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Abstract
A set of configurations H is an home-space for a set of configurations X of a Petri
net if every configuration reachable from X can reach H. The semilinear home-space
problem for Petri nets asks, given a Petri net A, and semilinear sets of configurations
X, H if H is an home-space for X. In 1989, Davide de Frutos Escrig and Colette Johnen
proved that the problem is decidable when X is a singleton and H is a finite union of
linear sets using the same periods. In this paper, we show that the general problem is
decidable. This result is obtained by proving a duality between the reachability problem
and the non-home-space problem. More formally, we prove that for any Petri net A and
for any linear set of configurations L, we can effectively compute a semilinear set W of
configurations such that for every set X, the set L is not an home-space for X if, and only
if W is reachable from X.
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Introduction

Petri nets are one of the most popular formal methods for the representation and the analysis
of parallel processes [4].
The central algorithmic problem for Petri net is reachability: given a Petri net A and
two configurations x and y, decide whether there exists an execution of A from x to y. In
fact many important computational problems in logic and complexity reduce or are even
equivalent to this problem [11, 6]. Recently, the complexity of the Petri net reachability
problem was proved to be “Ackermannian-complete” (see [8] for the upper-bound and [9, 2]
for the lower-bound),
The reachability problem for Petri nets can be easily generalized to semilinear sets, a class
of geometrical sets that coincides with the sets definable in the Presburger arithmetic [5]. The
semilinear reachability problem for Petri nets asks, given a Petri net A, and (presentations
of) semilinear sets of configurations X,Y if there exists an execution from a configuration
in X to a configuration in Y. Denoting by post∗A (X) the configurations reachable from
X and by pre∗A (Y) the configurations that can reach a configuration in Y, the semilinear
reachability problem is equivalent to decide if the intersection post∗A (X) ∩ pre∗A (Y) is empty.
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This problem can be easily reduced to classical (instances when X and Y are singleton)
reachability problems for Petri nets.
The semilinear home-space problem is a problem that seems to be similar to the semilinear reachability problem at a first sight. This problem asks, given a Petri net A, and two
semilinear sets X, H, if every configuration reachable from X can reach H. This problem is
equivalent to prove the inclusion post∗A (X) ⊆ pre∗A (H). In 1989, Davide de Frutos Escrig
and Colette Johnen proved that the semilinear home-space problem is decidable for instances
where X is a singleton set and H is a finite union of linear sets using the same periods and
let open the general case. The decidability status of the home-space problem stays open for
several years. In fact, it was unclear if the general problem should be decidable since the
inclusion (in fact also the equality) problem post∗A (X) ⊆ pre∗B (H) is undecidable even when
X and H are singleton sets and the dimensions of the Petri nets A, B are fixed to some small
values [7].
Our contribution. In this paper, we show that the general semilinear home-space problem is
decidable. This result is obtained by proving a duality between the reachability problem and
the non-home-space problem. More formally, we prove that for any Petri net A and for any
linear set of configurations L, we can effectively compute a semilinear set W of configurations
such that for every set X, the set L is not an home-space for X if, and only if W is reachable
from X.
By N we denote the set {0, 1, 2, . . . } of nonnegative integers. For (a dimension) d ∈ N,
the elements of Nd are called (d-dimensional) vectors; they are denoted in bold face, and for
x ∈ Nd we put x = (x(1), x(2), . . . , x(d)) so that we can refer to the vector components. We
use the component-wise sum x + y of vectors, and their component-wise order x ≤ y. For
c ∈ N, we put
P c · x = (c · x(1), c · x(2), . . . , c · x(d)). By kxk we denote the sum of components,
i.e., kxk = di=1 x(i).
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Semilinear Petri Net Reachability Problem

In this section, we briefly recall related notions about semilinear sets and Petri nets.
A set L ⊆ Nd is linear, if there are d-dimensional vectors b (the basis) and p1 , p2 , . . . , pk
(the periods, k ∈ N) such that
L = {x ∈ Nd | x = b + u(1) · p1 · · · + u(k) · pk for some u ∈ Nk }.
In this case L is said to be presented by the tuple (b, p1 , . . . , pk ). A set S ⊆ Nd is semilinear
if it is a finite union of linear sets, i.e. S = L1 · · · ∪ Lm where all Li are linear. In that
case, we present S as a sequence of presentations of L1 , . . . , Lm . When such a presentation is
effectively computable, the semilinear set S is said to be effectively constructible.
Given a set S ⊆ Nd , by S we denote its complement, i.e., S = Nd r S. If S is semilinear,
then also S is semilinear. Moreover, S is effectively constructible from a presentation of S;
this follows from the well-known fact that a set is semilinear iff it is expressible in Presburger
arithmetic [5].
We use a concise definition of (unmarked place/transition) Petri nets. By a d-dimensional
Petri-net action we mean a pair a = (a− , a+ ) ∈ Nd × Nd . With a = (a− , a+ ) we associate the
2

a

a

binary relation −
→ on the set Nd by putting (x + a− ) −
→ (x + a+ ) for all x ∈ Nd . The relations
a
σ
−
→ are naturally extended to the relations −
→ for finite sequences σ of (d-dimensional Petri
net) actions.
A Petri net A of dimension d (with d places in more traditional definitions) is a finite
set of d-dimensional Petri-net actions (transitions). Here the vectors x ∈ Nd are also called
configurations (markings). On the set Nd of configurations we define the reachability relation
A∗

A∗

σ

−−→: we put x −−→ y if there is σ ∈ A∗ such that x −
→ y. Given two sets X, Y ⊆ Nd , we write
∗
A
A∗
X −−→ Y if there exist x ∈ X and y ∈ Y such that x −−→ y.
A∗

We recall that the reachability problem (given A, x, y, is x −−→ y ?) is decidable [10]; it has
been recently shown to be “Ackermannian-complete” [9, 2]. Moreover, if two sets X, Y ⊆ Nd
A∗

are linear, the problem X −−→ Y is decidable since it is logspace reducible to the reachability
problem (by adding to A one Petri net action for each period of X and Y). Furthermore,
by decomposing semilinear sets into finite union of linear sets, it follows that the problem
A∗
X −−→ Y is also decidable when X and Y are (effectively) semilinear.

3

Home Space Problem

We first define a few useful notions and then specify some variants of the home-space problem
that we consider. We implicitly assume a fixed Petri net A of dimension d if not said otherwise.
S
A∗
∗ (x) = {y ∈ Nd | x −
(x)
where
post
−→ y}.
For X ⊆ Nd we put post∗A (X) = x∈X post∗A
A
S
Symmetrically, for Y ⊆ Nd we put pre∗A (Y) = y∈Y pre∗A (y) where pre∗A (y) = {x ∈ Nd |
A∗

x −−→ y}. A set X ⊆ Nd is an inductive invariant if post∗A (X) ⊆ X (hence post∗A (X) = X).
We note that post∗A (X) is an inductive invariant for each X ⊆ Nd . Also pre∗A (Y) is an
inductive invariant for any Y ⊆ Nd .
Given two sets X, H ⊆ Nd , we say that H is a home-space for X, if post∗A (X) ⊆ pre∗A (H).
We are interested in the decidability of the home-space problem asking, given a Petri net A
of dimension d and two effective semilinear sets X, H ⊆ Nd , if H is a home-space for X.
Remark 1. One might also consider “existential” problems that asks given a petri net A of
dimension d and (a finite presentation of ) a semilinear set X ⊆ Nd , if there exists a home
space H for X such that H is a singleton, or such that H is a semilinear set included in
post∗A (X). The former case was proved to be decidable in [1], and the last one is still open.
By [3] we know that the home-space problem is decidable for the instances A, X, H where
X is a singleton set, and H is a finite union of linear sets with the same period-sets. The
decidability is established by a Turing reduction to the reachability problem.
In [3] it was left open if the problem is decidable also for the instances A, X, H where
X is a singleton, and H is a general effective semilinear set (a finite union of linear sets with
possibly different period-sets). Here we give the positive answer by proving the following
theorem.
Theorem 1. There is an algorithm that, given a Petri net A of dimension d, and two
presentations of semilinear sets X and H decides if H is a home-space for X.
3

4

Non-Home-Space Witnesses

Now we start to think about a proof of Theorem 1. Given a Petri net A of dimension d, two
semilinear sets X, H ⊆ Nd , it is clear that we have:
A∗

A∗

H is not a home-space for X iff there exists c such that X −−→ c 6−−→ H
If we have no means to directly verify this property, we can look for a suitable (e.g.
A∗

semilinear) set W which has the property for every x ∈ Nd , we have x −−→ W iff there exists
A∗

A∗

c ∈ Nd such that x −−→ c 6−−→ H. In that case, we say that W ⊆ Nd is a non-home-space
witness, or just a witness, for H ⊆ Nd .
So we would be done (with a proof of Theorem 1) if we could construct a semilinear
witness of H. This does not seem straightforward, so we will use still other general observations to simplify the problem (so that it will suffice when a semilinear witness is effectively
constructible for a linear set).
Proposition 2. If H = H1 ∪ H2 · · · ∪ Hm , and if W1 , . . . , Wk are such that Wi is a witness
for Hi for each i, then H is not an home-space for a set X ⊆ Nd if, and only if, there is an
execution
A∗
A∗
(1)
x −−→ x1 · · · −−→ xm
where x ∈ X, and xi ∈ Wi for each i. (In fact, the order of Wi is irrelevant.)
A∗

Proof. Given an execution (1), we have for each i that xi ∈ Wi , and thus xi −
6 −→ Hi . It
A∗

A∗

follows that xj −
6 −→ Hi for all j ∈ {i, . . . , m}. Hence xm 6−−→ H. Thus H is not an home-space
for X. Conversely, assume that H is not an home-space for a set X ⊆ Nd . Then, there exist
A∗
A∗
A∗
A∗
configurations x, x0 such that x ∈ X, and x −−→ x0 −
6 −→ H. Since x0 −
6 −→ H then x0 −
6 −→ H1 .
A∗
A∗
It follows that x0 −−→ x1 for some configuration x1 ∈ W1 . Now, observe that x1 −
6 −→ H and
A∗
now we deduce that x1 −−→ x2 ∈ W2 ; etc.
Proposition 3. If X and the witnesses W1 , W2 . . . , Wm in Proposition 2 are effectively
constructible semilinear sets, then the existence of an execution (1) is decidable (by a reduction
to reachability).
Proof. We can construct a bigger Petri net that stepwise freezes m configurations of an
original execution from x ∈ X and checks (by the correspondingly defined gadgets and the
end-configuration) that these configurations belong to W1 , W2 . . . , Wm , respectively.
Hence a proof of Theorem 1 will be finished once we show:
Lemma 4. Given a Petri net A of dimension d, and a linear set L ⊆ Nd , we can effectively
construct a semilinear witness for L.
Before proving the lemma, we verify that it indeed entails Theorem 1: We have H =
H1 ∪ H2 . . . ∪ Hm where Hi are linear sets, and by the lemma we can construct a semilinear
witness Wi for Hi , for each i. Then we ask if there is an execution (1). Proposition 3 thus
finishes a proof of the decidability claimed in Theorem 1.
4
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Witness of Non-Home-Space For Linear Sets

It thus remains to prove Lemma 4.
As a gentle introduction, we first prove the lemma for the case when L is a singleton,
hence L = {b} (there is a basis b but no periods).
Referring to the assumed Petri net A of dimension d, we say that x ∈ Nd can decrease the
token-count if kx′ k < kxk for some x′ ∈ post∗A (x). We note that the set
DC = {x ∈ Nd | x can decrease the token-count}
is upward closed and the set MIN(DC) of its minimal elements (w.r.t. the componentwise partial order) is effectively constructible. (We can use a general framework by ValkJantzen [12]. A crucial fact is that if we are given a “partial configuration” x̄, in which some
components are unspecified, then the question if there is a configuration x ∈ DC that is an
instance of x̄ can be easily reduced to the reachability problem.)
A∗

We observe that x ∈ DC entails that x −−→ x′ for some x′ ∈ NDC where we put
NDC = DC. In other words, NDC is a home-space for any X ⊆ Nd .
Recalling that L = {b}, we now verify that

A∗
W = NDC ∩ {x; kxk > kbk} ∪ {x; kxk ≤ kbk and x −
6 −→ b}
is a witness for L;
A∗

A∗

• x −−→ c ∈ W clearly entails c −
6 −→ b;
A∗

A∗

A∗

A∗

• x −−→ c 6−−→ L, entails that c −−→ c′ where c′ −
6 −→ b and c′ ∈ NDC; hence c′ ∈ W (and
A∗

thus x −−→ W).
We easily note that W is an effectively constructible semilinear set.
Now we prove Lemma 4 in general. We have a Petri net A of dimension d, and a linear
set L presented with a basis b ∈ Nd and periods p1 , p2 . . . , pk ∈ Nd . For y ∈ Nd and u ∈ Nk
we put
conf(y, u) = y + u(1) · p1 + u(2) · p2 · · · + u(k) · pk .
Hence
L = {conf(b, u) | u ∈ Nk }.
Remark 2. We note that each configuration x ∈ Nd is equal to conf(y, u) for one or more
presentation pairs (y, u) ∈ Nd × Nk .
Let dcb-pr (determined by the Petri net A and the sequence of periods) be the set
of presentation pairs that present configurations that can decrease the token-count in the
presentation basis:
A∗

dcb-pr = {(y, u) ∈ Nd × Nk | ∃(y′ , u′ ) : kyk > ky′ k, conf(y, u) −−→ conf(y′ , u′ )}.
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We note that if y ≥ pi , for some i, then we trivially have (y, u) ∈ dcb-pr since conf(y, u) =
conf(y − pi , u′ ) where u′ arises from u by adding 1 to u(i).
Claim. dcb-pr is upward closed and the set MIN(dcb-pr) is effectively constructible.
(We compare (y, u) and (y′ , u′ ) component-wise. It is easy to verify that dcb-pr is
upward-closed. The effective constructibility is again based on the fact that we can decide,
by a reduction to reachability, if a partial presentation pair (ȳ, ū) has an instance in dcb-pr.)
We now define the set of configurations that can be presented so that the presentation
basis cannot be decreased:
NDCB = {x ∈ Nd | x = conf(y, u) for some (y, u) 6∈ dcb-pr}.
Claim. NDCB is an effectively constructible semilinear set.
(We recall that dcb-pr is an effectively constructible semilinear set, and that semilinear
sets coincide with the sets definable in Presburger arithmetic. Then the claim is clear.)
Similarly as NDC, the set NDCB can be easily verified to be a home-space for any set
X ⊆ Nd .
Now we recall the basis b of L, and consider the following subset of NDCB:
W = {x ∈ Nd | x = conf(y, u) where (y, u) 6∈ dcb-pr and
A∗

either kyk > kbk, or kyk ≤ kbk and conf(y, u) 6−−→ L}.
(We do not claim the effective semilinearity of W at the moment.) We recall that x ∈ L iff
x = conf(b, u) for some u ∈ Nk , and we verify that W is a witness for L:
A∗

A∗

• x −−→ c ∈ W clearly entails c −
6 −→ L;
A∗

A∗

A∗

A∗

• x −−→ c 6−−→ L, entails that c −−→ c′ where c′ −
6 −→ L and c′ ∈ NDCB; hence there is
A∗
(y, u) 6∈ dcb-pr such that c′ = conf(y, u); hence c′ ∈ W (and thus x −−→ W).
We still need to show that W is an effectively constructible semilinear set. Though for any
A∗
concrete y and u we can decide if conf(y, u) −−→ L, and there are only finitely many y to
consider (those satisfying kyk ≤ kbk), we are not done: it is not immediately obvious how
A∗

to express conf(y, u) 6−−→ L in Presburger arithmetic, even when y is fixed. To this aim, for
any fixed y we define the set
A∗

A∗

Uy = {u ∈ Nk | conf(y, u) −−→ L} = {u ∈ Nk | ∃v ∈ Nk : conf(y, u) −−→ conf(b, v)}.
Claim. For each fixed y ∈ Nd , the set Uy is upward closed and the set MIN(Uy ) is
effectively constructible. (It is obvious that Uy is upward-closed; the effective constructibility
A∗

is again based on the fact that we can decide if conf(y, ū) −−→ L where some components in ū
A∗

might be unspecified; we thus ask if there is an instance u ∈ Nk of ū such that conf(y, u) −−→
L.)
Hence now it is clear that we can effectively construct a Presburger formula expressing
A∗
that kyk ≤ kbk and conf(y, u) −
6 −→ L. Hence the above W is an effectively constructible
semilinear set. This finishes a proof of Lemma 4, and thus also of Theorem 1.
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