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Abstract
Hyperproperties allow one to specify properties of systems that inherently involve not single executions
of the system, but several of them at once: observational determinism and non-inference are two
examples of such properties used to study the security of systems. Logics like HyperLTL have
been studied in the past to model check hyperproperties of systems. However, most of the time,
requiring strict security properties is actually ineffective as systems do not meet such requirements.
To overcome this issue, we introduce qualitative reasoning in HyperLTL, inspired by a similar work
on LTL by Almagor, Boker and Kupferman [2] where a formula has a value in the interval [0, 1],
obtained by considering either a propositional quality (how much the specification is satisfied), or a
temporal quality (when the specification is satisfied). We show decidability of the approximated
model checking problem, as well as the model checking of large fragments.
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1 Introduction

Software safety and security have become a critical concern. Hence, ensuring that applications
are free from safety issues or security vulnerabilities is an important area of the verification
process. Model checking [5] is a successful formal method to automatically verify whether a
system meets a specification. This specification is often described as formulas from dedicated
logics, for instance LTL to express properties on execution traces of a system [21] regarding
safety. Model checking, in particular of LTL, has been widely studied and leads to several
tools like SPIN [18] and Spot [9].

Over the last years, hyperlogics have been found out to be another convenient tool to
express properties about systems. These logics define hyperproperties [7] that consider not
single executions as LTL, but several of them at once. Hence, hyperlogics are often used
to express properties relating multiple executions of a system, e.g., network properties like
congestion [4], or security and information-flow properties [15, 23, 25]. Let us focus here on
the security property of non-interference [17], which holds when executions of systems do not
reveal sensitive information to malicious observers: secret information cannot be deduced
from information of low sensitivity exposed by the system executions. As running examples,
we consider two desirable properties to meet such requirements. We express them in the
logic HyperLTL which extends LTL with a prefix of quantifications over traces variables [6].
First, the property called observational determinism [26] expresses the fact that when any
two executions start with the same information of low sensitivity, then when observed all
along the computation, the two traces cannot be distinguished on these low information (the
system behaves deterministically with respect to them). To describe this property, we write
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2 Reasoning about Quality in Hyperproperties

a HyperLTL formula φOD

φOD = ∀π ∀π′ samelow(π, π′) → G samelow(π, π′) (1)

which uses the LTL formula samelow(π, π′), with two free trace variables, that states that at
the first instant, π and π′ fulfil the same set of low atomic propositions.

The second property called non-inference [19] expresses the fact that high sensitive
information are not exposed through low level one: for any trace, there must exist another
one with arbitrary or dummy high sensitive information but with similar low-level information
all along the computation. This property can be written as a HyperLTL formula as:

φNI = ∀π ∃π′ G Λhigh(π′) ∧ G samelow(π, π′) (2)

where the formula Λhigh(π′) is an LTL formula checking that the only high (i.e. non low)
atomic propositions are a dummy one.

Unfortunately, most of the time, requiring strict security properties is actually ineffective
as programs do not meet such requirements. To overcome this issue, it has been proposed to
quantify security breaches as, e.g., in quantitative information flow [22]. Such approaches
allow some information leaks provided they are acceptable, i.e. of amplitude not beyond some
threshold; they have been studied in the framework of hyperproperties and hyperlogics [24, 13],
in particular by considering counting extensions of HyperLTL where the number of models
of a formula can be compared with some threshold.

In this article, we follow a different approach and base our work on the extensions of LTL
proposed in [2]. In the latter, the authors proposed a framework enriching the syntax and
semantics of LTL for reasoning about the quality of systems; the semantics of a formula is a
value in [0, 1] reflecting the quality of a trace, that is, at which extent it is satisfied by this
trace (0 when the formula is not satisfied at all and 1 when the formula is fully satisfied). Two
ways on how to reason about quality in the context of LTL are explored there. The first one,
the “propositional quality”, focuses on the different ways how a specification can be satisfied.
It is embodied by LTLprop, an extension of LTL with logical operators defined as mappings
over [0, 1]. The second one, the “temporal quality”, focuses on when eventualities are satisfied
and the corresponding LTL extension is LTLtemp. This latter considers temporal operators
with discount which makes it possible to assign different values to a formula depending on
when certain eventualities happen1.

We lift these qualitative extensions of LTL to the setting of hyperproperties. In the
Boolean setting, the models of a hyperproperty (e.g., a HyperLTL formula) are sets of traces.
Hence, a HyperLTL formula associates a Boolean value with each set of traces. To incorporate
quality, a formula thus must map each set of traces to a value in [0, 1]. We propose qualitative
extensions of HyperLTL, similar to the two logics LTLprop and LTLtemp wrt LTL, named
respectively HyperLTLprop and HyperLTLtemp. For the former, coming back to our example
above, the condition on observational determinism can be relaxed by requiring the difference
on low information to remain “small” all along the computation: a formula of HyperLTLprop
thus allows one to associate with a given system a propositional quality describing guarantees
about observational determinism. One may also consider as acceptable two traces that finally
differ quite far from their origin: this is enabled in HyperLTLtemp.

Our main objective is to study the model checking of the hyperlogics HyperLTLprop
and HyperLTLtemp. It consists in deciding whether the semantics of a (closed) formula is

1 We use different names for the two logics, to be consistent with the hyperlogics we introduce afterwards.
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above (or below) a given threshold v ∈ [0, 1] when the set of traces in consideration is the
one generated by a system (a Kripke structure). Qualitative model checking will therefore
indicates to which extent the set of traces of a Kripke structure satisfies a formula.

HyperLTLprop is studied in Section 3. We show that the semantics of a HyperLTLprop
formula can take only a finite set of values in [0, 1]. We use this crucial property to design an
automata-based model checking algorithm by building a non-deterministic Büchi automaton
(NBA) from a HyperLTLprop formula for which we test emptiness. This finiteness property
also implies that HyperLTLprop is not more expressive than HyperLTL.

For HyperLTLtemp, studied in Section 4, the situation is much more delicate as the set
of possible values of a formula is no longer finite. We develop nonetheless automata-based
techniques for model checking following two directions. We first solve an approximate model
checking problem for HyperLTLtemp that is correct modulo some ϵ term. We then consider
fragments of HyperLTLtemp for which we solve the exact model checking problem: the first
fragment allows arbitrary quantifier prefixes but limits the interplay between negations and
discounted operators. We show that in this case, the set of possible values, although infinite,
enjoys a nice structure allowing automata-based model checking. For the second fragment,
one considers arbitrary quantifier-free parts of formulas but forbid quantifier alternation. For
these two fragments, we provide examples showing that they are still sufficient to express
interesting hyperproperties on the quality of systems.

We describe our results in a weighted setting where systems (Kripke structures) that
generate traces associate with each timestep a mapping giving to atomic propositions a
weight in [0, 1], instead of just the subset of atomic propositions that currently hold. This
allows one to incorporate more meaningful qualitative reasoning since basic weights come
from the system description itself. For instance, weights can encode costs, time delays or
probabilities. A similar setting for LTL has been considered in [10].

Other kinds of logic than temporal logic, like HyperFO [14] that is a hyper-extension
of the first-order logic, could also be extended with quality. However, as advocated in [2],
weighted extensions of logics like FO (or even MSO, i.e. monadic second order logic) such as
wMSO [8] or wFO [3] are not very suitable to define specifications due to their undecidable
nature. Hence, we believe that a weighted extension of HyperFO [14] would not fit our goals.

Some of the proofs are given in the appendix.

2 Preliminaries

Kripke structures We let AP be a finite set of atomic propositions. We consider traces that
are infinite sequences of atomic propositions each weighted by a weight in [0, 1], i.e. elements
of ([0, 1]AP)ω. We denote T the set of all traces, and call TW the subset of traces where
all weights are taken in a finite set W ⊂ [0, 1]. A particular case is when W = {0, 1}, in
which case we recover the classical traces: we call such traces Boolean traces in the following.
Amongst all traces, we call lassos the ones of the form uvω with u, v ∈ ([0, 1]AP)∗ (a finite
word, followed by the infinite repetition of some finite word). We denote L the set of all
lassos, and LW if weights are restricted in W. For a trace t ∈ T, we write t[i] to refer to the
i-th element in t, for i ∈ N. We denote by t[i,∞] the suffix path starting at the i-th element.

A (weighted) Kripke structure is a tuple K = ⟨S,W, I,→, L⟩, where S is a finite set of
states, W ⊂ [0, 1] is a finite set of weights, I ⊆ S is the set of initial states, → ⊆ S × S is a
total transition relation, and L : S → WAP is a labeling function, assigning a weight to each
atomic proposition in each state. The weight can encode for example costs, time delays or
probabilities for the atomic propositions to be true. In case the weights are only 0 and 1,
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we recover the classical Kripke structures used, e.g., in the model checking of LTL: in this
article, we call such structures Boolean Kripke structures.

A path s in K is a sequence s = s0s1 · · · with s0 ∈ S and si → si+1 for all i ∈ N. Since →
is total, there are no deadlocks and thus all paths are of infinite length. The set of all traces
in K, denoted T(K), is defined as the set of traces t ∈ TW of the form t = L(s0)L(s1) · · · for
a path s0s1 · · · in K. L(K) denotes the set of all lassos of K, that is, traces from T(K) that
are lassos.

Büchi automata The model checking of LTL as well as HyperLTL, consisting in checking
whether a given (Boolean) Kripke structure satisfies a given closed formula, relies on automata-
based techniques. We recall here the automata used in this context.

A non-deterministic Büchi automaton (NBA) is a tuple A = ⟨Σ, Q,Q0, δ, F ⟩, where Σ is
a finite alphabet, Q is a finite set of states, Q0 ⊆ Q is the set of initial states, δ : Q× Σ → 2Q
is a transition function and F ⊆ Q is the set of accepting states. An infinite sequence
r = r0r1 · · · of states is called a run on a word w = w1w2 · · · ∈ Σω if r0 ∈ Q0 and for
every i ≥ 0, ri+1 ∈ δ(ri, wi+1). An NBA accepts a word if there exists a run r on it that
visits F infinitely often, i.e. for inf(r) = {q | ri = q for infinitely many i ∈ N}, it holds that
inf(r) ∩ F ̸= ∅. The accepted language of an NBA, denoted by L(A), is the set of words
accepted by A.

The emptiness problem of an NBA, i.e. deciding whether the accepted language is empty,
is decidable in linear time and is NLOGSPACE-complete [16].

Given a Kripke structure K defined over a set AP of atomic propositions and a finite set of
weights W, one can define an NBA AK over the alphabet WAP accepting the language T(K).

HyperLTL The logic HyperLTL, a hyperlogic extension of Linear Time Logic (LTL) was
introduced in [6]. It extends LTL with universal and existential quantifiers over traces
allowing to express properties on several traces. Models for HyperLTL formulas are then
sets of traces and not individual traces. Hence, the set of all models of a HyperLTL formula
is a set of sets of traces, a hyperproperty.

We let V be the infinite set of (trace) variables. The formulas of HyperLTL are defined
by the following grammar, for all atomic propositions p ∈ AP and variables π ∈ V:

ψ ::= ∃π ψ | ∀π ψ | φ φ ::= pπ | ¬φ | φ ∨ φ | Xφ | φU φ

As usual, additional operators can be derived : φ1 ∧φ2 = ¬((¬φ1) ∨ (¬φ2)), true = pπ ∨ ¬pπ
and false = ¬true, φ1 → φ2 = ¬φ1 ∨ φ2, φ1 ↔ φ2 = (φ1 → φ2) ∨ (φ2 → φ1), the Finally
operator Fφ = true U φ, and the Globally operator Gφ = ¬ F(¬φ).

If ψ = Q1π1 · · ·Qnπnφ for Qi ∈ {∃,∀} for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and φ quantifier-free, we call φ
the quantifier-free part of ψ.

We know explain the semantics of HyperLTL formulas over (weighted) traces. This differs
from the classical semantics of HyperLTL associating with each formula a set of traces. We
recover an equivalent definition in the case of a Boolean Kripke structure. Given a trace
assignment Π over T, mapping trace variables to traces, and a non-empty set of traces T ⊆ T
used as a ranging set for quantified variables2, the semantics JψKT (Π) of a formula ψ, called

2 Notice that we do not require Π to map variables to the restricted set of traces T .
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the satisfaction value of ψ over T given Π, is the weight in [0, 1] defined recursively as:

JpπKT (Π) = Π(π)[0](p) J¬φKT (Π) = 1 − JφKT (Π)
Jφ1 ∨ φ2KT (Π) = max(Jφ1KT (Π), Jφ2KT (Π)) JXφKT (Π) = JφKT (Π[1,∞])

Jφ1 U φ2KT (Π) = sup
i≥0

(
min

(
Jφ2KT (Π[i,∞]), min

0≤j<i
Jφ1KT (Π[j,∞])

))
J∀π ψKT (Π) = inf

t∈T
JψKT (Π[π 7→ t]) J∃π ψKT (Π) = sup

t∈T
JψKT (Π[π 7→ t])

where Π[π 7→ t] is the trace assignment identical to Π except that it maps π to t, and Π[i,∞]
denotes the suffix trace assignment, defined for all variables π as Π[i,∞](π) = Π(π)[i,∞].
In case of a trace assignment that only contains Boolean traces (that we call Boolean
assignments), it is easy to see that the semantics of HyperLTL formulas coincides with the
classical semantics of HyperLTL, i.e. maps all Boolean assignments to 0 or 1 such that the
set of assignments mapped to 1 are the ones satisfying the formula.

As one may expect, for the existentially quantified formula ∃π ψ, when ψ in which π

is set to some trace t is evaluated to 1, then so is ∃π ψ. Hence, existential quantification
is intuitively a disjunction over the set of all traces from T and thus, corresponds to a
supremum. Universal quantification is defined dually as an infimum.

The semantics of the additional operators F and G are as follows: JFφKT (Π) =
supi≥0JφKT (Π[i,∞]) and JGφKT (Π) = infi≥0JφKT (Π[i,∞]).

For a closed formula ψ (i.e. without free variables), the satisfaction value of ψ over a
Kripke structure K is the value JψKT(K)([ ]) (denoted simply JψKT(K) from now on) taken over
the empty assignment [ ].

3 Propositional quality for HyperLTL

3.1 Definitions and examples
In the same way that HyperLTL is built upon LTL, HyperLTLprop corresponds to the hyper-
logic extension of the linear temporal logic LTLprop, for LTL with propositional quality [2].3
This logic generalises LTL by replacing the Boolean operators by a set F of arbitrary functions
over [0,1]. Hence, the syntax of LTL is enriched by the construct f(φ1, . . . , φk) for f ∈ F ,
the temporal operators remaining the same. Strictly speaking, it is then a family of logics,
parameterized by F . Hence, beyond classical Boolean operators (∨,∧,¬) that can obviously
be defined as such functions (and that we thus suppose to always be members of F), the
set F can contain quantitative functions like ⊕α and ▽α for α ∈ [0, 1], that associates with
x and y the weighted sum x⊕α y = αx+ (1 − α)y and the scalar multiplication ▽αx = αx.
Intuitively, the functions in F allow one to give weights to subformulas, i.e. parts of our
specification, to moderate their “effect” in the formula where they occur. Let us point out
that with such operators the semantics for formulas indeed belongs to the interval [0, 1].

To reason about the propositional quality of hyperproperties, we introduce HyperLTLprop,
a logic generalising both HyperLTL and LTLprop. A similar attempt has been achieved in
[11] to lift LTLprop to the setting of alternating-time temporal logic to be able to quantify
over strategies of agents in a multi-agent system: the same kind of fuzzy functions are added
to talk about the quality in strategic reasoning.

3 This logic is called LTL[F ] in [2].
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▶ Definition 1. Assuming F is a finite set of function symbols, the syntax of HyperLTLprop
is given by

ψ ::= ∀π ψ | ∃π ψ | φ φ ::= true | false | pπ | f(φ, . . . , φ) | Xφ | φU φ

for all p ∈ AP, π ∈ V, and f ∈ F . These functions f being interpreted as mappings
from [0, 1]k to [0, 1] (for functions of arity k), the HyperLTL semantics is extended for
HyperLTLprop as

Jf(φ1, . . . , φk)KT (Π) = f(Jφ1KT (Π), . . . , JφkKT (Π))

for all trace assignments Π over T, and non-empty sets of traces T ⊆ T.

We give two examples showing that this extension of HyperLTL with propositional
quality allows to model hyperproperties with a very different flavour than other quantitative
extensions of HyperLTL (like counting extensions considered in [13]). The two first examples
deal with Boolean Kriple structures, while the last one is a more general example that can
be applied to a weighted Kripke structure.

▶ Example 2. We propose some quantitative versions of the observational determinism prop-
erty presented in the introduction. First, let us formally define the subformula samelow(π, π′)
of the formula φOD, having two free variables π and π′, as

∧
p∈low pπ ↔ pπ′ , where low

is the subset of "low sensitivity" atomic propositions. To compute the propositional qual-
ity of observational determinism, we adapt this formula by using the ⊕ weighted func-
tion in order to express the ratio of the agreement of two traces at the current step:
ratiolow(π, π′) :=

⊕
p∈low

1
|low| (pπ ↔ pπ′). Then, the formula G ratiolow(π, π′) aggregates

these values at every step by considering an infimum. Thus, we can modify formula φOD to
compute the smallest total ratio separating two traces of the system that agree on the first
step, thus relaxing the Boolean observational determinism:

∀π ∀π′ samelow(π, π′) → G ratiolow(π, π′)

One may use the interval [0, 1] in a less strict way and split it into several pieces, each of
them encoding different “truth” status of the specification. For instance, we can refine this
formula by separating the values 1 obtained when the system non trivially fulfils observational
determinism from the degenerated case where there are no two different traces which agree
on the low atomic propositions on the first step:

φprop
OD = ∀π ∀π′ ▽1

2
G ratiolow(π, π′) ∨ ▽3

4
(¬samelow(π, π′) ∨ π = π′)

where the subformula π = π′ is used as a shortcut for the Boolean formula G(
∧
p∈AP pπ ↔ pπ′).

Here we get half of the smallest ratio of corresponding low atomic propositions (and thus
a value in interval [0, 1/2]), if there are two different traces which agree on the low atomic
propositions of the first step, or 3

4 (any value outside of [0, 1/2] could be convenient) if
there are no such traces. The universal quantifications in the formula correspond to some
minimisation and thus enable to consider the worst-case scenario. We could also consider
the formula ∀π ∀π′ samelow(π, π′) → F G(ratiolow(π, π′)) with the addition of an operator
F to compute a lim sup ratio, allowing for traces to vary a lot at the beginning, as long as
they become close on the long term. ◀

▶ Example 3. We present also a modification of the non-inference property φNI from the
introduction. First, the subformula Λhigh(π′) can be described as λπ′ ∧

∧
p/∈low∪{λ} ¬pπ′ .
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Then, to describe the propositional quality of non-inference, we could ask whether, for every
trace, we can find another trace with λ as the only high atomic proposition, but which
behaves almost the same for a low user. This approximation in the quality can be obtained
by using a new weighted function threshold>k(x), with k ∈ [0, 1] that equals 1 if x is greater
than k, and 0 otherwise. The non-inference can then be relaxed as follows:

φprop
NI = ∀π ∃π′ G Λhigh(π′) ∧ threshold>k(ratiolow(π, π′))

The semantics of the formula is Boolean, though it uses weighted functions to compute it. ◀

▶ Example 4. As a last example, we demonstrate what happens when we deal with a
weighted Kripke structure that maps every atomic proposition to a probability that it
holds in a given state. We can replace the formula ratiolow(π, π′) of Example 2 by its
probabilistic version:

∧
p∈low f(pπ, pπ′), where f is the mapping defined for x, y ∈ [0, 1] by

f(x, y) = xy + (1 − x)(1 − y), giving the probability that pπ and pπ′ are the same, x being
the probability of pπ, and y of pπ′ . By considering the formula G

( ∧
p∈low f(pπ, pπ′)

)
, we

thus compute the smallest probability over all steps that low atomic propositions coincide.
The formula below thus computes the smallest such probability over any two traces:

∀π ∀π′ samelow(π, π′) → G
( ∧
p∈low

f(pπ, pπ′)
)

If the semantics of this formula is 1, the system fulfils observational determinism. If the
semantics of this formula is 0, the system contains two traces where a certain proposition p

differs with probability 1 at some position. The values between 0 and 1 give a probabilistic
quality of observational determinism: value 1/2, e.g., means that in any two traces, at any
position, and for any low atomic proposition, the probability that the proposition coincides
is at least 1/2. ◀

3.2 A finite-valued property
We fix in this section a finite set W of weights in [0, 1]. Even though the family F may
contain functions ranging over the whole interval [0, 1], it turns out that every HyperLTLprop
formula ψ enjoys a finite-valued property: it has only a finite number of possible satisfaction
values, that is {JψKT (Π) | Π: V ⇀ TW, T ⊆ TW non empty} (denoted VW(JψK) from now
on) is finite. Moreover, this set can be computationally over-approximated. This has been
shown for LTLprop in [2, Lemma 2.5] (when W = {0, 1}), and we extend the proof here to
HyperLTLprop; this property will be used afterwards in our model checking algorithm.

▶ Definition 5. For any HyperLTLprop formula ψ, the set VW(ψ) included in [0, 1] is defined
inductively by:

VW(pπ) = W ∪ {0, 1} VW(Xφ) = VW(φ) VW(φ1 U φ2) = VW(φ1) ∪ VW(φ2)
VW(f(φ1, . . . , φk)) = {f(v1, . . . , vk) | v1 ∈ VW(φ1), . . . , vk ∈ VW(φk)}
VW(∀π ψ) = VW(∃π ψ) = VW(ψ)

for p ∈ AP, π ∈ V, f ∈ F .

This set VW(ψ) turns out to be finite as, essentially, the number of approximated
satisfaction values only depends on #ψ, the number of occurrences of atomic propositions
in the formula ψ. For instance, #(pπ U f(pπ, qπ, pπ′)) = 4 since the formula uses atomic
propositions pπ (twice), qπ and pπ′ .
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▶ Lemma 6. For all formulas ψ of HyperLTLprop, VW(JψK) ⊆ VW(ψ) and |VW(ψ)| ≤ |W|#ψ.

The exponential bound is tight, since it is already so for LTLprop [2]. In general the
inclusion VW(JψK) ⊆ VW(ψ) is strict, as shown in the appendix (Example 30). Indeed, it is
not surprising that the set VW(ψ) is a strict over-approximation of the possible satisfaction
values of ψ as the satisfiability for HyperLTL (and thus of HyperLTLprop) is undecidable [12].
Note that, as a consequence of this result, in the semantics of HyperLTLprop, the various
occurrences of operators inf and sup can be replaced by min and max respectively.

3.3 The model checking problem for HyperLTLprop

The natural generalisation of the model checking of HyperLTL to HyperLTLprop is as follows

▶ Definition 7. Given a Kripke structure K, a closed HyperLTLprop formula ψ, and a
rational threshold v ∈ [0, 1], the model checking problem is to decide whether JψKT(K) ≥ v (or
whether JψKT(K) ≤ v, depending on the cases of interest).

We propose a model checking algorithm for HyperLTLprop. Its complexity will be non
elementary with a tower of exponentials depending on the number of quantifier alternations
of the HyperLTL formula. It relies, as a base case, on the construction proposed in [2]
(Theorem 2.9 for the Boolean case, and section 3.1 for the extension to weighted Kripke
structures) to translate a formula of LTLprop run on a Kripke structure into an NBA:

▶ Proposition 8 ([2]). Let φ be an LTLprop formula, K be a Kripke structure, and P ⊆ [0, 1].
There exists an NBA AP

K,φ such that for every trace t ∈ T(K), it holds that JφK(t) ∈ P

iff AP
K,φ accepts t. Furthermore, AP

K,φ has at most |W||φ|2 |φ| states where W is the set of
weights in K, and |φ| is the size of φ.

In this proposition, the set P can take various forms, provided that testing membership in P
of values in [0, 1] is decidable, so that the NBA AP

K,φ is computable. For instance, if P is of
the form [0, a) or (a, 1], with some rational number a, the membership test can be performed.

From this, to decide the model checking problem JψKT(K) ≥ v for a given HyperLTLprop

formula ψ and a Kripke structure K, we build an NBA A[0,v)
K,ψ and check the emptiness of its

language. We base the construction of this NBA on two crucial ideas used before separately.
First, we make use of the NBA from Proposition 8 on a Krikpe structure obtained as a
product of multiple copies of K (to deal with the quantified variables of ψ), by treating the
quantifier-free part of a HyperLTLprop formula as an LTLprop formula (as done in [6] for
HyperLTL model checking). Second, following the semantics of a quantified formula, we
compute inf and sup over T(K), by checking finitely many values, as VW(ψ) is finite (with
W the set of weights in K).

For the first step, we explain how to treat a non-quantified formula of HyperLTLprop as a
formula of LTLprop over an extended set of atomic propositions. Formally, for all n ∈ N, we
will consider trace variables π1, . . . , πn, and denote by APi = {pπi | p ∈ AP} the set of atomic
propositions indexed by the trace variable πi. We then let AP≤n be the set

⋃
1≤i≤n APi.

Notice that AP≤0 is empty. Hence, a non-quantified formula ψ of HyperLTLprop, having
π1, . . . , πm as free variables, can be considered as a formula of LTLprop, a trace assignment
being encoded as a single trace as follows:

▶ Definition 9. Let Π = [π1 7→ t1, . . . , πn 7→ tn] be a trace assignment with ti ∈ T(K) for
all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. The trace tΠ is an element of (WAP≤n)ω and is defined for all k ∈ N, for all
1 ≤ i ≤ n, for all p ∈ AP, by (tΠ[k])(pπi) = (ti[k])(p).
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By an inductive generalisation of Proposition 8, we are then able to obtain:

▶ Proposition 10. Let ψ be a HyperLTLprop formula, P ⊆ [0, 1], and K be a Kripke structure.
We can build an NBA AP

K,ψ such that L(AP
K,ψ) is the set of traces tΠ, with Π an assignment of

free variables to traces of K, such that JψKT(K)(Π) ∈ P . The size of AP
K,ψ is non-elementary,

with the tower of exponentials of linear height in the number of quantifier alternations of ψ.

Note that for a closed formula and thus, the empty trace assignment, the NBA AK,ψ can
accept at most the unique trace t[ ] defined as uω with u the mapping of empty domain. As
a corollary, for a closed HyperLTLprop formula ψ, we obtain:

▶ Theorem 11. The model checking problem of HyperLTLprop is decidable with a non-
elementary complexity.

The height of the tower of exponentials in the non elementary complexity depends only
on the number of quantifier alternations, similarly to the case of HyperLTL [6]. Notice, as
a final corollary, that we also obtain the decidability of the model checking problem for
HyperLTL over weighted Kripke structures (which was not known so far, to the best of our
knowledge), since HyperLTL is a fragment of HyperLTLprop:

▶ Corollary 12. The model checking problem of HyperLTL (over weighted Kripke structures)
is decidable with a non-elementary complexity.

3.4 Expressiveness of HyperLTLprop in the Boolean case
In this section, we focus on Boolean Kripke structures, and we show that any HyperLTLprop
formula can be translated into a somewhat equivalent HyperLTL formula. This is an
extension of the analogous result for LTLprop and LTL [2]. This implies HyperLTLprop is not
more expressive than HyperLTL. However, it makes it a lot easier to express quantitative
specifications, since the resulting HyperLTL formulas get very big and not very intuitive.

▶ Theorem 13. For every P ⊆ [0, 1] and HyperLTLprop formula ψ, there exists a HyperLTL
formula Bool(ψ, P ) such that for all subset T ⊆ T{0,1} and trace assignments Π, JψKT (Π) ∈ P

iff JBool(ψ, P )KT (Π) = 1. Moreover, Bool(ψ, P ) has size at most O(2(k+2)|φ|) if k is the
quantifier depth of φ, and φ is the quantifier-free part of ψ.

The proof of this theorem heavily uses the fact that the formula ψ has only finitely many
possible satisfaction values and thus, that only those which also belong to P matter. Hence,
as a first step, it is possible to consider P by means of each of its elements c that is also a
possible satisfaction value of ψ. Then, recursively it is possible to define Bool(ψ, {c}) as a
Boolean combination of some Bool(φi, Pi) where φi is an subformula of ψ and Pi is a subset
of P defined relatively to c.

Some Boolean functions can only be expressed by exponential size Boolean formulas [20].
Therefore, as noticed in [2] already, the translation of an LTLprop formula to an equivalent
LTL formula can grow exponentially: in our setting, there exists a sequence of quantifier-free
formulas φ, of growing length, and a predicate P ⊆ [0, 1] such that |Bool(φ, P )| ∈ Ω(2|φ|).
In [2, Theorem 2.8], again in the case of LTLprop, a thorough discussion on the complexity of
computing Bool(φ, P ) explains that the computation can be performed in PSPACE (under
reasonable assumptions on the complexity of the functions f that appear in the formula),
and that a super-polynomial blow-up (i.e. at least |φ|c for all constants c) is unavoidable.

The above translation of a HyperLTLprop formula ψ into an equivalent Boolean HyperLTL
formula (whose model checking is non elementary [6]) yields an alternative model checking
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algorithm for HyperLTLprop, with non-elementary complexity. However the height of ex-
ponentials depends on the number of quantifiers in ψ (instead on the number of quantifier
alternations in Theorem 10); indeed, the number of alternations in Bool(ψ, P ) depends on the
number of quantifiers in the original formula ψ (and not only on its number of alternations).

4 Temporal quality for HyperLTL

4.1 Definitions and examples
In this section we consider another qualitative extension of HyperLTL named HyperLTLtemp
(for HyperLTL with temporal quality). This logic is based upon LTLtemp, another qualitative
extension of LTL proposed in [2]4. This latter generalises LTL by considering new temporal
operators Uη where η is taken from a set D of discounting sequences which parameterises
the logic: (ηi)i∈N is a discounting sequence if for all i, ηi ∈ [0, 1], limi→∞ ηi = 0, and η is
decreasing. Note, that this implies in particular that ηi > 0 for all i ∈ N. Common examples
for discounting sequences are ηi = αi, for some α ∈ (0, 1), and ηi = 1

i+1 .
In contrast to propositional quality which allows to mitigate the weights of subformulas,

temporal quality aims to give weights depending on when events happen. Intuitively, for a
formula φ1 Uη φ2, the further φ2 is considered the least its value will impact the value of
φ1 Uη φ2.

▶ Definition 14. Assuming D is a finite set of discounting sequences, the syntax of
HyperLTLtemp is given by

ψ ::= ∀π ψ | ∃π ψ | φ φ ::= pπ | ¬φ | φ ∨ φ | Xφ | φU φ | φUη φ

for all p ∈ AP, π ∈ V, and η ∈ D. The HyperLTL semantics is extended for HyperLTLtemp as

Jφ1 Uη φ2KT (Π) = sup
i≥0

(
min

(
ηi Jφ2KT (Π[i,∞]), min

0≤j<i
(ηj Jφ1KT (Π[j,∞]))

))
for all trace assignments Π over T, and a non-empty set of traces T ⊆ T.

We add as syntactic sugar the operators Fη φ = true Uη φ and Gη φ = ¬ Fη ¬φ. Their
semantics can be simplified as

JFη φKT (Π) = sup
i≥0

(ηi JφKT (Π[i,∞])) and JGη φKT (Π) = infi≥0(1−ηi (1−JφKT (Π[i,∞])))

We propose now two examples showing this extension of HyperLTL with temporal quality
allows to model hyperproperties; again it has a very different flavour than other quantitative
extensions of HyperLTL as the ones from [13], for instance:

▶ Example 15. We can formulate another version of observational determinism in the logic
HyperLTLtemp. We refine φOD by replacing the global operator with a discounted one:

φtemp
OD = ∀π ∀π′ samelow(π, π′) → Gη samelow(π, π′)︸ ︷︷ ︸

φ′

(3)

Note that, since discounted sequences are injective, the subformula φ′ gives information
about the moment where the two traces π and π′ disagree on low atomic propositions. The

4 This logic is called LTLDisc[D] in that paper.
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prefix of universal quantifiers captures this earliest moment in the full system. This could be
of practical interest since the further in the future we leak information about secrets, the less
probable a malicious adversary will dedicate that much time on an attack. So this amounts
to verify that the satisfaction value of φtemp

OD is greater than a certain value. ◀

▶ Example 16. We can also formulate another version of non-inference in HyperLTLtemp.
We refine the formula φNI by discounting the second part of the formula on the equality of
low atomic propositions:

φtemp
NI = ∀π ∃π′ G Λhigh(π′) ∧ Gη samelow(π, π′) (4)

For a Boolean Kripke structure K, it computes either 1 if the non-inference is satisfied, or
1 − ηi where i corresponds to the greatest value where every possible trace t ∈ T(K) has a
trace t′ ∈ T(K) satisfying G Λhigh(t′) and samelow(t, t′) until step i. Hence, it computes a
value giving us the longest possible time where the non-inference is satisfied in K. ◀

4.2 Model checking for HyperLTLtemp

The model checking for HyperLTLtemp aims to compare with some threshold the semantical
value of a formula when applied to the set of traces of some Kripke structure.

For computability reasons, we assume from now on that the discounting sequences (ηi)i∈N
are recursively enumerable sequences of rational numbers. Being recursively enumerable and
strictly decreasing, the elements of such a sequence form therefore a recursive set of rationals.

Notice that, even in the case of Boolean Kripke structures, there is no hope to apply the
strategy used in Section 3.4 to model check HyperLTLprop by translating a formula and a
threshold to an equivalent Boolean HyperLTL formula. Indeed, it is already impossible to
find an equivalent LTL formula for an LTLtemp formula, since LTLtemp formulas can generate
non ω-regular languages, as noticed in [2] and recalled in the example below.

▶ Example 17. Consider for instance the formula φ = G(Fη p) ∨ F G ¬p. For a trace
t ∈ T{0,1}, either JφK(t) = 1 if p is seen only finitely often in t (with weight 1), or JφK(t) =
lim infk ηik+1−ik−1 where (ik)k∈N is the sequence of positions where p holds in t. In particular,
JφK(t) is always different from 0 when t is a lasso trace; however JφK(t) could be equal to 0
for some non-lasso trace t, for instance when ik = k2. This shows that the language of the
traces t such that JφK(t) = 0 is not ω-regular as it is non empty, yet does not contain any
lasso trace (although, there exist lassos with a semantics arbitrarily close to 0). ◀

Nonetheless, the notion of lassos remains useful regarding model checking purposes and
we introduce the notion of lasso assignments:

▶ Definition 18. A trace assignment Π is a lasso assignment if for all trace variables π
where it is defined, Π(π) ∈ L. Equivalently, the associated trace tΠ is also a lasso.

Over lasso assignments, we show that Büchi automata can be used to describe the set
of traces satisfying some HyperLTLtemp formula wrt some threshold. This will also imply
that, on a semantical point of view, formulas coincide when interpreted over traces and over
lassos, and thus, will provide some automata-based tools to decide model checking for some
fragments of HyperLTLtemp.

Automata models for HyperLTLtemp The following result from [2] (Theorem 4.6, and
section 5.1 for the extension to weighted Kripke structures) relates models of LTLtemp
formulas in a Krikpe structure, and traces accepted by some NBA.



12 Reasoning about Quality in Hyperproperties

▶ Proposition 19 ([2]). Given an LTLtemp formula φ, a Kripke structure K, and a threshold
v ∈ [0, 1], for an ordering relation ▷◁ in {<,>}, there exists an NBA A▷◁v

K,φ such that for
every trace t ∈ T:
1. If JφK(t) ▷◁ v, then A▷◁v

K,φ accepts t.
2. If A▷◁v

K,φ accepts t and t is a lasso, then JφK(t) ▷◁ v.

We build upon this result by extending it to formulas with quantifiers, and going from
the classical semantics (in the first item) to the lasso semantics (in the second item). We use
the same encodings of trace assignments as described in Section 3.3 for HyperLTLprop.

▶ Lemma 20. For an ordering relation ▷◁ in {<,>} and ▷◁ its reflexive closure, for all
formulas ψ of HyperLTLtemp, for all Kripke structures K, for all v ∈ [0, 1], we can build an
NBA A▷◁v

K,ψ such that for every trace assignment Π over the free variables of ψ, it holds that:
1. if JψKT(K)(Π) ▷◁ v and all traces in Π belong to T(K), then A▷◁v

K,ψ accepts tΠ;
2. if A▷◁v

K,ψ accepts a lasso tΠ, then all traces in Π belong to L(K) and JψKL(K)(Π) ▷◁ v.

If we only count the dependency in the quantifier part of HyperLTLtemp, the NBA A▷◁v
K,ψ

has a size that is bounded by a tower of exponentials of height depending linearly on the
quantifier alternation of ψ. Thanks to this technical result, we obtain as expected:

▶ Corollary 21. For all formulas ψ of HyperLTLtemp, Kripke structures K, and lasso
assignments Π such that Π(π) ∈ L(K) for all free variables π in ψ, JψKT(K)(Π) = JψKL(K)(Π).

Proof. The proof is by induction on the quantifier depth of the formula ψ.
If ψ is non quantified, the result is trivial since no quantifications remains to be evaluated.
If ψ = ∃π ψ′, by definition of the semantics of the existential quantifier, and then by

induction hypothesis, we have JψKT(K)(Π) ≥ JψKL(K)(Π). Suppose that the inequality is
strict, and let v ∈ (JψKL(K)(Π), JψKT(K)(Π)). Since JψKT(K)(Π) > v, by Lemma 20.1, tΠ is
then accepted by A>v

K,ψ. Now, by Lemma 20.2, since Π is a lasso assignment, JψKL(K)(Π) ≥ v,
which contradicts the hypothesis that v > JψKL(K)(Π).

If ψ = ∀π ψ′, by definition and by induction hypothesis, we have JψKT(K)(Π) ≤ JψKL(K)(Π).
Suppose that the inequality is strict, and let v ∈ (JψKT(K)(Π), JψKL(K)(Π)). By Lemma 20.1,
tΠ is then accepted by A<v

K,ψ. Now, by Lemma 20.2, as Π is a lasso assignment, JψKL(K)(Π) ≤
v < JψKL(K)(Π). Contradiction. ◀

In Example 17, notice that although all lassos are associated by φ with a positive
semantics, we indeed get J∀π φKL(K) = 0 by a convergence phenomenon. In contrast, we have
also J∀π φKT(K) = 0 as there exists (non-lasso) traces associated by φ with a zero semantics.

Issues relative to automata-based model checking In [2], the model checking problem
amounts to deciding whether all traces of a Kripke structure K have a semantics wrt to an
LTLtemp formula φ greater than or equal to a threshold v. This translates to our setting in
deciding whether J∀π φKT(K) ≥ v. They check this by testing emptiness of the NBA A<v

K,φ:
this is correct because of item 2 of Proposition 19, since if A<v

K,φ would accept a lasso t, it
would be such that JφK(t) < v.

In the setting of HyperLTLtemp, this leads to two difficulties. First, the second item of
our Lemma 20 is weaker than the one of Proposition 19 as the comparison with the value v is
no longer strict, preventing the same argument as before in LTLtemp. Second, our formulas
contain ∀ and ∃ quantifiers (whose semantics are sup and inf operators) and thus, we should
be able to solve the model checking problems JψKT(K) ≥ v and JψKT(K) ≤ v, for a closed
formula ψ. Once again, the reasoning above fails in this case since it is not true a priori that
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J∀π φKT(K) ≤ v if and only if the NBA A>v
K,φ has an empty language. We demonstrate this

more carefully in the example below.

▶ Example 22. We continue Example 17. Consider φπ = G(Fη pπ) ∨ F G ¬pπ, and ψ =
∀π φπ. As we discussed, for a trivial Kripke structure K allowing every trace, we have
JψKT(K) = JψKL(K) = 0: there exist witnesses t ∈ T(K) where φπ evaluates to 0, but no such
witness is a lasso of K. For this formula, we would like to solve the model checking problem
JψKT(K) ≤ 0 (which indeed implies that JψKT(K) = 0). If we would use Lemma 20, this would
require to build the NBA A>0

K,ψ to check its emptiness. This automaton could be obtained
by computing first the NBA A>0

K,φπ that accepts all lassos, complementing it (obtaining then
an NBA with empty language) before taking the intersection with the traces generated by K,
then projecting away the trace π, and finally, complementing it again. The so-obtained NBA
accepts the trace t[ ], and the model checking algorithm would thus wrongly declare that
JψKT(K) > 0. ◀

We therefore cannot directly rely on the construction of an NBA to fully and exactly
model check HyperLTLtemp. However, we propose two kinds of solutions in the rest of this
section based on automata. First, we relax the problem, solving approximate model checking;
second, we study several fragments for which the (exact) model checking task can be solved.

Approximate model checking We weaken the model checking problem to only give an
approximate solution instead:

▶ Definition 23. The approximate model checking of HyperLTLtemp (associated with the ex-
act problem JψKT(K) ≥ v) is the following: given a Kripke structure K, a closed HyperLTLprop
formula ψ, a rational threshold v ∈ [0, 1], and a rational approximation factor ε > 0, it
answers positively when JψKT(K) ≥ v + ε, negatively when JψKT(K) ≤ v − ε, and arbitrarily
otherwise. We can consider alternatively the symmetric question associated with the exact
question JψKT(K) ≤ v.

▶ Theorem 24. The approximate model checking of HyperLTLtemp is decidable with a
non-elementary complexity.

Proof. Let K be a Kripke structure, ψ be a closed HyperLTLprop formula, v ∈ [0, 1] a
rational threshold, and ε > 0 a rational approximation factor. Thanks to Corollary 21,
JψKT(K) = JψKL(K). Consider then the NBA A<v

K,ψ of Lemma 20. Note that, since ψ is closed,
it runs on trace assignments over no traces: it either accepts the single infinite trace t[] that
is a lasso (and thus, it is not empty), or it rejects it (and then, it is empty). The approximate
model checking algorithm amounts to test emptiness for A<v

K,ψ. Indeed, if JψKT(K) ≥ v + ε,
i.e. JψKL(K) ≥ v+ ε, we have JψKL(K) ≤ v for no lassos, and thus (by property 2 of Lemma 20)
the NBA A<v

K,ψ cannot accept any lasso: the emptiness check of this NBA declares that its
language is empty and the algorithm answers positively. Symmetrically, if JψKT(K) ≤ v − ε,
i.e. JψKL(K) ≤ v − ε, we have JψKL(K) ≤ v, and thus the single infinite lasso fulfills that; then,
by property 2 of Lemma 20, it is accepted by the NBA A<v

K,ψ: the emptiness check of this
NBA declares that its language is non empty. Hence, the algorithm answers negatively. ◀

We now show in the next two subsections the fragments of HyperLTLtemp for which one
can answer the (exact) model checking problem.
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Model checking of the positive and negative fragments We propose two first fragments
for which we show the decidability of model checking. One is the fragment where negation is
no longer allowed in HyperLTLtemp formulas above Uη operator. For this reason, we call
this restriction the positive fragment.

▶ Definition 25. The fragment HyperLTL+
temp of HyperLTLtemp is the subset of formulas ψ

described by the grammar (where p ∈ AP, π ∈ V, and η ∈ D):

ψ ::= ∃π ψ | ∀π ψ | φ φ ::= β | φ ∨ φ | φ ∧ φ | Xφ | φU φ | φUη φ

β ::= pπ | ¬β | β ∨ β | Xβ | β U β (Boolean LTL formulas)

The two model checking problems we solve for HyperLTL+
temp are the following ones:

given a closed formula ψ of HyperLTL+
temp, a Kripke structure K and a threshold v ∈ [0, 1],

decide if JψKT(K) ≥ v;
given a closed formula ψ of HyperLTL+

temp, a Kripke structure K and a threshold v ∈ (0, 1],
decide if JψKT(K) ≤ v. 5

In a symmetric fashion, we can define the fragment HyperLTL−
temp obtained by considering

negations of formulas of HyperLTL+
temp. By pushing negations, this corresponds to the syntax

ψ ::= ∃π ψ | ∀π ψ | φ φ ::= β | φ ∨ φ | φ ∧ φ | Xφ | φR φ | φRη φ

β ::= pπ | ¬β | β ∨ β | Xβ | β U β (Boolean LTL formulas)

where the semantics of the release operators R and Rη is obtained by a negation of the until
operators, as usual. The model checking problems that we solve for this dual fragment are
the following ones: given a closed formula ψ of HyperLTL−

temp, a Kripke structure K and a
threshold v ∈ [0, 1] (resp. v ∈ [0, 1)), decide if JψKT(K) ≤ v (resp. JψKT(K) ≥ v).

The formula φtemp
OD of Example 15 is in the fragment HyperLTL−

temp. Indeed, the negation
of the formula can be rewritten as ψ := ∃π ∃π′ samelow(π, π′) ∧ Fη ¬samelow(π, π′), where
samelow(π, π′) is a Boolean LTL formula, and the operator Fη does not involve any negation.
This formula belongs to HyperLTL+

temp. To model check the formula φtemp
OD against a

threshold ≥ v (resp. ≤ v), it suffices to model check the formula ψ of HyperLTL+
temp against

the threshold ≤ 1 − v (resp. ≥ 1 − v). Similarly, the formula φtemp
NI of Example 16 is in the

fragment HyperLTL−
temp.

The first ingredient for decidability of the model checking comes from Corollary 21. This
allows us to only model check the lasso semantics, which can faithfully be done by using
an automata-based construction. Another ingredient is the characterisation of the set of
possible satisfaction values that can generate a positive formula, helping us controlling the
convergence phenomena in infimums/supremums of the semantics. To make this ingredient
more precise, we introduce, for all k ∈ N, finite sets H ⊆ D, and finite sets W ⊂ [0, 1], the
infinite set of values

Vk,H,W = {0, 1} ∪ W ∪ {w ×
∏k′

ℓ=1 η
(ℓ)
iℓ

| w ∈ W, k′ ≤ k, (iℓ)1≤ℓ≤k′ ∈ Nk′
, (η(ℓ))1≤ℓ≤k′ ∈ Hk′}

This set has the following properties, using as natural hypotheses that we only consider
computable discounted sequences η:

▶ Lemma 26. For all k ∈ N, finite sets H ⊆ D, and finite sets W ⊂ [0, 1],

5 Notice that the threshold 0 is not allowed here, to avoid convergence issues.
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for all a ∈ (0, 1), the set Vk,H,W ∩ [a, 1] is finite and computable;
every non-decreasing sequence of Vk,H,W is stationary;
every non-increasing sequence of Vk,H,W either converges to 0 or is stationary.

Proof. Let a ∈ (0, 1). Since the functions η ∈ H are decreasing and H is finite, there
is i0 ∈ N such that for all i ≥ i0 and η ∈ H, η(i) < a. Thus, Vk,H,W ∩ [a, 1] ⊆ {1} ∪ W
∪ {w ×

∏
ℓ≤k′ ηiℓ | w ∈ W, k′ ≤ k, ∀ℓ ≤ k iℓ ≤ i0, η ∈ H} is finite and enumerable.

Let (un) be a non-decreasing sequence of Vk,H,W. Thus, it has values in Vk,H,W ∩ [u0, 1]
that is finite, and thus is stationary.
Let (un) be a non-increasing sequence of Vk,H,W. If the sequence does not converge to 0,
it has a positive lower bound a, and thus has values in [a, 1]. Since this set is finite, the
sequence is stationary. ◀

Moreover, this set can indeed be used to obtain an over-approximation of the set of
satisfaction values of a formula in HyperLTL+

temp.

▶ Lemma 27. Let ψ be a formula of HyperLTL+
temp. Let kψ be the depth of Uη operators,

and Hψ be the finite set of functions η appearing in these operators. Let W ⊂ [0, 1] be a finite
set. Then, for all T ⊆ TW, and Π assignments to traces of TW, JψKT (Π) ∈ Vkψ,Hψ,W.

This is enough to obtain an automata-based algorithm to model check HyperLTL+
temp

and HyperLTL−
temp:

▶ Theorem 28. The model checking problems for HyperLTL+
temp and HyperLTL−

temp are
decidable with a non-elementary complexity.

Proof. Let ψ be a closed formula of HyperLTL+
temp, K be a Kripke structure. Let W be the

set of weights appearing in K.
Let v ∈ [0, 1]. To decide whether JψKT(K) ≥ v (with v ≠ 0 otherwise the answer is trivially
true), we consider, by Lemma 27, the greatest value v′ of Vkψ,Hψ,W smaller than v. This
value can be computed as a search in the finite and enumerable set of possibles values
S = Vkψ,Hψ,W ∩ [a, 1] with a = supi|ηi<v ηi for any η ∈ Hψ (since the set S contains ηi
and thus values smaller than v). We then let v′′ = (v′ + v)/2, and build the NBA A<v′′

K,ψ

to check the emptiness of its language. If the language of A<v′′

K,ψ is empty, by Lemma 20.1,
we cannot have JψKT(K) < v′′, and thus JψKT(K) ≥ v′′ and then, JψKT(K) ≥ v as there are
no values in Vkψ,Hψ in-between v′′ and v. Reciprocally, if the language of A<v′′

K,ψ is non
empty, it accepts the unique word over the alphabet with a single ∅ letter, which is thus
a lasso. By Lemma 20.2, we have JψKL(K) ≤ v′′. By Corollary 21, JψKT(K) ≤ v′′ < v.
Let v ∈ (0, 1]. To decide whether JψKT(K) ≤ v (with v ≠ 1 otherwise the answer is trivially
true), we consider, by Lemma 27, the lowest value v′ of Vkψ,Hψ,W greater than v: it exists
(and can be computed) since v is taken different from 0. We then let v′′ = (v + v′)/2,
and conclude the proof in this case symmetrically as in the previous case, showing that
JψKT(K) = JψKL(K) ≥ v′′ > v.

We obtain the decidability for HyperLTL−
temp by a dual argument. ◀

The complexity of this model checking algorithm is at least as high as computing the
automata given in Lemma 20, and thus at least non-elementary (with respect to the quantifier
depth of the formulas): this is non-surprising since the model checking of HyperLTL has
already a non-elementary lower bound in complexity. Formally, it also depends on the search
for the value v′ that is the greatest (resp. lowest) value smaller (resp. greater) than a value v
in a set of the form Vk,H,W. This heavily depends on the sequences η in H. If we suppose
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that these sequences are indeed geometrical, as it is the case for usual discounted automata
where the current weight is always multiplied by a power λi of a discounted parameter, this
is easy, and thus does not change the complexity of the model checking algorithm.

Model checking of the alternation-free fragments The other two fragments that we
consider, orthogonal to the previous ones, are the alternation-free fragments: HyperLTL∃

temp
is the fragment containing formulas of the form ∃π1 · · · ∃πn φ with φ quantifier-free, and
HyperLTL∀

temp is the fragment containing formulas of the form ∀π1 · · · ∀πn φ.
The formula φtemp

OD describing observational determinism is in HyperLTL∀
temp (as it

contains simply two universal quantifications), but not the formula φtemp
NI describing non-

inference (as it alternates between a universal quantification and an existential one).
The model checking problems we consider for these two logics are asymmetric: given

a closed formula ψ of HyperLTL∃
temp (resp. HyperLTL∀

temp), a Kripke structure K and a
threshold v ∈ [0, 1], decide if JψKT(K) ≤ v (resp. JψKT(K) ≥ v). These are tailored to mimick
the model checking problem of LTLtemp in [2], in order to correspond to the Boolean variants
of classical model checking questions: for the existential fragment, the semantics of the
existential quantification being a supremum over traces, asking whether the semantics of the
formula is at most a certain threshold requires to decide if all traces have an associated value
at most the threshold; for the universal fragment, the semantics of the universal quantification
being a infimum over traces, asking whether the semantics of the formula is at least a certain
threshold requires to decide if all traces have an associated value at least the threshold. By
a proof building upon Proposition 19, and the techniques of Theorem 10, we obtain:

▶ Theorem 29. The model checking of HyperLTL∃
temp and HyperLTL∀

temp is decidable with
a non-elementary complexity..

5 Conclusion

We have proposed a framework for qualitative reasoning about hyperproperties, by considering
formulas whose semantics range in [0, 1]. We introduce two logics extending HyperLTL,
namely HyperLTLprop and HyperLTLtemp, and study their model checking problem. For
the former, we propose an algorithm with a complexity similar to the one of HyperLTL.
For the latter, we propose some model checking algorithms for fragments of this logic as
well an approximate algorithm for the full logic. Notice that our approximation scheme is
different from the one mentioned in [2] for LTLtemp. There, approximation is performed on
the “discounted” sequences whose values are set to 0 when they become smaller than a given
threshold δ. Such approach could also be followed for HyperLTLtemp. We leave as open
the decidability of the exact model checking problem for the whole logic HyperLTLtemp. As
future works, we would like to study qualitative extensions of HyperPCTL [1], a temporal
logic for reasoning about probabilistic hyperproperties of discrete-time Markov chains.
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A Proofs for HyperLTLprop

▶ Lemma 6. For all formulas ψ of HyperLTLprop, VW(JψK) ⊆ VW(ψ) and |VW(ψ)| ≤ |W|#ψ.

Proof. The proof goes by induction on the formula ψ.
For an atomic proposition, VW(JpπK) = W = VW(pπ) and #pπ = 1 and |VW(pπ)| = |W| ≤
|W|1.
If ψ = f(φ1, . . . , φk) with f ∈ F , by definition, VW(JψK) = f(VW(Jφ1K), . . . , VW(JφkK)).
As by induction hypothesis, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k, we have VW(JφiK) ⊆ VW(φi), VW(JψK) ⊆
VW(f(φ1, . . . , φk)). To bound |VW(ψ)|, notice that the number of possible inputs for f in
the definition of VW(ψ) is at most

∏k
i=1 |VW(φi)|, thus this is also an upper bound for the

outputs. By induction hypothesis |VW(φi)| ≤ |W|#φi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, so we obtain
|VW(ψ)| ≤

∏k
i=1 |VW(φi)| ≤

∏k
i=1 |W|#φi = |W|

∑k

i=1
#φi = |W|#ψ.

If ψ = Xφ then by definition, VW(JψK) ⊆ VW(JφK) and VW(ψ) = VW(φ). So, using the
induction hypothesis, VW(JψK) ⊆ VW(ψ). Morevover, #φ = #ψ, and we conclude by
induction hypothesis: |VW(φ)| ≤ |W|#φ.
Let ψ = φ1 U φ2. By the semantics of U, every satisfaction value of ψ is a sup of a
inf on the satisfaction values of φ1 and φ2 over all suffixes of a trace. But by induction
hypothesis, the set of possible values in these sup and inf is finite, and thus these
are max and min. Therefore VW(JψK) ⊆ VW(Jφ1K) ∪ VW(Jφ2K). By induction hypothesis,
VW(Jφ1K)∪VW(Jφ2K) ⊆ VW(φ1)∪VW(φ2) = VW(ψ). Moreover, by the induction hypothesis
|VW(ψ)| ≤ |VW(φ1)| + |VW(φ2)| ≤ |W|#φ1 + |W|#φ2 ≤ |W|#φ1+#φ2 = |W|#φ.
Let ψ = ∀π ψ′. As every satisfaction value of ψ is an infimum on the satisfaction values of
ψ′, we have VW(JψK) ⊆ VW(Jψ′K) and thus a minimum by induction hypothesis, it holds
that VW(JψK) ⊆ VW(ψ) and further, by the induction hypothesis |VW(ψ)| = |VW(ψ′)| ≤
|W|#ψ′ = |W|#ψ.
Let ψ = ∃π ψ′. In a similar fashion to the case above, every satisfaction value of ψ is
a maximum on the satisfaction values of ψ′. Thus VW(JψK) ⊆ VW(Jψ′K) and then by
induction hypothesis, VW(JψK) ⊆ VW(ψ) and VW(ψ) = VW(ψ′) ≤ |W|#ψ′ = |W|#ψ. ◀

▶ Example 30. Let ψ′ = ∀π′ (pπ⊕1/2pπ′) and ψ = ∃π ψ′. We claim that 0 ∈ V{0,1}(Jψ′K) (and
thus 0 ∈ V{0,1}(ψ′) = V{0,1}(ψ)) but 0 /∈ V{0,1}(JψK), so in particular V{0,1}(JψK) ⊊ V{0,1}(ψ).
First we show that 0 ∈ V{0,1}(Jψ′K). Let T = {t} with t[0](p) = 0 and Π such that
Π(π)[0](p) = 1. Then

Jψ′KT (Π) = min
t∈T

Jpπ ⊕1/2 pπ′KT (Π[π′ 7→ t]) = Jpπ ⊕1/2 pπ′KT (Π[π′ 7→ t])

= 1
2(1 − JpπKT (Π[π′ 7→ t])) + 1

2Jpπ′KT (Π[π′ 7→ t]) = 0

Next we show that for every trace assignment Π and every set of traces T ⊆ T{0,1},
JψKT (Π) ≥ 1

2 . Suppose there is a trace t∗ ∈ T such that t∗[0](p) = 0. We observe then for
any Π that Jpπ ⊕1/2 pπ′KT (Π[π 7→ t∗]) ≥ 1

2 since the first addend of the evaluation is equal
to 1

2 and further Jψ′KT (Π[π 7→ t∗]) = mint∈T Jpπ ⊕1/2 p
′
πKT (Π[π 7→ t∗, π′ 7→ t]) ≥ 1

2 . Thus
JψKT (Π) = maxt∈T Jψ′KT (Π[π 7→ t]) ≥ Jψ′KT (Π[π 7→ t∗]) ≥ 1

2 . In the same way, we obtain the
result when there is a trace t∗ ∈ T such that t∗[0](p) = 1 since Jpπ ⊕1/2 pπ′KT (Π[π 7→ t∗]) ≥ 1

2
because of the second addend. ◀

For a weighted Kripke structure K = ⟨S,W, I,→, L⟩, we define Ki the synchronous
product of i copies of K. Formally,
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▶ Definition 31. For all i ∈ N, Ki is a Kripke structure over the set AP≤i of atomic
propositions, defined inductively as follows:

K0 = ⟨{s}, {0}, {s}, {(s, s)}, L⟩ for some arbitrary state s, with the labeling L(s) being
empty (since there are no atomic propositions in AP≤0);
assuming Ki = ⟨Si,W, Ii,→i, Li⟩, Ki+1 is the Kripke structure

⟨Si × S,W, Ii × I, {((si, s), (s′
i, s

′)) | si →i s
′
i, s → s′}, Li+1⟩

where Li+1((si, s))(pπj ) = Li(si)(pπj ) if j ≤ i and Li+1((si, s))(pπi+1) = L(s)(p).

▶ Proposition 10. Let ψ be a HyperLTLprop formula, P ⊆ [0, 1], and K be a Kripke structure.
We can build an NBA AP

K,ψ such that L(AP
K,ψ) is the set of traces tΠ, with Π an assignment of

free variables to traces of K, such that JψKT(K)(Π) ∈ P . The size of AP
K,ψ is non-elementary,

with the tower of exponentials of linear height in the number of quantifier alternations of ψ.

Proof. Let ψ = Q1π1 . . . Qnπnφ be a closed HyperLTLprop formula, φ being its quantifier-free
part with n free variables and Qi ∈ {∃,∀} for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

By induction on the quantifier suffixes Q̄ of ψ such that Q̄φ has k free variables (Q̄ is of
length n− k), we show how to build, for all predicates P ⊆ [0, 1], an NBA AP

K,Q̄φ over the
alphabet |W|AP≤k for the formula Q̄φ such that for all trace assignments Π, tΠ ∈ L(AP

K,Q̄φ)
iff JQ̄φKT(K)(Π) ∈ P and Π(πi) ∈ T(K) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k.

For the base case, one can first notice that each quantifier-free HyperLTL formula φ

with π1, . . . , πn as free variables can be viewed as an LTL formula over the set of atomic
propositions AP≤n. Hence, relying on Proposition 8, we can take the NBA AP

Kn,φ of size
exponential in the size of φ. It fulfils, as expected, that for all trace assignments Π over T,
tΠ ∈ L(AP

Kn,φ) iff JφKT(K)(Π) ∈ P and Π(πi) ∈ T(K) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n.6
For the induction step, let us assume that the property holds for a formula ψ′ = Q̄φ and

consider the next block of identical quantifiers in ψ.
If the next block of quantifiers is existential, let ψ′′ := ∃πk+1 . . . ∃πℓψ′ the subfor-
mula of ψ with k free variables π1, . . . , πk. Notice that ψ′ has ℓ > k free variables
π1, . . . , πk, πk+1, . . . , πℓ, and we can thus apply the induction hypothesis on it. Then, for
each c ∈ P ∩ VW(ψ′′), we define the NBA A{c}

K,ψ′′ as

A{c}
K,ψ′

∣∣
1...k ∩ AKk ∩ A(c,1]∩VW(ψ′)

K,ψ′

∣∣
1...k ∩ AKk

where B denotes the complementation of the NBA B, while the projection |1...k corresponds
to the application on the transitions of the alphabet morphism mapping an element
S ∈ WAP≤ℓ to an element of WAP≤k (by only keeping the relevant atomic propositions).
Then, we let AP

K,ψ′′ =
⋃
c∈P∩VW(ψ′′) A{c}

K,ψ′′ .
Let us consider a trace assignment Π. Then, we have tΠ ∈ L(AP

K,ψ′′) iff (by definition)
there exists c ∈ P ∩ VW(ψ′′) such that tΠ ∈ L(A{c}

K,ψ′

∣∣
1...k), tΠ ∈ L(AK,k) and tΠ /∈

L(A(c,1]∩VW(ψ′)
K,ψ′

∣∣
1...k ∩ AK,k). By definition of projection, this is equivalent to

∀1 ≤ i ≤ k Π(πi) ∈ T(K) , (⋆)

the existence of c ∈ P ∩ VW(ψ′′) and traces tk+1, . . . , tℓ such that tΠ[πk+1 7→tk+1,...,πℓ 7→tℓ] ∈
L(A{c}

K,ψ′) and the absence of traces t′k, . . . t′ℓ ∈ T(K) such that tΠ[πk+1 7→t′
k+1,...πℓ 7→t′

ℓ
] ∈

6 Note that the set T(K) used in JφKT(K)(Π) is chosen arbitrarily as the formula φ contains no quantifiers
to evaluate.
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L(A(c,1]∩VW(ψ′)
K,ψ′ ). By induction hypothesis, this is equivalent to (⋆), the existence of

c ∈ P∩VW(ψ′′) and traces tk+1, . . . , tℓ ∈ T(K) such that Jψ′KT(K)(Π[πk+1 7→ tk+1, . . . πℓ 7→
tℓ]) = c and the absence of traces t′k+1, . . . , t

′
ℓ ∈ T(K) such that Jψ′KT(K)(Π[πk+1 7→

t′k+1, . . . πℓ 7→ t′ℓ]) ∈ (c, 1]. This is equivalent to say that (⋆) and

max
tk+1,...,tℓ∈T(K)

Jψ′KT(K)(Π[πk+1 7→ tk+1, . . . πℓ 7→ tℓ]) ∈ P

and thus, that Jψ′′KT(K)(Π) ∈ P .
If the next block of quantifiers is universal, let ψ′′ := ∀πk+1 . . . ∀πℓψ′ the subformula of ψ
with k free variables π1, . . . , πk, we define the NBA A{c}

K,ψ′′ as

A{c}
K,ψ′

∣∣
1...k ∩ AK,k ∩ A[0,c)∩VW(ψ)

K,ψ′

∣∣
1...k ∩ AK,k

and we let AP
K,ψ′′ =

⋃
c∈P∩VW(ψ′′) A{c}

K,ψ′′ . The rest of the proof is as in the previous case.
◀

Before giving a proof for Theorem 13, a technical lemma has to be proved: we show
that allowing the quantifiers and the Boolean operators (but not the temporal operators) in
HyperLTL to alternate does not change the expressiveness of the logic.

▶ Definition 32. We define the positive Boolean closure B+(HyperLTL) of HyperLTL by
the following grammar:

ψ ::=∃π ψ | ∀π ψ | ψ ∨ ψ | ψ ∧ ψ | φ
φ ::=pπ | ¬φ | φ ∨ φ | Xφ | φU φ

for all atomic propositions p ∈ AP and variables π ∈ V.

The semantics is extended in the natural way:

Jψ1 ∨ψ2KT (Π) = max(Jψ1KT (Π), Jψ2KT (Π)) Jψ1 ∧ψ2KT (Π) = min(Jψ1KT (Π), Jψ2KT (Π))

HyperLTL is exactly the fragment of B+(HyperLTL) formula in prenex form (i.e. that begins
by a sequence of quantifiers, followed by a quantifier-free part).

The alternation depth α(ψ) of a B+(HyperLTL) formula ψ is defined as the maximal
number of quantifier alternations from existential to universal, or vice versa, in a branch of
the structure tree of ψ. We obtain the following folklore result:

▶ Proposition 33. Let ψ be a B+(HyperLTL) formula. Then there exists an equivalent
formula ψ∗ in HyperLTL with alternation depth α(ψ∗) ≤ α(ψ) + 1 and the same number of
existential and universal quantifiers.

Proof. Since the definition of alternation depth α is linked to the structure tree of a formula
and not directly to the recursive definition of the grammar which generates the formulas,
we will introduce two new measures α∃ and α∀. Those can be defined recursively over
the structure of ψ and are in a close relation to our actual alternation depth measure α.
Intuitively, the relation is αQ(ψ) = α(Qπ ψ), for Q a quantifier.

For each Q ∈ {∀, ∃} we define the function αQ, which takes a formula and outputs a
natural number, by

αQ(ψ0) = 0 if ψ0 is quantifier-free
αQ(Qπ ψ0) = αQ(ψ0)
αQ(Q̄π ψ) = αQ̄(ψ0) + 1 where Q̄ is the quantifier dual of Q

αQ(ψ0 ◦ ψ1) = max{αQ(ψ0), αQ(ψ1)} where ◦ ∈ {∧,∨}
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In the following we will simplify notation and just write ∃∗ for a series of existential
quantified variables, ∃+ for a non empty series of existential quantified variables and ∀∗, or
∀+ respectively, for series of universal quantified variables. Since we are allowed to rename
bound variables, we can assume that each variable occurs only once.

We begin with a basic observation. If ψ is a formula in prenex form with α∃(ψ) = k − 1,
for a k > 0, it has to be of shape ψ = ∃∗

0∀+
1 ∃+

2 . . . Q̄
+
k−1Q

+
k ψ

′ for a quantifier-free ψ′, where
Qk depends on the parity of k, i.e. Q = ∃ iff k is even. Note that this implies in particular
α(ψ) ≤ α∃(ψ) ≤ α(ψ)+1 for a formula in prenex form. We will use this fact in our conclusion.

The next step is to show by induction over ψ that for each Q ∈ {∀, ∃} there is a formula
ψQ ≡ ψ in prenex form which is stable regarding αQ in the sense that αQ(ψQ) = αQ(ψ),
and in addition it contains the same number of each quantifier as ψ.

Let ψ = ∃π.ψ0. By hypothesis there is a formula in prenex form ψ∃
0 ≡ ψ0, containing the

same number of each quantifier and satisfying α∃(ψ∃
0 ) = α∃(ψ0). Thus ψ ≡ ∃π.ψ∃

0 and
the latter is in prenex form conserving the number of each quantifier. Then we obtain by
definition α∃(ψ) = α∃(∃π.ψ0) = α∃(ψ′) and by hypothesis also α∃(∃π.ψ∃

0 ) = α∃(ψ∃
0 ) =

α∃(ψ0) for the existential measure. And moreover for our universal measure, by definition
α∀(∃π.ψ0) = α∃(ψ0) + 1 and by hypothesis α∀(∃π.ψ∃

0 ) = α∃(ψ∃
0 ) + 1 = α∃(ψ0) + 1.

The case ψ = ∀π.ψ0 is analogous.
Let ψ = ψ0 ◦ ψ1, where ◦ ∈ {∨,∧}. We will begin by constructing the prenex formula
which preserves α∃.
By hypothesis there exist ψ∃

i ≡ ψi for i ∈ {0, 1} in prenex form, containing the same
number of each quantifier and satisfying α∃(ψi) = α∃(ψ∃

i ) = ki − 1 for some ki > 0 and
w.l.o.g. k0 ≥ k1. By our remark above we can assume w.l.o.g. that the formulas are of
the shapes

ψ∃
1 = ∃∗

0,0∀+
0,1∃+

0,2 . . . Q
+
0,k0

ψ′
0 and

ψ∃
2 = ∃∗

1,0∀+
1,1∃+

1,2 . . . Q
+
1,k1

ψ′
1,

where each ψ′
i is quantifier-free and each Qi,ki ∈ {∀,∃} depends on the parity of k. Since

we are allowed to rename bound variables, we can assume that we are not quantifying
over variables which appear in the other formula. This allows us to put the quantifiers at
the beginning and we obtain:

ψ = ψ0 ◦ ψ1

≡ ψ∃
0 ◦ ψ∃

1

= (∃∗
0,0∀+

0,1 . . . Q
+
0,k0

ψ′
0) ◦ (∃∗

1,0∀+
1,1 . . . Q

+
1,k1

ψ′
1)

≡ ∃∗
0,0∃∗

1,0.(∀+
0,1∃+

0,2 . . . Q
+
0,k0

ψ′
0 ◦ ∀+

1,1∃+
1,2 . . . Q

+
1,k1

ψ′
1)

≡ . . .

≡ ∃∗
0,0∃∗

1,0∀+
0,1∀+

1,1 . . . Q
+
0,k1

Q+
1,k1

Q+
0,k1+1 . . . Q

+
0,k0

(ψ′
0 ◦ ψ′

1)

Let us call the formula we obtained in the last line ψ∃. By the definition of α∃ it holds
that α(ψ∃) = k0 and on the other hand by definition and our hypothesis:

α∃(ψ) = max{α∃(ψ0), α∃(ψ0)} = max{α∃(ψ∃
0 ), α∃(ψ∃

0 )} = α∃(ψ∃
0 ) = k0

In particular the construction preserves the number of existential and universal quantifiers.
The symmetrical procedure allows us to construct ψ∀ satisfying α∀(ψ∀) = α∀(ψ) from ψ∀

0
and ψ∀

1 which exist by induction hypothesis.
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We can now conclude the assertion by choosing ψ∗ = ψ∃ (we could also take ψ∀) and the
fact that for every ψ′ in prenex form it holds that α(ψ′) ≤ α∃(ψ′) ≤ α(ψ′) + 1, mentioned
above. Note that the proof also provides an algorithm to construct the prenex form,
controlling the number of quantifier alternations.

◀

▶ Theorem 13. For every P ⊆ [0, 1] and HyperLTLprop formula ψ, there exists a HyperLTL
formula Bool(ψ, P ) such that for all subset T ⊆ T{0,1} and trace assignments Π, JψKT (Π) ∈ P

iff JBool(ψ, P )KT (Π) = 1. Moreover, Bool(ψ, P ) has size at most O(2(k+2)|φ|) if k is the
quantifier depth of φ, and φ is the quantifier-free part of ψ.

Proof. We construct the formula Bool(ψ, P ) inductively on ψ. The correctness follows by
induction, which we only prove in detail for the quantified case, which is new compared to [2].

If ψ = pπ. Then Bool(ψ, P ) is equal to the formula true if 0 ∈ P and 1 ∈ P , pπ if
0 /∈ P and 1 ∈ P , ¬pπ if 0 ∈ P and 1 /∈ P and false if 0 /∈ P and 1 /∈ P .
If ψ = f(φ1, . . . , φk) with f ∈ F , then we let

Bool(ψ, P ) :=
∨

d1∈V{0,1}(φ1),...,dk∈V{0,1}(φk),
f(d1,...,dk)∈P

Bool(φ1, {d1}) ∧ · · · ∧ Bool(φk, {dk})

If ψ = Xφ, then we let Bool(ψ, P ) := X Bool(φ,P ).
If ψ = φ1 U φ2, then we let Bool(φ1 U φ2) :=

∨
c∈P∩V{0,1}(ψ) Bool(φ1 U φ2, {c}) where

Bool(φ1Uφ2, {c}) := Bool(φ1, [c, 1])UBool(φ2, [c, 1])∧¬(Bool(φ1, (c, 1])UBool(φ2, (c, 1]))

This is motivated by the semantics of the U operator as a sup/max operator. Intuitively,
the first term ensures that the semantics is greater or equal to c. The second term ensures
that the semantics is not strictly greater.
Let ψ = ∀π ψ′. We start by considering the case P = {c}. By the semantics of the
∀ operator it holds that J∀π ψ′KT (Π) = c is equivalent to mint∈T Jψ′KT (Π[π 7→ t]) = c,
and thus, obviously to ∃t ∈ T Jψ′KT (Π[π 7→ t]) = c and ∀t′ ∈ T Jψ′KT (Π[π 7→ t′]) ≥ c.
By induction hypothesis, this is equivalent to ∃t ∈ T JBool(ψ′, {c})KT (Π[π 7→ t]) =
1 and ∀t′ ∈ T JBool(ψ′, [c, 1])KT (Π[π 7→ t′]) = 1. This is equivalent by the semantics of
HyperLTL to J∃πBool(ψ′, {c}) ∧ ∀πBool(ψ′, [c, 1])KT (Π) = 1.
For a general P ⊆ [0, 1] we add a disjunction over all possible values in P that can be a
possible satisfaction value for ψ∨

c∈P∩V{0,1}(ψ)

∃πBool(ψ′, {c}) ∧ ∀πBool(ψ′, [c, 1]) (5)

This is a priori not a HyperLTL formula, but it is in the positive Boolean closure of
HyperLTL. Thus, we can appeal to Proposition 33 to obtain an equivalent formula
Bool(∀π ψ′, P ).
Let ψ = ∃π ψ′. Then we define, with an analogous reasoning, Bool(ψ, P ) as the HyperLTL
equivalent of the formula

∨
c∈P∩V{0,1}(ψ) ∃πBool(ψ′, {c}) ∧ ∀πBool(ψ′, [0, c]).

We respect to the size of the formula Bool(ψ, P ), the size of the large disjunction in
equation (5) can grow exponentially, as shown in Lemma 6, which directly implies that
|Bool(ψ, P )| ∈ O(2(k+2)|φ|) if k is the quantifier depth of φ, and φ is the quantifier-free part
of ψ. ◀
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B Proofs for HyperLTLtemp

▶ Lemma 20. For an ordering relation ▷◁ in {<,>} and ▷◁ its reflexive closure, for all
formulas ψ of HyperLTLtemp, for all Kripke structures K, for all v ∈ [0, 1], we can build an
NBA A▷◁v

K,ψ such that for every trace assignment Π over the free variables of ψ, it holds that:
1. if JψKT(K)(Π) ▷◁ v and all traces in Π belong to T(K), then A▷◁v

K,ψ accepts tΠ;
2. if A▷◁v

K,ψ accepts a lasso tΠ, then all traces in Π belong to L(K) and JψKL(K)(Π) ▷◁ v.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the quantifier alternation of the formula ψ.
If ψ is non quantified, the result is obtained as in the proof of Theorem 29: for item 2,

we would even obtain a strict (and thus stronger) inequality. Notice that switching between
the lasso semantics and the classical one does not make any difference for a non quantified
formula.

If ψ = ∃π1 . . . πn ψ
′, we let A>v

K,ψ be obtained from A>v
K,ψ′ by projecting away its π1 . . . πn-

components in the alphabet. Then, we prove the two items, for every trace assignment Π
(over the free variables of ψ).
1. If JψKT(K)(Π) > v and all traces in Π belong to T(K), by definition of the semantics of the

existential quantifier as a supremum (and because the operator > is strict), there exist
traces t1, . . . tn ∈ T(K) such that Jψ′KT(K)(Π[π1 7→ t1, . . . , πn 7→ tn]) > v. By induction
hypothesis, this implies that tΠ[π1 7→t1,...,πn 7→tn] is accepted by A>v

K,ψ′ . This implies that
tΠ is accepted by A>v

K,ψ.
2. Suppose that A>v

K,ψ accepts tΠ and Π is a lasso. Consider the NBA B obtained from A>v
K,ψ′

by fixing the components in the free variables of ψ to the lasso tΠ and letting the free
variables π1, . . . πn take any traces from T(K) (B is still a finite NBA since Π is a lasso
assignement). Then tΠ is trivially accepted by the NBA obtained by projecting away the
π1 . . . πn-components in B. Therefore, this projection is non-empty. This can be written
as L(A>v

K,ψ′) ∩ ({tΠ} × L(AKn)) ̸= ∅, and the NBA A>v
K,ψ′ accepts a lasso of the form

tΠ[π1 7→t1,...,πn 7→tn]. In particular, t1, . . . , tn are lassos. By induction hypothesis, all traces
in Π[π1 7→ t1, . . . , πn 7→ tn] belong to L(K), and Jψ′KL(K)(Π[π1 7→ t1, . . . , πn 7→ tn]) ≥ v.
In particuler, all traces of Π belong to L(K). Moreover, by definition of the semantics of
the existential quantifier as a supremum (and since the inequality is large), we obtain
JψKL(K)(Π) ≥ v.

If ψ = ∀π1 . . . πn ψ
′ with ψ′ having k + n free variables, using the equivalence with the

“formula” ¬∃π ¬ψ′, we let A>v
K,ψ be equal to (A>v

K,ψ′ ∩ AKk+n)
∣∣
1..k ∩ AKk . Then, we prove the

two items, for every trace assignment Π (over the free variables of ψ).
1. If JψKT(K)(Π) > v and all traces in Π belong to T(K), by definition of the semantics of the

universal quantifier as an infimum (and because the operator > is strict), for all traces
t1, . . . tn ∈ T(K), Jψ′KT(K)(Π[π1 7→ t1, . . . πn 7→ tn]) > v. By induction hypothesis, this
implies that tΠ[π1 7→t1,...,πn 7→tn] is accepted by A>v

K,ψ′ , for all t1, . . . , tn ∈ T(K). If tΠ was
not accepted by A>v

K,ψ, since it only contains traces of T(K), it would not be accepted by

(A>v
K,ψ′ ∩ AKk+n)

∣∣
1..k, and thus would be accepted by (A>v

K,ψ′ ∩ AKk+n)
∣∣
1..k. Thus there

would exist t1, . . . , tn ∈ T(K) such that tΠ[π1 7→t1,...,πn 7→tn] is accepted by A>v
K,ψ′ , and thus

would not be accepted by A>v
K,ψ′ . This contradicts the previous assertion.

2. Suppose that A>v
K,ψ accepts tΠ and Π is a lasso assignement. Since tΠ is accepted by

AKk , all traces of Π belong to T(K), and thus to L(K). Moreover, tΠ is not accepted by
(A>v

K,ψ′ ∩ AKk+n)
∣∣
1..k. Thus, no traces t1, . . . , tn ∈ T(K) are such that tΠ[π1 7→t1,...,πn 7→tn] is

accepted by A>v
K,ψ′ . As a consequence, for all traces t1, . . . , tn ∈ T(K), tΠ[π1 7→t1,...,πn 7→tn]

is accepted by A>v
K,ψ′ . This is in particularly true for all lassos t1, . . . , tn ∈ L(K). By
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induction hypothesis, Jψ′KL(K)(Π[π1 7→ t1, . . . , πn 7→ tn]) ≥ v for all t ∈ L(K). By
definition of the universal quantifier as an infimum (and since the inequality is large), we
obtain JψKL(K)(Π) ≥ v.

If ψ = ∃π1, . . . πn ψ
′, the NBA A<v

K,ψ is obtained by noticing that for all T ⊆ T(K),
J∃π1 . . . πn ψ

′KT (Π) = 1 − J∀π1 . . . πn ¬ψ′KT (Π). In particular, J∃π1 . . . πn ψ
′KT (Π) < v if and

only if J∀π1 . . . πn ¬ψ′KT (Π) > 1 − v. We thus let A<v
K,ψ be equal to A>1−v

K,∀π ¬ψ′ .
Similarly, if ψ = ∀π1 . . . πn ψ

′, we let A<v
K,ψ be equal to A>1−v

K,∃π ¬ψ′ . ◀

▶ Lemma 27. Let ψ be a formula of HyperLTL+
temp. Let kψ be the depth of Uη operators,

and Hψ be the finite set of functions η appearing in these operators. Let W ⊂ [0, 1] be a finite
set. Then, for all T ⊆ TW, and Π assignments to traces of TW, JψKT (Π) ∈ Vkψ,Hψ,W.

Proof. Notice that if k ≤ k′ and H ⊆ H ′, then Vk,H,W ⊆ Vk′,H′,W. In particular, if ψ is a
subformula of ψ′, we have Vkψ,Hψ,W ⊆ Vkψ′ ,Hψ′ ,W. Let T ⊆ T. We show by induction that
for all ψ ∈ HyperLTL+

temp and for all assignments Π, JψKT (Π) ∈ Vkψ,Hψ,W.
For Boolean formulas β, kβ = 0 and Hβ = ∅, and their semantics is in {0, 1} = Vkβ ,Hβ ,W.
For unquantified formulas φ and φ′, by induction, for all assignments Π′, we have
JφKT (Π′) ∈ Vkφ,Hφ,W and Jφ′KT (Π′) ∈ Vkφ′ ,Hφ′ ,W. Then,

Jφ ∨ φ′KT (Π) = max(JφKT (Π), Jφ′KT (Π)) ∈ Vkφ,Hφ,W ∪ Vkφ′ ,Hφ′ ,W ⊆ Vkφ∨φ′ ,Hφ∨φ′ ,W

Jφ ∧ φ′KT (Π) = min(JφKT (Π), Jφ′KT (Π)) ∈ Vkφ,Hφ,W ∪ Vkφ′ ,Hφ′ ,W ⊆ Vkφ∧φ′ ,Hφ∧φ′ ,W

JXφKT (Π) = JφKT (Π[1,∞]) ∈ Vkφ,Hφ,W ⊆ VkXφ,HXφ,W

For until formulas, using again that Vkφ,Hφ,W ∪ Vkφ′ ,Hφ′ ,W ⊆ VkφUφ′ ,HφUφ′ ,W,

JφU φ′KT (Π) = sup
i≥0

(
min( Jφ′KT (Π[i,∞])︸ ︷︷ ︸

∈Vk
φUφ′ ,HφUφ′ ,W

, min
0≤j<i

JφKT (Π[j,∞])︸ ︷︷ ︸
∈Vk

φUφ′ ,HφUφ′ ,W

)
)

From item 3 of Lemma 26, the minimum over j is either 0 or is equal to one of the
values, and thus belongs to VkφUφ′ ,HφUφ′ ,W. Then, the (binary) minimum also belongs to
VkφUφ′ ,HφUφ′ ,W. From item 2 of Lemma 26, the supremum is equal to one of the values,
and thus belongs to VkφUφ′ ,HφUφ′ ,W.
For discounted until formulas, by definition,

JφUη φ
′KT (Π) = sup

i≥0

(
min(ηi Jφ′KT (Π[i,∞])︸ ︷︷ ︸

∈Vk
φ′ ,Hφ′ ,W

, min
0≤j<i

ηj JφKT (Π[j,∞])︸ ︷︷ ︸
∈Vkφ,Hφ,W

)
)

By definition, we have kφUηφ′ = max(kφ, kφ′) + 1 and HφUηφ′ = Hφ ∪ Hφ′ ∪ {η}. In
particular, ηiJφ′KT (Π[i,∞]) and ηjJφKT (Π[j,∞]) belongs to VkφUηφ′ ,HφUηφ′ ,W. As before,
from item 3 of Lemma 26, the minimum over j is either 0 or is equal to one of the
values, and thus belongs to VkφUηφ′ ,HφUηφ′ ,W. Then, the (binary) minimum also belongs
to VkφUηφ′ ,HφUηφ′ ,W. From item 2 of Lemma 26, the supremum is equal to one of the
values, and thus belongs to VkφUηφ′ ,HφUηφ′ ,W.
For quantifications, the proof goes by induction, by using items 2 and 3 of Lemma 26 to
conclude the property for infimums and supremums. ◀

▶ Theorem 29. The model checking of HyperLTL∃
temp and HyperLTL∀

temp is decidable with
a non-elementary complexity..
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Proof. For the case of HyperLTL∃
temp, consider a closed formula ψ = ∃π1 · · · ∃πn φ with φ a

quantifier-free formula, a Kripke structure K and a threshold v ∈ [0, 1]. By Proposition 19,
we build the NBA Aφ,>v. Using the same notations and techniques as in the proof of
Theorem 10, we make the intersection of this NBA with AK,n to restrict ourselves to traces
of T(K), getting an NBA A>v

K,φ. Since φ is quantifier-free, we have JφKT(K)(Π) = JφK(tΠ).
This allows one to obtain that for every trace assignment Π,
1. if JφKT(K)(Π) > v and every trace in Π belongs to T(K), then A>v

K,φ accepts tΠ.
2. If A>v

K,φ accepts tΠ and Π is a lasso assignment, then JφKT(K)(Π) > v and every trace in
Π belongs to T(K).

We then project away all the components of A>v
K,φ to mimick the existential quantifications,

and let A be the so-obtained NBA over the alphabet containing only the letter ∅. We show
that L(A) ̸= ∅ if and only if JψKT(K) > v.

Indeed, suppose that L(A) ̸= ∅. Due to projection, this implies that L(A>v
K,φ) ̸= ∅, and

thus (by the properties of NBAs) the existence of a lasso assignment Π where every trace
belongs to T(K) and tΠ ∈ L(A>v

K,φ). By property 2 above, we deduce that JφKT(K)(Π) > v.
The semantics of existential quantifiers being supremums, we obtain JψKT(K) > v.

Reciprocally, if JψKT(K) > v, there exist an assignment Π (not a priori lassos) of traces
in T(K) such that JφKT(K)(Π) > v. By property 1 above, we obtain that tΠ ∈ L(A>v

K,φ). By
projections, since every trace in Π is in T(K), this implies that L(A) ̸= ∅.

For the case of HyperLTL∀
temp, notice that ∀π1 · · · ∀πn φ is equivalent to ¬ψ with ψ =

∃π1 · · · ∃πn ¬φ. We thus apply the previous case to this formula with the threshold 1−v. ◀
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