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Abstract. Probabilistic programming (PP) is a programming paradigm
that allows for writing statistical models like ordinary programs, per-
forming simulations by running those programs, and analyzing and re-
fining their statistical behavior using powerful inference engines. This
paper takes a step towards leveraging PP for reasoning about data-aware
processes. To this end, we present a systematic translation of Data Petri
Nets (DPNs) into a model written in a PP language whose features are
supported by most PP systems. We show that our translation is sound
and provides statistical guarantees for simulating DPNs. Furthermore,
we discuss how PP can be used for process mining tasks and report on
a prototype implementation of our translation. We also discuss further
analysis scenarios that could be easily approached based on the proposed
translation and available PP tools.

1 Introduction

Data Petri nets (DPNs) [17,5] is a popular formalism for data-aware processes
that is used in business process management (BPM) and process mining (PM)
for various tasks including discovery [17], conformance checking [17,7,8], formal
verification and correctness analysis [10,9]. Moreover, it has been shown in [6]
that DPNs can formalize the integration of a meaningful subset of BPMN with
DMN S-FEEL decision tables. Recent work also addresses stochastic [18] and
uncertainty-related [8] aspects of DPNs.

Simulation for DPNs. One of the key techniques in the BPM and PM reper-
toires is simulation, which allows for flexible analyses, such as “what-if” analysis,
that often cannot be addressed by formal verification or that touch upon non-
functional aspects (e.g., time, costs, resources) that are not reflected in process
models [26,27]. For DPNs, the prime application of simulation is the genera-
tion of synthetic event logs aiming at closing the gap between missing datasets
needed for substantial evaluation of discovery and analysis techniques. To the
best of our knowledge, [13] is the only approach that explicitly provides a DPN
simulation engine which is grounded in DPN semantics and allows to perform
randomised generation of fixed-length executions.
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Probabilistic Programming (PP) [12,11] is a paradigm developed by the program-
ming languages and machine learning communities to make statistical models
and reasoning about them with Bayesian inference accessible to non-experts. The
key idea is to represent statistical models as programs and leave the development
of efficient simulation and inference engines to the language developers.

A probabilistic program can be thought of as an ordinary program with the
ability to sample from probability distributions. Running such a program means
performing stochastic simulation: a single program execution corresponds to a
single simulation of the underlying model. Modern PP systems have two char-
acteristic features: First, they support conditioning the possible executions (or
feasible simulations) on observed evidence, e.g. to refine a synthetic model using
real-world data or user knowledge. Second, they support inference techniques to
compute or approximate the probability distribution modeled by a program.

This raises the question whether one can leverage the existing PP machinery
for simulating DPNs instead of developing ad-hoc simulators.

Contributions and outline. In this paper, we explore whether and how probabilis-
tic programs are a suitable abstraction for simulating DPNs such that (1) the
simulation process is based on a statistical model clearly defined as a probabilis-
tic program and (2) simulation, event log generation, and further (statistical)
analyses could benefit from using PP together with its sampling and inference
capabilities (cf. [12,11]). Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:
• We formalize an execution semantics for DPNs with schedulers, which are used
in discrete-event simulation to resolve non-determinism [16] (→ Section 3).

• We formalize the essence of many existing probabilistic programming lan-
guages (→ Section 4) and then develop a novel systematic encoding of DPNs
with schedulers into a probabilistic programming language (→ Section 5).

• We show that our encoding is correct, i.e. our PP encoding of DPN produces
exactly the runs of the encoded DPNs and preserves the probabilities of all
simulated runs with respect to the scheduler (→ Section 5.3).

• We discuss how to leverage our encoding and inference engines provided by
PP systems for various Process Mining tasks. (→ Section 6).

• We report on a proof-of-concept implementation of our encoding into the PP
language webPPL [11] and discuss two case studies (→ Section 7).

Related work. There are multiple approaches for generating synthetic logs via
model simulation for data-aware processes that can potentially be applied to
DPNs. Given the well-known relation between colored Petri nets [14] and DPNs [5],
one may use CPN Tools4 to produce logs without noise or incompleteness [19]
or logs in which effects of workload on processing speeds are recorded [21]. To
the best of our knowledge, CPN Tools is the only applicable (non-commercial)
tool in which one can explicitly define schedulers for simulation tasks.

Alternatively, one may resort to approaches that generate multi-perspective
logs for BPMN 2.0 models (and rely on the connection between BPMN and
DPNs established in [6]). For example, in [20] the authors rely on an executable
BPMN semantics and do not only support standard elements (e.g., gateways,

4 https://cpntools.org/

https://cpntools.org/
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sub-processes), but also data objects for driving exclusive choices to generate ran-
dom (multi-perspective) event longs. Similarly, [2] generates multi-perspective
logs by running a randomized play-out game.

To the best of our knowledge, [13] is the simulation engine that explicitly
targets DPNs. It is based on a direct implementation of the execution semantics
of DPNs that randomly fires enabled transitions. The random choices cannot
be directly influenced, e.g. by changing the underlying scheduler. Moreover, any
statistical guarantees about the generated event logs provided by the engine
– e.g., are the generated traces representative with respect to an underlying
stochastic process? – are, at best, ad hoc. The same holds for the above works
on the randomised log generation for BPMN.

One may also rely on studied relationships between business process mod-
els and discrete event simulation (DES) [24]. For example, [22] applies DES to
BPMN 2.0 models to produce multi-perspective logs. While our work is grounded
in Bayesian statistics, DES takes a frequentist approach to simulation where all
“variables” are already known by the domain expert. We refer to [3] for a dis-
cussion of the advantages of Bayesian approaches compared to DES.

2 Preliminaries

Sequences. A finite sequence σ over a set S of length |σ| = n ∈ N is a function
σ : {1, . . . , n} → S. We denote by ϵ the empty sequence of length n = 0. If
n > 0 and σ(i) = si, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, we write σ = s1 . . . sn. The set of all finite
sequences over S is denoted by S∗. The concatenation σ = σ1σ2 of two sequences
σ1, σ2 ∈ S∗ is given by σ : {1, . . . , |σ1| + |σ2|} → S, such that σ(i) = σ1(i) for
1 ≤ i ≤ |σ1|, and σ(i) = σ2(i− |σ1|) for |σ1|+ 1 ≤ i ≤ |σ1|+ |σ2|.
Probability Distributions. A (discrete) 5 subprobability distribution over a
non-empty, countable set X is a function µ : X → [0, 1] s.t.

∑
x∈X µ(x) ≤ 1.

We say that µ(x) is the probability assigned to x ∈ X and call µ a distribution
if

∑
x∈X µ(x) = 1. We denote by Dist(X) (resp. SubDist(X)) the set of all

(sub)distributions over X, respectively. We consider a few examples:

1. The Dirac distribution δx : X → [0, 1] assigns probability 1 to a fixed element
x ∈ X and probability 0 to every other element of X.

2. For two distinct elements x, y ∈ X and some p ∈ [0, 1], the Bernoulli dis-
tribution B(p, x, y) : X → [0, 1] models a coin-flip with bias p and possible
outcomes x and y: it assigns p to x, (1− p) to y, and 0 otherwise.

3. The uniform distribution unif(a,b) : Q → [0, 1] assigns probability 1/(b−a+1)

to values in [a .. b]; to every other rational number r ∈ Q, it assigns 0.
4. The function B/2 : Q → [0, 1] given by B/2(0) = B/2(1) = 1/4 and B/2(x) = 0

for all x ∈ Q \ {0, 1} is a subdistribution in SubDist(Q), which represents
the Bernoulli distribution B(1/2, 0, 1) scaled by 1/2.

5 For simplicity, we will work with discrete distributions. However, many PP systems
also support continuous distributions.
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For a subdistribution µ ∈ SubDist(X), its normalized distribution is given by
normalize(µ) = µ∑

x∈X µ(x) . For example, normalizing B/2 yields the distribution

normalize(B/2) =
B/2
1/2 = B(1/2, 0, 1). As in standard probability theory, we

assume 0/0 = 0, i.e. if µ assigns probability 0 everywhere, so does normalize(µ).

3 Data Petri Nets with Probabilistic Schedulers

Data Petri nets (DPNs) [17,5] extend traditional place-transition nets with the
possibility to manipulate scalar case variables, which are used to constrain the
evolution of the process through guards assigned to transitions. Each guard is
split into a pre- and postcondition that is defined over two variable sets, V
and V ′, where V is the set of case variables and V ′ keeps their primed copies
used to describe variable updates.6 We denote by E(X,∆) the set of all boolean
expressions over variables in X and constants in ∆. For an expression e, V (e)
and V ′(e) denote the sets of all unprimed and primed variables in e, respectively.

Definition 1 (Data Petri net). A data Petri net (DPN) is a tuple N =
⟨P, T, F, l, A, V,∆, pre, post⟩, where: (i) P and T are finite, disjoint sets of places
and transitions, respectively; (ii) F ⊆ (P × T ) ∪ (T × P ) is a flow relation;
(iii) l : T → A is a labeling function assigning activity names from A to every
transition t ∈ T ; (iv) V is a set of case variables and ∆ is a data domain;
(v) pre : T → E(V,∆) is a transition precondition-assignment function; and
(vi) post : T → E(V ∪ V ′, ∆) is a transition postcondition-assignment function.

Given a DPN N = ⟨P, T, F, l, A, V,∆, pre, post⟩, we will from now on write PN ,
TN , etc. to denote N ’s components; we omit the subscript if the given net is clear
from the context. Given a place or transition x ∈ (PN ∪TN ) of N , the preset •x
and the postset x• are given by •x = {y | (y, x) ∈ F} and x• := {y | (x, y) ∈ F}.

We next turn to the DPN execution semantics.

Definition 2 (DPN state). A state of a DPN N is a pair (M,α), where
(i) M : PN → N is a total marking function, assigning a number M(p) of
tokens to every place p ∈ PN and (ii) α : VN → ∆ is a total variable valuation
function assigning a value to every variable in VN .

A DPN moves between states by firing (enabled) transitions. Every state, to-
gether with a (variable) valuation β inducing an update over (some of) the net
variables, yields a set of enabled transitions, which can be fired to progress the
net. After a transition fires, a new state is reached, with a new corresponding
marking and valuation.

Definition 3 (Transition enabling, firing). Let N be a DPN, (M,α) a state,
t ∈ TN a transition, and β : (VN ∪ V ′

N ) ↛ ∆N be a partial valuation function.
We denote by (M,α)[(t, β)⟩ that the step (t, β) is enabled in (M,α), i.e.

6 Hereinafter, we assume that X ′ defines a copy of the set X in which each element
x ∈ X is primed. The same holds for individual elements.
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(i) β is defined for all the variables in pre(t) and post(t) and no other variables;
(ii) for every v ∈ VN (preN (t) ∧ postN (t)), we have that β(v) = α(v), i.e., β

matches α on all the (non-primed) variables of t that are not being modified;
(iii) for every p ∈ •t, we have M(p) ≥ 1;
(iv) β |= preN (t) ∧ postN (t), i.e., β satisfies the pre- and post-conditions of t.
Moreover, we denote by (M,α)[(t, β)⟩(M ′, α′) that the state (M ′, α′) is the result
of firing transition t according to step (t, β), i.e. (M,α)[(t, β)⟩ holds and (1) for
every p ∈ PN , we have M ′(p) = M(p) − FN (p, t) + FN (t, p); (2) α′(v) = β(v′)
for all v′ ∈ V ′

N (post(t)); and (3) α′(v) = α(v) for all v ∈ VN (preN (t)∧postN (t)).

A run of a DPN N is a sequence of steps σ = (t1, β1) . . . (tk, βk), where k ∈ N.
A state (M ′, α′) is reachable from (M,α), if there is a run σ as above such that
(M,α)[(t1, β1)⟩(M1, α1)[(t2, β2)⟩ · · · [(tk, βk)⟩(M ′, α′), denoted (M,α)[σ⟩(M ′, α′).
We denote by SN the set of all states of N . A run σ is legal iff there are two
states (M,α), (M ′, α′) ∈ SN s.t. (M,α)[σ⟩(M ′, α′).

Simulation with schedulers. Simulating a DPN corresponds to generating
(some of its) runs. A crucial part of the simulation process is how to resolve non-
deterministic choices attributed to multiple, simultaneously enabled transitions
and possibly infinitely many partial valuations the transitions’ pre- and post-
conditions. This issue has been resolved in discrete event system simulation
using schedulers that handle non-deterministic choices [16]. In the same vein, we
define randomized schedulers for DPNs.

Definition 4 (DPN Scheduler). A scheduler of a DPN N is a function

S : SN → Dist(TN )× (V ′
N → Dist(∆N )).

In words, a scheduler S assigns to every state (M,α) a probability distribution
ST over the net’s transitions and a mapping SV from the net’s (primed) vari-
ables to probability distributions over domain values. Intuitively,ST resolves the
nondeterminism that arises if multiple transitions are enabled: if all transitions
are enabled, the probability of picking transition t is given by ST (t); if some
transitions are not enabled, their probability is uniformly distributed amongst
the enabled transitions. The function SV resolves for every v′ ∈ V ′

N the nonde-
terminism that arises from postconditions that hold for different evaluations of
v′: the probability of assigning d ∈ ∆N to v′ is given by SV (v

′)(d). We will mod-
ify this probability by conditioning on the fact that a transition’s postcondition
must hold after firing it. Notice that postconditions may introduce dependencies
between case variables, even though their values are sampled independently.
Example 1. Consider the DPN N in Figure 1 representing a simple auction
process, where the last offer is stored in o and the time progression is cap-
tured by t. One possible scheduler uniformly selects an enabled transition, i.e.
Sauc

T = unif(1, |TN |). Alternatively, one can model priorities between potentially
simultaneously enabled transitions by selecting a different distribution that de-
pends, e.g. on the value of the timer. Examples of distributions for selecting val-
ues for the variables t′ and o′, include the Poisson (over countable sets of times-
tamps and outcomes), uniform (over finite subsets of timestamps and outcomes



6 Martin Kuhn , Joscha Grüger , Christoph Matheja, and Andrey Rivkin

p0

initpost : t′ > 0 ∧ o′ = 0

p1

bid

pre : t > 0
post : o′ > o

p2

timer

pre : t > 0
post : t′ < t

hammer pre : t ≤ 0 ∧ o > 0

p3 reset

pre : o = 0

Fig. 1. A simple auction process [10]

such as Sauc
V (t′) = unif(0, 99) and Sauc

V (o′) = unif(1, 30)), geometric, and nor-
mal distribution.7 In the following examples, we will use Sauc = (Sauc

T ,Sauc
V )

as the default scheduler. △
We will now quantify the probability of a run in terms of the likelihood8 of

each involved step. To this end, let frontier(M,α) = {t | ∃β : (M,α)[(t, β)⟩}
be the set of transitions that are enabled in a given state. Moreover, given a
Boolean proposition p, we denote by [p] its indicator function, i.e. [p] = 1 if p is
⊤ (true), and 0 if p is ⊥ (false).

Definition 5 (Step Likelihood). Given a net N and a scheduler S with
S(M,α) = (ST ,SV ), the likelihood of a step (t, β) in a state (M,α) is

PS[M,α] (t, β) = PS[M,α] (t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
likelihood of selecting t

· PS[M,α] (β | t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
likelihood of selecting β given t

,

where the likelihood of selecting transition t among the enabled ones is

PS[M,α] (t) =
[t ∈ frontier(M,α)] ·ST (t)∑

t′∈TN

[t′ ∈ frontier(M,α)] ·ST (t′)

and the likelihood of selecting β : (VN ∪V ′
N ) ↛ ∆N given transition t s.t. β(v) =

α(v), for every v ∈ VN (preN (t) ∧ postN (t)), is

PS[M,α] (β | t) = [β |= postN (t)] ·
∏

x′∈V ′
N (β)

SV (x
′)(β(x′)).

In the spirit of Bayes’ rule, the likelihood of a step (t, β) is the likelihood that the
scheduler selects transition t multiplied with the likelihood of selecting valuation
β given the previous selection of t. Notice that PS[M,α] (t, β) is 0 if the chosen
transition t is not enabled – and thus [t ∈ frontier(M,α)] = 0 – or if the chosen
β does not satisfy t’s postcondition – and thus [β |= postN (t)] = 0.

7 To improve readability, our approach is formalized for discrete distributions. How-
ever, continuous distributions are supported by many PP systems.

8 We use “likelihood” to refer to an “unnormalized probability”, ie. a value that is
obtained from a subdistribution. The sum of all likelihoods may thus be less than 1.
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Example 2. Consider the DPN and scheduler from Ex. 1. The likelihood of the
step (timer, β), where β = {t 7→ 20, o 7→ 5, t′ 7→ 11}, in state (M,α), where
M(p1) = M(p2) = 1 and M(p0) = M(p3) = 0 and α = {t 7→ 20, o 7→ 5}, is
PSauc [M,α] (timer, β) =

1/5
3/5 · 1/100. △

We expand the above likelihood measure to DPN runs that reach a pos-
sibly infinite set G of goal states for the first time. Examples of goal states
include all states with a final marking or all states in which x ≥ 15. To this end,
Runs(M,α,G) denotes the set of all runs σ = (t1, β1) . . . (tn, βn), for all n ≥ 0,
such that, for all k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1},

if (M,α)[(t1, β1) . . . (tk, βk)⟩(Mk, αk) then (Mk, αk) /∈ G.
Notice that not all runs in Runs(M,α,G) are legal and only some may reach
states from G. We then define the likelihood that a run σ ∈ Runs(M,α,G) reaches
G from (M,α) via its step likelihoods, or 0 if no goal state is ever reached.

Definition 6 (Likelihood of a Run). Given a DPN N , a scheduler S, a
state (M,α), goal states G, and a run σ ∈ Runs(M,α,G) over N , the likelihood
PS[M,α] (σ |= ♢G)9 that σ reaches G from (M,α) is defined recursively as
1, if (M,α) ∈ G
PS[M,α] (t, β) · PS[M ′, α′] (σ′ |= ♢G) , if σ = (t, β)σ′ and (M,α)[(t, β)⟩(M ′, α′)

0, otherwise.

Technically, the likelihood of a run is defined analogously to the reachability
probability of a trace in an (infinite-state) Markov chain – a well-established
stochastic model for describing sequences of events (cf. [23,1]). The probability
of the next step may thus depend on the current state but is independent of
previously visted states. While this assumption is common and allows for de-
pendencies between cases, e.g. case variables can be accessed and modified by
different transitions, it can be seen as a limitation because those dependencies
must be modeled explicitly in the DPN’s state space.

Example 3. Consider the DPN from Ex. 1, set of goal states G = {(M,α) ∈ SN |
M(p3) = 1} and a run σ = (init, {t′ 7→ 10})(bid, {t 7→ 10, o′ 7→ 5})(timer, {t 7→
10, t′ 7→ 0})(hammer, {t 7→ 0, o 7→ 5}). Then the likelihood to reach one of the goal
states from initial state (M0, α0) = ({p0 7→ 1, p1, p2, p3 7→ 0}, {t 7→ 0, o 7→ 0}) is
PSauc [M0, α0] (σ |= ♢G) = (1 · 1/100) · (1 · 1/10) · (1/2 · 1/100) · (1/3 · 1). △

To obtain the probability of a run, we then normalize the above likelihood
with the likelihoods of all runs that can only reach G after firing all of their steps.

Definition 7 (Probability of a Run). Given a DPN N , a scheduler S, a
state (M,α), goal states G and a run σ over N , the probability that σ reaches
G given that all runs starting in (M,α) eventually reach G is defined as

PS[M,α] (σ | ♢G) =
PS[M,α] (σ |= ♢G)∑

σ′∈Runs(M,α,G) PS[M,α] (σ′ |= ♢G)
.

9 As in [1], we use an LTL-like notation to denote that σ ends in a state in G.
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Notice that a run σ is legal if PS[M,α] (σ | ♢G) > 0 holds, because the
likelihood is set to 0 if we attempt to fire a transition that is not enabled or
select a valuation that does not satisfy the transition’s postcondition. Moreover,
one can easily extract sequences of events, i.e. traces from a legal run and its
initial state.

Our translation to probabilistic programs in Section 5 will make sure that,
given a scheduler S and a set of goal states G, every run σ is produced with the
probability PS[M,α] (σ | ♢G).

4 The Probabilistic Programming Language PPL

In this section, we give the necessary background on probabilistic programming
by introducing a small probabilistic programming language called PPL whose
features are supported by many existing PP systems (cf. [12,11]).

C ::= x := D (probabilistic assignment)

| observe B (condition on event B)

| log msg (add msg to the log)

| C;C (sequential composition)

| do GC od (unbounded loop)

| if GC fi (conditional)

GC ::= B
E−→ C (guarded command)

| GC [] GC (choice)

Fig. 2. Syntax of PPL.

x := uniform(1, 3);

if

x = 1
1/3−−→ y := 4

[] x > 1
1/3−−→ y := 5

[] x > 1
1/3−−→ y := x+ 2

fi;

observe B

Fig. 3. Example program.

Definition 8 (Syntax of PPL). The set of commands C and guarded com-
mands GC written in PPL is given by the grammar in Figure 2, where x is
a program variable taken from a finite set Var, D is a distribution expression
over Var, B is an Boolean expression over Var, msg is a message10 over Var
and E is a (rational) probability expression over Var.

Before we formalize the details, we briefly go over the intuitive meaning of each
command. The probabilistic assignment x := D samples a value from D and
assigns the result to variable x. The conditioning command observe B checks
whether B holds and proceeds if the answer is yes. Otherwise, the current ex-
ecution is discarded as if it never happened.11 The command log msg writes

10 Think: some string. In our DPN encoding, messages will correspond to steps (t, β).
11 One can think of probabilistic programs as a stochastic simulator. Failing an obser-

vation then means that the simulation encountered an unrealistic result that should
not be included in the result. A naive way to achieve this, is rejection sampling: dis-
card the result and attempt to obtain another sample by restarting the simulation
from scratch. More efficient approaches are discussed in [25].
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the value of msg to the program’s log – an append-only list of messages, which
we will use to output runs. The sequential composition C1;C2 first executes C1,
followed by C2. The loop do GC od executes the guarded command GC until
no guard in GC is enabled anymore. More precisely, consider the loop

do B1
E1−−→ C1 [] . . . [] Bn

En−−→ Cn od.

If none of the guards B1, . . . , Bn hold, the loop terminates. Otherwise, the loop
randomly executes a command Ci whose guard holds, and repeats. The prob-
ability of executing a command is determined by the values of the expressions
E1, . . . , En.

12 That is, if guard Bi holds and m is the total number of guards that
currently hold, then the command Ci is executed with probability Ei ·n/m. Simi-
larly to loops, the conditional if GC fi randomly executes one of the commands
in GC whose guard holds, but terminates afterwards.

Example 4. Consider the PPL program C in Figure 3. C first randomly assigns
to x a value between 1 and 3 with probability 1/3 each. If x = 1, it always assigns
4 to y. Otherwise, it either assigns 5 or x + 2 to y. Since only two out of three

guards hold for x > 1, the probability of executing each assignment is
1/3
2/3 = 1/2.

If, for the moment, we ignore the observe B, then the probability of termi-
nating with y = 4 is 1/3 + 1/3 · 1/2 = 1/2.

Analogously, the probability to stop with y = 5 is 2/3 · 1/2 + 1/3 · 1/2 = 1/2.

How does conditioning on B affect those probabilities? For B = (y = 5), we
discard all executions except those that stop with y = 5. Hence, the probability
to stop with y = 5 is 1, and 0 for any other value of y. For B = (x > 1), we
consider only those executions that assign 2 or 3 to x. Both assignments happen
now with probability 1/2. Hence, y := 4 is never executed. The probability of
stopping with y = 4 changes to 1/2 · 1/2 = 1/4, i.e. the probability of assigning 2
to x and executing the last assignment. Analogously, the probability of stopping
with y = 5 changes to 3/4. For B = (x = 1 ∧ y = 5), there is no feasible execution.
Hence, we obtain a subdistribution that is zero for every value. △

To assign formal semantics to PPL programs, we first define program states
and discuss how expressions are evaluated.

States and expressions. The set PS = { s | s : Var → Q } of program states
consists of all assignments of rational numbers to program variables.

Furthermore, the set of program logs PL = {ℓ | ℓ ∈ Msg∗}, where Msg is
an infinite set of messages of interest, e.g. the set of all steps of a DPN.

We denote by PSL = PS×PL the set of all pairs of a state s and a program
log ℓ. We abstract from concrete syntax for expressions. Instead, we assume
that, for every state, distribution expressions D evaluate to distributions over
rationals, Boolean expressions B evaluate to B = {⊤,⊥}, messages msg evaluate
to Msg, and expressions E evaluate to rationals in [0, 1], respectively. Formally,
we assume the following evaluation functions for those expressions:

JBK : PS → B JDK : PS → Dist(Q) JmsgK : PS → Msg JEK : PS → [0, 1] ∩Q

12 To ensure well-definedness, we assume that the values of E1, . . . , En sum up to ≤ 1.
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Throughout this paper, we use common expressions, such as x+y < 17, [x > 0],
and uniform(1,x+2), where the corresponding evaluation functions are straight-
forward, e.g. λs.s(x) + s(y) < 17, λs.[s(x) > 0], and λs.uniform(1, s(x) + 2).13

Semantics. A standard approach to assign (denotational) semantics to ordinary
programs is to view them as a state transformer JCK : PS → 2PS. That is, C
produces a set of output states for any given input state. The set of output states
can be empty, e.g. if the program enters an infinite loop.

For probabilistic programs, we obtain a more fine-grained view [15], because
the probability of every output state can be quantified. Similarly, the semantics of
PPL commands C is a function SJCK : PSL → SubDist(PSL), that maps every
initial state to a subdistribution over output states. We consider subdistributions,
because we may lose probability mass, e.g. due to nontermination.

We formalize SJCK in two steps: We first define a function JCK that treats
observation failures like nontermination, i.e. failing an observation loses proba-
bility mass. After that, we normalize JCK by redistributing the lost probability
mass among the feasible executions. Formally:

Definition 9 (Semantics of PPL). The (sub-)distribution SJCK(s, ℓ) com-
puted by PPL program C for initial state-log pair (s, ℓ) is defined as

SJCK(s, ℓ) = normalize(JCK(s, ℓ)) =
JCK(s, ℓ)∑

(s′,ℓ′)∈PSLJCK(s, ℓ)(s′, ℓ′)
,

where the (unnormalized) transformer JCK : PSL → SubDist(PSL) is defined
inductively on the structure of (guarded) commands in Figure 4.

Intuitively, SJCK(s, ℓ)(s′, ℓ′) is the probability that executing PPL program C
on initial program state s and log ℓ terminates in program state s′ with log ℓ′.

While our semantics is precise, we remark that there also exist “sampling-
based semantics” for probabilistic programs in the literature, e.g. [4], which
guarantee that, given enough samples, the computed (sub)distribution will con-
verge towards the subdistribution JCK(s, ℓ). Depending on the chosen inference
engine applied, we thus either get exact or approximate guarantees.

Definition of JCK. We now go over the definition of JCK in Figure 4 and formal
notation that is not explained in the caption. In each case, we are given an
initial state-log pair (s, ℓ) ∈ PSL and have to produce a final subdistribution
JCK(s, ℓ) ∈ SubDist(PSL) depending on program C.

For the probabilistic assignment x := D, initial state s and log ℓ, we sample a
rational value q from the distribution JDK(s) ∈ Dist(Q) and assign that value to
variable x – the program state is thus updated to s[x 7→ q]. To compute the final
subdistribution, we sum over all possible samples q ∈ Q, weighing each sample
by its probability JDK(s)(q), and require that the final state is the updated
one using the Dirac distribution δ(s[x7→q],ℓ). Notice that x := D behaves like a
standard assignment if JDK(s) is a Dirac distribution (see Appendix A.1).

13 We use lambda-notation, e.g., λs.1 + s(x), to define functions that depend on s.
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Program C (resp. GC) JCK(s, ℓ) (resp. JGCK(s, ℓ))

x := D
∑

q∈QJDK(s)(q) · δ(s[x 7→q],ℓ)

log msg δ(s,ℓ JmsgK(s))

observe B J[B]K(s) · δ(s,ℓ)
C1;C2

∑
(s′,ℓ′)∈PSLJC1K(s, ℓ)(s′, ℓ′) · JC2K(s′, ℓ′)

if GC fi
Jguards(GC)K(s)
Jweight(GC)K(s) · JGCK(s, ℓ)

GC1 [] GC2 JGC1K(s, ℓ) + JGC2K(s, ℓ)
B

E−→ C1 J[B]K(s) · JEK(s) · JC1K(s, ℓ)
do GC od limn→∞JCnK(s, ℓ), where

JC0K(s, ℓ) = λ(s′, ℓ′). 0
JCn+1K(s, ℓ) = (1− Jguards(GC)K(s)) · δ(s,ℓ)

+Jif GC fi;CnK(s, ℓ)

Fig. 4. Semantics of PPL programs. Here, (s, ℓ) ∈ PSL. We denote by s[x 7→ v] the
update of s in which the value of x is set to v, i.e. s[x 7→ v](y) = v if y = x, and
s[x 7→ v](y) = s(y), otherwise. ℓJmsgK(s) denotes the concatenation of log ℓ and the
evaluation of message msg in s. guards(GC) and weight(GC) are defined further below.

For the command log msg , we evaluate the message msg in the current and
append the result to the current program log. The final subdistribution is thus
the the Dirac distribution wrt. the current program state and the updated log.

For the conditioning command observe B, the initial state s and log ℓ remain
unchanged if B holds in s – we return the Dirac distribution δ(s,ℓ). Otherwise, we
lose all probability mass and the final subdistribution is λ(s′, ℓ′).0.14 Formally,
we denote by [B] the indicator function of B (i.e., J[B]K(s) = 1 if JBK(s) = ⊤;
otherwise, [B](s) = 0). The semantics of observe B is then J[B]K(s) · δ(s,ℓ).

For the sequential composition C1;C2, we return the subdistribution obtained
from running C2 on every state-log pair (s′, ℓ′) weighted by the likelihood that
executing C1 on the initial state-log pair (s, ℓ) terminates in (s′, ℓ′).

The semantics of conditions if GC fi and loops do GC od depends on the
guarded command GC, which we consider first. If GC is a branch of the form

B
E−→ C, then C can be executed with probability E if B holds. The resulting

subdistribution is thus [B] ·E · SJCK(µ). If GC is a choice GC1 [] GC2, we sum
the subdistributions computed for C1 and C2.

The semantics of if GC fi executes some branch in GC whose guard is
enabled and normalizes among the enabled branches. That is, it uniformly dis-
tributes the probabilities of branches whose guard is not enabled among the
branches whose guard is enabled. To formalize this behaviour, we use two aux-
iliary definitions. First, guards(GC) counts how many guards in GC hold:

guards(GC) =

{
[B], if GC = (B

E−→ C)

guards(GC1) + guards(GC2) if GC = (GC1 [] GC2)

14 Recall that we use a separate normalization step to account for this loss.
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Second, weight(GC) determines the total probability of all guards that hold:

weight(GC) =

{
[B] · E, if GC = (B

E−→ C)

weight(GC1) + weight(GC2) if GC = (GC1 [] GC2)

The subdistribution obtained from executing if GC fi on (s, ℓ) is then given by
JGCK(s, ℓ) normalized by weight(GC). If no guard in GC holds, i.e. guards(GC)
evaluates to 0, then the final subdistribution evaluates to 0 as well.

The semantics of the loop do GC od is defined as the limit of the distributions
produced by its finite unrollings: If no loop guard holds, we terminate with
probability one in the initial state (s, ℓ) and thus return the Dirac distribution
δ(s,ℓ); otherwise, we return the distribution obtained from executing the loop
body followed by the remaining loop unrollings.15

5 From DPNs to PPL Programs

We now develop a PPL program Csim that simulates the runs of a DPN N for
a given scheduler and a set of goal states such that (1) every execution of Csim

corresponds to a run of N and vice versa, and (2) the probability distribution
of Csim equals the distribution of all of the net’s runs that do not visit a goal
state before all of their steps have been fired. We will discuss in Section 6 how
this distribution can be used for process mining tasks beyond simulation.

We present the construction of Csim step by step: we first discuss the setup
and how we encode net states. In Section 5.2, we construct Csim. Finally, Sec-
tion 5.3 addresses why the constructed probabilistic program is correct.

5.1 Setup and Conventions

We first consider all dependencies needed for constructing Csim. Throughout this
section, we fix a DPN N = ⟨P, T, F, l, A, V,∆, pre, post⟩, an initial state (M0, α0),
a scheduler S of N , and a set of goal states G. For simplicity, we assume that
all data variables evaluate to rational numbers, i.e. ∆ = Q, that G contains all
deadlocked net states, and that membership in G for non-deadlocked states can
be expressed as a Boolean formula isGoal over net states.16

Furthermore, we assume that P = {p1, . . . , p#P }, T = {t1, . . . , t#T }, and
V = {v1, v2, . . . , v#V } for some natural numbers #P,#T,#V ∈ N.

We use the following program variables in our construction:

• For every place p ∈ P , p stores how many tokens are currently in p.
• For every variable v ∈ V , v stores the current value of v and v′ is an internal
program variable used for updating the value of v when firing a transition.

15 Technically, our semantics computes the least fixed point of the loop’s finite un-
rollings Cn, which is standard when defining program semantics, see e.g. [15].

16 Examples of G include (beside deadlocked states) the set of all states, where some
final marking has been reached or a variable is above some threshold.
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Cinit ;

do // Cloop : main loop fires enabled transitions until a goal state is reached

¬isGoal ∧ Benabled(t1)
ST (t1)−−−−→ Cfire(t1)

...

[] ¬isGoal ∧ Benabled(t#T )
ST (t#T )
−−−−−−→ Cfire(t#T )

od

Fig. 5. The PPL program Csim simulating the net N .

Every underlined variable, e.g. p, corresponds to a concept of the net N , e.g.
the tokens in the place p. Hence, it is straightforward to reconstruct a net state
from a program state s. More formally, the marking MJsK encoded by s is given
by MJsK(p) = s(p) for all places p ∈ P . Analogously, the valuation αJsK encoded
by s is given by αJsK(v) = s(v) for all v ∈ VN .

We write ST and SV to refer to the transition and data component ob-
tained from evaluating the scheduler S in the current program state. That is,
if s is the current program state, then (ST ,SV ) = S(MJsK, αJsK). Notice that
both ST and SV can be represented as (distribution) expressions over program
variables. Similarly, we use the Boolean expression isGoal to check whether a
(non-deadlocked) state is a goal state in G.

Finally, we lift our notation . . . to expressions over V ∪V ′. That is, we denote
by pre(t) the expression pre(t) in which every variable v ∈ V has been replaced
by v. Analogously, post(t) is the expression post(t) in which every variable v ∈ V

has been replaced by v and every variable v′ ∈ V ′ has been replaced by v′.

5.2 Simulating Net Runs in PPL

Intuitively, the PPL program Csim simulates the runs by probabilistically se-
lecting and firing enabled transitions in a loop until a goal state in G has been
reached. In every loop iteration, will add exactly one step to the program log.

Figure 5 depicts how the above behaviour is implemented in the PPL pro-
gram Csim, where the PPL programs for setting up the initial net state (Cinit),
checking whether transition ti is enabled (Benabled(ti)), and firing transition ti
(Cfire(ti)) are discussed in the following.

Cinit . The program Cinit below sets up the initial net state by assigning to
variable pi the number of tokens M0(pi) initially in place pi and to variable vj
the initial value α0(vj). We also initialize v′j with α0(vj) such that primed and

unprimed variables store the same values before every loop iteration.

Cinit : p1 := M0(p1); . . . ; p#P := M0(p#P );

v1 := α0(v1); . . . ; v#V := α0(v#V );

v′1 := α0(v1); . . . ; v′#V := α0(v#V );
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Benabled(t). The guard below checks whether transition t ∈ T can be fired:

Benabled(t) : pre(t) ∧
∧
p∈•t

p ≥ 1

Cfire(t). For a transition t ∈ T , let •t = {q1, . . . , qm} ⊆ P and t• = {r1, . . . , rn} ⊆
P . Moreover, let V ′(post(t)) = {u′

1, . . . , u
′
k} be the variables that are potentially

modified by firing t. Finally, we denote by step(t) the message in Msg repre-
senting a step (t, β) of the net, where β is given by the current values of the
program’s variables. Formally, step(t) = (t, β), where β(u) = u if u ∈ V (t) and
β(u) = u′ if u ∈ V ′(t). We then implement Cfire(t) as follows:

Cfire(t) : q1 := q1 − 1; . . . ; qm := qm − 1; // remove tokens

r1 := r1 + 1; . . . ; rn := rn + 1; // add tokens

u′
1 := SV (u

′
1); . . . ; u′

k := SV (u
′
k); // sampling

observe post(t); // conditioning on the postcondition

log step(t); // add the just performed step to the log

u1 := u′
1; . . . ; uk := u′

k // update encoded data valuation

The program first updates the program variables that encode the marking based
on •t and t•. We then use the scheduler component SV to sample new values
for all potentially modified variables. We also observe post(t) to ensure that the
sampled values satisfy the postcondition. After that, we add the just performed
step to the program log. Finally, we update the encoded valuation α by assigning
the values of primed variables to their unprimed counterparts.

5.3 Correctness

In this section, we show how the (sub)distribution produced by the PPL program
Csim relates to the probabilities of runs of the encoded net N .

To formalize this relationship, we call a program state s observable iff its
primed and umprimed variables store the same values, i.e. s(u) = s(u′) for all
u ∈ VN . We denote by s(M,α) the unique observable program state given by
s(M,α)(p) = M(p) for all p ∈ P and s(M,α)(u) = α(u) for all u ∈ VN .

Our correctness theorem then intuitively states that running Cloop on ob-
servable states produces all legal runs of N with the same probability as N :

Theorem 1 (Correctness). Let Cloop be the PPL program constructed for
net N , goal states G, and scheduler S in Figure 5. For all states (M,α) of N ,

SJCloopK(s(M,α), ε) = λ(s, σ).


PS[M,α] (σ | ♢G) , if s = s(M ′,α′)

and σ ∈ Runs(M,α,G)
and (M,α)[σ⟩(M ′, α′)

0, otherwise.

For a detailed proof, we refer to Appendix A.2.
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In other words, for every initial net state (M,α), executing the main loop of
Csim on s(M,α) produces the same distribution over runs as the encoded net N
(for the same scheduler and set of goal states).

In particular, Cinit always produces an observable program state correspond-
ing to the initial net state (M0, α0), i.e. JCinitK = λ(s, ℓ).δ(s(M0,α0),ℓ). Hence, we

have SJCsimK(s, ε) = SJCloopK(s(M0,α0), ε) regardless of the initial program state
s. That is, Csim produces all legal runs of N starting in (M0, α0) with the same
probability as the net for the given scheduler.

6 Probabilistic Programming for Process Mining Tasks

So far, we outlined how to construct a probabilistic program from a DPN with
a scheduler that, by Theorem 1, computes every DPN run with exactly the
probability induced by the scheduler. Our probabilistic program can be viewed
both as a program that can be executed and as a statistical model that can be
further analyzed with statistical inference engines. In this section, we outline
how one can leverage these views for Process Mining tasks.

Log generation (with guarantees). By viewing probabilistic programs as
executable programs, this use case immediately follows from the run (and, even-
tually, trace) generation capabilities of our approach. Since every execution of
the probabilistic program Csim yields a DPN run, it suffices to execute Csim n
times to generate a data set of n DPN runs, which can be further projected to
obtain an event log. Notice that such projections are done at the run-to-trace
level and require matching every step (t, β) to an event (as well as well-crafted
handling of silent transitions, if any). Like that, each such event carries “activity
payloads”containing information about all the valuations of process variables
from VN involved in executing non-silent activity l(t) and stores new valuations
for those variables that have been updated by the post-condition of t. By using
PP, we get statistical guarantees on the data set (cf. [11]): the probability of
the generated runs will converge to the run’s probability induced by the selected
scheduler. The same guarantees apply to the logs extracted from the sets of runs.

Distribution analysis. By viewing PPs as statistical models, we can leverage
statistical inference engines (cf. [12,11]) to analyze the distribution of DPN runs
produced by our program. Knowing this distribution is useful to identify, for
example, whether certain runs are particularly (un)likely. The true benefit, how-
ever, is that inference engines can also compute conditional probabilities, e.g.
“what is the probability of reaching a marking given that the data variable x is
at least 17.5 and that transition t3 has been fired at most twice?”. Technically,
this can be achieved by inserting the command observe (x > 17.5 ∧ #t3 ≤ 2) in
our program, where #t3 is an injected variable that counts the number of tran-
sition firings. After that, we run an inference engine to compute the conditional
probability distribution over DPN runs in which the above observation holds.

The same reasoning can be adopted for generating traces with rare events.
Assume that we know from real data that a certain event rarely happens (e.g., a
transition being executed twice or two data variables being equal). We can focus
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Fig. 6. Evaluation results for Melanoma and Road Fine, highlighting the runtime (in
seconds) in relation to the number of generated runs (x-axis)

on such rare events using conditional probabilities and add a suitable command
observe φ (where φ encodes that rare event) in the probabilistic program. A
statistical inference engine will then produce the conditional probability distri-
bution over only those runs in which the rare event (defined in φ) happens, which
enables further analysis, e.g. what events appear frequently if φ holds.

What-if analysis. Along the same vein, we can perform what-if analysis: to
test a hypothesis over the given DPN model, it suffices to modify the scheduler
and/or add conditioning commands observe φ. As in the previous case, this will
produce conditional probability distributions over those runs in which described
scenario happens. Notice that such an analysis does not require any modifications
of the underlying DPN and requires minor adjustments to the scheduler and/or
observations, which can be easily incorporated without re-running the whole
translation process discussed in Section 5.2.

7 Conclusion and Future Work

This paper, for the first time, establishes a systematic and proven-correct con-
nection between data Petri nets (DPNs) and probabilistic programming, with
the goal of making powerful simulation and inference engines available to DPNs.
Such engines can be used for a plethora of tasks such as trace generation, complex
statistical analysis of DPN runs, what-if analysis.

To test the feasibility of the presented approach, we developed a proof-of-
concept implementation of the translation17 along with several examples) from

17 Publicly accessible at https://tinyurl.com/2hcemjkr.

https://tinyurl.com/2hcemjkr


Data Petri Nets meet Probabilistic Programming (Extended version) 17

PNML18 representations of DPNs into WebPPL [11] programs that can subse-
quently be executed in the WebPPL environment, facilitating the simulation,
analysis, and inference of the statistical model they represent.

The simulator was tested on two nets: the Road Fine DPN taken from [17]
(9 places, 19 transitions, 11 guards, 8 variables) and the Melanoma DPN (50
places, 76 transitions, 52 guards, 26 variables) taken from [13]. For both DPNs,
we used a scheduler that uniformly selects transitions and data values. The set
of goal states consists of all states that are reached by runs of some fixed length.
WebPPL’s MCMC inference engine was executed for various run lengths (10-50)
and sample sizes (100-819200) with a 180s timeout to evaluate the performance.
Figure 6 illustrates the runtime across five computation cycles. Notice that the
number of generated runs, depicted on the x-axis, is doubled in every step, hence
the exponential increase in runtime. Since our implementation naively follows the
formal translation in Section 5, we consider the obtained runtimes encouraging
and believe that there is ample space for optimizations.

For future work, we would like to investigate how probabilistic programming
can be used to handle different types of monitoring tasks, where a partial ex-
ecution prefix is given and has to be reproduced by the probabilistic program.
Moreover, our current work does not explicitly support silent transitions. Fi-
nally, we want to study extended simulation setups where dependencies between
different runs or non-functional criteria (e.g., case arrival time or resource allo-
cation [24]) are also taken into account.
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A Appendix

A.1 Semantics of Deterministic Assignments

A standard assignment x := E corresponds to assigning the Dirac distribution
δE to x. As formalized below, we can recover the standard semantics of ordinary
assignments from our semantics for probabilistic assignments.

Lemma 1. Jx := EK(s, ℓ) = δ(s[x 7→JEK(s)],ℓ).

Proof.

Jx := EK(s, ℓ)
= Jx := δEK(s, ℓ) (x := E means assigning a Dirac distribution)

=
∑
q∈Q

JδEK(s)(q) · δ(s[x 7→q],ℓ)

=
∑
q∈Q

[q = E](s) · δ(s[x 7→q],ℓ)

= δ(s[x 7→JEK(s)],ℓ). ⊓⊔

Furthermore, executing C after a standard assignment behaves as expected. In
particular, we do not explicitly have to sum over all possible final states.

Lemma 2. Jx := E;CK(s, ℓ) = JCK(s[x 7→ JEK(s)], ℓ).

Proof.

Jx := E;CK(s, ℓ)

=
∑
(s′,ℓ′)

Jx := EK(s, ℓ)(s′, ℓ′) · JCK(s′, ℓ′)

=
∑
(s′,ℓ′)

δ(s[x 7→JEK(s)],ℓ)(s
′, ℓ′) · JCK(s′, ℓ′) (Lemma 1)

= JCK(s[x 7→ JEK(s)], ℓ). (evaluate Dirac distribution)

⊓⊔

A.2 Proof of Theorem 1

The proof of Theorem 1 uses a few technical, but instructive, auxiliary results.
We first present those results and defer their detailed (and somewhat tedious)
proofs to the remainder of the appendix such that we can focus on Theorem 1.

The first lemma states that our implementation of Cfire(t) correctly models
firing transition t:

Lemma 3. Let Cloop be the main loop constructed for net N , goal states G, and
scheduler S. If (M,α)[(t, β)⟩(M ′, α′) then, for all σ,

JCfire(t)K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σ (t, β)) = PS[M,α] (β | t) .

Moreover, if there is no β or no (M ′, α′) such that ℓ = σ (t, β), s = s(M ′,α′), and
(M,α)[(t, β)⟩(M ′, α′), then, for all q1, . . . , qk, then JCfire(t)K(s(M,α), σ)(s, ℓ) = 0.
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We defer the proof of Lemma 3 to Appendix A.3.
The next lemma states that our implementation of the loop body GCbody

correctly models performing any enabled step from a given (observable) state:

Lemma 4. Let do GCbody od be the main loop constructed for net N , goal states
G, and scheduler S. Then, for every net state (M,α) and every run σ,

Jif GCbody fiK(s(M,α), σ) = λ(s, ℓ).



PS[M,α] (ti, βi) , if (M,α) /∈ G
and s = s(Mi,αi)

and (M,α)[ti, βi⟩(Mi, αi)

and ℓ = σ(ti, βi)

0, otherwise.

We defer the proof of Lemma 4 to Appendix A.4.
The next lemma collects a few properties of runs and states that we can reach

by executing the main loop. In particular, this lemma shows that executions with
positive probability represent legal runs of the net starting in a given initial state.

Lemma 5. Let Cloop be the main loop constructed for net N , goal states G, and
scheduler S. For every net state (M0, α0), if JCloopK(s(M0,α0), ε)(s, σ) > 0, then

1. σ ∈ Runs(M0, α0,G),
2. s is observable, and
3. (M0, α0)[σ⟩(MJsK, αJsK).

All three properties are invariants of our main loop. In particular, by con-
struction, a step is added to the program log if and only if the loop’s body is
entered and a transition t is fired via Cfire(t). The proof of all three properties is
then by induction on the length of the given log σ and thus also on the number
of loop iterations. We refer to Appendix A.5 for details.

Our final lemma applies Appendix A.4 to show that the main loop produces
legal runs with the same probability as the net it encodes. Formally:

Lemma 6. Let Cloop be the main loop constructed for net N , goal states G, and
scheduler S. For all runs σ and σ′ ∈ Runs(M,α,G), if (M,α)[σ′⟩(M ′, α′) then

JCloopK(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σσ
′) = PS[M,α] (σ′ |= ♢G) .

By induction on the length of σ′. We defer the proof of Lemma 6 to Ap-
pendix A.6.

We have now collected all auxiliary results required for proving Theorem 1,
which we recall first:

Theorem 1 (Correctness). Let Cloop be the PPL program constructed for
net N , goal states G, and scheduler S in Figure 5. For all states (M,α) of N ,

SJCloopK(s(M,α), ε) = λ(s, σ).


PS[M,α] (σ | ♢G) , if s = s(M ′,α′)

and σ ∈ Runs(M,α,G)
and (M,α)[σ⟩(M ′, α′)

0, otherwise.
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Proof. We first consider likelihoods instead of probabilities, i.e. we show the
following property – referred to as (♠) afterward.

JCloopK(s(M,α), ε) = λ(s, σ).


PS[M,α] (σ |= ♢G) , if s = s(M ′,α′)

and σ ∈ Runs(M,α,G)
and (M,α)[σ⟩(M ′, α′)

0, otherwise.

Then four cases are possible:

1. Case: s = s(M ′,α′), σ ∈ Runs(M,α,G), and (M,α)[σ⟩(M ′, α′).
Then, by Lemma 6, we have

JCloopK(s(M,α), ε)(s, σ) = PS[M,α] (σ |= ♢G) .
2. Case: s is not observable, i.e. s ̸= s(M ′,α′) for all (M

′, α′).
Towards a contradiction, assume JCloopK(s(M,α), ε)(s, σ) > 0. By Lemma 5.2,
s is observable. Contradiction! Hence, JCloopK(s(M,α), ε)(s, σ) = 0.

3. Case: σ /∈ Runs(M,α,G)
Towards a contradiction, assume JCloopK(s(M,α), ε)(s, σ) > 0. By Lemma 5.1,
σ ∈ Runs(M,α,G). Contradiction! Hence, JCloopK(s(M,α), ε)(s, σ) = 0.

4. Case: σ ∈ Runs(M,α,G) and, for some (M ′, α′), s = s(M ′,α′) and it does
not hold that (M,α)[σ⟩(M ′, α′).
Towards a contradiction, assume JCloopK(s(M,α), ε)(s, σ) > 0. By Lemma 5.1,
(M,α)[σ⟩(MJsK, αJsK). Since s = s(M ′,α′), we have (MJsK, αJsK) = (M ′, α′).
Thus, (M,α)[σ⟩(M ′, α′). Contradiction! Hence, JCloopK(s(M,α), ε)(s, σ) = 0.

Put together, we conclude that the above property (♠) holds. To complete the
proof, consider the following:

SJCloopK(s(M,α), ε)

=
JCloopK(s(M,α), ε)∑

(s,σ)JCloopK(s(M,α), ε)(s, σ)
(Definition 9)

=
JCloopK(s(M,α), ε)∑

σ′∈Runs(M,α,G) PS[M,α] (σ′ |= ♢G)
(apply (♠) to denominator)

(apply (♠) to numerator)

= λ(s, σ).


PS[M,α](σ|=♢G)∑

σ′∈Runs(M,α,G) PS[M,α](σ′|=♢G) , if s = s(M ′,α′)

and σ ∈ Runs(M,α,G)
and (M,α)[σ⟩(M ′, α′)

0, otherwise

(by Definition 7)

= λ(s, σ).


PS[M,α] (σ | ♢G) , if s = s(M ′,α′)

and σ ∈ Runs(M,α,G)
and (M,α)[σ⟩(M ′, α′)

0, otherwise.

⊓⊔
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A.3 Proof of Lemma 3

Lemma 3. Let Cloop be the main loop constructed for net N , goal states G, and
scheduler S. If (M,α)[(t, β)⟩(M ′, α′) then, for all σ,

JCfire(t)K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σ (t, β)) = PS[M,α] (β | t) .

Moreover, if there is no β or no (M ′, α′) such that ℓ = σ (t, β), s = s(M ′,α′), and
(M,α)[(t, β)⟩(M ′, α′), then, for all q1, . . . , qk, then JCfire(t)K(s(M,α), σ)(s, ℓ) = 0.

Proof. Recall the definition of Cfire(t), where t ∈ T , •t = {q1, . . . , qm} ⊆ P ,
t• = {r1, . . . , rn} ⊆ P , and V ′(post(t)) = {u′

1, . . . , u
′
k}. We also assign names Ci

to each line for later reference:

C1 : q1 := q1 − 1; . . . ; qm := qm − 1; // remove tokens

C2 : r1 := r1 + 1; . . . ; rn := rn + 1; // add tokens

C3 : u′
1 := SV (u

′
1); . . . ; u′

k := SV (u
′
k); // sampling

C4 : observe post(t); // conditioning on the postcondition

C5 : log step(t); // add the just performed step to the log

C6 : u1 := u′
1; . . . ; uk := u′

k // update encoded data valuation

Then consider the following:

JCfire(t)K(s(M,α), σ)

= JC1;C2;C3;C4;C5;C6K(s(M,α), σ)

= JC3;C4;C5;C6K(s(M ′,α), σ) (repeatedly Lemma 2, def. of M ′)

= Ju′
1 := SV (u1); . . . ; u′

k := SV (uk);C4;C5;C6K(s(M ′,α), σ)

=
∑

(s1,ℓ1)

∑
q1∈Q

SV (u1)(q1) · δ(s(M′,α)[u
′
1 7→q1],σ)(s1, ℓ1) · (Figure 4)

Ju′
2 := SV (u2); . . . ; u′

k := SV (uk);C4;C5;C6K(s1, ℓ1)

=
∑

(s1,ℓ1)

∑
q1∈Q

SV (u1)(q1) · δ(s(M′,α)[u
′
1 7→q1],σ)(s1, ℓ1) · (proceed as above)

∑
(s2,ℓ2)

∑
q2∈Q

SV (u2)(q2) · δ(s1[u′
2 7→q2],σ)(s2, ℓ2) · . . . ·

∑
(sk,ℓk)

∑
qk∈Q

SV (uk)(qk) · δ(sk−1[uk 7→qk],ℓk−1)(sk, ℓk) ·

JC4;C5;C6K(sk, ℓk)

=
∑

(s1,ℓ1)

∑
q1∈Q

SV (u1)(q1) · δ(s(M′,α)[u
′
1 7→q1],σ)(s1, ℓ1) ·∑

(s2,ℓ2)

∑
q2∈Q

SV (u2)(q2) · δ(s1[u′
2 7→q2],σ)(s2, ℓ2) · . . . ·

∑
(sk,ℓk)

∑
qk∈Q

SV (uk)(qk) · δ(sk−1[uk 7→qk],ℓk−1)(sk, ℓk) ·

J[post(t)]K(sk) · JC6K(sk, ℓkstep(t)) (Figure 4)
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=
∑

(s1,ℓ1)

∑
q1∈Q

SV (u1)(q1) · δ(s(M′,α)[u
′
1 7→q1],σ)(s1, ℓ1) ·∑

(s2,ℓ2)

∑
q2∈Q

SV (u2)(q2) · δ(s1[u′
2 7→q2],σ)(s2, ℓ2) · . . . ·

∑
(sk,ℓk)

∑
qk∈Q

SV (uk)(qk) · δ(sk−1[uk 7→qk],ℓk−1)(sk, ℓk) ·

J[post(t)]K(sk) · JC6K(sk, ℓkstep(t))

=
∑

(s1,ℓ1)

∑
q1∈Q

SV (u1)(q1) · δ(s(M′,α)[u
′
1 7→q1],σ)(s1, ℓ1) ·∑

(s2,ℓ2)

∑
q2∈Q

SV (u2)(q2) · δ(s1[u′
2 7→q2],σ)(s2, ℓ2) · . . . ·

∑
(sk,ℓk)

∑
qk∈Q

SV (uk)(qk) · δ(sk−1[uk 7→qk],ℓk−1)(sk, ℓk) ·

J[post(t)]K(sk) · δ(sk[u1 7→sk(u′
1)]...[uk 7→sk(u′

k)],ℓkstep(t))

(repeatedly Lemma 2, u1, . . . , uk are pairwise different)

We simplify the above subdistribution by applying all Dirac distributions and
inferring the possible form of s1, . . . , sk and ℓ1, . . . , ℓk:

=
∑
q1∈Q

SV (u1)(q1) · (simplify by applying Dirac distributions)

∑
q2∈Q

SV (u2)(q2) · . . . ·
∑
qk∈Q

SV (uk)(qk) ·

J[post(t)]K(s(M ′,α)[u
′
1, . . . , u

′
k 7→ q1, . . . , qk]) ·

δ(s(M′,α[u1,...,uk 7→q1,...,qk]),σstep(t))

=
∑

q1,...,qk∈Q

k∏
i=1

SV (ui)(qk) · (algebra)

J[post(t)]K(s(M ′,α)[u
′
1, . . . , u

′
k 7→ q1, . . . , qk]) ·

δ(s(M′,α[u1,...,uk 7→q1,...,qk]),σstep(t))

= µ (name the above subdistribution)

Now, consider µ(s(M ′,α′), σ (t, β)). Then the above Dirac distribution evaluates
to 1 if qi = β(u′

i) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and step(t) = (t, β) (when evaluated in
the current program state); otherwise, µ evaluates to 0. Hence,

JCfire(t)K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σ (t, β))

= µ(s(M ′,α′), σ (t, β)) (see above)

=

k∏
i=1

SV (u
′
i)(β(u

′
i)) · (see above, def. of post(t))
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J[post(t)]K(s(M ′,α)[u
′
1, . . . , u

′
k 7→ β(u′

1), . . . , β(u
′
k)])︸ ︷︷ ︸

= 1 iff β|=post(t)

= [β |= post(t)] ·
k∏

i=1

SV (u
′
i)(β(u

′
i)) (def. of post(t), algebra)

= PS[M,α] (β | t) ,

Moreover, if there is no β or no (M ′, α′) such that ℓ = σ (t, β), s = s(M ′,α′),
and (M,α)[(t, β)⟩(M ′, α′), then, for all q1, . . . , qk, we have

δ(s(M′,α[u1,...,uk 7→q1,...,qk]),σstep(t))
(s, ℓ) = 0,

i.e. (s, ℓ) does not adequately model the net state after firing a transition, or

J[post(t)]K(s(M ′,α)[u
′
1, . . . , u

′
k 7→ q1, . . . , qk])(s, ℓ) = 0

i.e. for no β, the postcondition of t is satisfied. Hence, by definition of µ,

JCfire(t)K(s(M,α), σ)(s, ℓ) = µ(s(M,α), σ)(s, ℓ) = 0,

which completes the proof. ⊓⊔

A.4 Proof of Lemma 4

Lemma 4. Let do GCbody od be the main loop constructed for net N , goal states
G, and scheduler S. Then, for every net state (M,α) and every run σ,

Jif GCbody fiK(s(M,α), σ) = λ(s, ℓ).



PS[M,α] (ti, βi) , if (M,α) /∈ G
and s = s(Mi,αi)

and (M,α)[ti, βi⟩(Mi, αi)

and ℓ = σ(ti, βi)

0, otherwise.

Proof. We compute Jif GCbody fiK(s(M,α), σ) according to Figures 4 and 5:

Jif GCbody fiK(s(M,α), σ)

=
Jguards(GCbody)K(s(M,α))

Jweight(GCbody)K(s(M,α))
· JGCbodyK(s(M,α), σ) (Figure 4)

=
Jguards(GCbody)K(s(M,α))

Jweight(GCbody)K(s(M,α))
· (Figure 5)

#T∑
i=1

J¬isGoal ∧ Benabled(ti)
ST (ti)−−−−→ Cfire(ti)K(s(M,α), σ)

=
Jguards(GCbody)K(s(M,α))

Jweight(GCbody)K(s(M,α))
· J[¬isGoal]K(s(M,α)) · (Figure 4)

#T∑
i=1

J[Benabled(ti)]K(s(M,α)) ·ST (ti) · JCfire(ti)K(s(M,α), σ)
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= J[¬isGoal]K(s(M,α)) ·
∑#T

r=1J[Benabled(tr)]K(s(M,α))∑#T
i=1J[Benabled(tj)]K(s(M,α)) ·ST (tj)

·

#T∑
i=1

J[Benabled(ti)]K(s(M,α)) ·ST (ti) · JCfire(ti)K(s(M,α), σ)

= J[¬isGoal]K(s(M,α)) · (algebra)

#T∑
i=1

J[Benabled(ti)]K(s(M,α)) ·ST (ti) ·
∑#T

r=1J[Benabled(tr)]K(s(M,α))∑#T
j=1J[Benabled(tj)]K(s(M,α)) ·ST (tj)

· JCfire(ti)K(s(M,α), σ)

= J[¬isGoal]K(s(M,α)) · (Lemma 3)

#T∑
i=1

J[Benabled(ti)]K(s(M,α)) ·ST (ti) ·
∑#T

r=1J[Benabled(tr)]K(s(M,α))∑#T
j=1J[Benabled(tj)]K(s(M,α)) ·ST (tj)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=PS[M,α]( ti) if (M,α)[ti,βi⟩ for some βi

·

λ(s, ℓ).


PS[M,α] (βi | ti) , if s = (s(Mi,αi))

and (M,α)[ti, βi⟩(Mi, αi)

and ℓ = σ(ti, βi)

0, otherwise

= J[¬isGoal]K(s(M,α)) ·
#T∑
i=1

PS[M,α] ( ti) ·

(the factor below is 0 whenever there is no βi s.t. (M,α)[ti, βi⟩)

λ(s, ℓ).


PS[M,α] (βi | ti) , if s = (s(Mi,αi))

and (M,α)[ti, βi⟩(Mi, αi)

and ℓ = σ(ti, βi)

0, otherwise

= λ(s, ℓ).J[¬isGoal]K(s(M,α)) ·
(Definition 5)

#T∑
i=1


PS[M,α] (ti, βi) , if s = (s(Mi,αi))

and (M,α)[ti, βi⟩(Mi, αi)

and ℓ = σ(ti, βi)

0, otherwise

(at most one summand is > 0 for any given (s, ℓ))

= λ(s, ℓ). J[¬isGoal]K(s(M,α))︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1 iff (M,α)/∈G

·


PS[M,α] (ti, βi) , if s = (s(Mi,αi))

and (M,α)[ti, βi⟩(Mi, αi)

and ℓ = σ(ti, βi)

0, otherwise
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= λ(s, ℓ).



PS[M,α] (ti, βi) , if (M,α) /∈ G
and s = s(Mi,αi)

and (M,α)[ti, βi⟩(Mi, αi)

and ℓ = σ(ti, βi)

0, otherwise.

The above function is equal to our claim. ⊓⊔

A.5 Proof of Lemma 5

Lemma 5. Let Cloop be the main loop constructed for net N , goal states G, and
scheduler S. For every net state (M0, α0), if JCloopK(s(M0,α0), ε)(s, σ) > 0, then

1. σ ∈ Runs(M0, α0,G),
2. s is observable, and
3. (M0, α0)[σ⟩(MJsK, αJsK).

Proof. All three properties are invariants of our main loop. In particular, by
construction, a step is added to the program log if and only if the loop’s body
is entered and a transition t is fired via Cfire(t).

We show the following slightly more general property: If

(a) σ ∈ Runs(M0, α0,G),
(b) (M0, α0)[σ⟩(M,α), and
(c) JCloopK(s(M,α), σ)(s

′, σσ′) > 0,

then

(i) σσ′ ∈ Runs(M0, α0,G),
(ii) s′ is observable, and
(iii) (M,α)[σ′⟩(MJs′K, αJs′K).

The claim then follows from the above for σ = ε and (M,α) = (M0, α0).
Since very loop iteration, i.e. every execution of Cloop ’s body, fires exactly

one transition and thus adds exactly one step to the program log, every pro-
gram execution that terminates in (s′, σσ′) when started in (s(M,α), σ) performs
exactly length(σ′) = n ≥ 0 loop iterations.

We show that for all n ≥ 0, (a) - (c) implies (i) – (iii), by induction on n.
Base case. For length(σ′) = n = 0, we have σ′ = ε. Then (i) follows immediate

from (a) because σσ′ = σ ∈ Runs(M0, α0,G).
By (c), Cloop terminates without any loop iterations and thus s′ = s(M,α).

Then (ii) follows immediately because s(M,α) is observable by definition.
Finally (iii) is trivial because (M,α)[ε⟩ (MJs(M,α)K, αJs(M,α)K)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=(M,α)

.

Induction hypothesis. Assume for an arbitrary, but fixed, n ≥ 0 that proper-
ties (a) – (c) imply properties (i) — (iii).

Induction step. For length(σ′) = n + 1, the program Cloop performs at least
one loop iteration, i.e. the guards of at least one of the loop’s branches are
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satisfied by (s(M,α), σ). By construction of the loop guards, this means (M,α) /∈
G.

Now, let σ′ = (t, β)σ′′, where length(σ′′) = n. By (c), (M,α) satisfiesBenabled(t).
Hence, we can execute Cfire(t) with some positive likelihood to fire transition t.

Then there exists a net state (M ′′, α′′) such that (M,α)[(t, β)⟩(M ′′, α′′).
Clearly, s(M ′′,α′′) is observable and, by (a) and (M,α) /∈ G, σ(t, β) ∈ Runs(M0, α0,G).
Moreover, (M0, α0)[σ(t, β)⟩(M ′′, α′′) because, by (b), we have

(M0, α0)[σ⟩(M,α)[(t, β)⟩(M ′′, α′′).

Now, by (c), we have JCloopK(s(M,α), σ)(s
′, σσ′) > 0. Furthermore, by Lemma 3,

JCfire(t)K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′′,α′′), σ (t, β)) > 0. By construction of Cloop , we can only
add (t, β) to the program log by executing Cfire(t) before going back to the
beginning of the loop. Consequently,

JCloopK(s(M ′′,α′′), σ(t, β))(s
′, σ(t, β)σ′′) > 0.

Since length(σ′′) = n and properties (a) – (c) hold for (M ′′, α′′) and σ(t, β), we
can apply the induction hypothesis to conclude that:

(i) σ(t, β)σ′′ = σσ′ ∈ Runs(M0, α0,G);
(ii) s′ is observable; and
(iii) (M ′′, α′′)[σ′′⟩(MJs′K, αJs′K) and thus also (M,α)[(t, β)σ′′⟩(MJs′K, αJs′K).

Hence, properties (i) – (iii) hold for runs σ′ with length(σ′) = n+ 1. ⊓⊔

A.6 Proof of Lemma 6

Lemma 6. Let Cloop be the main loop constructed for net N , goal states G, and
scheduler S. For all runs σ and σ′ ∈ Runs(M,α,G), if (M,α)[σ′⟩(M ′, α′) then

JCloopK(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σσ
′) = PS[M,α] (σ′ |= ♢G) .

Proof. Recall from Figure 5 the definition of

Cloop = do GCbody od.

By Figure 4, we have

JCloopK(s(M,α), σ) = lim
n→∞

JCn
loopK(s(M,α), σ), where

JC0
loopK(s, ℓ) = λ(s′, ℓ′). 0

JCn+1
loop K(s, ℓ) = (1− Jguards(GCbody)K(s)) · δ(s,ℓ) + Jif GCbody fi;Cn

loopK(s, ℓ)
We will show that, for all σ′ with length(σ′) = n ≥ 0, if (M,α)[σ′⟩(M ′, α′) then

JCn+1
loop K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σσ

′) = PS[M,α] (σ′ |= G) . (†)
By construction of Cloop , every loop iteration adds exactly one step to the

program log. Hence, to add a run σ′ with length(σ′) = n to the program log,
GCbody must be executed n+1 times, where the additional execution corresponds
to the final (failing) evaluation of the loop guards. Consequently, to determine
the likelihood of terminating in (s(M ′,α′), σσ

′), it suffices to unfold Cloop n + 1
times. Formally, if n = length(σ′) then, for all m ≥ 0,

JCn+1+m
loop K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σσ

′) = JCn+1
loop K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σσ

′).

(♣)
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Hence, if we manage to prove (†), it follows that
JCloopK(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σσ

′)

=
(
lim

n→∞
JCn

loopK(s(M,α), σ)
)
(s(M ′,α′), σσ

′)

= JC length(σ′)+1
loop K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σσ

′)(s(M ′,α′), σσ
′) (by (♣))

= PS[M,α] (σ′ |= G) . (by (†))
To complete the proof, it thus suffices to show (†). By induction on n ≥ 0.

Base case. For n = length(σ′) = 0, we have σ′ = ε and, consequently,
(M,α)[σ′⟩(M ′, α′) implies M ′ = M and α′ = α. We distinguish two cases:

1. (M,α) ∈ G. Then,
JC1

loopK(s(M,α), σ)(s(M,α), σ)

= (1− Jguards(GCbody)K(s(M,α))︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0 since s(M,α) ̸|=¬isGoal

) · δ(s(M,α),σ)(s(M,α), σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

+ Jif GCbody fi;C0
loopK(s, ℓ)(s(M,α), σ)(s(M,α), σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0 by the semantics of ; and C0
loop

= 1

= PS[M,α] (σ′ |= G) . (by Definition 6)

2. (M,α) /∈ G. Then, since we assume that all deadlocked state are in G,
JC1

loopK(s(M,α), σ)(s(M,α), σ)

= (1− Jguards(GCbody)K(s(M,α))︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1 since s(M,α)|=¬isGoal and some t is enabled

) · δ(s(M,α),σ)(s(M,α), σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

+ Jif GCbody fi;C0
loopK(s, ℓ)(s(M,α), σ)(s(M,α), σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0 by the semantics of ; and C0
loop

= 0

= PS[M,α] (σ′ |= G) . (by Definition 6)

In both cases, (†) holds for n = 0.
Induction hypothesis. Assume that our claim (†) holds for some arbitrary,

but fixed, natural nuber n ≥ 0.
Induction step. For length(σ′) = n + 1, assume that (M,α)[σ′⟩(M ′, α′) and

σ′ ∈ Runs(M,α,G); otherwise, there is nothing to show. Then, there exists a
step (t, β), a run σ′′, and a state (M ′′, α′′) such that

1. σ′ = (t, β)σ′′,
2. (M ′′, α′′) /∈ G,
3. (M,α)[t, β⟩(M ′′, α′′)[σ′′⟩(M ′, α′), and
4. σ′′ ∈ Runs(M ′′, α′′,G).

Then, consider the following:

JCn+2
loop K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σ(t, β)σ

′′)
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= (1− Jguards(GCbody)K(s(M,α))︸ ︷︷ ︸
= 1 by (2)

) · δ(s(M,α),σ)(s(M ′,α′), σ(t, β)σ
′′)

+ Jif GCbody fi;Cn+1
loop K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σ(t, β)σ

′′)

= Jif GCbody fi;Cn+1
loop K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σ(t, β)σ

′′) ((1− 1) · . . . = 0)

=
∑
(s,ℓ)

Jif GCbody fiK(s(M,α), σ)(s, ℓ) · JCn+1
loop K(s, ℓ)(s(M ′,α′), σ(t, β)σ

′′)

(Figure 4)

Now, notice that program logs can only grow and, by construction, GCbody adds
exactly one step step to the program logs (since some loop guards are satisfied
as shown above). For every ℓ with ℓ ̸= σ(t, β), ℓ is then not a prefix of the final
program log σ(t, β)σ′′ and, consequently, JCn+1

loop K(s, ℓ)(s(M ′,α′), σ(t, β)σ
′′) = 0.

Furthermore, for ℓ = σ(t, β), we know by Lemma 4 that all of the above
summands for s ̸= s(M ′′,α′′) evaluate to 0 as well. Hence, we can simplify the
above sum as follows:

= Jif GCbody fiK(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′′,α′′), σ(t, β)) ·
JCn+1

loop K(s, ℓ)(s(M ′,α′), σ(t, β)σ
′′)

= PS[M,α] (t, β) · JCn+1
loop K(s, ℓ)(s(M ′,α′), σ(t, β)σ

′′) (by Lemma 4)

= PS[M,α] (t, β) · PS[M ′′, α′′] (σ′′ |= G) (by I.H., possible due to (3), (4))

= PS[M,α] ((t, β)σ′′ |= G) (Definition 6 and (3))

= PS[M,α] (σ′ |= G) . (by (1))

Put together, we conclude JCn+2
loop K(s(M,α), σ)(s(M ′,α′), σσ

′) = PS[M,α] (σ′ |= G),
which completes the proof. ⊓⊔
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