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rLTL
(G, FG, GF, I)

Formula Prefix
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Questions: What truth values might occur?

Bauer, Leucker, Schallhart. “Runtime verification for LTL and TLTL". ACM Trans. Softw. Eng. Methodol. 2011
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Theorem: An rLTL Monitor cannot yield 0001 nor 0011.
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Questions: How do values “evolve”?

Theorem: Up to four refinements are possible.
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LIL-MON DOES NOT IMPLY rLIL-MoN

rLTL-Ugly Pretix: Every continuation yields ??7?7

rLTL-Monitorable: There are no rLTL-Ugly Prefixes
(Ga A Gma) = (FGa A FG—a)

Not rLTL-mon

(Ga A G—a): Contradiction
(Ga A Gna) = (FGa A FG—a): Tautology

Ugly Prefix { {a}
vp:{ Halp{ }J»yields 1111
{ Ka}p{a}» yields 0000
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