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Non-Numerical Weakly Relational Domains

Helmut Seidl - Julian Erhard -

Abstract The weakly relational domain of Octagons
offers a decent compromise between precision and effi-
ciency for numerical properties. Here, we are concerned
with the construction of non-numerical relational do-
mains. We provide a general construction of weakly re-
lational domains, which we exemplify with an extension
of constant propagation by disjunctions. Since for the
resulting domain of 2-disjunctive formulas, satisfiability
is NP-complete, we provide a general construction for a
further, more abstract weakly relational domain where
the abstract operations of restriction and least upper
bound can be efficiently implemented.

In the second step, we consider a relational domain
that tracks conjunctions of inequalities between vari-
ables, and between variables and constants for arbitrary
partial orders of values. Examples are sub(multi)sets,
as well as prefix, substring or scattered substring or-
derings on strings. When the partial order is a lattice,
we provide precise polynomial algorithms for satisfia-
bility, restriction, and the best abstraction of disjunc-
tion. Complementary to the constructions for lattices,
we find that, in general, satisfiability of conjunctions is
NP-complete. We therefore again provide polynomial
abstract versions of restriction, conjunction, and join.
By using our generic constructions, these domains are
extended to weakly relational domains that addition-
ally track disjunctions.

For all our domains, we indicate how abstract trans-
formers for assignments and guards can be constructed.
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1 Introduction

Relational analyses have been observed to be indispens-
able for verifying intricate program properties. In par-
ticular, this is the case when for the purpose of verifica-
tion, ghost variables have been introduced which must
be related to program variables. Termination may be
verified by introducing a ghost loop counter, which can
be proven bounded by a relational domain relating it to
the actual bounded iteration variable [2]. The validity
of string operations on null-terminated strings as em-
ployed, e.g., in the programming language C, may be
verified by introducing ghost variables for the length
of a buffer as well as for tracking the position of the
null byte in the buffer [12]. It also has been observed
that monolithic relational domains such as the poly-
hedra abstract domain [10] scale badly to larger pro-
grams. Therefore, weakly relational domains have been
proposed which can only express simple relational prop-
erties, but have the potential to scale better [16]. Exam-
ples of weakly relational numerical properties are the
Two Variables Per Inequality domain [23], or domains
given by a finite set of linear templates [20]. The most
prominent example of a template numerical domain is
the Octagon domain [15, 17] which allows tracking up-
per and lower bounds not only of program variables but
also of sums and differences of two program variables.
One such octagon abstract relation could, e.g., be given
by the conjunction

(< -B)A(z<10)A(z+y<0)A(z—2<1)
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Octagons thus can be considered as a mild extension
of the non-relational domain of Intervals for program
variables, and a variety of efficient algorithms have been
provided [4, 5, 7, 22]. Here, we are concerned with con-
structing non-numerical abstract domains.

For that, we provide a general technique to con-
struct from every relational domain a weakly relational
domain. As one instance of the general construction, we
consider 2-disjunctive constants as mentioned in [21].
This weakly relational domain allows, e.g., to relate the
names of functions with function pointers as in the for-
mula

x = "foo" Ay = &foo v = "bar" Ay = &bar

Since satisfiability of formulas from that domain turns
out to be NP-complete, we provide a further mild ab-
straction, again for arbitrary relational domains, to pro-
vide us with a weakly relational domain where all re-
quired operations become tractable.

Another family of relational non-numerical domains
has been introduced by Arceri et al. [3]. Based on a par-
tial order of values, conjunctions of ordering constraints
x & y for program variables x,y are considered. They
observe that analyses of prefixes or the substring re-
lation could be helpful for programs in programming
languages supporting high-level operations on strings.
Here, we study this kind of directed domains in greater
detail. For conjunctions of inequalities over some partial
order P, we extend the constraints from Arceri et al. [3]
by allowing for variables both lower and upper bounds
from P. For arbitrary partial orders, though, we find
that then satisfiability is NP-complete. Partial orders
p that are lattices form a notable exception. An in-
stance of this are subsets of some universe or multisets.
For lattices, we show that satisfiability is decidable in
polynomial time. Moreover, we provide polynomial con-
structions both for restriction as well as the optimal join
operation. Turning to general partial orders of values,
we thus cannot hope for polynomial algorithms. There-
fore, we provide a meaningful abstraction so that both
abstract restriction as well as join is again polynomial.
This family of relational domains is already weakly rela-
tional. Still, our generic constructions can be applied to
obtain more expressive weakly relational domains that
additionally support disjunctions at a limited amount
of extra costs.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 pro-
vides background definitions on relational domains. It
formally introduces our notion of weakly relational do-
mains and provides a general construction of weakly
relational domains. Section 3 is dedicated to disjunc-
tive constants. When applying the generic construc-
tion from the last section to this relational domain, the

weakly relational domain of 2-disjunctive constants is
obtained. Here, we prove that satisfiability for these
formulas still is NP-complete. Therefore, a generic ab-
straction technique is presented so that, when applied
to disjunctive constants, normalization, projection, as
well as least upper bounds all turn out to be polynomial
time.

Finally, abstract transformers for assignments as well
as guards are derived. Section 4 then introduces directed
domains which do not track equalities but inequali-
ties over a partial order of values. While the first sub-
section provides polynomial constructions for the case
that the partial order for values is a lattice, the second
subsection is concerned with arbitrary partial orders as
value domain. Since satisfiability, in general, turns out
to be NP-complete, again a polynomial abstraction is
provided. In a further subsection, we indicate how the
generic constructions from the last sections provide us
with weakly relational domains that additionally sup-
port disjunctions of inequalities. We exemplify the re-
sulting domains with conjunctions and disjunctions of
inequalities over the integers. In the final subsection,
dedicated abstract transformers are constructed for as-
signments, while the last subsection discusses the treat-
ment of guards. Section 5 summarizes the contributions
and sketches further directions of research.

2 Weakly Relational Domains

Let us recall basic definitions for relational domains. We
mostly follow the notation used in previous work [21],
where the notion of 2-decomposability has been intro-
duced. Let X be some finite set of variables. A rela-
tional domain R maintains relations between variables
in X. We require that a relational domain is a bounded
lattice, i.e., has a partial order &, a least element |,
a greatest element T, as well as binary operators for
the greatest lower bound (meet) m and the least upper
bound (join) L. We do not demand relational domains
to be complete lattices, i.e., to provide for every subset
of elements a least upper bound: the polyhedral do-
main, e.g., is not complete [10]. However, we demand
that a relational domain supports the following mono-
tonic operations:

[z:=€]* : R — R (assignment of e to z)
|y : R = R (restriction to Y < X)
[?¢]* : R — R (guard for condition c)

where e and ¢ are from some expression and condition
language, respectively.

The abstract transformers for basic actions of programs
are given by these functions. Restricting a relation r to
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a subset Y of variables amounts to forgetting all infor-
mation about variables in X\Y. Thus, we require that

P =r
ol _ {J_ ifr=_1
9 T otherwise (1)
7y, 27ly, when Y7 € Y
(r‘Y1)|Y2 = Tlyinv,

A restriction |y to some set Y therefore is an idempo-
tent operation. We remark that from these axioms it
follows that 1|, = L and T|y, = T for any ¥ < X.
Given that there is some relation r. € R describing all
states satisfying the condition ¢, the transformation for
the guard ?c can be described by

[2e]fr = r e (2)

— at least, if there is a concretization function - such
that

y(rimry) =yrinyr (3)
i.e., the binary meet operation is precise.

Ezxample 1 For numerical variables, a variety of such
relational domains have been proposed, e.g., (conjunc-
tions of) affine equalities [14, 18, 19] or affine inequali-
ties [10]. For affine equalities or inequalities, restriction
to a subset of Y of variables corresponds to the geomet-
ric projection onto the subspace defined by Y, combined
with arbitrary values for variables z ¢ Y. o

One way to tackle the high cost of relational domains
is to track the relationships not between all variables,
but only between subclusters of variables. We call such
domains Weakly Relational Domains.

For a subset Y < X, let RY = {r|y, | r € R} be
the set of all abstract values from R that contains only
information on those variables in Y. For any collection
S < 2% of clusters of variables, a relation 7 € R can be
approzimated by a meet of relations from RY,Y € S
since for every r € R,

rE |_| |y (4)
YeS

holds, as r = r|y holds for each Y € S. In fact, the

right-hand side of (4) is the best approximation of r

by some meet over abstract relations sy,Y € S, with

sy € RY, i.e., with sy|y = sy, since

(1Y e Ssy1)ly
5Y|Y
= Sy

7"|Y

Imn

(by monotonicity of restriction)

holds for all Y € S.

Schwarz et al. [21] have introduced 2-decomposable
relational domains. These are domains where the full
value r can be recovered from the restrictions of r to
all clusters p from the set S = [X]2 of non-empty clus-
ters of variables of size at most 2. Furthermore, Schwarz
et al. [21] ask for binary least upper bounds to be deter-
mined by computing within these clusters only. More
precisely, this amounts to requiring the following two
properties

r= Hpe[x]z T‘p (5)
(riur)l, =ml,ural,  (pe[X]2) (6)
to hold for all abstract relations r, 71,72 € R. The most
prominent example of a 2-decomposable domain is the
octagon domain [15] — either over rationals or integers,
while affine equalities or affine inequalities are exam-
ples of domains that are not 2-decomposable.

Any relational domain R, however, which satisfies
(6) gives rise to a 2-decomposable domain Rs of its
2-cluster approximations.

Forre R, let T = |—|p6[X]z 7‘|p denote the approx-
imation of r by the meet of its restrictions to clusters
p € [X]2. Let Ro denote the subset of R of all abstract
relations of the form 7,r € R, where the ordering is in-
herited from R. In particular, L as well as T from R
are also in R».

Theorem 1 Assume that R is an abstract relational
domain which satisfies (6). Then the following holds:

1.7 =7 for all conjunctions r = [],c[x), Sp with s, €
RP.p € [X]s, i.e., all such conjunctions are con-
tained in Ro.

2. For ri,ro € Ro, the abstract relation ri m ro, as
provided by R, is in Ra.

3. The binary least upper bound operation in Ro exists
and is given by

Ty U Ty = |_| (7"1|p UT2|p)
pE[X]2

4. For Rs, the best approximation 7°|Y’2 to the restric-
tion r|y of 1 € Ry onto some subset Y < X of
variables is given by

7"|Y,2: |_| r‘pﬁy
pe[X]2

5. the partial order Ry with the given binary greatest
lower and least upper bounds is a 2-decomposable
relational domain.

Proof For a proof of statement (1), we first observe that
for each p € [X]s,

T|p = |_| Sp

pe[X]2

E Spl, = Sp

p
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by monotonicity and idempotence of restriction. Thus,
rc T = |_| r|pE |_| sp=r
pe[X]2 pe[X]2

where the first inequality follows from Eq. (4). Thus,
statement (1) follows.

For a proof of statement (2), consider elements r, s €
Ro. Then

rms= |_| r|pm |_| s|p: |_| (T|p!_|8|p)

pe[X]2 pe[X]2 pe[X]2

Now, we claim that for every p € [X]s,
rl, msl, = (r], M S|p)‘p

To prove the claim, we argue that

T, msl, E(rl,m s|p)’ (by monotonicity)
c (r|p)‘ M (s|p)‘ (by monotonicity)

P P
=7, s, (by idempotence)

and the claim follows. So far, we have proven that

rms= |_| tp

pE[X]Q

for some t, € R, p € [X],. Then, statement (2) follows
from statement (1).

For a proof of statement (3), we note that any upper
bound of 71,72 in R4 is also an upper bound of 71 LI 79
in R. Therefore, the least upper bound od r1,75 in Ro
is given by 7 4 3. We calculate:

1072 =[x, (mur2)],  (by definition)
= [—lpE[X]g(Tl‘p o 7“2|p) (by (6))

and statement (3) follows.
_ The best approximation of r|,. in Ry is given by
rly-. Thus, we have

ya= [1 WL, = T o= [T 01|

pe[X]2 pE[X]2 PE[X]2

i.e., it can be determined by applying the restriction
onto variables from Y for each cluster p € [X], sepa-
rately. This implies statement (4).

Statement (5) is an immediate consequence of state-
ments (3) and (4). o©

The polyhedral domain, e.g., satisfies (6). Applied to
the polyhedral relational domain, the construction from
Theorem 1 results in the domain of affine inequalities
with at most two variables per inequality [23].
According to Theorem 1, every value r from the 2-
decomposable relational domain R4 can be represented

as the meet of its restrictions to 2-clusters, i.e., by the
collection (7| )pefx],- We call this representation nor-
mal, and an algorithm that computes it normalization.
Consider now an arbitrary collection (s,)pe[x], With
sp € RP with 7 = [],¢[x), Sp- Then 7|, = s, always
holds, while equality need not hold. In the Octagon do-
main over the rationals or the integers, the normal rep-
resentation of an octagon value corresponds to its clo-
sure as introduced in previous work [4, 15]. While for
rational Octagons, closure in cubic time was already
proposed by Miné [15], it is much more recent that a
corresponding algorithm was provided for the case when
constraints are interpreted over integers [4, 5].

Subsequently, we introduce non-numerical weakly
relational domains and provide polynomial algorithms
for these.

3 Disjunctive Constants

Constant propagation relies on a domain that main-
tains conjunctions of atomic propositions x = a where
x is a program variable and a is from a finite set U of
possible values. In the following, we consider a (mild)
generalization of this domain where also disjunctions of
at most two atomic propositions are allowed.

Assume we are given a finite set U representing pos-
sible values for variables from X. We consider proposi-
tions of the form (z € A) for A < U which correspond
to the disjunction of atomic propositions x = a,a € A.
Thus, the proposition x € A for some A < U can be
understood as an atomic proposition of a multi-valued
propositional logic where A serves as the set of logical
values of the propositional variable z [6]. Every mono-
tonic Boolean combination ¥ of propositions z € A with
x e X,AcC U, represents a function [¥] : (¥ - U) —
B defined by

[teAJ]c = (cxz)e A
[ v ] o=[¥]o v [¥#]o
[Ty A W3] o =[¥1]o A [P:]o

Let C[U] denote the complete lattice of all equivalence
classes of formulas ¥ where the ordering is semantic
implication. The least element in this ordering can be
represented by the empty disjunction or L (false), while
the greatest element is equivalent to the empty conjunc-
tion or T (true). Each formula ¥ has an equivalent CNF
as well as an equivalent DNF where each clause (con-
junction) contains at most one proposition z € A for
every variable z. Converting ¥ into DNF allows check-
ing satisfiability and computing the restriction |, onto
a subset Y € X of variables. A formula for ¥|, is ob-
tained from a DNF for ¥ where each conjunction con-
tains at most one proposition for each variable by the
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following steps: First, every conjunction which contains
y € & for some y is removed. From each remaining con-
junction, then every proposition y € A with y ¢ Y is
removed. It follows that ¥|, is distributive, i.e., com-
mutes with binary least upper bounds.

For an arbitrary ¥ € C[U], computing an equiva-
lent DNF is an exponential time operation. The same
holds if all restrictions V| {2y} are computed via this
normal form. Let Co[U] denote the 2-decomposable do-
main obtained from C[U] according to theorem 1. The
lattice C2[U] consists of all elements ¥ which can be
represented as conjunctions of clauses with at most two
propositions z € A, per clause. According to theorem
1, the least upper bound operation L1z for C3[U] can
be realized by a clusterwise disjunction. In particular,
it does not coincide with logical disjunction — but is an
over-approximation of it.

Ezample 2 Let ¥ = (z € {a}) and ¥ = (ye {b} v z €
{c}). Then both ¥; and ¥ are from Ca[U], but their
disjunction is not. In fact, the least upper bound in
Co[U] for

(€ {a}) v (ye{b}) v (ze{c}

isT. o

3.1 Approzimating 2-disjunctive Conjunctions

Any CNF ¥ over some set Y of variables of bounded
size can, in polynomial time, be transformed into a DNF
¥’. Each DNF over two distinct variables z,y can be
brought into the canonical normal form

\ @=a)r(y=") (7)

(a,b)el

for some L < U x U. Conjunction and disjunction of
two such normal forms then correspond to intersection
and union of the respective subsets of U x U.

For arbitrary sets Y of variables, though, it is non-
trivial even to decide whether a given conjunction is
different from L.

Theorem 2 To decide for a formula W € C3[U] whether
or not ¥ is satisfiable, i.e., different from L1, is NP-
complete.

Proof Since a satisfying assignment for ¥ can be guessed
and then checked in polynomial time, satisfiablity of ¥
is in NP. NP-hardness, on the other hand, follows by a
reduction from 3-colorability of graphs [6]. We illustrate
the reduction with an example.

Ezample 8 For X = {x1, 22,23, 24}, consider the for-
mula ¥

/\ (x;e{b,c} vaje{bec}) A
{wiz;}eE (z; € {a,c} v z; € {a,c}) A
(z; € {a,b} v z; € {a,b})

where E is given by

B = {{z1, 22}, {z1, 24}, {22, 23}, {73, 24}, {21, 73}}

Then ¥ is satisfiable iff the undirected graph (X, F) has
a 3-coloring. In the given example, the graph

@v@
at

cannot be colored by three colors. Therefore, ¥ is equiv-
alent to L. o

Ezact normalization (as defined in Section 2) of a rela-
tion represented by some 2-CNF thus, in general, may
be difficult to compute. Instead of giving dedicated fur-
ther abstraction techniques, we prefer to provide for an
arbitrary relational domain R, a general construction
to approximate the 2-decomposable domain Ry further
by a 2-decomposable domain Rg This construction is
based on approrimate normalization.

Assume that an element in R is given by the meet
[ 1R where R is the collection (sp)pe[x], With s, € RP
(p € [X]2). According to Theorem 1, ([ R)[, € s, for
all p € [X]2. As we have seen for 2-disjunctive constants,
however, exact normalization of [ | R, i.e., the values
(I R)[, may be hard to compute precisely. For an ap-
proximate normalization, we introduce a constraint sys-
tem in unknowns 7,,p € [X]2 with the constraints

Tay) & S{z,y) (z,y€X)
T{x,y} = (T‘{m’z} il r{z’y})‘{z,y} (l‘,y, z € X)

®)

This constraint system has already been considered for
the normalization of 2-projective domains [22]. As all
right-hand sides are monotonic, the constraint system
has a greatest solution — whenever each RP,p € [X]q,
is a complete lattice.

In case that there is a greatest solution {(rp)pe[x],,
(IMR)[, & rp holds for all p, since {([TR)],)pe[x], 18
also a solution of the system (8). Then we call the col-
lection (7)perx], the approzimate normal form of the
collection R. Here, we are not only interested in the
existence of a greatest solution of (8) but also that it
can be effectively computed. For that, we consider the
sets of values possibly occurring during some fixpoint
iteration for a particular collection R = {(s,)pe[x],-

Let Iz[R]?,p € [X]2, be the least collection of sets
such that
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— sp € Ir[R]?;

— If r,r’ € RY, then also 7 m 1’ € Rl;

— If r € Ixg[R]#**} and 7’ € Ir[R]*¥}, then
(r 1)z € Ir[R]¥=¥ for all z,y, 2 € X.

The sets Izr[R]P collect the potential iterates occurring
during greatest fixpoint iteration of (8). By construc-
tion, each set Ix[R]? has a greatest element, namely,
sp, and is closed under binary m. For the termination
of Kleene fixpoint iteration for (8), it suffices for each
set Ix[R]P to have a least element — whose collection
then coincides with the greatest solution of (8). This
observation is summarized in the following proposition.

Proposition 1 The following two statements are equiv-
alent:

1. For each p € [X]a, Ir[R]? has a least element;
2. The constraint system (8) has a greatest solution
which can be attained by Kleene fizpoint iteration.

Proof Assume that for each p € [X]z, there is a least el-
ement d, € Ir[R]?. We claim that R = {(dp)pc[x], is the
greatest solution of (8). Since for each p € [X]q, d, is a
lower bound to all elements in Ix[R]?, all constraints
of (8) are satisfied. Therefore, R is a solution. By in-
duction on the definition of the sets Ir[R]", any other
solution R" = (r}, )[x], consists of lower bounds of these
sets, i.e., r, & [ [Ir[R]? = d, — implying our claim.
To conclude statement (2), it remains to prove that the
greatest solution R can be reached by Kleene iteration.
For every p, d, is an element of the set Igx[R]?, and
therefore, has arrived there after finitely many applica-
tions of the inductive rule of their definitions. Let h be
an upper bound to these numbers for all d,,p € [X]s.
Then, Kleene iteration for the constraint system (8) will
also reach these values after at most h iterations.

For the reverse direction, assume that Kleene itera-
tion for the greatest solution of (8) terminates after h
iterations with a collection R = (d})pe[x],- By induc-

tion on the number j of rounds, we find each value d,(,j )
attained for r,, p € [X]2, after j rounds, is an element
of Igx[R]?. Therefore, d, = déh) € Ix[R]? for all p. It re-
mains to prove that d, is also a lower bound of Iz[R]?.
To show this, we again proceed by induction, this time
on the number i of applications of the inductive rule
for the construction of the Iz[R]?, and prove that for
all ¢ and any value d’ added to some set Igx[R]P in the
1th step, it holds that dz(j) C d'. Therefore, d), is a lower
bound to Iz[R]? for all p, and statement (1) follows.
o

If all operations on abstract relations » € RY for clus-
ters Y of size at most 3 are constant time and the height

of all R[R]P are bounded by h, then the greatest solu-
tion of the constraint system (8) can be computed in
time polynomial in A and the number of variables.

We call a relational domain 2-nice, if the statements
of Proposition 1 are satisfied for each collection R =
<3p>pe[X]2 with Sp € RP.

Let us instantiate this construction to 2-disjunctive
constants. First, we note that the relational domain
C[U] is finite and thus, in particular, 2-nice. Let ¥ =
(8p)pe[x], denote a collection with s, € C[U]? for all
p. Assume that X consists of n variables, and let m
be the number of constants occurring in any of the s,,.
According to the normal form (7), the lattice o [¥]P
has height at most m if p consists of a single variable,
and height bounded by m? if p is a two-element set.
Since there are $n(n + 1) clusters, fixpoint iteration
will terminate after O(n? - m?) updates. O
Due to NP-hardness of satisfiability, we cannot expect
the greatest solution of the constraint system for 2-
disjunctive constants to always return the exact normal
form. For the formula from Example 3, e.g., it returns
for each pair {z;,z;} € E, i # j,

(xi=anzjefbc})v(zi=barz;efa,c})v
(x; =cnxjefa,b})

— which is different from L.

For a relational domain R, we call a collection R =
{rp)pefx], With 7, € RP for all p, stable if it is a solution
of the constraint system (8) with s, = r,. We remark
that stability of R implies that, if r, = L for some p,
then r, = L for all other p’ € [X]2 as well. Now we
introduce for a relational domain R the domain Rg of
all stable collections. The ordering =% on the domain Rg
is defined by R =% R’ if r, & 7/, for all p € [X]y when
R = (rp)pefx), and R = {rp)pefx),- Thus, ([1R) £
(M R') whenever R =¥ R'.

Abstract join as well as abstract restriction for Rg
then is modeled along the definitions of join and re-
striction for Rs, but refers to the representation as so-
lution to the constraint system (8). For R = {rp)pe[x1,>

R = {r})pe[x), in RE, we define the abstract join by
RU'R ={(r,u T pelX]s
while for Y € &X', and R = (rp)pe[x],, We define abstract
restriction by
#
<Tp>pE[X]z’y = <rp‘y>p6[«\’]z
= <Tp‘ymp>p€[X]2

where the latter equality follows since for r, € RP?,
rpl, = rp. We have:

Proposition 2 Assume that R is 2-nice and satisfies
(6). Then we have:
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1. For each R, R € RY, also R U* R’ is again in R}
and is the least upper bound of R, R'. Moreover,

([TRu(]|R) ][RR

2. For each R € Rg and Y < X, R\g/ 18 again in Rg
where

(MECIN=A (%)

holds.

3. For each R = (rp)pe(x], B = {rp)pefa], Rg,
the greatest lower bound R m* R’ = (rppe[x]s 18
determined as the greatest solution of (8) with start
values s, = rp N1, (p € [X]2).

Proof For the first statement, let R = (r,),e[x], and

R' = {r})pe[x],- As the ordering on Rg is component-

wise, it suffices to prove that R Lf R’ is again in Rg,

i.e., the collection 7, LI}, p € [X]z, is a solution of the

constraints in (8). For this, we calculate:

T{zyy Y T/{:v,y}

= (M) M 7w | gy D Moy M7y

{z,y}

S (s D rle ) Ty BT

for all variables z,y,z € X. From that, the statement
follows.

To prove the second statement, we must verify that
the collection 1|y ,p € [X]> satisfies all constraints
in (8). Indeed, we find by monotonicity,

My © ey N 7ew)| gy oy

= (T{x,z}|Y '_| T{Z,y}|y)|{m,y}ﬁy

for all z,y, z € X, and the claim follows. The final state-
ment then follows from the definition. &

Elements of Rg are collections (r)pe[x],- For every p €
[X]2, we can consider elements r, € R? as elements of
Rg as well by assuming that r, represents the stable
collection {rp| Pge[x],-

According to Proposition 2, both joins and restric-
tions can be computed componentwise. As a conse-
quence, we find:

Theorem 3 For a 2-nice relational domain R which
satisfies (6), the domain R is a 2-decomposable rela-
tional domain. o

Fig. 1 shows the abstract relational domains R, R,
and Rg together with the mappings between them. Ac-
cording to Theorem 3, the domain Cg[U] of abstract
2-disjunctive constants is indeed 2-decomposable. The
given construction provides us with polynomial algo-
rithms for least upper bound, greatest lower bound, and
projection.

O Clpoperan.
N e L i
id M.

Fig. 1: The relationship between abstract relational do-
mains.

3.2 Assignments

Let us return to the relational domain C3[U] of 2-dis-
junctive constants and indicate how abstract transform-
ers for assignments z:=s can be tailored. For 2-dis-
junctive constants, we only consider right-hand sides
s where s is either ? (unknown value), or of the form
Aly1| ... |yxr where A is a set of constants and y1, ...,y €
X are variables. The concrete semantics of such an as-
signment is given by

[x:=7]% ={oc@®{x—c}|oe X ceU}
[x:=Alyr]...lyx] X ={oc@{z—a}|oe X aec A}u

Uife@{z—oy;}|oe X}

Generalizing the corresponding abstract semantics for
(copy) constant propagation, we define the logic trans-
former for Co[U] by

[z:= Alyl. . Jyela ¥ = (z € A) A P g (412
k
Ly jor [2:=y512®

Proposition 3 1. The logic transformer [x:=7]s is
precise, i.e.,

[:=?](v&) =y ([z:=7]2¥) 9)

In particular, it is distributive and commutes with
1.

2. The logic transformer [x:=A | y1|...|yr]2 is pre-
cise, if the logic transformers forxz:=y;, 5 =1,...,k,
are.

Thus, we have reduced the construction of logic trans-
formers for assignments to restriction and the construc-
tion of logic transformers for variable-variable assign-
ments x:=y. For y = x, the assignment is the identity,
i.e., we set [z :=x]o ¥ = W. Therefore, assume that y is
different from z, and assume that ¥, (., = v’ Let B
denote the set of constants so that ¥'| , equals y € B.
Let ¥, denote the conjunction of all formulas ¥’|  for
p € [X]2 with y € p. Let ¥ = ¥, [z/y] denote the for-
mula obtained from ¥, by renaming each occurrence of
the variable y with x. Then we define

[x:=y]o ¥ =¥ A (\/mza/\y=a> N4

aeB
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Let ¥ denote the formula returned by that transformer
for ¥. Intuitively, our definition means for = ¢ p, that
W|p = W|p, ie., W\p is preserved while additionally,

@‘{x} - W|{y}[x/y]i @’{x,y} = Vupz =bry =0,
and for z ¢ {z,y}, LP|{LZ} = ¢|{y,z}[z/y],

Proposition 4 The logic transformer [x:=y]a is pre-
cise, i.e.,

[r:=y] (v¥) =~ ([z:=y]2¥) (10)
holds. o

The same construction allows us to construct abstract
logic transformers [z:=s]} : CA[U] — C3[U] - only
that the least upper bound operation and projection of
C2[U] must be replaced by the corresponding operations
of Ci[U]. The abstract transformer then, however, is
only sound and no longer precise, since the projection
operation of C3[U] may return for an abstract relation
R whose concretization is empty an abstract relation
with a non-empty concretization. Accordingly, Eq. (9)
and Eq. (10) may be violated.

3.3 Guards

It remains to provide the semantics of guards. Again,
we first consider the domain Ca[U] of 2-disjunctive for-
mulas (modulo logical equivalence), ordered by impli-
cation. We consider positive guards of the form z € A,
and conversely, negative guards of the form x ¢ A. Pos-
itive guards thus can directly be expressed in Co[U].
Thus we set

[2(xe AT =0 A (ze A) (11)

Negative guards on the other hand cannot be directly
expressed in C3[U] — at least if there are unknown con-
stant values beyond the finite universe U. To deal with
this, we introduce a dedicated fresh symbol e ¢ U with
the understanding that e repesents any value a ¢ U.
The property = ¢ A then can equivalently be repre-
sented by

e (Uu{e})\4

allowing us to deal with such co-finite sets of possible
values in the same way as we did for finite sets of values
alone.

4 Directed Relational Domains

Instead of plain equalities, let us now consider inequalities
between variables and constants instead of equalities
and abandon disjunctions. We will, however, add dis-
junctions in the end as well. Thus for now, we just con-
sider finite conjunctions of inequalities of the form

dczx, xEy, or xCd

for variables x,y € X and constant values d. As usual,
we consider conjunctions only up to semantic equiv-
alence. We call inequalities of the form d & x lower
bound constraints, and d a lower bound for x. Analo-
gously for upper bounds. Inequalities of the form z E y
are called variable constraints.

Assume we are given a partial order (po), i.e., a set
P partially ordered by some relation <. Examples of
partial orders of interest are

Subsets. The set 2Y of all subsets of some finite universe
U where the ordering is subset inclusion <;

Integers. The set Z of integers equipped with the natu-
ral ordering <yz;

Multisets. Multisets, i.e., the set of all mappings u :
U — N from elements in U to their multiplicities
ordered by multiset inclusion C .

Strings. The set of all strings X* for some finite alpha-
bet Y. Several partial orderings are of interest:

— the prefix ordering <,; e.g., ab <, abcd;
— the substring ordering <y, e.g., bc <; abcde;

— the scattered substring ordering <, e.g., bd <,
abcde.

Much more expressive constraints on strings have been
studied, e.g., in [1, 8, 11, 13]. In particular, for a frag-
ment containing the prefix ordering, decision procedures
are known based on (synchronous) multi-tape finite au-
tomata [24]. Due to their expressiveness, these tech-
niques come with a considerable computational effort.
Instead, we follow Arceri et al. [3] where basic relational
domains are considered for reasoning about variables of
string type, sets (of characters), or integers (lengths of
strings). Their analyses relate program variables only
according to some partial order, and also consider lower
bounds. Here, these considerations are complemented
by taking upper bounds into account as well and, even-
tually, by adding disjunctions.

A mapping o : X — P is a model of ¥ (relative to
P), written as 0 =W, if ¥ # 1, and

— d < oz (in P) for each constraint d = z in ¥;
— ox < d (in P) for each constraint z = d in ¥; and
— ox <oy (in P) for each constraint & y in .

Let D[P] denote all finite conjunctions over P mod-
ulo semantic equivalence where the ordering on D[P] is
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semantic implication. As before, normal forms of con-
junctions will be considered up to reordering of atomic
propositions. Thus, syntactic equality of conjunctions
here means equality of the respective sets of proposi-
tions. Let ¥ denote a finite conjunction where V < P
is the set of values occurring in ¥ as lower or upper
bounds. To provide a first normal form for ¥, we pro-
ceed in two steps. First, we determine the transitive
closure (< U C)* on the set X UV of the constraints
provided by ¥. In case that (a,b) € (< u &)t for
a,b € V where a < b does not hold in P, then ¥
is unsatisfiable and therefore represented by the ded-
icated element ¥’ = L. If this is not the case, let ¥’
denote the conjunction of all inequalities s; = sy where
(s1,82) € (S U )T and either s; or sp or both are in
X.

In the second step, when ¥’ # 1, we remove all re-
dundant constraints. These are constraints of the form

— x & x for x € X, as these constraints hold vacuously;

—aCT x foraeV and z € X if there is also a con-
straint b £ x with a < b, i.e., there is a stricter lower
bound,;

— xz = bforbe Vand x € X if there is also a constraint
x & a with a < b, i.e., there is a stricter upper
bound.

Additionally, we set ¥’ to L whenever for some variable
x?

— there is no lower bound in P for the set of upper
bounds provided for x by ¥; or

— there is no upper bound in P for the set of lower
bounds provided for x by ¥.

Assume, e.g., that ¥ is given by
(abc £ x) A (abd & )

where we consider the prefix order <, on strings. Since
abc, abd cannot be prefixes of the same string, this con-
junction is considered equivalent to L.

Let us denote the resulting conjunction ¥’ by nfy[¥]
and call it the O-normal form of ¥. Assuming that com-
parisons of values as well as checks for common lower or
upper bounds are constant-time operations, 0-normal
forms can be computed in polynomial time.

4.1 Lattice Domains

An important special case is when P is a lattice, i.e.,
a po where every two elements a,b both have a least
upper bound a v b and a greatest lower bound a A b.

FExample 4 The po 2V ordered by subset inclusion is a
complete lattice and thus, in particular, a lattice. The

integers Z with the natural ordering is another example
of a lattice, this time without least or greatest element.
Yet another example are multisets: this lattice has a
least, but no greatest element.

The po X* of strings ordered by the prefix relation
is not a lattice. X* provides a least element ¢, as well
as greatest lower bounds, namely, the maximal common
prefix, but does not have least upper bounds to all pairs
of strings. There is, for example, no upper bound to abc
and abd in X*. o

When P is a lattice, we can provide a dedicated normal
form which, however, may now use constants from P
which did not occur in ¥ before. Assume now that ¥’
is the 0-normal form of ¥. If P has a least element | p,
we add the vacuous constraint 1 p = x to every variable
x. Likewise, if P has a greatest element T p, we add the
constraint x = T p.

If ¥’ is different from 1, we subsequently simplify
¥’ further by replacing for each variable z € X,

— the set of upper bound constraints occurring in ¥/, if
it is non-empty and consists of (t S b1) A... A (z E
b.), with the single constraint (z £ (A[_, b;));

— the set of lower bound constraints in ¥’, if it is non-
empty and consists of (a1 & ) A ... A (ar E z),
with the single constraint ((\/|_, a;) € ).

Let us denote the resulting formula by nf;[¥] and call
it the 1-normal form of ¥. The 1-normal form of ¥ can
be computed in polynomial time as well — given that
comparisons as well as pairwise least upper bounds and
greatest lower bounds in P are constant time. We have:

Theorem 4 Assume that the po P is a lattice. Then
the following holds:

1. A conjunction W is satisfiable over P iff nfi[W] # L.
2. For arbitrary conjunctions ¥y,¥s over P, ¥ —
u72 Zﬁ nfl[%] = I’lfl[ﬂpl N Wg]

Satisfiability as well as implication are decidable in poly-
nomial time. O

Proof It ¥/ = nfy[¥] = L, then ¥ cannot be satisfiable
since any of the simplification steps preserves the set of
satisfying assignments. So, assume that ¥’ is syntacti-
cally different from L. Let o be the variable assignment
which maps each variable x to its lower bound a, € P —
if it exists, and to some fixed element g which is less or
equal to any other lower bound mentioned in ¥’. Then
all single variable constraints are satisfied as well as,
by transitivity, all constraints x £ y occurring in ¥’.
Therefore, o = ¥ — implying that ¥ is satisfiable. From
this, statement (1) follows.
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To prove statement (2), consider conjunctions ¥y, ¥}
both in 1-normal form. If these syntactically coincide,
then obviously also ¥] <= W, holds. For the reverse
direction, we prove that if ¥/ are distinct, then they
cannot be equivalent. From that, the assertion follows.
If one of them equals | and the other not, then by
statement (1), they cannot be equivalent. Therefore,
assume that both are satisfiable and thus, different from
1. We consider all cases how the ¥; may differ.

Lower bounds. First, assume that there are constraints
a; E x, i = 1,2, for some variable z in ¥/ where
aq is different from as. Assume w.l.o.g. that a; € as
holds. Let L, denote the set consisting of x together
with variables z € X where W) has a constraint z =
x. Let o denote some assignment with o = ¥4. Then
we construct a variable assignment o’ such that o’ |=
W) but o’ = @] by

, OZ A a
o z=
oz

Then still o/ = ¥). But since a; € ag, it follows
that o’ does not satisfy a; E z and thus it does not
model ¥7.

If there is a constraint a; E « in ¥y, but no lower
bound constraint for x in ¥}, then there is some
value L € P different from a; so that L < a; Aox
holds. This value allows us to construct an analo-
gous distinguishing assignment ¢’ where we use L
instead of as.

Upper bounds. First, assume that there are constraints
x E b;, i = 1,2, for some variable = in ¥/ where b; is
different from by. W.l.0.g., assume that by € by. Let
U, € X denote the subset consisting of x together
with all unknowns z where W} has a constraint x C
z. Let o denote some assignment with o |= %}. Then
we construct a variable assignment ¢’ by:

, {szbz if ze U,
o'z =

if ze L,

otherwise

oz otherwise

Then still o/ = ¥} holds. But since by € by, ¢’ does
not satisfy ¥j.

If there is a constraint z & by in ¥, but no upper
bound constraint for x in ¥, we introduce a value
T € P which is different from b; with (by voz) < T,
and construct an analogous distinguishing assign-
ment o’ only that we use T instead of bs.

Variable Constraints. Assume that, w.l.o.g., ¥{ has a con-
straint (z C y) for x,y € X which does not occur in
W) where we assume that for every variable z € X
both lower and upper bounds are provided by ¥y iff
they are provided by ¥} and that, whenever they are

provided, they agree. Consider again the set U, of =
together with all variables z with constraints z E z,
and the set L, of y together with all variables z with
constraints z = y occurring in ¥. Since x E y does
not occur in ¥3, Uy, n L, = .

Let o denote an assignment with o &= ¥. First as-
sume that ¥} has constraints z = b and a E y. From
x E y not occurring in ¥4, it follows that b € a. Now
we construct an assignment o’ by:

bvoz ifzeU,u{z}
o'z=Sanoz ifzelL,u{y}
oz otherwise

Then ¢’ = W), whileo’z = band o’y = a. Asb € a,
o’ does not fulfill the constraint x £ y from ¥j.
If no upper bound of z is provided, we choose some
value b strictly larger than oz v oy, and define a
variable assignment ¢’ by ¢’ z = b v oz for z € U,,
and ¢’z = oz otherwise. Then ¢’ = ¥j. In order
to additionally satisfy x = y, we would have ¢’z =
bv ox =b< o'y — which is impossible.
Likewise, if no lower bound of y is provided, we
choose some value a strictly less than o x A oy, and
define a variable assignment ¢’ by ¢/ z = a A ¢ z for
z € Ly, and ¢’ z = 0 z otherwise. Then ¢’ = ¥;. In
order to additionally satisfy x £ y, we would have
o'x =o0x < o'y=a— which again is impossible.
O

For lattices, therefore, the construction of normal forms
allows deciding satisfiability as well as semantic impli-
cation. From our examples, sets, integers, and multisets
are lattices. Strings, ordered by the prefix relation, on
the other hand, already do not form a lattice anymore.
This po, however, is bounded-complete. Recall that a po
P is bounded-complete if every subset A € P which has
some upper bound, also has a least upper bound. When
P is bounded-complete, then we at least know that

— every non-empty subset B < P has a greatest lower
bound; and
— P has a least element | p.

Thus, every formula ¥ over a bounded-complete po P
which provides some upper bound to every variable x €
X also can be brought into 1-normal form. Let us call
such conjunctions bounded. We obtain:

Proposition 5 Given a po P that is bounded-complete,
the following holds:

1. A bounded conjunction ¥ is satisfiable over P iff
nfi[¥] # L.

2. For arbitrary bounded conjunctions ¥1,Ws over P,
U = Uy iff nfi[¥1] = nfi[¥1 A%:]. O
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When we drop the extra assumption that conjunctions
are bounded, Proposition 5 need no longer hold.

Ezample 5 For prefixes of strings, consider the conjunc-
tion

(abEz) A (zEabc) A (abd=y) A (z E )
This formula is semantically equivalent to
(abEz) A (zE=ab) A (abdEy) A (z E y)

although the formulas are syntactically different.

Even without upper bounds, not all implications can
be inferred via transitive closure alone. Again for pre-
fixes of strings, consider

(abccyi) A(@bdEy2) A(x Ey1) A (T Ey2) A (abE 2)

The first four constraints imply that * & AB, which,
by the last constraint, implies that z = z must hold as
well. o

For a conjunction ¥ and a subset Y € X of variables,
let ¥7|uy yield L if ¥ equals |, and otherwise, yield the
conjunction of all constraints in ¥ that only uses vari-
ables from Y.

For conjunctions ¥, %, in 1-normal form and differ-
ent from 1, we define the abstract join W, L W, as the
conjunction of the following constraints:

— all constraints = E y, x,y € X, which occur both in
¥y and Ws;

— all constraints (d; Ads) E x, dy,dy € P, x € X where
d; E x occurs in ¥;;

— all constraints & (dy vdz), d1,ds € P, x € X where
x T d; occurs in ;.

Then we have:

Theorem 5 Assume that P is a lattice.

1. If ¥ is a conjunction in 1-normal form, then for
every subset Y < X, ¥l is given by W\q/ where the
latter conjunction is again in 1-normal form.

2. For W, Wy in 1-normal form, W, Lk Wy is the least
upper bound of Wy, Wy in D[P].

3. The domain D[P] is a 2-decomposable relational do-
main. O

While statement (1) of Theorem 5 remains true also for
bounded conjunctions over a bounded-complete po, the
least upper bound of two bounded conjunctions need
no longer be bounded, as the least upper bounds of the
respective upper bounds need not exist. For the prefix
ordering on X*, e.g., we have

(xEabc)u (zr=abd) =T

i.e., all information about upper bounds is lost.

4.2 The General Case

For general (even finite) partial orders, the dedicated
constructions for lattices cannot be directly applied.
Already the problem of determining whether or not a
conjunction is satisfiable, turns out to be surprisingly
difficult. Assume that elements in P can be represented
and compared in polynomial time. Then we find:

Theorem 6 The problem of determining for a given
partial order P and a conjunction ¥, whether ¥ is sat-
isfiable over P, is NP-complete.

Proof Since a satisfying assignment for a conjunction ¥
can be guessed in polynomial time, it remains to prove
the hardness part. For that, consider the problem of 3-
colorability of an undirected finite graph G = (V, E).
Let vq,...,v, be an enumeration of the vertices in V.
Then, we construct a partial order P consisting of the
elements

{i,eyli=1,...,n,c=1,23 U {y; |i=1,...,n}
L.){ﬁili:L...,’l’L}

where the partial ordering < of P is the least partial
order satisfying

{vi, ¢) <uj,dy whenever {v;,v;}e EAi<jArc#d
(viye) <75 whenever 3j > i.{i,j} € E

v;  <{vj,c) whenever3i<j. {i,jleFE

For P, we define a conjunction ¥ in the variables x;,7 =
1,...,n, by

Nioivyyemici(®i E i) A (2 E 25) A (v; E ;)

Both P and ¥ can be constructed from G in polynomial
time. Moreover, it holds that o |= ¥ iff o z; = (v;,¢;)
for some coloring v : V' — {1,2,3} with yv; = ¢;. It
follows that ¥ is satisfiable iff G has a 3-coloring. In
summary, we obtain a polynomial time reduction from
the problem of 3-colorability of undirected finite graphs
into satisfiability of finite conjunctions over some par-
tial order. This concludes the proof. .

For general partial orders P, however, we still may rely
on the 0-normal form nfy and otherwise perform the
same constructions as we did for lattices with the 1-
normal form. Thus, we define an abstract ordering by

U Py, it nfo[@] = nfo[@ A W] (12)

Let us denote the resulting abstract domain by D[P]p.
We have:

Theorem 7 For an arbitrary po P, the following holds:
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1. If a conjunction ¥ is satisfiable over P then nfy[¥] #
1.

2. For all conjunctions Wy, Wy, nfy[¥1] = nfy[¥; A W]
implies that ¥, — W,.
o

For arbitrary po P, we define the abstract projection
in the same way as for conjunctions over a lattice P —
only that we now rely on formulas in 0-normal form.
For such a formula ¥ the projection W|§/ onto a subset
Y < X of variables, is again defined by removing all
constraints mentioning variables not in Y.

It is for the abstract join operation that we must
find a more general definition, since least upper bounds
or greatest lower bounds of sets of values in P are no
longer at hand. Assume that ¥y, ¥, are in 0-normal form
and different from L. Then, we define the abstract join
W, LW, as the conjunction of the following constraints

— all constraints z E y, x,y € X, which occur both in
U71 and ’;p2;

— all constraints d; E z, d1,ds € P, x € X where
d; € x occurs in ¥; for i = 1,2 and d; < d3_g;

— all constraints * = d;, di,ds € P, x € X where
x = d; occurs in ¥; for i = 1,2 and d3_; < d;.

This definition essentially amounts to keeping those or-
dering constraints between variables in which ¥; and
¥, agree and only keep a lower or upper bound if it is
more liberal than a corresponding bound of the other
formula.

Example 6 For the po X* with the substring ordering,
consider the formulas

Uy =(ab=z) A (yCSab) A (y E 2)
U, = (abc = x) A (y E abc)

Then, according to our definition,
@, LWy = (ab = 2) A (y C abc)
]

With these definitions, the binary operation L returns
the least upper bound of its arguments w.r.t. the order-
ing =*. Moreover, D[P]y turns into a 2-decomposable
relational domain as well.

Theorem 8 For every po P, D[P]y is a 2-decomposable
relational domain. O

4.3 Directed Domains with Disjunctions
Subsequently, we extend the relational domain D[P]

for lattices P (resp. D[P]o for arbitrary po’s) with dis-
junctions. This extension corresponds to the disjunctive

completion of D[P] (resp. D[P]o) [9]. The elements of
the resulting relational domain are disjunctions of nor-
mal form conjunctions (1-normal forms if P is a lattice,
and 0-normal forms in general) where for Y € X, the
restriction W[, of the disjunction ¥ is defined as the
disjunction of the restrictions c|,. of the normal form
conjunctions ¢ contained in ¥. By definition, restric-
tions therefore are distributive. Let D[P] (resp. D[P]o)
denote the resulting relational abstract domains. If P is
infinite, these relational domains have infinite strictly
ascending chains, and therefore must have also strictly
descending chains of unbounded length. For the lat-
tice Z, e.g., there are even infinite strictly descending
chains, e.g.,

(0cx), 1ca), 2c2), ...
Nonetheless, we have:

Proposition 6 1. For every po P, D[P]y is 2-nice.
2. For every lattice P, D[P] is 2-nice.

Proof Let D denote an arbitrary collection {d})pex1,
with d,, € D[P]f. Consider an arbitrary formula dj, from
the set I p [D]P. It consists of disjunctions of conjunc-
tions each of which may only mention variables from p
or constants occurring in any of the d,, p’ € [X]2. Since
the number of these formulas is finite, statement (1) fol-
lows.

The proof of the second statement is analogous —
only that the occurring constants now may also be fi-
nite meets of constants occurring in upper-bound con-
straints of the initial collection or finite joins of con-
stants occurring in lower-boudn constraints. Still, the
number of possible formulas remains finite. o

Due to Proposition 6, the construction from Section 3
can be applied resulting in the 2-decomposable rela-
tional domains ﬁg [P] (in case of lattices P) and 52 [Plo
(for arbitrary pos).

We exemplify the construction for the lattice Z of in-
tegers, i.e., for fg [Z]. One-variable properties express-
ible in this lattice are disjunctions of interval constraints
such as

(zE3)v(Bsa)Aa(zeET)

Two-variable properties expressible in this lattice are,
e.g.,

zEe-DAa(zy) v
ca)n(zEb)A(2EY
1

(6;:13)/\(y;:r)/\(y;

)
9)

Arbitrary elements in ﬁ; [Z] can be understood as rep-
resentations of conjunctions of such properties.
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Assume that we are given a collection Z = (s,)pex],
with s, € D[Z]P — which is not yet stable, and we would
like to determine the corresponding stable collection by
performing a fixpoint iteration to determine the great-
est solution of Eq. (8). During that iteration, we only
need to consider upper and lower bounds for each vari-
able z which have already occurred in the formulas s,,.
Therefore, the length of each intermediate formula is
bounded by a polynomial in the input, and each un-
known 7, is updated only polynomially often. As a
consequence, all operations abstract join, abstract meet
and abstract projection for 52 [Z] are polynomial. For
arbitrary lattice or po P, we may proceed analogously.
Efficiency of the fixpoint iteration, though, remains to
be checked separately for every P.

4.4 Assignments

Let us turn to the construction of abstract transform-
ers for assignments. We only describe these for the rela-
tional domains D[P] and D[P]o, respectively. We first
consider three simple cases: assignments of unknown
values; assignments of constants; and copying one vari-
able into the other.

[o:="0w = 0fy
[o:=d]f & = ¥ oy A (dE2) A (zEd) (13)
[o: =yl ¥ = Uy A (@) A (yE 2)

for d € P and z,y € & with z # y. Again, we real-
ize the assignment of unknown values by restriction.
For assigning constants and variables, we remark that
equality can be expressed via a pair of inequalities.

Individual partial orders, though, may support fur-
ther forms of right-hand sides in assignments. Subse-
quently, we enumerate more general forms of assign-
ments for sets and for the prefix, substring, and scat-
tered substring partial orders on strings.

Sets. For sets, we consider right-hand sides of the form

Y1 N Yo or y1 Uy for y1,y2 € X with = ¢ {y1, 10}
We define

[z:=y1 ny]? ¥ = Wﬁv\{x} A (@ E ) A (T E )
o= Vel ¥ = gy A (1 € 0) A (12 E )

Thus, we obtain after the assignment as new upper
(lower) bounds of x in terms of the variables y; and
y2. An analogous construction can also be applied
to multisets. We remark that the given right-hand
sides do not entail that the equalities x = y; nys and
T = Y1 Uy, respectively, hold after the assignments.

Prefixes. In this case, right-hand sides of interest are
concatenations of a constant or variable, possibly
followed by some further value, i.e., are of the form
s? for s either in X* or in X\{z}, with “?” again
denoting unknown input. We define

[x:=s?]fw = W\g{\{w} A (sCEx)

i.e., we only obtain information about lower bounds
for = after the assignment but lose all information
about upper bounds.

Substrings. Again, we consider right-hand sides which
are concatenations of constants or variables with
further values. These now are of the form 7 s 7...7 s, ?
(s; € X% U X\{x}). We define

[o:="s17.. 25 W = Wiy A

($1Ex)A...A (S, Ex)

For scattered substrings, we proceed similarly. In
both cases, no information is obtained for upper
bounds to the left-hand side variable z after the
assignment.

So far, we have assumed that the right-hand side s does
not contain the variable z from the left-hand side. In
case that = occurs in s, we split the assignment into the
sequence

tmp :=s; x := tmp;

for some fresh variable tmp, i.e., first store the value of
the right-hand side s in tmp whose value only then is
assigned to the left-hand side variable x.

These abstract tranformers for the relational do-
mains D[P] (resp. D[P]y) are readily lifted to corre-
sponding transformers for the weakly relational domains

DL[P] (resp. Dh[P]o).

4.5 Guards and Negated Inequalities

Let us now turn to a treatment of guards 7c for the
directed domain 52 [P] where P is a lattice. The case

for @g [Plo (when P is not a lattice) is analogous.

A condition ¢ which consists of an inequality s; = s
for s; being variables or constants already represents
an abstract relation. Therefore, Eq. (2) can be used to
define the abstract effect of [?¢]*.

If the condition c is a negated inequality s; & s, this
is not immediately possible. Assume that the variables
occurring in ¢ all occur in p € [X]2. Now consider an
arbitrary element D = {dy)pc[x],- In particular, d, €
D[P]P,i.e.,d, = e1Vv...Ve for conjunctions ey, ..., e
all using variables from p only. In this case, we define

[?c]fD =D \Viejlej = (s1E s2)}
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Thus, the negated inequality c allows to improve the ab-
stract relation D by possibly removing those conjuncts
e; from d, which contradict c.

5 Conclusion

We considered a construction of 2-decomposable rela-
tional domains from arbitrary relational domains and
exemplified this construction by deriving 2-disjunctive
constants from the relational domain of disjunctive con-
stants. For 2-disjunctive constants, it turned out that
normalization is prohibitively expensive. Therefore, we
provided a second general construction of 2-decompos-
able relational domains, now based on greatest solutions
of constraint systems, which — in the case of disjunctive
constants — results in a 2-decomposable domain where
the operations join, meet, and restriction are polyno-
mial.

In the second part, we then considered directed do-
mains as conjunctions of inequalities over lattices or
general partial orders. For lattices, we provided the 1-
normal form for a syntactic characterization of seman-
tic equivalence. We showed that the resulting domain is
2-decomposable and provided precise polynomial algo-
rithms for 1-normalization, projection, join, and meet.
For arbitrary partial orders, we use a weaker form of
normalization for constructing a weaker 2-decomposable
relational domain, for which we again provided polyno-
mial algorithms, now for 0-normalization, projection,
join, and meet. Only in the very last step, we added
disjunctions by applying the general construction of 2-
decomposable domain based on approximate normal-
ization from the previous section. Both for 2-disjunctive
constants and for directed domains, we indicated how
transfer functions for assignments and guards can be
constructed.

Our results can be extended in several directions.
In the case of constants, one may, e.g., additionally,
track equalities as well as disequalities between vari-
ables; likewise for directed domains, an extensive study
of the impact of negated inequalities could be of inter-
est. Here, we only studied lattice operations and trans-
fer functions. Directed domains, though, may have infi-
nite strictly ascending chains. Therefore, tailored widen-
ing and narrowing operators are of interest when these
domains are employed for practical static analysis.
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