(y, ps, ck+1)
else guess ¢’ > cx+1 and Eval(yp, ps’, ¢)

guess ci,...Ckt+1 S.t. max(ci, ..., cpp1) =cC
universally choose i € {1,...,k+ 1}

Figure 2 Alternating procedure Eval(v,p,c) to decide fy[p] = ¢ in min-max semirings.

It is obvious that the algorithm runs in alternating polynomial time, but it remains to
prove that it is correct; we proceed by induction on . Given a triple (¢, p, ¢) such that,
indeed, fy[p] = ¢, the algorithm accepts by making the following existential choices. At a
disjunction or conjunction, the existential player guesses the correct values of the imme-
., Tk, Tpr1) the existential player guesses
the values ¢; = fo(,,...ap0)[p] and ckr1 = fa24,,,9[p]. If the universal player chal-
lenges the value for some ¢ < k, the existential player wins the remaining game from
the triple (p(x1,..
then the existential player guesses some selector function s: Y*) — {0,1} such that
Ck+1 = faza,,0lPl = folps]. The universal player challenges this by choosing also a
function s': Y*) — {0,1}. If s/ = s this corresponds to the challenge to prove that, indeed,
folps] = cr41; since this is the case, and by induction hypothesis, the existential player wins
the remaining game. If s’ # s this corresponds to the challenge to prove that fy[ps’] < cpy1.
The existential player answers this by guessing the correct value ¢’ := fy[ps’] and, again
by the hypothesis, wins the remaining game. For formulae Vag19(zq,..
reasoning is analogous.

diate subformula. For a formula Jzpi19(zq,..

Tk, X)), P, ¢;) by induction hypothesis. If instead ¢ is challenged,

.y Tk, Thy1), the

Consider now a triple (¢, p,c) such that fy[p] # c. Then the existential player must
make incorrect guesses, and the universal player can make sure that such incorrect triples
are propagated through the play, and are then detected at the end, when an atomic formula
is evaluated. Consider again the case of a formula ¢ = 3z 19(21,. .., Tk, Tr11). From an
incorrect triple (¢, p, ¢), the existential player guesses c1, ..
Hence either (9(x1, ..

players chooses such an i and wins by induction hypothesis, or the triple (372,19, p, cxt1)

<y Ck+1) = C.
.y Tk, Ti), P, ¢;) s incorrect for some ¢ < k, in which case the universal

., C+1 With max(cq, ..

is incorrect. In that case, for any function s: Y*) — {0,1} that the existential player might
guess, it is either the case that fy[ps] # ck+1, in which case the universal players wins by
choosing s’ = s, or that there exists another function s’: Y*) — {0,1} with the property
that fg[ps’] > ck+1. Whatever element ¢’ < ¢4 the existential player then guesses, the
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universal player will then win the remaining game from the incorrect triple (9, ps’, ¢’). Again,
the reasoning for universally quantified formulae is completely analogous.

We thus have established the following result, for any finite min-max semiring K and any
relational vocabulary .

» Theorem 7.1. Given a formula ¢ (x1,...,z,) € FO(T) and an atomic k-type p: Lity (1) —
K in a fized finite min-max semiring K, the value fy[p] can be computed in PSPACE.

If we are only interested in the case where 1) is a sentence, we can work over the min-max
semiring F and thus determine in PSPACE whether fy is 0,1, or e. On the other side, is has
been proved by Grandjean [12] that, in classical Boolean semantics, the problem whether a
given first-order sentence is almost surely true or almost surely false is PSPACE-complete.

» Corollary 7.2. For any finite lattice semiring K, verifying the almost sure valuation of
first-order sentences in K is a PSPACE-complete problem.

Grandjean’s result readily implies that, for any semiring K, deciding whether or not the
almost sure K-valuation of a first-order sentence is 0, is PSPACE-complete as well. However,
it might still be the case that if it is known that ¢ is almost surely true in the Boolean sense,
then the problem whether its almost sure valuation in a finite lattice semiring is 1 or ex
could be solved more efficiently. However, this is not the case.

» Theorem 7.3. The problem to decide whether a given almost surely true first order sentence
evaluates in lattice semirings with at least three elements almost surely to 1, or to ek, is
PspPACE-complete.

Proof. It remains to show PSPACE-hardness. For any fixed finite structure 2 with at least two
elements, the problem of evaluating a given first-order sentence on 2 is PSPACE-complete. In
particular this holds if 2 is just a two-element set without any relations, i.e. 2 = {0,1}. Given
a sentence ¢ € FO(&), we consider * := 3031(0 # 1Av’) where ¢’ is obtained by relativising
all quantifiers to {0, 1}, i.e. by replacing subformulae Jzp by Jz((x =0V 2z = 1) A ) and
Voo by Ve((x =0V ax =1) = ¢). Clearly if {0,1} = ¢ then ¢* almost surely evaluates to 1
(on any semiring) and if {0,1} £ ¢ then ¢* almost surely evaluates to 0.

Let now P be a unary relation symbol and consider the reduction that maps any sentence
¥ € FO(@) to ¢* vV Va(Px vV -Pz) € FO({P}). Notice that such a sentence is almost surely
true in the Boolean sense, and that the almost sure valuation of Vz(Pz V —Px) is € in any
finite lattice semiring. Hence the almost sure valuation of ¢¥*VVa(PxV—Pz) is 1if {0,1} |= ¢,
and e, otherwise. This proves that deciding whether an almost surely true sentence evaluates
to 1 or to ¢ in a lattice semiring with at least three elements is PSPACE-hard. <

8 The 0-1 law for infinite lattice semirings

We now move to infinite lattice semirings (K, L, M, 0, 1), in particular to semirings defined over
the real numbers. In the case that K is countable, we can define probability measures on K-
interpretations as in Sect. |3 In the general case, we assume that we a have a probability space
(K*,F,p) whose underlying o-algebra F contains all intervals [a,b] = {z € K | a < z < b}
for a,b € K (notice that [a,b] is a sublattice). We thus get probabilities p[z € J] for all
closed, open, and half-open intervals J C K. We further assume that p[z = 1] > 0, i.e.
we have a positive probability that a randomly chosen value coincides precisely with the

13
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maximal semiring Valueﬂ

The measures fi,,, for random K-interpretations with universe [n] = {0,...,n — 1} are
induced by p as in the finite case: Again, we consider the probabilistic process which, for
each instantiated atom Ra over [n] first makes a random choice whether Ra or —Ra is true,
each with probability 1/2 (this is an arbitrary choice, any fixed probability would work), and
then assigns to the true literal a positive semiring value according to p, so that we have a
probability that w(Ra) € J for every intervaﬂ J C K. We consider three cases concerning
the probabilities of small positive semiring values.

» Definition 8.1. We say that the probability measure p is e-bounded on small semiring
values, for ¢ € K, if one of the following cases applies.

1. p is weakly e-bounded if plxr =¢] > 0 and p[0 < x <] =0 forall § € Kt with ¢ £ 4.
In particular, the smallest possible positive value of a literal is €.

2. p is strictly e-bounded if p is not weakly ’-bounded (for any ¢’) and further p[0 < 2 <
gl=0and p[0 <x <4§] >0 forall §j >e.
That is, p only admits positive values greater than €. We include the case € = 0.

To avoid going through case distinctions in the proofs to follow, we say that a semiring value
d € K is p-relevant, if either § > ¢, or if p[xz = ¢] > 0 and § = €. Moreover, we write ¢ < §
if there isa v € K with e <y < §.

In the remainder of this section we consider infinite lattice semirings (K, U, 1,0, 1) together
with a probability measure p on KT assigning probabilities to all intervals, such that p is
e-bounded with € < 1. We remark that we make the assumption € < 1 only to simplify the
presentation, but this is not an actual restriction (one can easily verify that Corollaries
and also holds in the few special cases with & € 1).

» Definition 8.2. Let ® C FO(7). We say that a 0-1 law holds for ®, K, and p if for each
sentence 1 € ® and each interval J C K the sequence (pn p[7[¥)] € J])n<w converges to
either 0 or 1, as n goes to infinity.

We further say that j is the almost sure valuation of ¢ (for K and p), denoted ASV g ,,(¢) =
j, if there is a decreasing sequence (J;);<,, of intervals J; C K with (),__ J; = {j} such that
limy, 00 pin p[m[9] € J;] =1 for all i < w.

i<w

We also have to define the extension properties a bit differently, as we cannot realise all
possible extensions over an infinite semiring in a finite structure.

» Definition 8.3. Given an atomic m-type p, we say that p™ € ext(p) is a mazimal extension
of p if pT(B) € {0,1}, for every literal 8 € Lit,,11(7) \ Lit,, (7). Further we say that
p~ € ext(p) is a d-small extension of p, if p~(B) < § for every 8 € Lity,1(7) \ Lity, (7).

We remark that, by definition of atomic types, a d-small extension p~ maps out of each
pair a, ~a of complementary literals that contain the variable x,,,1 precisely one to 0 and
the other one into the interval (0, d].

» Definition 8.4. A semiring interpretation 7: Lit4(7) — K has the (k,J)-extension
property, where § € K™, if for every m < k, every tuple a € A™, and every maximal
extension p* € ext(pl), there exists

3 This is a natural assumption in our context of random semiring interpretations, but it is not really
essential; large values can instead be treated in an analogous way as we do for small positive ones.
More precisely: if 0 € J, then pn p[r(Ra) € J] = 3 + 1plz € J\ {0}], otherwise pn p[7(Ra) € J] =

3plz € J\{0}].

4
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1. an element b € A\ a such that Pap = pt, and
2. an element ¢ € A\ a such that p7 . < pT and pf . is a d-small extension of pJ.

In other words, if 7 has the (k, §)-extension property then every realisation of an atomic
m-type in m can be extended to realisations of all its maximal extensions, but also to
realisations of d-small extensions (with the same underlying Boolean types as the maximal
extensions).

» Proposition 8.5. Let K be an infinite lattice semiring with an e-bounded probability
measure p. For every fixed k, every finite relational vocabulary T, and every p-relevant ¢,

lim pi, p[7 has the (k,§)-extension property | =1,

n—r oo

and the convergence to this limit is exponentially fast.

Proof. For a given probability measure p,, , we first calculate a bound for the probability
that a given realisation a of an atomic m-type p (with m < k) cannot be extended to a
realisation a, b of a given maximal extension p* of p. This is analogous to the argument
in Proposition For any pair «, -« of complementary literals in Lit,,+1(7) \ Lit,, (7),
the probability that randomly chosen values according to p for a and —« are 1 and 0, as
prescribed by p™, is p[z = 1]/2. There is a fixed number ¢ of pairs of such literals, so the
probability that all chosen values coincide with those required by p* is a fixed number
v = (p([z = 1]/2)9. Tt follows that

pn,p| some realisation of p does not extend to a realisation of p*] < n™(1 —~)"~™
which for growing n converges to 0 exponentially fast.

Let us now consider extensions with small truth values. Fix p and some maximal
extension pT € ext(p). For each p-relevant § there exists a number g(§) > 0 such that
p[0 < = < 6] = g(d). Hence the probability that values for complementary literals « and
-« with the variable z,,,1, chosen according to p, define a d-small extension p~ < pT is
~v = (g(9)/2)?, and with precisely the same calculation as above, we conclude that

pn.p| some realisation of p does not extend to a realisation of some §-small p~ < p*]

converges to 0 exponentially fast. |

We again use the polynomials f,, of Definition to represent formulae ¥(x) € FO".

However, the evaluation of these polynomials must be more flexible, taking into account
different parameters for small positive values. Specifically, given § > 0 and an atomic k-type p,
we evaluate a polynomial f € E[X(¥)] to a semiring value f°[p] € K, via the homomorphism
ho: E[X®] - K induced by ho(e) := 6 and h$(Xpz) = p(B), for literals § € Lity(7). We
can now formulate an analogue of Theorem [6.1] requiring only a mild assumption on the
lattice structure:

» Definition 8.6. A lattice semiring (K, U, M,0,1) is called 0-1-irreducible if aMb = 0 implies
a=0orb=0 (no divisors of 0) and aUb =1 impliesa =1 or b = 1.

Notice that both properties are always satisfied in min-max semirings (as the natural
order is total).

» Theorem 8.7. Let (K,UU,M,0,1) be a (possibly infinite) lattice semiring without divisors
of 0. Let § > 0 and let w: Lita(t) — K be a K-interpretation with the (k,d)-extension
property. Then, for every formula ¢(x1,...,x;) € FO*(7) and every tuple a € A, either

15
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folpa]l = wlv(a)] =0, or
£3leR) wle(a)] # 0 and f3p5] < wlw(@)] Lo < flpF] 6.

Proof. The proof is by induction over 1 along the lines of the proof of Theorem For
simplicity, we drop the annotation J in f:z and refer to the two cases in the theorem as (0)
and (0). For literals, we always have f,[p5] = n[¢)(a)] and either (0) or () holds.

For ¢ = ¢ V¥, we have f, = f, + f, and 7[¢(a)] = 7[p(a)] Un[J(a)]. Recall that we
evaluate the addition in fy, by the semiring operation LI. We distinguish the cases whether
(0) or (0) applies to ¢ and 9. If both satisfy (0), then (0) also holds for ¢. If (&) holds for ¢
and (0) for ¥ (or vice versa), then (J) also holds for ¢. If (4) holds for both, then it also
holds for 9, since clearly f, [pa], 7[¢(a)] # 0 and

Folpal U fylpg] < (mlp(a)] U o) U (v[d(a)] L é) = w[v(a)] Lo
and similarly for the second inequality.

For 1 = ¢ A9, we have f, = f, - fy and 7[¢(a)] = w[p(a)] N w[d(a)]. If (0) holds for ¢ or
¥, then (0) also holds for ¢. If (§) holds for both ¢ and ¥, first observe that f, [p7] # 0 and
foloal # 0 imply f,[pa] # 0 (no divisors of 0), and analogously also 7[¢(a)] # 0. Then (9)
holds for %, since by induction,

foloal M folpa) < (xlp(a)] U 6) M (w[d(a)] U 6) < (f,[pal U 6) M (flpal L 6),

and by distributivityEl,

(rle(@)] 1 o) N (7[d(a)] U 6) = (rlp@] N7[d(a)]) L (6 16) = x[v(a)] U,
and similarly for f,[pz]Ud.

Let now ¥(x) = 37y p(x,y). Recall that

m[¥(a)] = |_| m[¥(a)] and fw(X(i)) = |_| f¢(X(i)7s(Y(i))),

beA\a ses

where Y = X+ \ X () and S is the set of all consistent selector functions s: Y — {0,1}.

We first prove that f,[p2] = Uyca\a folPh,s]- Recall that each selector function s induces
the maximal extension ps with ps(8) = s(B) for the new literals 5. By the (k, §)-extension
property, there is an element b with pa = ps and we then have f,[p7, s(YO)] = folpas)-
Hence f,[p5] < Upeava foloay] Conversely, let b € A\ a and consider the type pf ;.
Let p* be the maximal extension induced by Pab (i.e., with the same underlying Boolean
type). By the (k,d)-extension property, there is an element b with p™ = Py p+- Then
Pab < Pap+ and hence f, lpas) < fo [p;r,w] by monotonicity. Setting s(5) = p;(ﬁ), we have
Foloz ] = Foloa, s(Y®)] and hence | ye g\a fol07 4] < fyloal-

To prove that either (0) or (&) holds for v, we proceed by case distinction for each b. If
(0) holds for all ¢(a,b), then m[¢(a)] = 0 and also | |,¢ 4\4 f,;[Pa 5] = 0, so (0) holds for ¢.
Otherwise, there is at least one b with f,,[p] ], 7[¢(a,b)] # 0, hence f,[p3], 7[¥(a)] # 0 as

5 While semiring distributivity only implies a M (b U ¢) = (aMb) U (aM¢), in lattice settings this also
implies the dual law a U (b ¢) = (aUb) M (a U c) which we use here.
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well. We ignore all b for which (0) holds, as they do not affect the supremum. Then (§) holds
for :

L] folpasl < [ (rle(ab)]ud) = xly(@)]us

beA\a beA\a

|| (Folozs] ud) = fylpz] ue.

beA\a

IN

Finally, let 1 (x) = V7y ¢(x,y). Recall that
rw@]= [| 7W@] and f,(XD):=[] £,(XD,s(YD)),

beA\a ses

where now we consider selector functions s: Y — {0,4}.
As for existential quantification, we first relate the selector functions s to the elements
b€ A\ a. Since 7 only guarantees d-small extensions, we relax the equality by o:

(T folomsl)ud = fulozl = [ folekal:

beA\a beEA\a

The second inequality is easy: For each selector function s, consider the maximal
extension pf of pZ induced by s (i.e., with the same underlying Boolean type). By the
(k,d)-extension property, there is an element ¢ such that p . is a J-small extension with
Pae < pd. Then also pf .(8) < s(Xp) for all new literals 3 by definition of s and d-small,
hence f,[p3, s(Y®)] > f,lPa.c] by monotonicity and the inequality follows.

For the first inequality, we consider the monomials of fW(X(i),Y(i)) and split the polyno-
mial into fw(X(i), Y @) = g(XO) 4 h(X®, YD) where g contains precisely those monomials
that contain no indeterminates in Y(*). We clearly have folpas] = gla]. Recall that the
universe A is finite, so we can apply distributivity and obtain:

(T folezal) vo= [ (ulozsl U) = glalus = [(glal U h(a, s(YD)) = f,[p3]

bcA\a beA\a seS

For the last inequality, we use the fact that s(Xj5) € {0,0} for all X5 € Y and hence
mla, s(Y®)] < § for all monomials m of h by construction.

To prove that (0) or () holds for ¢, we again proceed by case distinction for each b. First
assume that (0) holds for some ¢(a, b), so w[p(a,b)] = f,[p ;] = 0. Then also 7[¢)(a)] =0
and it remains to prove f,[p7] = 0. We again consider the monomials of fw(X(i),Y(")) and
split the polynomial into f,, (X® YD) = g(X®) + h(X®  Y®) as above. By folrasl =0,
we must have g[a] = 0 and h[a b] = 0. As there are no divisors of 0, this means that every
monomial in h[a, b] must contain a literal X5 € X UY® such that Pap(B) =0. Let s be
any selector function such that whenever pZ ,(Xg) = 0 for X5 € Y, also 5(Xg) = 0 (the
other values can be chosen arbitrarily). Observe that such a selector function exists in S
since p ;, is a type (i.e., consistent on opposing literals). Then h[a, b] = hla, s(Y®)] =0 by
construction of s and it follows that f,,[p3] = 0.

Lastly, assume that (0) holds for all b. Then f,[p] ], 7[¢(a,b)] # 0 for all b and thus
fylpi]s w[¥(a)] # 0, since there are no divisors of 0 (recall that the infimum is over a finite
universe or set S). Using the relaxed equality and distributivity, we obtain:

ploal < [ (Folpislud) < [ ((rle(a,d)]ué) ué) = alv(a)]us

beA\a bEA\a

[ (FolpE,Jud)ud) = fulpf,] 6. <

beA\a

IN
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The above theorem essentially establishes a relaxed version of the equality f;/i [pr] =
m[¢(a)] that holds in finite lattice semirings. The reason is the (k, §)-extension property,
which does not guarantee that the value § is assumed by extensions, but only makes the
weaker guarantee that some values in (0, 0] are assumed. For sentences, the relaxed equality
reduces to the following three cases.

» Corollary 8.8. Let (K,U,M,0,1) be a (possibly infinite) 0-1-irreducible lattice semiring. Let
0<d<1andletw: Lita(r) — K be a K-interpretation with the (k,§)-extension property.
Then, for every sentence ¥ € FO(1),

if f, =0, then also w[y] = 0;

if fy, =1, then also w[¢] = 1;

if fy, = e, then 0 < w[y] <.

Proof. The first statement is immediate by Theorem For the second statement, The-
orem implies w[¢] Ud = 1. By assumption on K and § < 1, this implies 7[¢)] = 1. For
the last statement, recall that we have fi[@] = d for f, = e. Theorem 8.7 states 7[y] # 0
as well as 7¢] U = § which implies 7] < 4. <

To determine which intervals occur almost surely in the case f,, = e, we need the following
simple observation.

» Lemma 8.9. Let J C K be a directed interval, i.e., x,y € J implies x My € J and
xUy e J. Ifm: Lita(r) —» JU{0,1} is a K-interpretation that maps all literals into J (or
to 0 or 1), then also w[y] € JU{0,1}, for every sentence ¢ € FO(T).

Proof. Straight-forward induction on 1. Recall that we assume the universe A to be finite, so
all logical operators are evaluated as finite M or LI and the value thus remains in JU{0,1}. <

» Corollary 8.10 (0-1 law for FO on infinite lattice semirings). Let (K,U,M,0,1) be a 0-1-
irreducible lattice semiring with e-bounded probability measure, where € < 1. Then, for every
sentence 1 € FO(T) over relational vocabulary T and every interval J C K, the sequence
(i p[m[¥] € J])n<w converges exponentially fast to either 0 or 1, as n goes to infinity.

Further, the only intervals J for which lim,_ o pinp[7[¢)] € J] =1 is possible are those
where either 0 € J, 1 € J, e € J, or (¢,0) C J for some § > .

Proof. Fix k such that ¢ € FO"(r), and consider the associated polynomial f,. Since 9 is
a sentence, we have fy € {0,1,e}. For every p-relevant §, the sequence

tn p|m has the (k, §)-extension property |

converges to 1 exponentially fast. We first consider the case that f; = 0 or f; = 1. Since
€ < 1, there is a p-relevant § < 1 and Corollary thus implies that lim,, o pin p[7[Y] €
J)=1if fy € J and lim, o0 pin p[7[¢] € J] = 0 otherwise.

Now consider the case that f,, = e. For every p-relevant 6 and any K-interpretation 7 with
the (k, 0)-extension property, Corollary implies 0 < 7[¢] < 0. Since the (k, §)-extension
property is asymptotically almost surely satisfied, it follows that

Jim i, [0 <7y <6 =1 (*)

with exponential convergence, for every p-relevant 6. We get back to the two cases concerning
the parameter € of p:
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1. p is weakly e-bounded: p[z =¢] > 0 and p[0 < x < §] =0 for all § € K+ with € £ 4.

Since p only admits values in the closed (and hence directed) interval .J. = [e, 1], Lemmal[8.9]
implies i, p[m[¢)] € Jo] = 1 for all n. Conversely, ¢ is p-relevant, so together with (x),

1 ifeeJ,

0 otherwise.

Jim i p[r 9] € J] = {

2. p is strictly e-bounded: p[0 <z <¢] =0 and p[0 <z < J] >0 for all § > «.

First assume that there are 6,§’ > ¢ with §M¢’ = e (which implies ¢, < 1). If 7 has both
the (k,0)- and the (k,’)-extension property, then Corollary implies 7[¢)] < ¢ and
m[] <6’ so wiy] <M =e. Since § and § are p-relevant, both extension properties
almost surely hold. We further have m[¢)] > ¢ by Lemma since ple <x < 1] =1 and
the interval [e,1] is closed (and hence directed). Combining both bounds yields

1 ifeelJ,
Hm pog, p|m e lJ| =
nvoo !t sl € J] {0 otherwise.
If no such 6,6’ exist, then the interval J. = (g, 1] is directed. Since p only admits values
in J., Lemma [B.9) implies pi, p[w[¢)] € J.] =1 for all n. Together with (x), we get

1 if (e,0) C J for some § > ¢
lim pp, |7 e J| =
nivoo sVl ] {O otherwise.

We remark that the intervals (g,d) are non-empty (see the proof of Corollary [8.11). <«

» Corollary 8.11 (Almost sure valuations). For every infinite lattice semiring K with e-
bounded probability measure p, where € < 1, and every relational vocabulary T, the only
possible almost sure valuations are ASV g ,(FO(7)) = {0,1,¢}.

Proof. In the cases where lim,,_, o ftn p[7[¢0] € J] =1 holds whenever 0 € J, 1 € J, ore € J,
we clearly have ASVg ,(¢) =0, 1, or €, respectively.

In the only remaining case, p is strictly e-bounded and we have lim,,_, o pin p[7[¥] € J] =1
exactly if (¢,0) C J for some 6 > . We claim that ¢ < « for every v > ¢ (in particular,
(e,9) is non-empty). This is true by assumption for v = 1, so we only consider v < 1. If
there would be a smallest v > ¢, then p would be weakly v bounded, a contradiction. If
there would be two minimal v,~" > ¢, then v M+’ = ¢ and we would be in the case where
e € J (see the proof of Corollary . Hence the claim holds.

Assume that the almost sure valuation exists, so ASV ,(¢) = j for some j € K. Then
there is a sequence of intervals with (), Ji = {j} and lim, o finp[7[¥)] € Ji] = 1 for
all i. Clearly j > ¢, as every J; must contain a non-empty interval (g,0) for some § > e.
Assume towards a contradiction that 7 > . By the claim, there is some j > 7’ > ¢. But
then there must be an i such that 7' ¢ J;, as otherwise 7' € N, _,, J;. Since J; must contain
j >+, this means that J; cannot intersect (¢,+'). This leads to a contradiction, since
lim,, 00 fin p[T[¥] € (e,7")] = 1 and hence lim, o0 in p[7[¢] € J;] = 0. <

We remark that the almost sure valuations of sentences can be different in finite and
infinite lattice semirings. The polynomials are the same, and hence f, € {0,1} implies
ASVk ,(¥) = fy in both cases, but the values can differ in case of fy, = e if p admits
arbitrarily small positive values.
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» Example 8.12. Consider the semiring K = ([0, 1], max, min, 0, 1) over real numbers. We
define a discrete probability distribution p: K+ — [0,1] by p(5k) = zmpr for all n € N, and
p(z) = 0 otherwise. Then p(1) = % > 0 and p is e-bounded for € = 0, as the values 2% with
positive probability become arbitrarily small.

The sentence ¢ = Va(Px V —Px) induces fy, = e and is clearly (almost surely) true in
the Boolean semiring. However, since p is 0-bounded, we have lim,, o0 pin p[7[¢] € J;] =1
for the intervals J; = [0, 2] and hence ASV g ,(¥) = 0.

' o

9 Absorptive Semirings

We now generalize our results beyond min-max and lattice semirings to more general semirings
(K,+,+,0,1) which are absorptive, that is, a + ab = a for all elements a,b € K. Absorption
implies idempotence (a + a = a for all a € K) and the semiring is thus partially ordered by
the natural order a <g b < a + b = b. Notice that addition coincides with the supremum
U of the natural order <g. In contrast, multiplication can be different from the infimum
M, but is guaranteed to be decreasing due to absorption, i.e., ab < a and hence ab < a M b.
There are many examples of absorptive semirings, including

the Viterbi semiring V = ([0, 1]g, max, -, 0,1), used for confidence scores,

tropical semirings, such as T = (R, min, +, 00, 0) over the non-negative reals with oo,

the Lukasiewicz semiring L = ([0, 1], max,*,0,1) with 2 x y = max(0,a + b — 1),

used in many-valued logics, and its finite variants, the truncation semirings T, =

({0,...,n}, max,x,0,n) with z xy = max(0,z + y — n),

the semirings S®[X] of generalised absorptive polynomials [4],

all min-max-semirings and bounded distributive lattices.

With every absorptive semiring (K, +,-,0,1) we can associate the lattice semiring Kins =
(K,4+,M,0,1) over the same domain that replaces multiplication with the infimum-operation
of the natural order (if K is totally ordered, this is simply the minimum).

Let m: Lita(r) — K be a K-interpretation into an absorptive semiring K. Since K
and Kj,¢ have the same domain, we can view it also as an interpretation s into Kiug,
with mine(8) = 7(B) for all 8 € Lit4(7). Since also the natural order is the same for K as
for Kins, we can compare the semiring values 7[¢] and m¢[¢)] for any fully instantiated
first-order formula and use the observation ab < a b to lift our results from lattice semirings
to absorptive semirings.

» Proposition 9.1. For every formula (x) and every tuple a, we have
m[Y(a)] <k mmg(a)];
Wznf[[w(a)]] =1 Zf7 and Only Zf7 7T[[’L/}(a)]] = 1;

Proof. The first statement readily follows by induction. For disjunctions and existential
quantification the induction step is trivial, since these are interpreted by the + operation
(supremum) in both semirings. For conjunction, we have 7y A o] = 7[¢] - 7[¢] < 7[¢p] N
wle] < mine[¥] N mintl@] = mine[t) A @] by absorption, analogously for universal quantification.

For the second statement, it then remains to prove that m,¢[1(a)] = 1 implies w[e)(a)] = 1.
The induction step for disjunctions and existential quantification is again trivial. For
conjunctions, observe that miy[) A ] = 1 implies mine[t)] = mine[¢] = 1 and hence 7y A] =
1-1 =1 by induction. The same argument applies for universal quantification. |

We remark that the equivalence that we have for the value 1 also holds for 0 if the
semiring has no divisors of 0, but not in general. For instance, an interpretation into the
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FTukasiewicz semiring IL that interprets two literals o and 8 by values in the open interval
(0, %), interprets the conjunction oo A 8 by 0 whereas the associated interpretation into Lin¢
picks the smaller of the two values.

Proposition [9.1] implies that every first-order sentence ¢ whose almost sure valuation
ASVg, . »(®) is 0 or 1, has the same almost sure valuation in K. However, if ASVg, . ,(¢) =
g, with € > 0, the situation is more complicated, since K need not be mulitiplicatively
idempotent. Hence, even if ¢ is the smallest positive value that may appear for valuations

m(a) of literals, more complicated formulae may get smaller valuations.

» Example 9.2 (values smaller than ). For a simple example, consider a universal sen-
tence ¢p = Vy(Py V —Py) and a random interpretation in the Viterbi semiring V =
([0, 1]g, max, -,0,1), with a probability distribution p satisfying p[0 < z < 1/2] = 0, and
plr = 1/2] > 0. Here, e = 1/2 and in the associated min-max semiring on [0, 1], we clearly
have that ¢ asymptotically almost surely evaluates to . But for random interpretations in
the Viterbi semiring the valuation of i asymptotically gets arbitrary small; indeed for every
d > 0 we have that lim,, oo pin, [0 < my[¢)] < 6] =1 and hence ASVy ,(¢) = 0. N

» Example 9.3 (absorptive polynomials). A perhaps more unusual, but also more interesting
example is obtained by evaluating the same formula 1) in the semiring S°°[x] of generalised
absorptive polynomials with just one indeterminate (in this case, the natural order is
total: 1 > o > 22 > --- > 2 > 0) under the probability distribution that assigns to
each pair of complementary literals P(j), ~P(j) with equal probability 1/4 pair of values
from {(1,0), (z,0),(0,1),(0,2)}. Intuitively this means that for each atom, we first decide,
independently and with uniform probability whether it is true or false, and then, again
independently and with uniform probability, whether or not we want to track the effect of
this decision for the valuation of the formulae we consider. The valuation 7w[p] € S°°[z] then
is either 0,1, or a monomial z*, for ¥ € NU {co} which tells us, how many tracked literals
are needed for establishing the truth of . For the given probability distribution p, we have
that e = z, and indeed, for any natural number n and every element j € [n], the probability
measures (i, , evaluate the formula P(j) V —P(j) either to 1 or to z, each with probability
1/2. As a consequence, we have for 1) = Vy(PyV =Py) that lim,, e fn [0 < 7] < 2*] =1,
for all k € N. Hence the almost sure valuation of v is ASVgeo(y) (1) = 2. 2

We can nevertheless show that almost sure valuations of ¢ transfer from Kj,¢ to K, under
the assumption that ¢ is idempotent (¢ - € = €). This applies, for instance, to the smallest
non-zero element 2> of S*[x] (and also to the multivariate case, say x>y in S*®[z, y]).

» Proposition 9.4. Let e € K such that e - =¢e. Then for every formula 1¥(x) and every
tuple a, we have that mis1p(a)] = € implies that also w[p(a)] = e.

Proof. By Proposition it suffices to prove by induction on v that m¢[1)(a)] > € implies
w¥(a)] > e. For literals, disjunctions and existential quantification, this is trivial. For
conjunction, observe that min¢[1) A@] > € implies mine[¥], Tint[¢] > €. Then 7wy A@] > ec=¢
by induction and monotonicity. Analogously for universal quantification. <

With this assumption, we can lift the 0-1 laws for finite and infinite lattice semirings to
absorptive semirings, leading to the following result about the almost sure valuations.

» Corollary 9.5. If ASV, ., (¢) € {0,1} or ASVk, ,(¥) € {0,1,e} withe-c =€ (in K),
then ASV ,(¥) = ASVk, »(¥).
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10 The natural semiring

We now discuss the natural semiring (N, +,-,0,1), which is important for bag semantics in
databases. The most important technical difference to the previously considered semirings
is that multiplication in N is increasing rather than decreasing with respect to the natural
order, which leads to a different asymptotic behaviour of universal quantification.

We first define an extension property adapted to N, which is both stronger and weaker
compared to the extension properties for lattice semirings: stronger, since it guarantees not
just one, but many realisations of extension types, but weaker, since it does not guarantee
realisations of every type (which would be infinitely many), but only that every underlying
Boolean type has realisations with sufficiently large values.

» Definition 10.1. Given an atomic m-type p with values in N we call an extension p’ € ext(p)
large if out of any pair «, —a of complementary literals that contain the variable x,,1, it
maps one of them to 0, and to other to some number > 2.

Recall that p =g p’ holds if p and p’ induce the same Boolean type. Let v > 0 be some
constant. We say that an N-interpretation 7: Lit 4(7) — N has the strong (k,~)-extension
property if for every m < k, every tuple a € A™ and every extension pT € ext(pT),

{be A\a:py, =pp* and pj , is large}| > 7|Al.

We consider probability distributions p: N* — [0, 1] with the property that p[z > 2] > 0
and the associated measures u,, on N-interpretations of 7-structures with universe n.
Associated random N-interpretations almost surely have strong extension properties.

» Proposition 10.2. For any such probability distribution p and every k € N there exists
some v > 0 such that

lUm pin p[m has the strong (k,~)-extension property] = 1.

n—oo

This follows by general results of probability theory that have, for instance been also used
by Blass and Gurevich [2] to prove strong extension properties of random graphs. Specifically,
we can apply the following fact, see [2, Lemma 6.2].

» Lemma 10.3. Let X be the number of successes in n trials, each having at least probability
d of success. Then, for each a € (0,1) there exists some 3 € (0,1) such that for all natural
numbers n, Prob[X < adn] < 8.

Proof of Proposition [10.2] Let ¢ = p[x > 2] > 0. For every tuple a € [n]™, and every new
element b € [n] \ a, the probability that pJ , is large and pJ , =p p* is at least § = (q/2)"
where £ is the number of relational atoms containing the variable z,,+1. Fix any « € (0,1)
and choose v with 0 < v < ad. For large enough n, the probabilty that p] does not have
at at least yn extensions to a type pg , > p+ is then bounded by 3%~ ™, for some 8 < 1.
There are n™ tuples a to consider and 2° =g equivalence classes of extensions p*. Thus the
probability that the strong k-extension property fails for 7 is bounded by n2¢3"~™ which

converges to 0 exponentially fast. |
We again want to represent formulae ¢(z1, . .., z;) € FO® by algebraic expressions g(X(?)
with indeterminates X, and X_,, for each 7-atom in variables from z1,..., ;. However,

rather than polynomials as used in the case of lattice semirings, we need here a slightly
different definition to include co as a coefficient and exponent:
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» Definition 10.4. Let N> := NU{co}. An oco-expression (over X)) is a formal arithmetic
expression g(X(i)) consisting of indeterminates X,, X_o € X, constants 0,1, co, binary
operations +, - and the unary operation * (infinite power). Given a mapping o: X () — N,
the oo-expression g(X() evaluates to g[o] € N*° with the usual rules, extended by: 0-00 = 0,
O+ooc=n+oc=n-co=o0forn>1aswellas 0° =0, 1°° =1 and n®° = oo for n > 2.

Two oo-expressions g(X) and ¢/(X?) are equivalent, denoted g = ¢, if glo] = ¢'[o] for
every consistent mapping o: X" — N> (that is, out of any pair X,, X_, one is mapped
to 0 and the other one to a non-zero value).

We remark that we usually evaluate an co-expression for a given type p mapping literals
to N (not to N°°). However, we also consider selector functions into N*° and it is thus
more convenient to regard types as mappings of the form p: X(¥ — N*. Given such a
mapping p and a selector function s: Y — N we write ps for the combined mapping
ps: X+ 5 N that behaves like p on X*) and like s on Y = X+ \ X ),

» Lemma 10.5. Let 0,0’ : X0 — N> and let g(X@) be an oo-expression. Then,
if o =p o', then g[o] =0 if and only if g[o’'] =0,
if o <o’ then also glo] < glo’].
if g is mot constant on atomic types, then it assumes arbitrarily large values: for every
n € N there exists a type o, with glo,] > n.

Proof. The first two claims follow by a straightforward induction on g, since the operations
+,-,°° are monotone. For the third claim, assume that there exist atomic types o, ¢’ with
glo] > glo’]. We can then, without loss of generality, choose o and ¢’ so that they differ
on precisely one pair «, ~« of complementary literals, i.e. o(8) = o'(5) for all 8 & {a, ~a}.
Further we assume that o(a) > o’(a). For each n, we then consider the type o, such
that 0,(8) = o(B) for all 8 # a and o,(«) = max(n,o(a)). We claim that, for every
oo-expression f with f[o] > f[o’], we have that f[c},] > n. The only atomic expression f
with flo] > flo'] is f = Xa, for which f[o,] > n. If f = fo + f1 then f;[o] > fi[o’] for
it =0 or ¢ = 1, and hence, by induction hypothesis f;[0,,] > n, and hence also f[o,] > n. If
f = fo- fi1, then also f;[o] > fi[o'] for i =0 or i =1, so f;[on] > n; moreover fi_;[o] >0
and since o < oy, also fi1_;[0,] > 0. It follows that f[o,] > n. For f =oco-h or f = h*>
we have that f[o] > f[o’] implies that h[o] > h[o’] and hence h[o,] > n, which implies that
flon] = oc. <

» Lemma 10.6. Let (X)) be an oo-expression and consider o,0’: X — N> such that
o =p o’ and for all X5 € XV, either 0(Xp) = ' (Xp) or o' (Xg) > 2. Then glo] > 2 implies
glo’] > 2.

Notice that this lemma applies in particular to ¢ = pZs (the type pZ extended by a
selector function s) and ¢’ = Pap- Indeed, if Pap =B pas and pg , is a large extension of p7,
the condition in the lemma is satisfied.

Proof. By induction on g. The claim is trivial for constants.
If g = X, then either g[o] = g[o’] or g[o’] > 2, so the claim holds.
If g = g1 - g2 and g[o] > 2, then w.lo.g. g1[o] > 2 and g¢z[o] # 0. By induction and
o =g o', the same holds for ¢’ and we have gs[c’] > 2.
If g = h* and g[o] > 2, then also h[o] > 2 and the claim follows by induction.

If g = g1 + g2 and g[o] > 2, we distinguish two cases. First assume that g;[o] = ga2[o] = 1.
Since o =g o, it follows that g1[0’], g2[0’] # 0 and hence g[o’] > 2. Otherwise, w.l.o.g.

g1[o] > 2 and the claim follows by induction. <
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The definition of the arithmetic expressions gy, (X(i)) is to some extent analogous to the
one for polynomials fy, (X(i)) for lattice semirings, but the algebraic operations are no longer
idempotent and the rules for the quantifiers are different and use the constant oo.

» Definition 10.7. Given ¢ (z1,...,2;) € FO(7) in negation normal form and written
with the excluding quantifiers 3* and V#, we define the associated oo-expression gw(X(i))
inductively as follows.
For (in)equalities, literals, disjunctions and conjunctions, the definition is identical to
Deﬁnition That is, we set gy € {0,1} for (in)equalities, gy = X, and gy = X, for
(negated) atoms, gyve = gy + gy and gyap = gy - gop-
For ¢(x) = 37y ¢(x,y) and ¢’ (x) = V7y ¢'(x,y), let YO = XD\ XO) | Let further S
be the set of all consistent selector functions s: Y(® — {0, 00} (that is, one of X,, X,
is mapped to 0, the other one to oo, for every atom «). Now set

gw<x<i>>:=oo-(Zg¢<x<i>,s<Y<i>>>>, gy (X)) = (ngx“),s(w”))) .

ses ses

Notice that a single positive value in the sum or a single value > 2 in the product will
result in the value oco. This is justified by the (k,v)-extension property, which guarantees
that every selector function has not just one, but many large realisations which, as n grows,
lead to arbitrarily large values of ¥ or v’

» Example 10.8. Recall ov = F#x(~Exx AV7y(Exy V (~Exy A 372(Exz A Ezy)))) of
Example Using the same notation, we obtain the following co-expressions (we always
simplify expressions without indeterminates, e.g. 0o - (0o + 0) = oo in the first step).

| ? | g ]

Exz AN Ezy zZU
37 2(Ezz A Ezy) 00
—Exy A 37 2(Ezz A Ezy) Y -0
EzyV (—mExy A 37 z(Exz A Ezy)) Y+Y o0
VP y(Exy V (~Ezy A 37 2(Ezz A Ezy)))) e)
—Exz AY7y(Exy V (~Ezy A 37 2(Ezz A Ezy)))) X -0
P o0

It should come as no surprise that the resulting value is positive, since 1 is asymptot-
ically almost surely true in Boolean semantics. But notice that Example resulted in e,
representing the smallest positive value, whereas we obtain the largest value co in the natural
semiring. J

» Example 10.9. For an example with more complicated oo-expressions, consider ¢ =
37 2(Pz AV7y(z # y vV =Pz)). Using the indeterminate X for Pz, we obtain:

| ¢ \ 9o \

x#yV-Pzx 1+X
V7 y(z # y V —Px) (1+X)>®
Pz AV7y(z #yV -Pz) | X -(1+X)>
P 00

For an example resulting in 0, replace the subformula x # y by 2 = y to obtain X -(0+X)>
in the third and thus 0 in the last row. 4
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The main technical result of this section is the following theorem, similar to Theorems[6.1
and We again prove that the expressions g, provide an adequate description of formulae
1 (x), now including the special case where the value of ) becomes arbitrarily large.

» Theorem 10.10. Let v > 0 and let 7: Lit,) (1) — N be an N-interpretation on universe
[n] with the strong (k,~)-extension property. Further assume that yn > 2. Then, for every
formula (z1, ..., x;) € FOF (1) with the associated co-expression gy and every tuple a of
distinct elements from [n] either

(1) 7[v(@)] =gylpa] €N, or

(2)  gylpa] = o0 and w[y(a)] = yn.

Proof. We proceed by induction on . If 4 is a literal, it is immediate from the definition of
gy that case (1) holds.

For ¢ = ¢ V¥ we have gy = g, + go. If case (1) holds for both ¢ and ¢ then also for 1.

Otherwise case (2) applies for ¢ or ¥, and then obviously also for 1. The argument for
1 = ¢ A ¥ is analogous (taking into account the case that one of formulae evaluates to 0).

Let now (x) = 37y p(x,y). We will show that case (1) applies if 7[v)(a)] = gy [pZ] = 0,
otherwise case (2) applies. We recall:

Al = 3 oletunl ol = (S bnoe ).
beA\a ses

We begin with a general observation that is used throughout the proof: For every element

b€ A\ a, we can define a selector function s, € S with pJ, =p pisy by simply setting

sp(Xp) = oo precisely if pf ,(3) > 0. Conversely, every selector function s € S is consistent,

so there is a type pt € ext(pX) with p™ =g pZs (we may set p () = 1 whenever s(X3) = o).

The (k, v)-extension property then guarantees at least yn many elements b € A\ a such that
Pap =B Pas and pg , is large.

First assume that there is a selector function s € S with g,[pZ,s(Y®)] > 0. Then
obviously gy [pZ] = co. There are at least yn many elements b with Pap =B Pas as descried
above. By Lemma this implies g, [p} ;] > 0. Then also 7[¢(a,b)] > 0 by induction
(using either case (1) or (2)) and hence w[¢)(a)] > yn for the sum, so case (2) holds.

Now assume that no such selector function exists, hence gy [pZ] = 0. If there was a b with
m[e(a,b)] > 0, then g, [pf ] > 0 by induction and the selector function s;, contradicts our
assumption. Hence no such b exists and we have 7y (a)] = 0, so case (1) applies.

Finally, let ¢)(x) = V7 y ¢(x,y). Similarly to the previous case, we will show that case (1)
only applies for the values 0, 1, otherwise case (2) applies. We recall:

@] = ] nle(ad)l,  gulol = (ng[pZaS(Y(“)O :

beA\a ses

We proceed with a similar case distinction, but additionally account for one of the factors

being 0. To this end, assume there is s € S with g,[pZ, s(Y®)] = 0, hence also g, [pZ] = 0.

We obtain an element b with p7 , =g pgs by the extension property. By Lemma and
case (1), this yields 0 = g,[pf ;] = 7[p(a,b)] = 7[p(a)], so case (1) applies. Similarly, if
m[e(a,b)] = 0 for some b, then g,[p7 ,] = 0 by case (1) and g, [pr, s5(Y )] = 0 for the
induced selector function.

From now on, we thus have 7[p(a, b)], g,[p%, s(Y®)] > 0 for all s € S. First assume that
there is a selector function s with g, [pZ, s(Y(?)] > 2. Then gy[a] > 2°° = co. The extension
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property guarantees yn many elements b such that p7 , is large and pg , =g p3s. All of these
elements satisfy g,[p7 ;] > 2 by Lemma and thus 7[e(a,d)] > 2 by induction (using
either case (1) or case (2)). We thus have w[¢(a)] > 27" > yn and case (2) applies.

Lastly, the only remaining case is that g,[pT, s(Y®)] =1 for all selector functions. Then
also gy[a] = 1°° = 1. If there was a b with 7[¢(a, b)] > 2, then also g, [p} ;] > 2 (using either
case (1) or (2)). By Lemmal10.6] the induced selector function s, contradicts our assumption:
9o1p%, s(YD)] > 2. Hence 7[p(a,b)] = 1 for all b and thus 7[)(a)] = 1 as well. <

» Corollary 10.11 (0-1 law for FO on the natural semiring). Let p: N\ {0} — [0,1] be a
probability distribution with plx > 2] > 0 and let T be a relational vocabulary. Then for every
sentence 1 € FO(T) there either is a value j € N such that lim, o ptn p[7[¥] = j] =1, or
limy, s o fin p(m[¢] > j] =1 for all j € N.

Proof. For every sentence 1) the associated oo-expression g, contains no indeterminates and
thus evaluates to a value g, [@] € N*°. Since random N-interpretations almost surely have the
strong (k,~)-extension property, for all k,, it follows that lim,, e ftn p[7[¢] = g4 [@]] =1
in case (@] € N, or lim, o0 fin p[m[¢)] > j] =1 for all j € N, in case g, [@] = oo. <

The 0-1 law induces a partition of the sentences FO(7) into classes (®;);jene. For j € N,
the class ®; contains those sentences 1 for which lim,,_,o ftn p[7[¢)] = j] = 1 (and hence
limy, 00 fin,p[m[1] > j] = 0). The additional class ®, contains the sentences ¢ which almost
surely evaluate to unboundedly large values, so limy, o0 fin p[m[9] > j] = 1 for all j € N. We
first observe that these classes align with the Boolean case.

» Lemma 10.12. For every relational first-order sentence 1, we have ¥ € ®q if, and only if,
Y 1s asymptotically almost surely false under Boolean semantics.

Proof. It is a general observation (see, e.g. [10]) that semiring semantics in N (or any positive
semiring) and Boolean semantics are compatible in the sense that for any N-interpretation 7
over universe [n] and any sentence 1, we have w[¢] > 0 if, and only if, 2, = ©. Here, A is
the Boolean structure on [r] induced by 7 (i.e. A | « iff 7(a) > 0, for all literals «).
Recall that for the measure pi,, over the semiring N, we first randomly decide for
each relational atom whether o or —« shall be true (say with probability %), and then
assign a random positive value from N\ {0} to the true literal. It thus makes no difference
whether we consider random Boolean structures or the Boolean structures induced by
random N-interpretations. That is, ji,, 1 (¢) = pnp [7[¢] > 0]. Hence also lim,, i, 1 (1) =
limy, s o fin,p[m[¢)] > 0] and the claim follows. <

Moreover, there are trivial examples showing that all classes ®; are non-empty. Trivially
false sentences such as Jx(x # ) are in ®g, whereas Jz(x = z) € P, and for any j € N\ {0},
we have that \/, ., Vz;(2; = x;) € ®;. However, for all j ¢ {0,00} there are, in a sense,
only trivial examples of sentences in ®;, whereas all “interesting” sentences are either in ®q
or in &, i.e. are almost surely false, or almost surely have unboundedly large truth values.
To make this precise, we introduce the following notion of trivial formulae.

» Definition 10.13. All formulae ¢(x) with g, = 0 are called almost surely false. The class
of trivial formulae in FO(7) is defined by induction:
Every formula of form x = z or  # y (for distinct variables z,y) is trivial.
Conjunctions of trivial formulae are trivial.
Disjunctions of trivial formulae with almost surely false formulae are trivial.
Formulae of form V#z 1) are trivial, if v is trivial.
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That we call such formulae “trivial” should be taken with a grain of salt. They are built
from trivial equalities and inequalities, but with the additional building block of almost
surely false formulae, and it is not really trivial (but a PSPACE-complete problem) to decide
whether a given formula is almost surely false. Obviously, g, =1 for all trivial formulae .
In particular, all trivial sentences are in ®;.

We next observe that the only way to build a sentence that is neither almost surely false,
nor evaluates to unboundedly large values, is to combine trivial sentences by disjunctions
and conjunctions.

» Proposition 10.14. If ¢ € &, for j & {0,00}, then ¢ is a positive Boolean combination
of trivial sentences.

Proof. Recall that ¢ € ®; if g4[@] = j. Clearly, via quantification we can only produce
sentences whose associated oo-expressions are equivalent to 0,1, or co (due to multiplication
or exponentiation by co). The only way to obtain g,[@] = j, with 1 < j < 0o, is therefore
by addition and multiplication of co-expressions with g,[@] = 1. We thus have to show that
every sentence 1 with g,[@] = 1 or, equivalently, g, = 1, must be trivial. We proceed by
induction, to prove this not just for sentences, but for every formula 1 (x).

If ¢y = ¢ V¥, then gy = g, + g9 = 1 implies that g, = 1 and gy = 0 (or vice versa),
because otherwise, either g, and gy would assume arbitrarily large values by Lemma@
Hence one of the two subsentences ¢ or ¢ must be almost surely false and the other one
trivial, hence v is trivial as well. Similarly, if ¢ = ¢ A9, then gy = g, - g9 = 1 implies
that g, = g9 = 1 so both ¢ and ¥ must be trivial, and hence also 1. It is impossible that
1) = Iy @, since in that case gy evaluates to 0 or oo.

Finally, if ¢(x) = V7y@(x,y), then gy = ([T eq9,(X®, s(Y?))>. By assumption
gy = 1, 50 g,(XW s(Y®) =1 for all s. We claim that then g, = 1. If not, then then
there is some consistent mapping p: X+ — N with g,[p] # 1. Let po = p | X be
the restriction of p to X and let s, € S be the selector function induced by p. That
is, s,(X3) = 0 if p(f) = 0 and s,(Xg) = oo otherwise. For the combined mapping
PoSp: X0+ 5 N we then have p < pos,. Hence, Lemma implies that if g, [p] =0
then also g, [pos,] = 0, and if g,[p] > 2, also g,[pos,] > 2. It follows that g,[pos,] # 1, so
9,(X@ 5,(Y®)) # 1 (witnessed by pg), contradiction. Hence, we have established that
g =1, and by induction hypothesis, it follows that ¢ must be trivial. Thus, also ¥ = Y y @
is trivial. <

» Corollary 10.15. Let o be a relational first-order sentences that is not trivial. Then either
P e Py ory e Py

Remark. Instead of the almost sure valuation of a first-order sentence, one might also
consider the asymptotic expected valuation E,[r[y]] == limy oo D2 - pnp[n[¥] = j.
However, due to the possibility of extremely large values of particular events with very low
probability, we lose the correspondence to Boolean semantics. As an example consider the
sentence A = V7 2V7yV7 2(Exy A Eyz A Ezx) on random graphs, saying that any three
distinct nodes form a triangle. Clearly this sentence is almost surely false on finite graphs
since it only evaluates to a positive value on cliques. However, for any probability distribution
p with p[z > 2] = ¢ > 0, we have that with probability ¢"(*~1)/2
with vertex set [n] is a clique where each edge has a value > 2. On such a clique, the value
of A is at least 8*("~1D("=2)  Hence, although A evaluates to 0 on all non-cliques, we have
that E,[n[A]] > lim,, o gr(n=1/2 . gn(n=1)(n=2) —

a random N-valued graph
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11  The random countable K-interpretation

A classical fact about 0-1 laws in Boolean semantics is the w-categoricity of the theory T' of
extension axioms, and thus the existence of a unique countable 7-structure that satisfies all
of them. For finite semirings, this fact extends in a straightforward way to our setting.

» Theorem 11.1. For every finite semiring K and every finite relational vocabulary T there
exists a countable K -interpretation wg: Lita(T) — K that has the k-extension property for
all natural numbers k. Moreover mr s unique up to isomorphism.

Proof. For any fixed finite semiring K, we can represent K-interpretations 7: Lit (1) —
K as classical relational structures 2™ with universe A over a vocabulary 7% consisting
of relations Rj' and R, for R € 7 and j € K, where Rj = {a : m(Ra) = j} and
R; ={a:m(~Ra) = j}. It is then not difficult to axiomatise the extension properties of
K-interpretations in FO(7%):

There is a sentence Inty € FO(7X) such that A |= Intx if, and only if, A = A™ for a

K-interpretation 7.

For any atomic k-type p there is a formula type,(x) such that A" = type,(a) if, and only

if, p3 = p-

Hence 7 has the k-extension property if, and only if,

A" = Vx(type,(x) — Jy type,+ (x,y))

for every i < k, every atomic i-type p and every extension pt € ext(p).

Let now T'(K) be the collection of all these extension axioms together with the sentence Inty.
Obviously, every finite subset of T'(K) is satisfiable, so by compactness and the Léwenheim-
Skolem Theorem, there exists a countable model R = T'(K). It follows that there exists
a countable K-interpretation ng: Lit4(7) — K, the one represented by R, which has the
k-extension property for all natural numbers k.

Further, the standard back-and-forth argument shows that any two such interpretations
must be isomorphic. Specifically suppose that m4: Lita(7) — K and np: Litg(r) — K,
with countable universes A and B, both have the k-extension property for all k£ € w.
Fix enumerations of the universes A and B, and construct partial isomorphisms p, =
{(a1,b1),...,(an,by)} C A x B by induction as follows. Let py = &. If p,, is already defined,
let p, be the n-type realised by a = (ay,...,a,) in 74, and also by b = (b1,...,b,) in
g (given that p, is a partial isomorphism). For even n, let ¢ be the first element in the
enumeration of A that does not appear in p,, and let p™ € ext(p,) be the type realised by
(a,c) in m4. Since mp has the n-extension property it follows that there exist some d € B
such that also (b, d) realises p™ in m5. Select the smallest such d in the enumeration of B
and set p,+1 = pn U {(c,d)}. For odd n, we proceed analogously, starting with the first d in
the enumeration of B that does not occur in p,. In this way we get an increasing sequence
(Pn)new of partial isomorphisms whose union p = J,,,, P covers all elements of A and B
and thus is an isomorphism between w4 and 7g. |

For finite semirings K in which infinite sums and products are well-defined, the countable
random K-interpretation provides evaluations mg[¢] for arbitrary first-order sentences. In
particular, this is the case for lattice semirings. Notice that Theorem does not depend
on the universe being finite, which implies that for any finite lattice semiring and every
first-order sentence ¢ € FO(7), we have that mz[¢] = f,. But this coincides with the almost
sure valuation of ¥ on random finite K-interpretations.
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» Corollary 11.2. Let K be a finite lattice semiring with a probability distribution p: K+ —
(0,1], and let T be a relational vocabulary. Then, for every sentence ¢ € FO(7), the valuation
of ¥ by the random countable K -interpretation wr coincides with the almost sure valuation
of ¥ by finite k-interpretations: nr[Y] = ASVk ,(¥).

12 Conclusion

We have seen that the most fundamental result on logic on random structures, the 0-1 law
for first-order logic, can be extended to semiring semantics. The specific results, and also
the proofs, depend on the underlying semiring, but generally follow the same pattern. The
cornerstone of classical 0-1 laws, the extension axioms, generalise to extension properties of
random semiring interpretations. A new ingredient is the algebraic representation of first-
order formulae by polynomials (or in the case of the natural semiring, by oo-expressions). The
extension properties permit us to do this with a constant supply of variables, and to obtain
for each formula a fixed expression that is independent of the size of the universe. Besides
the generalisation of classical 0-1 laws to results saying that the asymptotic probabilities
of statements 7[¢)] = j converge to 0 or 1, we additionally get here results telling us which
values of the semiring can actually appear as almost sure valuations of first-order sentences.
In finite or infinite lattice semirings these are just three values, 0, 1 and the infimum of all
values j > 0, whereas in the natural semiring there are rather trivial constructions showing
that every number j € N can possibly occur as an almost sure valuation. We have also
studied the complexity of computing almost sure valuations over finite lattice semirings and
proved that this is a PSPACE-complete problem.

The results presented here are a first, but fundamental, step towards understanding the
power of semiring semantics for random interpretations. Indeed we have considered here only
the case of random interpretations that are induced by a fized probability distribution on the
semiring, which is independent of the size of the universe. This corresponds to the G, ,-model
of random graph theory where p is a constant, and to the classical 0-1 law of Glebskii et
al. and Fagin. Of course, the study of logic on random graphs and random structures has
gone beyond that and has, in particular, investigated models where the probabilities are
given by a function of the universe, often involving sparse structures, and has for instance
studied issues of phase transitions. The calculation of probabilities becomes more involved
in such cases and uses much more sophisticated mathematical machinery. The study of
semiring semantics for such more general random models poses an interesting challenge.
This will also be relevant for applications, because random models arising in practice are
in general not given by constant probability distributions. While classical 0-1 laws give a
simple high-level argument for the inexpressibility of Boolean properties for which the 0-1 law
fails, our results may pave the way towards inexpressibility results for numerical parameters
in semiring semantics by showing that their probabilistic behaviour is different from those
of logical sentences, for instance in the natural semiring. A further interesting aspect is
the study of certain answers for queries over incompletely specified databases. Libkin [16]
proposes a probabilistic approach that measures how close an answer is to certainty, based
on the observation that for the standard model of missing data, the classical 0-1 law holds.
Semiring semantics, for instance via its connection to bag semantics, confidence scores and
cost analysis, provides an interesting possibility to extend such approaches to a more general
setting.
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