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Abstract. Probabilistic programming provides a high-level framework
for specifying statistical models as executable programs with built-in ran-
domness and conditioning. Existing inference techniques, however, typi-
cally compute posterior distributions over program states at fixed time
points—most often at termination—thereby failing to capture the tempo-
ral evolution of probabilistic behaviors. We introduce temporal posterior
inference (TPI), a new framework that unifies probabilistic programming
with temporal logic by computing posterior distributions over execu-
tion traces that satisfy w-regular specifications, conditioned on (possibly
temporal) observations. To obtain rigorous quantitative guarantees, we
develop a new method for computing upper and lower bounds on the sat-
isfaction probabilities of w-regular properties. Our approach decomposes
Rabin acceptance conditions into persistence and recurrence components
and constructs stochastic barrier certificates that bound each component
soundly. We implement our approach in a prototype tool, TPINFER, and
evaluate it on a suite of benchmarks, demonstrating effective and efficient
inference over rich temporal properties in probabilistic models.

1 Introduction

Probabilistic programming (PP) offers a high-level approach to describing stochas-
tic models by embedding random variables and probabilistic choices directly
into program code [17,16]. Given observations, PP systems automatically ap-
ply Bayes’ rule to compute posterior distributions [19,5], providing a principled
mechanism for reasoning about latent uncertainty. This makes PP particularly
well suited for modern Al systems, which must operate under noisy data, stochas-
tic dynamics, and incomplete information [15].

However, standard posterior inference (SPI) in PP typically concentrates on
distributions over program states at fixed time points—most notably at program
termination [30]. This implicitly assumes almost-sure termination (AST) [6] of
probabilistic programs that may not hold [12] and fails to capture the temporal
evolution of probabilistic behaviors that unfolds along program execution. To
illustrate this limitation, we present a simple example below.

Ezample 1. Consider a simple probabilistic program in Fig. 1, where x stochas-
tically toggles its value between 0,1 and y counts the steps in which x = 1. The
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posterior probability Pr(x = 1 | y > 0) denotes the probability that x equals 1
at termination, conditioned on observing y > 0.

r=1&y>0
T#£1&y<0 1

x ~ Bernoulli(0.3); y:=0;
while Bernoulli(0.5) do <0
if prob(0.6) then
ri=1—=x
if =1 then
y:=y+1
done

(a) A simple probabilistic program

z2=0&y<0
(c) G(x=1) & F(y > 0)

Fig. 1: Running-example

In Example 1, this limitation becomes apparent: we are not merely inter-
ested in the final value of x, but in the probability that z remains equal to 1
throughout the entire execution, conditioned on finally observing y > 0. This
temporal requirement is captured in Linear Temporal Logic (LTL) [24] by the
“always” operator G and “eventually” operator F, yielding the posterior proba-
bility Pr(G x = 1 | Fy > 0).? In fact, the posterior probability Pr(z =1 |y > 0)
is equivalent to Pr(Fx = 1 | Fy > 0) under LTL, and thus produces different au-
tomata. Furthermore, many important properties in probabilistic systems, such
as safety (“something bad never happens”) and liveness (“something good even-
tually happens”), depend on how program states evolve over time rather than
on a single terminating state, making temporal reasoning indispensable [2].

Motivation. This limitation reveals a gap between SPI and temporal reason-
ing. SPI is variable-centric and focused on terminal states, whereas temporal
reasoning is trace-centric and concerns whole executions. Neither alone can ex-
press conditional reasoning about temporal behaviors or evidence that unfolds
over time. To bridge this gap, we introduce temporal posterior inference (TPI),
which computes posterior probabilities over execution traces satisfying w-regular
specifications [29], conditioned on (possibly temporal) observations. This uni-
fies probabilistic inference with temporal reasoning and enables likelihood-based
analysis of temporal properties.

3 Here we assume a self-loop at program termination so that we have infinite traces
that can be specified by LTL.



TPI. Given w-regular properties ¢ and i, the objective is to compute
Pr(e | ¥), the probability that traces satisfy ¢ conditioned on satisfying .

Challenges. TPI presents two main challenges. (i) It requires reasoning over
entire probabilistic execution traces rather than isolated states; such traces may
be unbounded, branching, and exhibit long-range temporal dependencies, mak-
ing their distributions difficult to analyze. Previous work mainly focuses on
termination [6,9,13], or non-temporal properties like sensitivity [3,33], expec-
tation [23,34,4], etc. (ii) For stochastic models, computing quantitative bounds
on the satisfaction of w-regular properties is inherently complex: these properties
encode infinite-horizon persistence and recurrence conditions, and conditioning
on temporal observations introduces global constraints that drastically compli-
cate the structure of admissible traces. [7] cares about qualitative persistence
and recurrence. While [1,18] work on quantitative temporal verification, they
do not consider posterior inference for temporal reasoning. A recent work [36]
proposes a coalgebraic framework for quantitative temporal inference but it does
not support automated calculation.

Our approaches. To address these challenges, we adopt an automata-theoretic
approach that enables us to track the potentially infinite temporal evolution of
probabilistic programs. In particular, we translate temporal specifications into
deterministic Rabin automata (DRASs) [29], which provide a structured way to
reason about infinite execution traces and to identify the temporal patterns
relevant for verification. Building on this foundation, we aim to compute quan-
titative bounds on the satisfaction probabilities of w-regular properties under
observational conditioning. To make this tractable, we decompose the Rabin
acceptance condition into two fundamental components—persistence and recur-
rence—corresponding to events that must eventually stabilize or occur infinitely
often. For each component, we develop new stochastic barrier certificates [26]
that yield sound upper and lower bounds on the probabilities of satisfying these
temporal patterns. By combining the bounds for persistence and recurrence, we
obtain quantitative guarantees for the full w-regular specification, thereby en-
abling rigorous probabilistic reasoning about temporal behavior in systems with
stochastic dynamics.

Contributions. This paper makes the following contributions:

1. We introduce a new framework, temporal posterior inference, which unifies
probabilistic inference with temporal-logical reasoning by computing poste-
rior distributions over execution traces that satisfy w-regular properties.

2. We build an automata-theoretic foundation for TPI by decomposing the
Rabin acceptance condition into persistence and recurrence components, en-
abling systematic tracking of the potentially infinite temporal evolution of
probabilistic programs.

3. We provide quantitative analysis methods for the persistence and recurrence
components, and devise corresponding new stochastic barrier certificates
that yield sound upper and lower bounds on their satisfaction probabilities.



4. We implement our approach into a prototype tool TPINFER and evaluate
it on a suite of benchmarks, demonstrating its practicality and effectiveness
for quantitative reasoning about temporal properties in stochastic systems.

All omitted proofs are put in the Appendix.

2 Preliminaries and Probabilistic Programming

2.1 LTL and Omega-regular Properties

Linear Temporal Logic (LTL) [24] specifies how system behaviors evolve along
linear-time executions using temporal operators.

Syntax of LTL. Let AP be a finite set of atomic propositions. The formulas of
LTL over infinite traces are defined by the following grammar:

eu=Tlal-@|pi1 A2 | Xp |1 U gy

where a € AP is an atomic proposition, X is the “next” operator, and U is
the “until” operator. Other standard temporal operators are defined as syntactic
sugar, e.g., Fo = T U ¢ (eventually), Gy = -F-p (always).

Semantics of LTL. Let Words(p) = {0 = (Ao, A1,...) € (247)¥ | o |= ¢} be
the LTL property induced by ¢. Denote by o™ = (4;, Aiy1,...) a word starting
from index ¢ > 0. Then the satisfaction relation o |= ¢ is defined inductively:

cET clEaiff a € Ay cE-piff o E
cE 1 ANps iff 0 = 1 and o = 9 o EXpiff olt =
cEp1Upyiff 37> 0. 09t = g and VO < i < 4. o't = ¢y

ocEFpiff 35 > 0. 0/t cEGpiff Vj > 0.0/t ¢

w-regular properties [29] form a rich class that subsumes LTL. They are rec-
ognized by w-automata, which accept infinite words using specialized acceptance
conditions. Below we introduce the w-automata used in our work.

DRAs. A deterministic Rabin Automaton (DRA) is a tuple A = (Q, g0, X, §, Acc)
where @ is a finite set of states, gy € @ is the initial state, X' is a finite alpha-
bet, § : Q@ x X — @Q is the transition relation, and Acc = {(E;, F}) | Ei, F; C
Q,E;NF;=0,1 <7< M} is the acceptance condition.

Semantics of DRAs. A word of A, 0 = (0g,01,...) € X, is an infinite sequence
of letters. A run on a word o, p = (go,4q1,-..) € @¥, is an infinite sequence of
states such that ¢;11 = d(g;, 0;) for all ¢ € Ng. Denote by = the set of all runs by
A. Let Inf(p) be the set of states in p that are visited infinitely often. A run p on
a word o is accepting iff for some i € [1, M], Inf(p) N E; = 0 and Inf(p) N F; # 0,
then the word o is accepted by A. The language of A, denoted by L(A), is the
set of all words accepted by A.



2.2 Probabilistic Programming

We assume that the readers are familiar with notions from probability theory
such as probability measure, random variable and expected value.

Syntar of PPLs. We consider standard imperative probabilistic programming
language (PPL) that includes the usual loop, conditional and sequential struc-
tures. The syntax is given as follows:

S =skip |z :=FE |z ~ D | while Bdo S done

if Bthen S; else 53 fi | if prob(p) then S else Sy fi | S1; 52
B:=true|-B|Biand By | Ey < Es

E:=z|c|E1+Ey| E1 x Ey D :=uniform(a,b) |-

where a,b € R are constants, p € [0,1], and the metavariables S, B, E and
D stand for statements, conditions, arithmetic expressions, and distributions
(that are discrete or continuous), respectively. The statement “z ~ D” is a
sampling assignment that draws from the distribution D to obtain a sample
value 7 and then assigns it to x. The statement “if prob(p) then S, else S fi ”
is a probabilistic-branching statement that executes S; with probability p, or S,
with probability 1 — p.

Let V = {x1,...,2,} be a set of real-valued program variables and R =
{r1,...,mm} be a set of real-valued sample variables.

Semantics of PPLs. Given a probabilistic program P, it can be modeled as a
probabilistic transition system (PTS) II = (L,V, R, DR, T, linit, Yout, Do) where:

— L is a finite set of program locations, fi,;x € L is the initial location and
lous € L is the terminal location;

— V., R are finite sets of program and sample variables;

— Dg is a function that assign each sample variable r € R a probability distri-
bution D(r), and Dg can be treated as the joint distribution of all sample
variables in R;

— T is afinite set of transitions. Each transition 7 € T is a tuple (¢, ¢, f1,..., fu)
such that (i) £ is the source location, (ii) ¢ is the guard predicate over V,
(iii) each fork is of the form f; := (p;, Up;,¢;) where (a) p; € (0,1] is the
fork probability, (b) Up; : R™ x R™ — R™ is the update function of program
valuations, and (c) ¢; is the destination location;

— Dy is the initial probability distribution over program valuations.

We assume that all PTSs satisfy the no demonic restriction. That is, for each
location ¢, (1) the guards of any two different transitions starting from ¢ are
mutually exclusive: ¢; A ¢; = false for i # j; (2) the ¢1,..., ¢, guards of all
transitions are mutually exhaustive: \/f:1 ¢; = true.

A state of the PTS is a tuple s = (¢,v) where ¢ € L is the location and
v € R" is the program valuation. We denote the state space by S. A transition
=0, f1,..., /1) is enabled at state s = ({,v) if v |= ¢. A trace of the PTS
is an infinite seqence of states, i.e, 7 = (s, 81, - - - ). The semantics of the PTS is



then given as follows: (1) it starts from the initial state sg = (¢init, Vo) with vg ~
Do; (2) at the n-th step with the state s, = (£, vy), if €, = lous, then 5,11 =
(Lout, Vr); otherwise, it picks a unique enabled transition 7 = (£, @, f1,.- ., fu)s
and chooses a fork f; with probability p;(r,), updates to sp11 = (bny1, Vat1)
where £, 1 ={; and vp41 = Upj(vn,rn) with r,, ~ D.

Invariants. Given a PTS II, an invariant is a function I that assigns to each
location £ € L, a predicate I(¢) over program variables. A state (¢,v) is reachable
if there exists a trace m = (sg, $1, ... ) such that s, = (¢,v) for some n € N. An
invariant I over-approximates the reachable states.

The execution of the PTS IT gives rises to a probability space over the pro-
gram traces via their probabilistic executions described above and standard
constructions such as general state space Markov chains [22]. We denote the
probability measure in this probability space by Py, . (—).

2.3 Temporal Posterior Inference

Consider a probabilistic program P and its PTS II. Let AP = {po,p1,...,DN}
be a finite set of atomic propositions that are predicates over program variables
of the form exp(-) > 0, where exp : R™ — R. Define a labeling function Lb :
S — 24P such that for any trace m = (sq, s1,...) of IT, there is a corresponding
word o, = (Lb(sg), Lb(s1),...) where each Lb(s;) € 247 . Let Words(IT) be the
set of all words induced by I1.

Given an w-regular property ¢ with its language L(p), IT |= ¢ iff Words(IT) C
L(p). Then we formalize the notion of temporal posterior distributions.

Definition 1 (TPD). The temporal posterior distribution (TPD) TPDy of
the PTS II is defined by:

ZH((pa 77/1) _ fv ]P)Vinit (H ': "2 A w)ﬂinit (dvinit)
Zn(y) S5 Pyinse T |= 90) ptinie (dVinit )
where @, are two w-reqular properties, pinit s the probability measure induced
by the initial probability distribution Do, andV :={s € S| s € U A uinit(U) > 0}
is the support of pinit- To be concise, we abuse the notations and write Pr(y | 1)

to represent the TPD. The TPD is integrable if 0 < Zj7(¢)) < 0.

TPDr(p,¢) = (1)

Problem Statement. Given a PTS II and two w-regular properties ¢, 1, we
want to find the upper and lower bounds I, u € [0, 1] such that TPDy(p, %) €
[1,u].

Note that SPI focuses on instantaneous properties at program termination.
In fact, a program trace consists of a sequence of program states that describes
the program’s temporal behavior along with the time horizon. For example,
in Example 1, z = 1 keeps until program termination. We emphasize that our
problem is non-trivial and more complex than SPI as it is difficult to quantiti-
avely track the infinite temporal behavior of a probabilistic program. According
to condition (1), the problem can be reduced to find the quantitiave bounds on
the satisfaction probabilities of w-regular properties, which will be discussed in
the next section.



3 Theoretical Results

In this section, we present an automatic-theoretic method to make temporal rea-
soing about TPD feasible. Then we introduce new stochastic barrier certificates
to establish quantitiave bounds on the satisfaction of w-regular properties.

3.1 Automata-based Decomposition

It is known that any w-regular property ¢ over AP can be translated into an
DRA A, = (Q, qo, 24P 5, Acc) that accepts the same language of @, i.e., £(p) =
L(A,) (see [10]).
FOV and IOV-sets. Given a subset U C Q of A, U is finitely often visited
(FOV) and called an FOV-set iff Inf(p)NU = () for any run p € =. U is infinitely
often visited (I0V) and called an IOV-set iff Inf(p) NU # @ for any run p € =.
Consider a PTS II with a labeling function Lb and an DRA A,. We decom-
pose the satisfaction of ¢ via two types of product systems.

FOV and IOV products. For a subset U C @, an FOV product of IT and
A, over the set U is defined as a stochastic process II ® Ag = {X, }nen, that
satisfies:

- XO - (307(]0>0)7 S0 = (ginit;VO) S S() with Vo ~ DO;

- X, = (Sna qn, ln) for alln > 0, where X,, 11 = (Sn_t,_l, qn+1, ln+1) is the succes-
sor of s,, such that s,+1 is determined by the semantics of II (see Section 2.2),
Gnt1 = 0(qn, Lb(34)), lny1 =l + 1 if ¢uy1 € U and 11 = I, otherwise.

Likewise, an IOV product of II and A, over the set U is defined by a stochastic
process I1 © A = {X, }nen, that satisfies:

— Xo = (50,90,0), 50 = (linit, Vo) € So with vo ~ Dy;

— Xn = (Sn, qn, ln) for all m > 0, where Xy, 41 = (Snt1, nt1, lnt1) 1 the succes-
sor of s, such that s, is determined by the semantcis of I7 (see Section 2.2),
Gn+1 = 0(qn, Lb(sn)), lny1 =0 if ¢p41 € U and 1,11 =, + 1 otherwise.

The main difference between the two products is that we use a tick variable
[ to count the number of entering U in the FOV poduct and the number of
consecutively leaving U in the IOV product, respectively.

A product trace § = (Xg, X1, ... ) is an infinite sequence of product states X;’s
and the set of all product traces is denoted by ©. Let 0[2] = (o, q1,--.) be the
corresponding run of the DRA that induced from 6. Similarly, 6[3] = (hg, k1, ... ).

Proposition 1. Given an FOV product I®AY, U is an FOV-set, i.e., Inf([2])N
U =0 for any product trace 6 € O, iff maz(0[3]) < oo for any 0 € 6.

Proposition 2. Given an IOV product H@Ag, U is an IOV-set, i.e., Inf(0[2])N
U # 0 for any product trace 6 € O, iff max(0|3]) < oo for any 6 € O.



Recall Section 2.1, the Rabin acceptance condition of A, is Acc = {(E;, F) |
E,F;,CQ,E,NF;=0,1<i< M}, and a run p on a word o is accepting iff for
some i € [1, M], Inf(p)NE; = 0 and Inf(p) N F; # 0. Note that the sets F;’s shall
be finitely often visited, which refers to persistence, while the sets F;’s shall be
infinitely often visited, which is related to recurrence.

Corollary 1. If maz(0[3]) < co for any 0 € O in the FOV product II ® AL,
then E; is an FOV-set. If max(0[3]) < oo for any 0 € O in the IOV product
e Agi, then F; is ian I0V-set. Finally, one can conclude that IT |= .

3.2 Quantitative Temporal Verification

In practice, it is not easy to determine whether the condition “maz(6[3]) < 00”
holds in Corollary 1. To faciliate the calculation, below we present the variants
of FOV and IOV-sets.

k-times FOV and I0OV-Sets. Let k € Ny be a non-negative constant. A set
U CQ is a k-times FOV-set iff for any 0§ € ©, U is visited at most k times, i.e.,
max(0[3]) < k. Similarly, a set U C Q is a k-times IOV-set iff for all § € O,
Q\ U is visited consecutively at most k times, i.e., maz(0[3]) < k.

Fix a PTS II with a labeling function Lb and an DRA A, with aset U C Q.
Given a state s = (£,v) of II, its successor state s’ is computed as follows: (1)
pick the unique enabled transition at s, 7 = (¢, &, f1,..., fu), which has u > 1
forks of the form f; = (p;, Up;,¢;); (2) choose the j-th fork with probability
p;(r) and then s’ = g(s,r) = Up;(v,r) with r ~ D if £ # loy, otherwise
s = g(s,r) = s. Given a product state (s,q) of IT ® AU, its sucessor state is
(s',q") where ¢’ = d(q, Lb(s)).

Theorem 1 (Lower Bounds on k-times FOV-sets). Suppose there exists
a barrier certificate (BC)n: S x Q x N — R of the FOV product II ® Ag such
that for two constants v € (0,1) and k € Ny, the following conditions hold:

n(s,q.1) = Vs € S,q€Q,l €Ny (2)
1(s, o, ) VseSy  (3)
n(s, q7k+1)>1 Vse S,qeU (4)
Ecvn[n(g(s,r),d',1")] < n(s,q,0) Vs€S,qeQ,l€0,k] (5

where I'! =1+ 1 if ¢ € U and | otherwise. Then for any initial product state
(s0,90,0) where sg € Sy, we have that Py [U is a k-times FOV-set] > 1 —

77(505 qo, O) = Z{Ln

Intuition. Note that condition (5) is a supermartingale-type condition. This en-
sures that the BC is non-increasing in expectation at each time step, which can
be utilized to establish lower bounds on the satisfaction probability by Ville’s
Inequality [32].



Theorem 2 (Upper Bounds on k-times FOV-sets). Suppose there exists
a barrier certificate n : S X Q XN — R of the FOV product H®Ag such that for
some constants o € (0,1), 0 < A <~ <1 and k € N, the following conditions
hold:

0<n(s,ql)<1 VseS,qeQ,leNy (6
77(87(]070) 2 Y Vs € SO (7)
n(s, g, k+1) <A Vse S,qelU (8)
a-Erop[n(g(s,r),q',1)] = n(s, q,0) VseS,qeQ,le0,k] (9)

where ' =1+ 1 if ¢ € U and | otherwise. Then for any initial product state
(s0,40,0) where sg € Sy, we have that Py [U is a k-times FOV-set] < 1 —

77(50,61070) ﬁn

Intuition. Condition (9) is a submartingale-type condition, which requires the
expectation of the BC should increase after one time step. We use it to prove the
upper bound on the satisfaction probability via the Optional Stopping Theorem
(OST) [37].

Theorem 3 (Lower Bounds on k-times IOV-sets). Suppose there ezists a
barrier certificate h : S x Q@ x N — R of the IOV product II ® Ag such that for
two constants v € (0,1) and k € N | the following conditions hold:

h(s,q,1) Vse S, qeQ,l € Ny (10)
h(s, qo, ) Vs € Sy (11)
h(,q,k‘+1)>1 Vse S,qe@Q\U  (12)
Ernlh(g(s,1),¢,1)] < h(s,4,1) VseSqeQle0k]  (13)

where ' =0 4f ¢ € U and " = 1 + 1 otherwise. Then for any initial product
state (so, qo,0) where sg € Sy, we have that Py [U is a k-times IOV-set] > 1 —

h(So, q0, 0) = llmf

Theorem 4 (Upper Bounds on k-times IOV-sets). Suppose there exists
a barrier certificate h : S x Q X N — R of the IOV product H®Ag such that for
some constants v € (0,1), 0 < A<y <1 and k € N, the following conditions
hold:

0<h(s,q,l)<1 Vse S,qe Q,l €Ny (14)
h(s,q0,0) >~ Vs € So (15)
h(s,q,k+1) <A Vse S,qeQ\U (16)
o Broplh(gls,r), g, 1)) > h(s,q,)  VseSqeQlelok]  (17)

where I =0 if ¢ € U and I’ = | + 1 otherwise. Then for any initial product
state (so,qo0,0) where so € So, we have that Py, [U is a k-times [0V-set] <1 —
h(s0, qo,0) =: u™ .



Below we give the convergence theorem about the satisfaction of w-regular
properties under k-times FOV and IOV-sets. Let (E;, F;) € Acc be one element
of the Rabin acceptance condition in A,. E; is an FOV-set such that maz(6[3]) =
m* < oo for any 6 € O, and F; is an IOV-set such that maz(0[3]) = n* < oo for
any 6 € 6.

Theorem 5 (Convergence). For any initial state sy € Sy, when k — m*
in Theorems 1 and 2, we have that Py [E; is an FOV-sef] € [, uf"]; when

kE — n* in Theorems 3 and 4, we have that Ps,[F; is an IOV-sel] € [lfnf’ulz:nf].
Hence, Py, [II = ¢] € [l{in ) l;"f, ufn ) u;nf]

4 Algorithmic Approaches

In this section, we provide template-based automated algorithms to synthesize
the barrier certificates in Section 3.

Input and assumptions. The input of our algorithm contains a PTS IT with a
labeling function Lb, an DRA A, that represents the w-regular property ¢ (the
states in A, can be natural numbers), an invariant I ,4 and techinical variables
d, k that specify the degree of polynomial templates and the counting number
of barrier certificates (see, e.g., Theorem 1). We focus on polynomial PTSs, so
we assume all guards and updates in IT and all invariants I(£)’s are polynomial
expressions over program variables.

Output. The task of our algorithm is to synthesize the polynomial barrier cer-
tificates n, h in Section 3.2, as well as the quantitative bounds from them.
Overview. Our algorithm is a standard template-based approach [9,34,35]. We
set up a polynomial template with unknown coefficients for each barrier certifi-
cate in Section 3.2. Next, the conditions of each barrier certificate are encoded
as entailments of polynomial inequalities with unknown coefficients. Then by
applying the classical Farkas’ Lemma [11] or Putinar’s Positivstellensatz [27],
we reduce the synthesis problem to Linear Programming (LP) or Semi-definite
Programming (SDP). Finally, we solve the programming problem by calling an
LP or SDP solver. Below we give the four steps of our algorithm. For brevity, we
only showcase the BC in Theorem 1, others can be derived in the same manner.

Step 1 - Setting up templates. For each location ¢ € L, our algorithm sets
up a template 1(¢) which is a polynomial consisting of all possible monomials
of degree at most d over program variables, each with an unknown coefficient.
For example, in Example 1, the program has two program variables x, y and two
additional variables ¢,[ are required as in Theorem 1. Let d = 1, then at each
location ¢;, the algorithm sets n(¢;) = c;o+¢ci1-z+ci2-y+c¢iz-q+cia-l where
ci,;’s are unknown coefficents.

Step 2 - Constructing entailments. The algorithm symbolically computes
the conditions of the barrier certificate in Theorem 1 using the templates from

4 We assume that an invariant is provided as part of the input. Invariant generation
is an orthogonal and well-studied problem, and can be automated using [28,8].
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Step 1. Note that all of these conditions are entailments between polynomial
inequalities over program variables whose coeflicients are unknown. That is, they
are in the form of “Vx. A(x) = b(x)”, where A is a set of polynomial inequalities
over variables, and B is also a polynomial inequality over variables but with
unknown coefficients. For example, for the program in Example 1, the algorithm
symbolically computes condition (3) where ¢,I = 0 at the initial location, i.e.,

V(z,y,¢,0). (@>0)A(y>0)=coo+co1-x+coz-y<r. (18)

Step 3 - Quantifier elimination. After the previous step, we have a system of
constraints of the form “A,(¥x. 4;(x) — B;(x))”. The algorithm then eliminate
the universal quantification over x in every constraint. We showcase the case
where A;, B; are linear inequalities. For example, the algorithm rewrites con-
dition (18) as kK1 - + Ke -y =y — Co,0 — Co,1 - T — Co,2 - Y with new unknown
coefficients x; > 0. By Farkas’ Lemma [11], we obtain a new system of linear
equations soundly:

0=~—co0, K1 = —Co,1, K2 = —Cp,2.

For polynomial cases, we refer the readers to [35].

Step 4 - Solving the system. Since all the conditions of the BC are trans-
formed into linear or semidefinite constraints, we call an LP or SDP solver to
optimize the lower/upper bound from the BC and synthesize the unknown co-
efficients of the templates. For example, in Example 1, we compute the lower
bound in Theorem 1, and call an LP solver to maximize the objective function
is 7(s0,40,0) = co,0 + co,1 - 1 + ¢co,2 - 0 at the initial state sg = (linit, 1,0).

Theorem 6 (Soundness). If our algorithm finds valid solutions for the un-
known coefficients in the polynomial templates, then it returns lower or upper
bounds on the probabilities of k-times FOV-sets and I0V-sets.

Proof. If the algorithm can synthesize the BC in Theorem 1, then one can obtain
the lower bound on the probability that U is a k-time FOV-set. The same holds
for Theorems 2 to 4.

5 Evaluation

We implement our approach into a prototype named TPINFER. The experiments
aim to evaluate the effectiveness of our method with respect to several goals,
including:

1. Quantitative verification of w-regular properties.
2. Quantitative verification of temporal posterior inference.
3. Impact of hyperparameters d, k.
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5.1 Benchmarks and Setup

We evaluate the effectiveness of our method on five probabilistic programs, all
of which contain loops with unbounded iterations. Specifically, ex3 and ex4 are
taken from PSI [14], 1d-asym-rwl is taken from [39], and the remaining two
programs are novel examples proposed in this work. The w-regular properties we
verify are distinguished between those that can be expressed in LTL and those
that can only be expressed in automata (i.e., RE1 and RE2). All experiments are
executed on a workstation running Ubuntu 22.04, with a 32-core AMD Ryzen
Threadripper CPU, 128GB RAM, and a single 24564MiB GPU.

5.2 Effectiveness of Quantitative Verification of w-regular properties

We first verify the effectiveness of our method in synthesizing barrier certificates
for Rabin persistence and recurrence acceptance, and in using them to compute
sound upper and lower bounds on the probability that a probabilistic program
satisfies a given w-regular property. The results are summarized in Table 1. For
each w-regular specification, we compute the probabilities associated with its cor-
responding Rabin persistence and recurrence acceptance conditions, from which
certified lower and upper bounds on the satisfaction probability are synthesized.

As shown in the table, the simulation-based probabilities (Sim.) consistently
fall within the intervals defined by the synthesized lower (L.B.) and upper (U.B.)
bounds. This empirically confirms the correctness and tightness of our verifica-
tion results. The alignment between the simulation outcomes and the certified
bounds demonstrates that the stochastic barrier certificates constructed by our
method are able to capture the essential probabilistic behaviors of the system,
even for properties that require reasoning over infinite executions.

Overall, the results validate the soundness of our approach and demonstrate
its practical capability in quantitatively verifying a wide range of w-regular prop-
erties.

5.3 Effectiveness of Quantitative Verification of Temporal Posterior
Inference

Table 2 demonstrates the effectiveness of our method in quantitatively verifying
the temporal posterior probabilities of the w-regular properties under consid-
eration. For each property, our approach computes certified lower and upper
probability bounds through the synthesis of stochastic barrier certificates, and
these bounds provide a sound enclosure of the true posterior probability.

As shown in Table 2, the simulation-based probabilities consistently fall
within the synthesized intervals, indicating that the bounds we obtain are valid
and informative. This agreement further confirms that the proposed barrier-
certificate-based method is capable of accurately capturing the probabilistic be-
havior of programs with unbounded loops, even when reasoning about complex
temporal properties defined in the w-regular framework. And the barrier certifi-
cate parameters used for computing the posterior probabilities are kept consis-
tent with those employed in Table 1. The results highlight the reliability of our

12



Table 1: w-regular Quantitative Verification Results

Task Property Sim. L.B. U.B. E.d.F.d. k time (sec)
F(b=0) 0.5 0.50000 0.75356 1 3 3 1012.94
x3 F(b=0)&F(n>2) 0.2493 0.17385 0.37294 1 3 4 28944.35
GF(b=1) 0.668 0.66670 0.87391 1 3 3 1664.72
GF(b=1)&GF(n>2) 0.2493 0.18394 0.36288 1 3 3 188l1.14
F(c2=1) 0.6665 0.61804 0.85172 1 3 4 2395.88
oxd G(c1=0)&F(c2=1) 0.33350.29054 0.53084 3 3 4 6946.69
GF(c2=1) 0.6665 0.61903 0.89802 1 3 7 14393.83
GF(c1=0 & c2=1) 0.3333 0.30193 0.49660 1 3 5 T7165.65
F(n>4) 0.109 0.01962 0.10990 1 3 3 1531.05
ld-asvinrw G(x<5)&F(n>4) 0.1068 0.09477 0.24967 3 3 3 3140.63
Y GF(x=0 — n>4)  0.1094 0.05140 0.13178 1 3 3 1399.08
GF(n>3) 0.2502 0.18586 0.31765 1 3 4 1611.56
REL F(y>0) 0.3563 0.27042 0.36236 1 3 2 5512.71
G(x=1)&F(y>0) 0.1255 0.09462 0.19100 3 3 2 15791.58
RE2 (n<2)*(x=1) 0.8749 0.86578 0.94964 3 3 2 2620.16
(n<3)*(x=1) 0.9375 0.93582 0.97739 3 3 3 2940.68

Remarks. Sim.: probability via simulation. L.B.: certified lower bounds. U.B.:
certified upper bounds. E.d.: polynomial degree of the barrier certificate
corresponding to Ei. F.d.: polynomial degree of the barrier certificate corresponding
to Fi. k: the counting number of the barrier certificates.

quantitative verification approach and its suitability for practical probabilistic
analysis.

5.4 Impact of Polynomial Degree d and the Counting Number k

Table 3 illustrates the impact of the polynomial degree d and the counting num-
ber k on the synthesis performance of the barrier certificates. When smaller
polynomial degrees are used, the expressive power of the polynomial basis be-
comes limited, which may prevent the synthesis procedure from finding a feasible
certificate and consequently lead to failure cases. This limitation reflects the fact
that low-degree polynomials may not adequately capture the geometric structure
of the invariants.

In particular, increasing k helps refine the guaranties by allowing certificates
to characterize longer execution behaviors, causing the computed probability
bounds to gradually stabilize. The convergence of the lower and upper bounds
toward the simulation-based probability demonstrates the alignment between the
quantitative verification results (see also Theorem 5) and the empirical execution
outcomes.
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Table 2: Quantitative Verification Results of Posterior Probabilities

Task Property Sim. L.B. TU.B.
ox3 Fn>2)|F(b=0) 0.5001 0.23071 0.74588
GF(n>2)| GF(b =1) 0.2493 0.21048 0.54429
oxcd G(cl =0) | F(c2=1) 0.5000 0.34113 0.85891
GF(cl = 0&c2 = 1) | GF(c2 = 1) 0.4998 0.33622 0.80222
ldeasvinrw G(x <5)|F(n > 4) 0.9743 0.86227 1
Y GF(x=0—mn>4) | GF(n > 3) 0.4375 0.16181 0.70903
RE1 G(x=1)| F(y > 0) 0.4005 0.26112 0.70632
RE2 mn<2)*(x=1)] (n <3)*x =1) 0.9329 0.88581 1

Remarks. Sim.: probability via simulation. L.B.: certified lower bounds. U.B.:
certified upper bounds.

However, Table 3 also reveals a trade-off: larger values of d and k lead to a
substantial increase in synthesis time. This is expected, as higher-degree polyno-
mials enlarge the search space of the optimization problem, while larger visitation
bounds impose more complex constraints on the certificate synthesis.

It is also worth noting that, due to floating-point precision issues in the nu-
merical optimization solver, the synthesized tight lower bounds may occasionally
exceed the simulation-based probability estimates. Such discrepancies occur only
in borderline cases and do not affect the soundness of the method, as the certified
bounds remain mathematically valid within the solver’s precision model.

6 Related Work

Formal Verification of Probabilistic Programs. Formal verification of prob-
abilistic programs has been widely studied through semantics, reasoning princi-
ples, and automated analysis frameworks. Foundational work provides weakest-
preexpectation semantics and program logics for reasoning about probabilistic
behavior [20]. Subsequent research develops automated techniques for proving
almost-sure termination and safety using ranking supermartingales and expectation-
based reasoning [6,9,13]. These approaches focus on state-based properties at
fixed points—typically at termination—and do not support posterior reasoning
about temporal events along execution traces. Our work differs by introducing
posterior inference for temporal properties conditioned on observations.
Barrier Certificates for Stochastic Systems. Barrier certificates provide
sufficient conditions for proving safety of continuous, hybrid, and stochastic sys-
tems. The original framework introduces barrier functions for excluding trajecto-
ries from unsafe sets [26], later extended to stochastic dynamics using Lyapunov-
like and sum-of-squares conditions [25,38]. While powerful for proving invariance
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Table 3: The Influence of Varying k£ and d on the Synthesis Performance

Task Property Sim. L.B. UB. d k time
ex3 F(b =0) 0 0 0.7996 3 1 197.0999
0.5 0.5002 fail 3 2 531.289
0.5 0.5000 0.7535 3 3 1012.9471
0.5 0.5077 0.8645 3 4 1662.5991
0.5 0.5020 0.8835 3 5 2426.8311
RE2 (m<2)* (x=1) 0.8749 0.6551 09778 2 1 34.7432
0.8749 fail 0.9829 2 2 94.5126
0.8749 fail 0.9821 2 3 184.5404
0.8749 0.8713 09675 3 1 233.3126
0.8749 0.8657 0.9496 3 2 639.6580
0.8749 0.8721 0.8901 3 3 1267.5365

Remarks. Sim.: probability via simulation. L.B.: certified lower bounds of F1.

U.B.: certified upper bounds of F1.

and safety, these techniques do not quantify posterior probabilities or incorpo-
rate observational evidence. In contrast, our approach reasons directly about
temporal posterior probabilities induced by probabilistic program traces.
Temporal Logic Verification. Temporal logics such as LTL and w-regular
specifications are standard tools for expressing safety and liveness properties
over infinite behaviors [31]. For probabilistic systems, model checkers such as
PRISM [21] and probabilistic temporal logics [2] compute the prior probabil-
ity that a temporal specification is satisfied. These methods do not incorporate
Bayesian conditioning on observations or posterior reasoning about temporal
events. Our work complements this line of research by enabling temporal poste-
rior inference over the execution traces of probabilistic programs.

7 Conclusion

We presented temporal posterior inference, which extends classical posterior in-
ference to entire execution traces of probabilistic programs. By combining pro-
gram semantics with temporal logic, our method supports posterior reasoning
about safety, liveness, and other w-regular properties under observational evi-
dence. We introduced quantitative proof certificates, an automated synthesis al-
gorithm, and demonstrated effectiveness on programs where standard inference
fails. This provides a principled foundation for unifying Bayesian conditioning
with temporal verification and invites further extensions to richer properties and
larger models.
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Appendix

A Probability Theory

We start by reviewing some notions from probability theory.

Random Variables and Stochastic Processes. A probability space is a
triple (£2,F,P), where {2 is a non-empty sample space, F is a o-algebra over
2, and P(+) is a probability measure over F, i.e. a function P: F — [0, 1] that
satisfies the following properties: (1) P(§) = 0, (2)P(2 — A) = 1 — P[4], and (3)
P(U20A;) = Y oo o P(A;) for any sequence {4;}5°, of pairwise disjoint sets in
F.

Given a probability space ({2, F,P), a random variable is a function X : £2 —
RU {oo} that is F-measurable, i.e., for each a € R we have that {w € 2| X (w) <
a} € F. Moreover, a discrete-time stochastic process is a sequence {X,}52, of
random variables in (2, F,P).

Conditional Expectation. Let ({2, F,P) be a probability space and X be a
random variable in ({2, F,P). The expected value of the random variable X,
denoted by E[X], is the Lebesgue integral of X wrt P. If the range of X is a
countable set A, then E[X] =} _,w-P(X = w). Given a sub-sigma-algebra
F' C F, a conditional expectation of X for the given F’ is a F’-measurable
random variable Y such that, for any A € F’, we have:

E[X -Ta] = E[Y - 14] (19)

Here, 14 : £2 — {0, 1} is an indicator function of A, defined as [4(w) = 1ifw € A
and [4(w) =0 if w ¢ A. Moreover, whenever the conditional expectation exists,
it is also almost-surely unique, i.e., for any two F’-measurable random variables
Y and Y’ which are conditional expectations of X for given F’, we have that
P(Y =Y') =1.

Filtrations and Stopping Times. A filtration of the probability space ({2, F,P)
is an infinite sequence {F,}52, such that for every n, the triple (2, F,,P) is
a probability space and F,, C F,11 C F. A stopping time with respect to a
filtration {F,}52, is a random variable T : {2 — No U {co} such that, for every
i € Np, it holds that {w € 2|T(w) < i} € F;. Intuitively, T returns the time
step at which some stochastic process shows a desired behavior and should be
“stopped”.

A discrete-time stochastic process {X,,}22, in (£2, F,P) is adapted to a fil-
tration {F, }5%,, if for all n > 0, X, is a random variable in (2, F,,,P).
Stopped Process. Let {X,,}5° , be a stochastic process adapted to a filtration
{Fn}s2, and let T be a stopping time w.r.t. {F,}52,. The stopped process
{X,,}52, is defined by

~ X,, forn<T,
Xn =
Xr, forn>T.
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Martingales. A discrete-time stochastic process { X, }52 to a filtration {F,}52
is a martingale (resp. supermartingale, submartingale) if for all n > 0, E[| X,,|] <
oo and it holds almost surely (i.e., with probability 1) that E[X,+1|F.] = Xn
(resp. E[Xp11]Fn] < Xo, E[Xpp1]| Fu] > Xn).

Theorem 7 (Optional Stopping Theorem (OST) [37]). Consider a stop-
ping time T w.r.t. a filtration {F,}22, and a martingale (resp. supermartin-
gale, submartingale) {X,}22, adapted to {Fp,}3 . Then E[|Xr|] < oo and
E[Xr] = E[Xo] (resp. E[X7] < E[Xy], E[X7] > E[Xy]) if one of the follow-
ing conditions holds:

— T is bounded, i.e., T < ¢ for some constant c;

— E[T] < o0, and there exists a constant ¢ such that for alln € N, | X, 41 —
Xn| < e

— The stopped process {Xn}ffzo w.r.t. T is bounded, i.e., there exists some
constant ¢ such that |X,,| < ¢ for alln € N.

Theorem 8 (Ville’s Inequality [32]). For any nonnegative supermartingale
{Xn}22, and any real number ¢ > 0,

]E[Xo].

P[SupnzoXn > <

This theorem is also called Doob’s nonnegative supermartingale inequality.

B Supplementary Materials for Section 3

Proposition 1 Given an FOV product H®Ag, U is an FOV-set, i.e., Inf(6[2])N
U = for any product trace 6 € O, iff max(9[3]) < oo for any 6 € O.

Proof. 1t is straightforward to see that in the FOV product, for any product
trace 8 € ©, max(A[3]) < oo implies Inf(#[2]) N U = 0, and vice versa. O

Proposition 2 Given an IOV product IT ® A7, U is an IOV-set, i.e., Inf(6[2]) N
U # 0 for any product trace 6 € O, iff maxz(03]) < oo for any 6 € 6.

Proof. 1t is straightforward to see that in the IOV product, for any product trace
6 € ©, maz(0[3]) < oo implies Inf(#[2]) N U = ), and vice versa. 0

Corollary 1 If maz(0[3]) < oo for any § € © in the FOV product IT @ AL,
then E; is an FOV-set. If maxz(0[3]) < oo for any § € O in the IOV product
I® Ag’?, then Fj; is ian IOV-set. Finally, one can conclude that IT = .

Proof. By Propositions 1 and 2, one can prove that E; is an FOV-set and Fj is an

IOV-set. Therefore, according to the Rabin acceptance condition in Section 2.1,
one can conclude that I satisfies the w-regular property .
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Theorem 1 (Lower Bounds on k-times FOV-sets). Suppose there exists a
barrier certificate (BC) n: S x @ x N — R of the FOV product IT ® Ag such
that for two constants v € (0,1) and k € Ny, the following conditions hold:

n(s,q.1) = Vs € S,q€Q,l €Ny (2)
1(s, go, ) VseSy  (3)
n(s, q7k+1)>1 Vse S,qeU (4)
Ecnn[n(g(s.r),d',1")] < n(s,q,0) Vs€S,qeQ,l€0,k] (5

where I = [+ 1 if ¢ € U and | otherwise. Then for any initial product
state (so,qo,0) where sop € Sy, we have that P, [U is a k-times FOV-set] >

]. — 7](807(]0,0) = l{in

Proof. Let {2 be the set of all trajectories induced by the FOV product IT ®.Ag.
Construct a stochastic process {X;}:;>o over {2 such that X;(w) = n(w;) =
1(se, g, Ue) for any w € (2. Let k be the first time that U is visited k + 1 times,
ie., k(w) := inf{t € N | £ = k+ 1}. Then we construct a stopped process

{Xit}i>0 by
Xt _ Xt, if t < K:,
X, ift>k.

Next, we will prove that {Xt}tzo is a non-negative supermartingale. When t < &,
we have that

E[Xi41 | ) =E[Xpp1 | R < Xo = Xy,
where the inequality is obtained by condition (5). When ¢ > k, we have that
ELX}+1|.ﬁ” ::)YN ::)?K.

By condition (2), we can conclude that {Xt}tzo is a non-negative supermartin-
gale. According to condition (4), we have that X;(w) = n(st, g, ¢:) > 1 when
gt € U and ¢; = k + 1. Thus, for every initial state (sg, go, %), we have that

1— P, [U is visited at most k times]
= P,,[U is visited more than & times]
= Py, [{(st, G, 0t)} 72 where It € N. ¢ € E; and ¢, = k + 1]

<Py, {supXt(w) > 1} =P, |:sup X (w) > 1]
teN teN

< Xo(w) = Xo(w)
where the last inequality is obtained by Ville’s Inequality(see Theorem 8). 0

Theorem 2 (Upper Bounds on k-times FOV-sets). Suppose there exists a
barrier certificate 1 : S x Q@ x N — R of the FOV product 11 ® Ag such that for
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some constants a € (0,1), 0 < A <~ <1 and k € N, the following conditions
hold:

0<n(s,ql)<1 Vs e S,qe @Q,l € Ny (6)
1(s,40,0) = v Vse Sy  (7)
n(s, g, k+1) <A Vse S,qeU (8)
a-Eeupn(g(s,1),¢' . )] = n(s,q.0) Vs€S,qeQ,le[0,k] (9

where I’ = [+ 1 if ¢ € U and | otherwise. Then for any initial product
state (so,qo,0) where sop € Sy, we have that P, [U is a k-times FOV-set] <
1 —n(s0, qo,0) =: uf"

Proof. Let {2 be the set of all trajectories induced by the FOV product M, ®Ag.
Construct a stochastic process {X;};>0 over {2 such that X;(w) = n(w,) =
N(8t, qt, £¢) for any w € §2. Let k be the first time that U is visited k + 1 times,
ie., k(w) := inf{t € N| ¢ = k + 1}. Then construct a new stochastic process
{Y:}+>0 such that Y; := o' X;. Define its stopped process {f/t}tZO by

¥, = Y;, ?ft<l€,
Y., ift>k.

Next, we will prove that {}N/t}tzo a submartingale. When ¢ < x, we have that
E[Y;11 | Fi] = E[Ys1 | Fi
=E[a"™' Xy y1 | Ft] = o' E[Xy 41 | F
=o' aE[Xiy | F] > !X, =Y,
where the inequality is obtained by condition (9). When ¢ > k, we have that
ElYi | Fi] =Y =Y

By condition (6), we have Y, € [0,1] for any t € N. Thus, we can conclude that
{Y:}+>0 is a submartingale. Then for every initial state (s, qo, %), we have that

1—P,,[U is visited at most k times]
= P,,[U is visited more than k times]
=Py, [{(st, g1, 1) }i2o where 3t € N. ¢, € E; and €y = k + 1]
=Py, [k < 0]
>Ela® X, |k <oo]-P
=E[a” - X | k < 0] - Py,
= E[o” - X, = E[Y,] = E[Y,] > E]

where the first inequality is derived from the fact that a”-X,, € (0,1) asa € (0,1)
and X,; € [0, 1] by condition (6), the fourth equality is obtained by the fact that
a”-X,, =0when kK = 0o and « € (0, 1), and the last inequality is got by applying
the Optional Stopping Theorem Theorem 7. a
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Theorem 3 (Lower Bounds on k-times IOV-sets). Suppose there exists a
barrier certificate b : .S X @ x N — R of the IOV product IT ® Ag such that for
two constants v € (0,1) and k € N | the following conditions hold:

h(s,q,1) > Vs€S,qeQ,leNy (10
h(s, qo, ) Vse Sy  (11)
h(s, q7/€+1)>1 Vse S,qeQ\U  (12)
Ecvplh(g(s,1), ¢, 1)] < h(s,q,1) VseS,qe@,le[0,k]  (13)

where I’ = 0 if ¢ € U and I’ = [ + 1 otherwise. Then for any initial product
state (so, qo,0) where so € Sp, we have that P, [U is a k-times IOV-set] > 1 —
h(s0, qo,0) =: 1™

(505 905 i

Proof. Let {2 be the set of all trajectories induced by the IOV product M, ®.Ag.
Construct a stochastic process {X;};>o over {2 such that X;(w) = h(w;) =
h(st, qi, ¢;) for any w € £2. Let k be the first time that @ \ U is visited consecu-
tively k + 1 times, i.e., k(w) := inf{t € N | £y = k + 1}. Then define a stopped

process {X;}i>0 by
Xt _ Xt, if t < R,
X, ift>k.

Next, we will prove that {Xt}tzo is a non-negative supermartingale. When t < &,
we have that

E[Xi41 | ) =E[Xpp1 | R < Xo = Xy,
where the inequality is obtained by condition (13). When ¢ > x, we have that
E[Xt+1 | ]:—t] = )(N = X}v

By condition (10), we can conclude that {Xt}tzo is a non-negative supermartin-
gale. According to condition (12), we have that X;(w) = h(s¢, q¢,¢t) > 1 when
gt € Q\ F; and ¢, = k + 1. Thus, for every initial state (s, qo, £o), we have that

1—-P,,[Q\ U is visited consecutively at most k times]
= P, [@Q \ U is visited consecutively more than k times]
= Py, [{(st, 1, 4t)} 72 where It € N. ¢ € Q\ F; and 4y = k + 1]
< Py, {supXt(w) > 1} =P, [sup Xt(w) > 1]
teN teN
< Xo(w) = Xo(w)
where the last inequality is obtained by Ville’s Inequality Theorem 8. O

Theorem 4 (Upper Bounds on k-times IOV-sets). Suppose there exists a
barrier certificate h : S x Q x N — R of the IOV product IT ® Ag such that for
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some constants v € (0,1), 0 < A <+ <1 and k € N, the following conditions
hold:

0<h(s,ql)<1 Vs e S,ge Q,l €Ny (14)
h(s,qo,0) >~ Vs € Sy (15)
his,q,k+1) <A Vs e S,qeQ\U (16)
a-Eeop[h(g(s,t),q,1")] > h(s,q,1) Vs € S,qeQ,l €0,k (17)

where I’ = 0 if ¢ € U and I’ = [ + 1 otherwise. Then for any initial product
state (so, go,0) where so € Sp, we have that P, [U is a k-times IOV-set] < 1 —

inf

h(so0,q0,0) =: u;

Proof. Let {2 be the set of all trajectories induced by the IOV product M, ®Ag.
Construct a stochastic process {X;};>o over {2 such that X;(w) = h(w;) =
h(st,qt,¢;) for any w € (2. Let x be the first time that Q \ U is visited con-
secutively k + 1 times, i.e., k(w) := inf{t € N | ¢, = k + 1}. Then construct a
new stochastic process {Y; };>¢ such that Y; := ol X;. Define its stopped process

{Yi}iz0 by

¥, = Y;, ?f t <R,
Y., ift>k.
Next, we will prove that {Y/t}tzo a submartingale. When ¢ < k, we have that

E[Yi41 | Fi] = E[Yis | Fi]
= E[at+1Xt+1 | ft] = at+1E[Xt+1 ‘ Ft]
=o' aE[Xyy | Fi] > X =Y,

where the inequality is obtained by condition (17). When ¢ > k, we have that
EYii1 | F] =Y. =Y,

By condition (14), we have Y; € [0,1] for any ¢ € N. Thus, we can conclude that
{Y: }1>0 is a submartingale. Then for every initial state (sg, qo,%o), we have that

where the first inequality is derived from the fact that a®-X,; € (0,1) as o € (0, 1)
and X, € [0,1] by condition (14), the fourth equality is obtained by the fact
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that a” - X, = 0 when k = co and « € (0,1), and the last inequality is got by
applying the Optional Stopping Theorem Theorem 7. a

Theorem 5 (Convergence). For any initial state s € Sp, when k£ — m*
in Theorems 1 and 2, we have that P, [E; is an FOV-set] € [If", 4/™]; when

k — n* in Theorems 3 and 4, we have that P, [F; is an IOV-set] € [l::nf,u;’nf].
Hence, P, [T E ¢] € [l{in ) l;"f, u{in ) uznf]
Proof. The proof is straightforward. When £ is sufficiently large enough, we will

count the contributions of all valid traces.

C Supplementary Materials for Section 5

x ~ Bernoulli(0.3); y:=0;

while flip(0.5) do z:=0; y:=0;
if flip(0.6) then while =0 do
r:=1—1x; n:=n-+1;
if z =1 then if flip(0.5) then
y;:y—|—1; rx:=1—ux;
od od
(a) RE 1 (b) RE 2

Fig.2: The novel examples
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