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Abstract. Simple process models are key for effectively communicating
the outcomes of process mining. An important question in this context
is whether the complexity of event logs used as inputs to process dis-
covery algorithms can serve as a reliable indicator of the complexity
of the resulting process models. Although various complexity measures
for both event logs and process models have been proposed in the lit-
erature, the relationship between input and output complexity remains
largely unexplored. In particular, there are no established guidelines or
theoretical foundations that explain how the complexity of an event log
influences the complexity of the discovered model. This paper examines
whether formal guarantees exist such that increasing the complexity of
event logs leads to increased complexity in the discovered models. We
study 18 log complexity measures and 17 process model complexity mea-
sures across five process discovery algorithms. Our findings reveal that
only the complexity of the flower model can be established by an event log
complexity measure. For all other algorithms, we investigate which log
complexity measures influence the complexity of the discovered models.
The results show that current log complexity measures are insufficient
to decide which discovery algorithms to choose to construct simple mod-
els. We propose that authors of process discovery algorithms provide
insights into which log complexity measures predict the complexity of
their results.

1 Introduction

Processes are everywhere in our daily lives. Starting from handling orders in an
online shop, ranging over the executions of treatments in hospitals, to things as
mundane as following a recipe. It comes to no surprise that organisations are ea-
ger to find and optimise such processes in a structured and automated fashion. To
aid organisations with this task is the goal of process mining [I]. This relatively
young research discipline essentially consists of three phases: Techniques for pro-
cess discovery automatically find a process model for previously recorded data
of the system. Since there are many process discovery techniques to choose from,
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conformance checking enables its users to decide which process model represents
the data best without having to scan through the entire dataset [2]. Finally, dur-
ing process enhancement, the discovered and selected models give conclusions on
how to adapt the real process to make it more efficient or rule-conformant.

Since the last phase depends on the specific process at hand, research in
process mining is especially interested in the first two phases. As such, the liter-
ature presents a vast amount of process discovery techniques that still regularly
finds new additions. The quality of the resulting models is checked within four
quality dimensions: Fitness rewards models that can replay all behaviour in the
data. Precision, on the other hand, rewards models that do not deviate from
this behaviour. The model M of shows that fitness and precision alone
are not enough to ensure good model-quality, since M has perfect fitness and
precision, but is merely another way to represent the raw data. Thus, generali-
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Fig. 1. An event log L and its trace net M with perfect fitness and precision.

sation rewards models that deviate from the recorded data, if these deviations
are possible executions in the process. The simplicity dimension rewards models
that are easy to read and understand.

High simplicity is crucial to analyse the model during the process enhance-
ment phase, and to present the findings to stake-holders and decision-makers.
Furthermore, low simplicity in a process model indicates the existence of errors
in the model [3]. Due to its importance, multiple measures for this dimension
emerged in the literature. We call these measures simplicity measures, if simpler
models receive higher values, or complexity measures, if simpler models receive
lower values. High complexity in process models is often the result of complex
input data, rather than the fault of process discovery techniques []. In turn,
complexity measures for recorded data are as important, as they aim to esti-
mate the complexity of the model before process discovery [5].

Yet, to this date, there is no proved theoretical connection between com-
plexity measures for data and for models. In this paper, we analyse whether
complexity measures for data can predict the complexity of models mined with
specific process discovery techniques. We describe the state of the art in
and set the scene with the necessary definitions in [Section 3] In [Section 4],
we investigate how increasing complexity of the underlying data influences the
complexity of automatically discovered models. We investigate two baseline dis-
covery algorithms and three more advanced mining techniques and discuss what
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types of complexity measures for data are currently missing. Finally, in[Section 5]
we summarise and give suggestions for future research.

2 Related Work

Complex process models come with several disadvantages. Mendling [3] showed
that complex models are more likely to contain errors and that complexity mea-
sures can predict these errors, highlighting the importance of the simplicity di-
mension. To further emphasise this importance, Reijers et al. [7] investigated
the influence of complex structures in process models to their understandability.
They found that measures that punish connectors in a model are best-suited
to predict its understandability. Yet, they found that personal factors like ex-
perience have the highest impact on understandability. Lieben et al. [§] showed
via a factor analysis that most of the complexity measures in the literature fall
into four different dimensions. Thereby, they considerably reduce the amount
of complexity measures process analysts have to choose from when evaluating
simplicity. Schalk et al. [9] further deepened this analysis by comparing mathe-
matical properties of complexity measures inside the same dimension.

On the side of complexity measures for data, Giinther [5] found that poor
quality in data means poor quality in discovered process models. They therefore
defined multiple complexity measures for so-called event logs, which are typi-
cally used to store recorded data in business processes. The goal of the defined
complexity measures is to evaluate the structure of event logs, and to select
a suitable process discovery algorithm for the analysis of these logs [5 p. 50].
Furthermore, they propose to use these measures to estimate the computational
complexity of process mining algorithms. Yet, concrete guidelines for which pro-
cess discovery algorithm to choose when certain log complexity scores are high
are missing. Augusto et al. [I0] therefore analysed the influence of log complex-
ity on the fitness, precision, size, and control flow complexity of three high-level
discovery algorithms. Using statistical analysis, they found that only the number
of different event names in the event log (variety) and the average edit distance
between two traces of the log are good predictors. Furthermore, they defined
four new graph-entropy-based complexity measures, out of which one is a good
predictor for the fitness of the model returned by the split miner.

Surprised by these findings, in this paper, we investigate whether there is a
theoretical connection between existing log complexity measures and the com-
plexity of discovered process models. To do so, we use the models of five sim-
ple process discovery techniques and research the effect of increasing log com-
plexity on their model complexity. We use the 18 log complexity measures col-
lected by Augusto et al. [I0] and the 17 model complexity measures collected by
Lieben et al. [§]. Since only the model complexity scores of the flower model show
a direct connection to existing log complexity measures, we continue the analysis
by providing measures that are better-suited to predict model complexity of the
discovered models. This way, we enable users of log complexity measures to draw
the right conclusions.
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3 Basic Definitions

We define N := {1,2,3,...} as the set of natural numbers, Ny := N U {0} as
the set of non-negative natural numbers, and Rar as the set of non-negative real
numbers. Let A be an alphabet. A trace over A is is a sequence of elements
drawn from A4, i.e., 0 = (a1,...,ay), where ay,...,a, € A. The length of such
a trace is denoted by |o| := n. The (unique) trace with length 0 is denoted
by e and called the empty trace. For all i € {1,...,n}, we write o(i) := a; to
address the element at the i-th position in the trace. For two arbitrary traces
o1 = {ay,...,ax) and o9 = (by,...,b;) over A, we define their concatenation as
the trace o102 := (a1, ...,ax,b1,...,b;). For a trace o, the n-ary concatenation
of o is defined inductively as ¢° = ¢ and o™ =5 - o™ for n > 0.

For any set D, we define a multiset m as a total function m : D — Ng,
where for any d € D, m(d) is the number of occurences of the element d in
the multiset m. For two multisets m, ms, we define m; + mo as the multiset
(m1 +mg) with Vd € D : (m1 + m2)(d) = m1(d) + ma(d). We write my C my if
Vd € D : mi(d) < ma(d), and my T mg if m; C mg and my # mo. We define the
support of a multiset m as the set supp(m) := {d € D | m(d) > 0}. An event log
L is a multiset of traces. We represent event logs the way shown in the example
of by adding the frequency of each trace to its superset.

Definition 1 (Petri nets and workflow nets). A (unlabeled) Petri net is a
triple N = (P,T,F), where P is the set of places, T is the set of transitions,
PNT =0, and F C (P xT)U(T x P) is the flow relation. For any place
p € P, we define its preset as *p := {t € T | (t,p) € F} and its postset as
p*:={teT|(pt) € F}. We define pre-and postsets of transitions accordingly.
A workflow net is a T-tuple W = (P, T, F, ¢, A, p;,p,), where (P, T, F) defines
a Petrinet, £ : T — (AU{7}) is a function assigning a label of A or the special
label T € A to the transitions in the net, and where p;,p, € P are places with:

— p; is the only place without incoming arcs, i.e. *p; = 0,
— Do is the only place without outgoing arcs, i.e. po =0,
— every node lies on some path from p; to p,.

Transitions t € T with £(t) = T are called silent transitions.

shows an example for a workflow net M. To visually distinguish be-
tween places and transitions, we draw places as circles and transitions as rect-
angles. As M demonstrates, the labeling function enables us to assign the same
label to multiple different transitions. Furthermore, every arc in a Petri net has
a place as start point and a transition as end point or a transition as start point
and a place as end point. In other words, there can never be arcs between two
places or between two transitions.

It is possible that multiple arcs leave or enter a place or a transition. If
multiple arcs leave a place, the transitions in its postset compete for the tokens
in the place. Thus, such places initiate a choice between the transitions in its
postset. On the other hand, if multiple arcs leave a transition, then this transition
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initiates a parallel execution. Most complexity measures are interested in these
special types of nodes in a Petri net. Thus, we next define the notion of connectors
in a workflow net.

Definition 2 (Connectors in workflow nets). Let W = (P, T, F,{,p;,p,)
be a workflow net, where t € T is a transition and p € P is a place.

— If |p*| > 1, we call p an xor-split.
If |*p| > 1, we call p an xor-join.
If |t*] > 1, we call t an and-split.
— If |°t| > 1, we call t an and-join.

Accordingly, we define

— the set of zor-splits in W as SYW_:={p € P | |p*| > 1},
the set of zor-joins in W as JY = {pe P||*p| > 1},
the set of and-splits in W as SV, :={t € T | [t*| > 1},

and *

the set of and-joins in W as W, .= {t € T | |*t| > 1}.

Note that these sets are not necessarily disjoint. The set of xor-connectors in W
is CV = SW U W  the set of and-connectors in W is CWV, .= SW. U TV, and

the set of all connectors is CV :=CW ucl ..

Most of the discovery techniques we investigate produce workflow nets. Yet,
we are aware that organisations often use directly follows graphs (DFG) and
extend our analyses to this model-type.

Definition 3 (Directly follows graph). Let L be an event log over a set of
activity names A. For x,y € A, we write x > y if there is a trace o € L with
o(i) =z and o(i+ 1) =y for some i € {1,...,|c|}. The directly follows graph
for L is the graph DFG(L) = (V, E) with V := AU {>,0}, where>,0 & A, and
with

E:={(>,z)|Jo€ L:0o(1) =x}
U{(a,y) [ 2> v}
U{(z,0) | 3o € L:o(|o]) =x}.

For an event log L and its directly follows graph DFG(L), we denote the set
of vertices in DFG(L) by V(DFG(L)) and the set of edges in DFG(L) by
E(DFG(L)).

shows an example of a directly follows graph for the example event log
L shown in
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Fig. 2. The directly follows graph G for the event log L of [Fig. 1]

3.1 Complexity of Process Models

For this section, let M be the set of all process models. We define a model-
complexity measure as a function CM : M — Rar , assigning a non-negative,
real-valued score to workflow nets. For our analyses, we investigate the model
complexity measures collected by Lieben et al [§] and redefined for workflow nets
by Schalk et al. [9]. To make this paper self-contained, we repeat their formal
definitions here. Let W = (P, T, F, ¢, A, p;, p,) be a workflow net.

— The size [3] Cyize of the workflow net W is the number of nodes in its

graphical representation. More precisely, the size of W is its number of places
plus its number of transitions, Csi,o(W) = |P| + |T|.

The connector mismatch [3] Cypy aims to estimate the amount of xor-
splits that were closed by and-joins and the amount of and-splits that were
closed by xor-joins in W. Such connector mismatches often occur in practice,
but render a workflow net more complex. To avoid checking all paths in a
workflow nets to find these connector mismatches, we calculate the difference
of arcs exiting xor-splits and of arcs entering xor-joins:

VTS SIIED Sl

xor

Analogously, we calculate the difference of arcs exiting and-splits and of arcs
entering and-joins, giving us:

w . °
TRV SRR S

|

and and

We combine these two sub-measures to the connector mismatch measure
Cym(M) = MMY + MMY,.
The connector heterogeneity [3] Con(W) of W is the entropy of its con-
nector types. If the workflow net W has only one type of connectors, the score
of this measure is 0. On the other hand, if it contains every connector-type

equally often, the score of this measure is 1. To achieve this, we define:

v, YN eV cw
C W —_ an .1 an Xor .1 XOor
cu(W) <|CW| o82 ow| ) t e 108\ jew]
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— The cross-connectivity metric [I14] Ccc identifies how strong the connec-
tion between two nodes in W is. The idea is that two activities that always
occur together in an execution sequence, are stronger connected than two
activities that are independent of each other. This means, alternative activ-
ities are loosely connected. Accordingly, we define the weight of a transition
in W as:

1 : w

W lf v e Cxor

wy (v) =<1 if veck,
1 otherwise.

Thus, places that have more than one outgoing or incoming arc get a weight
less than 1, while all other nodes in W have weight 1. Weights are extended
to the edges of the workflow net by defining ww ((u,v)) = ww (u) - ww (v)
for any edge (u,v) € F. For a simple path p = vy, v9,...,vp_1, Uk, We set its
weight to ww (p) = ww ((v1,v2)) - ... - ww((vk—1,vk)) and define the value
of a connection as:

Vv (vi,v;) := max({ww(p) | p is a simple path in W from v; to v;} U {0})

To calculate the score of the cross-connectivity metric, we take the average
of all connection-values and subtract the result from 1:

Z'Ul,’UQEPUT VW(vl,Uz)
(1P +1T]) - (I1P[+ T - 1)

Coc(W)=1-

— The token split [3] Cis is the minimum amount of edges that need to be
removed, such that the resulting net has no and-splits anymore. In turn,
Ces(W) = Ztesm(“.‘ -1).

— The control flow complexity [I5] Ccrc estimates the cognitive load of
a person that tries to understand the workflow net. The idea is that par-
allel splits add some complexity, but keep the amount of possible control
flows unchanged. Split-connectors that start exclusive choices, however, add
k possible control flows, where k is the amount of edges leaving the connector
node. With this, Copc(W) = |SY,| + > pesw [P°l.

— The separability [3] Cs.p is the ratio of cut-vertices in the workflow net. In
graph-theory, a cut-vertex is a node whose removal results in an increase of
the amount of connected components of the graph. If the graph has many
cut-vertices, there are fewer structures in the graph where all nodes are
connected to each other. Since the initial place p; and the output place p,
can never be cut-vertices, we calculate the ratio of cut-vertices by dividing
by |P| +|T| = 2 and set Coep (W) = 1 — LTl ke cuvertex s W

— The average connector degree [3] C..q is the average amount of incoming
and outgoing arcs of connector nodes, Cyeq (W) = \Cf}”l D oeeew ([0z] 4 z°]).

— The maximum connector degree [3] Cp,q is the maximum amount of
incoming and outgoing arcs of connector nodes, so we define this measure as
Cred(W) = max{(|*z| + |z°|) | x € CV}.
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— The sequentiality [3] Cseq is the ratio of arcs between non-connector nodes,

Coeq(W) =1—- ﬁ H(x,y) € F | x,y € CV}|. The idea behind this measure
is that sequences in a workflow net are easier to understand than parallelism
or exclusive choices.

The depth [3] Cyeptn is the maximum nesting of connectors in the workflow
net. The depth can be calculated by taking the minimum of the in-depth
and the out-depth. Then, the in-depth of a node v is the minimum amount
of connectors encountered on a simple path from p; to v. The out-depth of a
node v is tha minimum amount of connectors encountered on a simple path
from v to p,. More formally, let SV := SW. U SW _ be the set of all split

and xor
nodes in W and JW = Ja‘ﬁfi U JX‘;VI the set of all join nodes in W. For every

simple path p = (v1,...,v,) starting in p; and ending in v, we define:
Aw (v1) = Aw (pi) :=0
Aw(vn_1)+1 ifv, 1 €SV Av, ¢ TV
M) Aw (Vn—1) if 1 €SV AV, € TV
P Aw (v if o1 & SV Av, g TV
Aw(vn_l)fl if Un—1 gSW/\’Un GJW
Aw (v) := max {0, max )\p(v)} (for any v # p;)
p a path from p; to v

We define the out-depth in the same way, but with the net W, where all edge
directions reversed and where p, takes the place of p;. With this, the depth of
the workflow net W' is Caepen (W) = max{min{Aw (v), A\ (v)} | v € PUT}.
The diameter [3] Cqjam is the length of the longest simple path in W. Thus,
we define Cyjam (W) = max{|k| | v1,..., vk is a simple path from p; to p,}.
The cyclicity [3] Cey. is the ratio of nodes in W that lie on a cycle. Since the
nodes p; and p, can never lie on a cycle by definition, we take this ratio by
dividing by |P|+ |T'| — 2 and get the following formal definition for cyclicity:
Coye(W) = W -{x € PUT | z lies on a cycle in W}|.
The coefficient of network connectivity [3] Conc relates the number of
F
- \PMT\'
The density [3] Cyens relates the number of arcs in W to the total possible
amount of arcs in W. Since it is only possible to connect places to transitions
and transitions to places, there are 2 - |T| - | P| possible arcs in a Petri net.
In a workflow net, however, the input place p; and the output place p, can
only have at most |T'| incoming or outgoing edges each. Thus, in total there

can be 2 - |T|- (]P| — 1) edges in a workflow net. With this, we define the
density of a workflow net W as Cgens(W) = %

The number of duplicate tasks [I6] Cqyup is the amount of repetitions
in the transition labels. There are two possible ways to define this measure:
Either by counting all label repetitions, including duplicate 7-labels, or by

just counting label repetitions # 7. The latter is useful in cases where silent

arcs to the number of nodes, i.e. Cong(W)
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T-transitions are only considered as routing mechanisms. In these cases, 7-
repetitions could be even beneficial for how easy W is to understand. There-
fore, we define Cqup(W) = >, ca(max (|{t € T | £(t) = a}[,1) — 1).

— The number of empty sequence flows [I7] Cy is the number of places
that have only and-splits in their preset and and-joins in their postset. Such
places are often implicit and can be left out completely. Thus, we define this
measure as Cg(W) = [{p € P|*p C SN, Ap* C TN}

The formal definitions of these complexity measures for workflow nets are re-
ported in [Table 1} For later convenience, we define the set of all inspected model

Table 1. The complexity measures for workflow nets we investigate in this paper.

Measure Definition Reference
Csine(W) |P|+|T| [3, p.118]
Cam(W) MMy, + MMz [3, p.125]
Con(W) ('fand' log, ( lcavflvd“) + el log, (‘lcwl‘)) 3, p.126]
Coo(W) 11— <|73|’1|2T€\};47\T1>\V+VTT(T;17;2) [14]
Cs(W) > es (1= 1) [3, p.128]
Corc(W) 5%l + X, csw 0" I15)
Caep(W) 1 - HeEretle g prpepmec i S 3. p.122]
Caca(W) a1 Dpeew (I*2] + |2°)) [3, p.120]
Cimca(W)  max{(|*z| + |z°|) |z € C"V} [3, p.121]
CscaW) 1= H(zy) € Fla,ygCy 13, p.123]
Cleptn (W) max{min{Aw (v), M (v)} | v € PUT} [3, p.124]
Caiam (W) max{|k| | v1,..., vk is a simple path from p; to p,} [3, p.119]
Ceye(W)  1prrjrr—s - H{z € PUT | 2 lies on a cycle in W} [3, p.127]
Cone(W)  tpistz [3, p.120]
Caens(W)  5pritbr—rs I3, p.120]
Cawp(W) D, calmax ({t € T L(t) =a}|,1) — 1) 6]
Co(W)  Hp€P|®°pCSianp® C Jana}l a7

complexity measures of this paper as MoC := {Csize, Cvm, Con, Cec, Cis,
CCF07 Csep; Cacdv Cmcd: Cseq7 Cdepth7 Odiama C(Cym CCN07 C(densa C1dup7 C@} In
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the next subsection, we will present the complexity measures for event logs that
we use for our analyses.

3.2 Complexity of Event Logs

Let £ be the set of all event logs. Similar to model complexity measures, we define
a log complexity measure as a function C¥ : £ — R{. Thus, a log complexity
measure assings a non-negative, real-valued score to event logs. In this paper,
we investigate the log complexity measures collected by Augusto et al. [10]. In
the following, let L be an event log over a set of activities A.

The magnitude [5] Ciag is the total number of events in the event log. In
other words, the magnitude is the sum of trace-sizes in L, where duplicates
are counted as well. Thus, we set Cinag = >, L(0) - |o]. For the event log
L shown in we have Ciag(L) =3 -50+4-30+4-20 = 350.

The variety [5] Cy,; is the number of distinct event names in an event log,
0 Comr(L)={a€ A|Jo e L:Fie{l,...,|o|}:0(i) = a}|. For the event
log L shown in [Fig. 1] we have Cyar(L) = |{a,b,c,d}| = 4.

The length [5] Cie, is the number of traces in the event log, where duplicates
are counted as well. Thus, Cien(L) = >, L(0). Note that the original
paper [5] and the paper by Augusto et al. [I0] call this measure the support
of an event log. To avoid confusion with the set of unique elements in a
multiset, which we also call support, we renamed this measure to length.
For the event log L shown in we have Clen (L) = 50 + 30 + 20 = 100.
The minimum trace length [I0] Cry,_piy is the minimum length of a trace
in the event log, Crr-min(L) = min{|o| | 0 € L}. For the event log L shown
in we have Cr_min(L) = min{3,4,4} = 3.

The average trace length [I] Crr.ave is the average length of the traces
L(o)-|o
in the event log, Crr.avg(L) = Zii;(L()")
we have Cr1avg(L) = % = % =3.5.
The maximum trace length [I0] Cry_max is the maximum length of a
trace in the event logs, Crr-max(L) = max{|o| | o € L}. For the event log L
shown in we have Orp,_max(L) = max{3,4,4} = 4.
The level of detail [I0] Crop is the amount of distinct simple paths in
the DFG of L, so CLop(L) = |[{p | p is a simple DFG-path from > to O}|.
Note that Glinther [5] defines the level of detail as the average amount of
distinct event names per trace. We use the definition for the level of detail
of Augusto et al.[I0], because their work is more recent and the work of
Gilinther contains no complexity measures that counts the amount of dis-
tinct simple paths in the directly follows graph of L. For the event log L
shown in[Fig. 1] we get the directly follows graph G shown in[Fig. 2| This di-
rectly follows graph contains 6 distinct simple paths from > to O: (>, a, ¢, ),
(>,a,b,¢,0), (>,a,b,d,0), (>,a,¢,d,0), (>,a,b,¢,d,0), and (>,a,c,b,d,0).
Thus, CrLop (L) = 6 for this example.

. For the event log L shown in
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— The number of ties [I] Ci.comp is the amount of activity-pairs (a,b), such
that a is followed by b in some traces, but b is never followed by a in any
trace. With the notation of we define this complexity measures
as Cicomp(L) = |{(a,b) | @ > bAb #L a}|. For the event log L shown in
we have Cicomp(L) = [{(a,b), (a,¢), (b,d), (¢,d)}| = 4.

— The Lempel-Ziv complexity [I8] Crz is based on the complexity measure
LZ for finite sequences, proposed by Lempel and Ziv [I1]. This measure
understands the event log as a single sequence by concatenating all traces
and calculating the Lempel-Ziv complexity. This is essentially the number
of distinct prefixes found while scanning through the sequence from left to
right. With this, Crz(L) = LZ([], <y, o%(?)). For an example, consider the
event log L = [{a,b,c)?, (a,b,c,d), (a,c,b,d)], where only the trace (a,b,c)
occurs more than once in L. We turn this event log into the finite sequence
abcabcabedacbd and compute its Lempel-Ziv complexity. We find the unique
prefixes a, b, ¢, d, ab, ac, be, bd, and ca, so Crz(L) = 9.

— The number of distinct traces [I] Cpr.y is the amount of traces in the
support of the event log, Cpr.«(L) = |supp(L)|. For the event log L shown
in [Fig. 1] we have Cprx(L) = [{(a,b,¢), (a,b,c,d), (a,c,b,d)}| = 3.

— The percentage of distinct traces [I0] Cpr.y is the amount of traces in
the support of the event log, divided by the total amount of traces in the

event log, duplicates included. More formally, Cpr.o (L) = %. For
oc€L

the event log L shown in we have Cpr.g (L) = 155 = 0.03.
— The structure [10] Cyruct 1S the average amount of distinet events per trace,

L(o)- Al yon|o|fio ()=
Cstruct (L) = 2ooer M) ‘{a;: | ZGL{(lg) ot} a}l. Note that Giinther [5] calls
o€l

this measure level of detail instead of structure. For Giinther, the structure
of an event log is the number of directly follows relations divided by the
maximum number of possible directly follows relations. Since we have a
similar measure with Ct.comp and the work of Augusto et al. is more recent,
we use their definition of the structure of an event log. For the event log L
shown in we have Cstruct (L) = %’é*m‘l =1.

— The average affinity [0] Camnity is the average amount of neighborhoods
two traces of the event log have in common. For a trace o € L, we define
F(o) ={(a,b) | Fie{l,...,|lo| —1}:0() =aAo(i+1) =b} as the set of
direct neighborhoods in ¢. Then, the affinity between two traces 01,09 € L
is defined as A(o1,02) = % For the average affinity, we do not
compare the affinity of a trace to itself, as this would yield 1. However, we
do compare the affinity of a trace o with all other traces, even if they are
o1€L 202 e(r—o) AlO1:72)

ZOEL L(U)) ' ((ZUEL L(U)) -1

log L shown in[Fig. 1} A({a,b,c), (a,b,c,d)) = 2, A({a,b,c), (a,c,b,d)) = 2,

and A({a,b,c,d),{a,c,b,d)) = %. Thus, for the average affinity score, we get

50-(49-1+30-2)+30-(50- 2 429-1)+20-(19-1) 5950 —
Caﬂinity(L) = 4 1 _994 = 9900 — 0.601.

— The deviation from random [I8] Cyey.r is an indicator for how far the
event log deviates from a completely random log, where all possible neighbor-

copies of . Thus, Caginity (L) = ( ) . For the event
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hoods occur equally often. To define this measure, we start by defining the
amount of total neighborhood-relations in L as n_,(L) = > ., (lo|—1). For
activities a1, as and a trace o, n{9:%2) () = |{i | 0(i) = a1 Ao(i + 1) = az}|
denotes the number of times a; is directly followed by as in o. This def-
inition can be straightforwardly extended to the event log L by setting
nlane2)(L) = >ower L) - n(21:92) (7). Now, the deviation from random of
n(jlv‘LZ)(L),”%(L) 2

L is Cgev-r(L) =1 — \/E(al,az)eAxA (M . For the event

log L shown in we have n_, (L) = 250, n@?) (L) = n®°) (L) = 80,
n@) (L) = n®D (L) = nl$P (L) = 20, and nS? (L) = 30. All other activity-
pairs receive the value 0. In turn, we get the following complexity score for L:
80— 250\ 2 20-250\2 = /302502

Caov-r(L) =1 — \/2. (Pt ) +3- (%) + (Zt) ~ 05433

The average edit-distance [I8] Clave-dist is the average amount of insert-
and delete-operations needed to transform one trace into another. More gen-
eral, the edit distance ED(v,w) between two words v and w is the amount
of insert- and delete-operations needed to transform v into w. There are
variants where a replace-operation is allowed as well. Since every replace-

operation can be simulated by a delete-operation, followed by an insert-
operation, we do not consider this alternative and define the average edit
quL ZGQEL—[UI]ED(UI’W)
(2, 1) (X, e, L)1)
For the event log L shown in we have ED({a,b,¢),{a,b,c,d)) = 1,
ED({a,b,c),{a,c,b,d)) = 3,and ED({a,b,c,d), (a,c,b,d)) = 2. Thus, we get
Covgatist(L) = 50-(30-1-20-3) +30-(50-14-20-2)+20-(50-34+30-2) _ 11400 _ 1 {5

avg-dis - - . .

100-99 9900

distance of the event log L as Cayvg.aist(L) =

— The variant-entropy [10] Cyar-. is based on the prefix automaton originally

constructed for precision-estimation by Muifioz-Gama et al. [I2]. The prefix
automaton ist a graph that contains all prefixes of traces in L. Each node
representing a prefix in the event log receives a weight corresponding to
how often there is a trace with the prefix in the event log. Two prefixes
are connected by an edge with label a in the automaton if adding a to
the end of the prefix in the source-node leads to the prefix in the target

node. shows an example for the event log L shown in To

,

80 80 30
() Py
100 1000\A
acb p

20 20 20

Fig. 3. The prefix automaton for the event log L of with partitions Py, Ps.
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calculate the variant entropy, we first take the set of nodes in the prefix
automaton that are not labeled € and call it .S. In the example above, we
have S = {a, ab, ac, abc, acb, abed, acbd}. Then, for a partition Py, ..., P, of
the graph defined by the extended prefix automaton, we calculate the variant
entropy as Cuyare(L) = |S| - In(|S|) — Xi; (|P] - In(|P;])). In the example
above, we would get Ciaro(L) =7-1n(7) — 4 -1n(4) — 3 - In(3) ~ 4.7804.

— The normalized variant-entropy [10] Ciyar follows the same ideas as
its non-normalized counterpart, but makes sure that the returned scores
lie between 0 and 1, so two entropy values are easier to compare to each
other. Formally, with the notions as defined for the variant entropy, we have

Crvar-e(L) = lSl.ln(‘Sl)TéZ“’r'l:(‘lé‘l?"ln(lpil)). For the event log L shown in [Fig. 1
we would get Chyar-o (L) = TO=7=300)  0.3509.

— The sequence-entropy [10] Cseq.c works similar as the variant entropy, but
also uses the information about frequencies of traces in the event log L.
To do so, this measure assigns a weight w(s) to each state s in the prefix
automaton, which corresponds to the amount of traces having the word
represented by the state as a prefix. In these weights are indicated
as blue numbers below their states. For the set of states S in the prefix
automaton that are not labeled e, we set W = 3 _ow(s). For a partition
P; of the prefix automaton, we set W; = 3 _p w(p). Then, for n partitions
Py, ..., P, of the prefix automaton, the sequence entropy of the event log is
Coeqee(L) = W -In(W) = Y1, W; - In(W;). For the event log L of [Fig. 1] we
use the same prefix automaton as shown in and get the complexity
score Cyeq-c(L) = 350 - In(350) — 160 - In(160) — 190 - In(190) ~ 241.3142.

— The normalized sequence-entropy [10] Cyseq-e is the normalized variant

Weln(W)=> "  W;-In(W;
of the sequence-entropy, Chseq-c = ol )Wzl:ni(:{/%/) o ). For the event log

L shown in Cnseq—e(L) _ 350‘1n(350)—;gg:iggéggg—lgo.ln(lgo) ~ 0.1177.

Like before, [Table 2|reports the formal definitions of the log complexity measures
we will analyze in this paper. We define the set of all inspected log complexity
measures as LoC := {Cmaga Cvara C’lcn; CTL—avg; CTL—maxa CLODa Ct—comp7 CLZ;
CDT-#7 C1DT-%7 Cstruct7 Oaﬁ"'mitya C’dev-Rv Cavg-dista Cvar-ea C’nvar-e7 Cseq-e7 Cnseq-e}'
Note that the log complexity measure Cry,min iS not part of this set. An expla-
nation for this will follow in the next section. We are now ready to dive into the
analyses of the relationships between log- and model complexity. While comput-
ing the log complexity scores, we use the Python-implementation of Vidgof [19]
to avoid calculation errors. Since this implementation does not provide func-
tions for calculating Ct-comp, Crop, and Cayg-dist, as defined in [I0], we added
functions for these log complexity measures to the implementation.
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Table 2. The complexity measures for event logs we investigate in this paper.

Measure Definition Reference
Crmag(L) Y, e, L(0) o] B p.52]
Cvar(L) H{a€A|JoeL:Fie{l,...,|o|}:0()=a} [B p.53]
Cien(L) ZUGL L(o) B 53]

CTL,mjn(L) min{|a\ | RS L} [10]
> L(o)lol
ave(L) =Re&— 1, p.
CrL-ave(L) EUGL L) [1, p.365]
Crr-max(L) max{|o||o € L} [10]

Crop(L) |{p|pis a simple DFG-path from > to O} [10]

Crcomp(L) [{(a,b) |a > bAbFL a}| [T, p.366]
Ciz(L)  LZ([],c ™) [18]

Cor-#(L)  [supp(L)| [T, p.366]

C, _ L [supp(L)| 10
pr-%(L) L@ [10]

L(c)-|[{a€A|3ic{1,...,|o|}:0(i)=a
Cstruct (L) ZUEL @ d [10]
Z<76L L(o‘)

ZgleL ZUQE(L,[U]) A(o1,02)

Cafﬁnit (L) [53 p55}
T (e 2@) (e ) )
n(31002) (1) )\ 2
Caevr(L) 1- Z(al,ag)eAxA n-»(L)> 18]
Cuvpan(L) meisLEastoon PO I
(ZUEL L(U))‘((ZoeL L(U>) 71)
Cuare(L)  |S]-n(|S]) = 327 (|1Bi] - In(|P;)) 0]
[SIIn(ISD=> " (1P |-In(|P;]))
Cnvar—e (L) |§11r]7( |15' b} [10]
Ceeque(L) W -In(W) — Z:;l Wi - In(W5) [10]

Wen(W)=> " W;-In(W;)
Cnseq—e (L) WZIIZ(VlV) [10]
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4 Relationship of Log- and Model Complexity

As event logs grow over time, they typically become more complex, as they
contain more behavior of the system. Thus, we are interested in the question: For
two event logs L1, Ly with L1 T Lo and C*(Ly) < CY(Ls), what can we say about
the relation between CM (M) and CM (Ms), where M is a model discovered for
L; and M5 is a model discovered for Lo? A first intuition is that the model
complexity should increase as well, i.e. CM (M) < CM(M,). However, when the
used discovery algorithm can filter out noise or infrequent behavior, this is not
necessarily the case. With noise-filtering, it is possible that we would like the
model complexity to stay unchanged or even lower in certain cases. We therefore
need to be cautious which mining algorithms we investigate in our analyses. In
this paper, we solve this issue by understanding noise-filtering as a preprocessing
step and expect the event logs to contain no noise at all. Furthermore, we won’t
investigate the effects of changing the minimal trace length in the event log to
model complexity, as Ly T Lo directly implies Crp,min(L1) > Crromin(L2).

With these requirements, we would expect that CX(L;) < CL(Ly) implies
CM(My) < CM(Ms,). This section is therefore dedicated to find the relation
Re{<,<,=,>,>,X}, such that (C*,CM) € R, where

< ={(CF,CcM) | VL, Ly : C*(Ly) < CF(Ly) = CM (M) < CM(M>)}
< ={(CE,CM) | VL1, Ly : CE(L1) < CE(Ly) = CM (M) < CM (M)} \ (= U=)
=={(CF,cM) | VL, Ly : C¥(L1) < CE(Ly) = CM (M) = CM (M)}
> ={(C*,CM) | VL1, Ly : CH(L1) < CH(Lo) = CM (M) 2 CM (M)} \ (> U =)
= ={(CF,CM) | VL, Ly : CH(L1) < CE(Ly) = CM (M) > CM (M)}

X =(LoC x MoC) \ (<cU<U=U>U>)

In the remainder of this section, we will investigate which of these relations hold
for five different discovery algorithms. To do so, in each subsection, we first fix
the investigated mining algorithm and find general properties for them. For quick
reference, we then report our findings in a table, before providing proofs for each
entry in the table. Note that, in the PDF-version of this paper, the entries in
the tables can be clicked to show their respective proof.

4.1 Flower Model

As a first baseline mining algorithm, we investigate the algorithm that always
returns the flower model for an input event log. Thus, let L be an event log over
a set of activities A = {a1,aq,...,a,}. Then, the flower model is the net shown
in which allows for all behavior using only activities a1, as,...,a,. It is
easy to see that the flower model is mostly affected by the amount of different
activity names used in the underlying event log, C..,. We find that all other log
complexity measures are unaffected by the amount of different activity names
in the event log.
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Fig. 4. The flower model for an event log L, using activities A = {a1,a2,...,an}.

Lemma 1. Let C* € LoC\ {Cyar} be a log complexity measure. Then, there are
event logs Ly, Ly with L1 T Lo and C¥(Ly) < C*(Lsy), but Cypar(L1) = Coar(L2).

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ll = [<a’ b7 C7 d>27 <a’ b7 c7 d7 €>27 <d7 67 a7 b>2]
Ly = Ly + [{a,b,c,d,e)?, (d,e, a,b,c), (c,d,e,a,b), {e,c,d,a,b,c)]

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag Cvar Clen C(TL—avg CTL—max C1LOD Ct—comp C(LZ CDT—# C(DT—%
L] 26 | 5 | 6 | 4.3333 5 6 ) 13 3 0.5
Lol 52 | 5 | 11 | 4.7273 6 23 7 21 6 0.5455

Cstruct Cafﬁnity C’dev-R Cavg-dist Cvar-e C1nvar—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
Ly 43333 | 0.56 | 0.5757 | 2.6667 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 16.0483 | 0.1894
Lo| 4.6364 | 0.5829 | 0.6039 | 2.9091 | 29.0428 | 0.4543 | 60.0209 | 0.2921

Thus, all log complexity measures increased, except Cl.y, which is the same
for Ly and L. Therefore, these event logs show the conjecture for every log
complexity measure C' € LoC\ {Cyar}- O

For two event logs L1, Ly and their flower models M7, My, we can conclude
with and the discussion above that M; and Mj differ in their structure
if and only if Cyar(L1) # Cyar(L2). Furthermore, we can see that an increase in
variety means that the flower model receives a new transition, thus increasing
most model complexity scores for the flower model. If L; T Lo, it is not possible
that the model complexity scores of the flower model decrease.

Lemma 2. Let L, Lo be event logs with Ly T Lo. Let My, Ms be the flower
models for L1 and Ly. Then, CM (M) < CM(My) for any model complexity
measure CM € {Csizm Ccc, Cerc, Csepa Cacds Cmeds Cseqa Ccyca CCNC’}-

Proof. Let Ly, Ly be two event logs with L; T Lo. Then, Cyar(L1) < Char(La),
since every trace in L; must be part of Lo, and thus, L; cannot contain any
activity names that are not present in Ls. With this observation, we prove
CM(My) < CM(My) for each of the model complexity measures separately.
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— Size Csize: The flower model of an event log L has exactly 3 places and
exactly 2 + Ciar(L) transitions. Thus, we get

Cvar(Ll)SCvar(LQ)
Csize(Ml) =5+ Cvar(Ll) < o+ Cvar(LQ) - Csize(M2)~

— Cross Connectivity Ccc: Let M be the flower model for an event log L
and let n := Cyar(L). The only connector in the flower model is the place
labeled p in Thus, to calculate the cross connectivity of the flower

model, this place receives weight ﬁ, while all other nodes receive weight

1. With this, we can calculate that

Coo(M) = 4An? + 44n® + 143n? + 164n + 59
O T T U+ 1)2(n + ) (n + 5)

which is monotonic increasing for increasing n, as

d (4n* +44n® +143n% 4 164n + 59
dn ( dn+1)2(n+4)(n+5) >
389+ 729n + 5751 + 213n® + 26n*
N 41 +n)3(4+n)2(5 4+ n)?
Thus, the cross connectivity of te flower model increases when the variety of
the underlying event log does. Since Cyay(L1) < Cyar(L2), we can therefore
deduce that Cec(M1) < Coc(Ma).
— Control Flow Complexity Ccrc: The only connector in the flower model
of an event log L is the place labeled p in This place has Cyar (L) + 1
outgoing edges, so we get

> 0.

Cvar(Ll)SCvar(lQ)
Corc(My) = Cyar(L1) + 1 < Cvar(L2) + 1 = Ccpc(Ma).
— Separability Cgep: The flower model M for an event log L has exactly three

cut-vertices, labeled p, t1, and t5 in Since the flower model features
5 4 Cyar(L) nodes in total, we have

Cvar(Ll) C"ar(Ll)iC"ar(Lz) Cvar(LQ)

Coep(My) = 2021 < L L
p( 1) Cvar(L1)+3 Cvar(L2)+3

Csep(Mz2)
since, in general, & < 2t for any x,y,a € RY with z <y.

— Average Connector %)egree Cacd: The only connector in the flower model
M for an event log L is the place labeled p in This connector has
Cyar(L) + 1 incoming and Cy,, (L) + 1 outgoing edges, so

Cvar(Ll)SCvar(IQ)
Cacd(Ml) = 2Ctvar(Ll) + 2 S 2Cvar(L2) + 2= CaCd(MZ)’

— Maximum Connector Degree C,cq: The only connector in the flower
model M for an event log L is the place labeled p in This connector
has Cyar(L) 4+ 1 incoming and Cy,, (L) + 1 outgoing edges, so

Crar(L1)<Clar(L2)
Cmcd(Ml) - char([/l) + 2 S 2Cvar(L2) + 2= Omcd(MQ)-



18 P. Schalk et al.

— Sequentiality Cgeq: There are exactly 2 edges in the flower model between
non-connector nodes: (p;,t1) and (t2,p,). In total, the flower model contains
2 Cyar(L) + 4 edges, so

2. Cvar(Ll) +2 Cvar(L1)§Cvar(L2) 2- Cvar(LZ) +2

CSCq(Ml) = 2. Cva,r(L]_) +4 — 2. Cvar(L2) +4

= Cyeq(Ma).

rzt+a
y+a
— Cyclicity Ceyc: In the flower model M for an event log L, exactly Cyar(L)+1

nodes lie on a cycle. Since there are 5 + Cyap (L) nodes in total, we have

since, in general, % < for any z,y,a € RT with x <y.

Clar(L1) +1 CVM(Ll)éCvar(Lz) Coar(L2) +1 B

—vard Al T 7 = Ceye(M:
Cvar(Ll) + 3 - Cvar(LQ) + 3 Y ( 2)

C(cyc(]\il) =
since, in general, £ < #X¢ for any x,y,a € R* with z <y.
— Coefficient of Network Connectivity Cocne: The flower model for an
event log L has 2Cy,, (L) + 4 edges and 5 + Cy,r (L) nodes. Therefore

QCVM (Ll) + 4 CV'“(Ll)EC"M(L2) ZCvar(L2) + 4
Cvar(Ll) + 5 o Cvar(LZ) + 5

since, in general, % < ﬁ—i‘l for any z,y,a € RT with x < 2y, which is true

for x = 2Cyu, (L1) +4) and y = 5 4 Cyar(Lq).

Cone (M) =

Thus, we showed that CM(M;) < CM(Ms) for any model complexity measure
CM € {Csizea CCCv CCFCv Csepa Cacdv Cmcd7 C(seqv C’cycv CCNC}~ O

Next to these monotonic increasing model complexity measures, there are
also measures that always return the same complexity score for a flower model.

Lemma 3. Let L1, Lo be event logs and My, Ms be the flower models for L
and Ly. Then, we have CM(My) = CM(My) for any model complexity measure
C]V[ € {CMM7 CCH) Ots; Odepthy Cd'iama OdenSa Cdup7 C@}

Proof. Let Ly, Ly, My, My and CM be defined as stated by the lemma. We prove
CM(My) = CM(My) for each of the model complexity measures separately.

— Connector Mismatch Cpynv: The flower model M for an event log L
has no connector mismatches: The place labeled p in is the only
connector in the flower model, and has Cy,, (L) + 1 incoming and outgoing
edges. Therefore, we have Cyim(M) = |(Char(L) + 1) — (Coar(L) +1)| =0
and thus CMM(MI) =0= CMM(MQ)

— Connector Heterogeneity Ccy: The flower model M for an event log L
has only one connector, which is the place labeled p in Thus, every
flower model has only one type of connector, leading to the complexity score
Ccu(M) = 1-logy(1)+0-logy(0) = 0. Therefore, Cop(M1) = 0 = Ceon(Ma).

— Token Split Cis: All transitions in the flower model M for an event log have
exactly one outgoing edge, so Cis(M) = 0, and thus Cis(M7) = 0 = Cis(Ms).
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— Depth Cgeptn: In the flower model M for an event log L, all nodes have
depth 1 since a path from p; or to p, must always contain the connector p,
which is a split node and a join node. Thus, Caepsn (M) = 1 for any flower
model .2\47 SO Cdepth(Ml) =1= Cdepth(M2)~

— Diameter Cgjam: The only simple path in the flower model M for an event
log is (pi,t1,p,t2, o). Therefore, the longest simple path in M is always
Clepth (M) = 5. In turn, we have Cyepth (M1) = 5 = Cepn (Ma2).

— Density Cgens: The flower model M for an event log L always has exactly
2Cyar (L) + 4 edges, 3 places, and Cy,, (L) 4 2 transitions. Thus, its density

score is Cgens(M) = 2-(02555?)%%;(23?71) = %, 50 Cens(M7) = % = Cldens(M3).

— Number of Duplicate Tasks Cgup: The flower model M for an event
log contains one transition for each activity in the event log, as well as two
T-transitions. Therefore, the only duplicate label in M is the second 7-label,
leading to Cyup(M) = 1. In turn, Caup(M1) = 1 = Caup(Ma).

— Number of Empty Sequence Flows Cj: Since the flower model M for
an event log contains no parallel splits or joins, there cannot be any empty
sequence flows in the flower model. Therefore, Cy(M) = 0 for any flower
model M, and thus Cy(M;) = 0 = Cy(Ms).

Thus, we showed that CM(M;) = CM(My) for any model complexity measure
CM € {CMM7 C’CH; Ctsa CYdepth7 Cvdiam7 Cden57 C’dupv C@} O

With these observations, we can now analyze the relations between log and
model complexity for the flower model miner. We start by showing the results
in and prove the relations shown in the table afterwards. For quick

Table 3. The relations between the complexity scores of two flower-models M; and
M- that were found for the event logs L1 and Lo respectively, where L1 C L2 and the
complexity of Ly is lower than the complexity of L.
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reference, the PDF-version of this paper allows to click on an entry to directly
jump to its proof.

Theorem 1. Let CE € (LoC \ {Cyar}) be any log complexity measure and let
CM € {CSiZEa CCC, CC’FC; Osepa Cacd; Omcd7 Cseqa Ccym CCNC} be a model com-
plexity measure. Then, (C*,CM) € <.

Proof. By definition of <, we need to show that for all logs L; T Lo and their
flower models My, My, where CL(L;) < CE(Ls), we have CM (M) < CM(M>) or
CM (M) = CM(My), and that there are examples for both cases. By w
we already know that CM(M;) < CM(M;) because L; T Lo. Furthermore, by
we know that there are cases where C(L;) < C¥(Ls), but with
Cyar(L1) = Cuyar(L2) and therefore CM (M) = CM(My), since M; and Mo, are
the same model. To see that CM (M) < CM(Ma) is also possible, consider the
following event logs:

Ly = [(a)?, (a,b,c,d)?]
Ly = Ly + [{e,a,b, c,d)?]

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag C(var Clcn C’TL—avg CVTL—max C'LOD Ct—comp C'LZ C’DT—# C‘DT-%
L] 14 | 4 | 5 2.8 4 2 3 8 2 0.4
Lol 24 | 5 | 7 | 3.4286 5 4 4 11 3 0.4286

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdev-R Cavg-dist CYvauf—e Canaur-e Cseq-e CVnseq-e
Ly 28 0.4 0.4796 1.8 0 0 0 0
Lo| 3.4286 | 0.4524 | 0.5169 | 1.9048 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 16.3006 | 0.2137

Thus, CX(L,) < CE(Ly) for any log complexity measure C¥ € (log\{Cyar}). The
flower models for L; and Ly are shown in These models have the following

oS LN
[e= [e=
e oV s

pi pi

Fig. 5. The flower models for the logs L1, L2 of

model complexity scores:

Csize CCC C'CFC Csep Cacd Cmcd C'seq Cchc CCNC
Li| 9 |0.9504 | 5 0.5714 | 10 | 10 | 0.8333 | 0.7143 | 1.3333
Ls| 10 | 0.961 6 0.625 | 12 | 12 | 0.8571 0.75 1.4
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Thus, (CX,CM) € < for any log complexity measure CL € (LoC\ {Cy.,}) and a
measure CM € {Csizea Ccc, Care, Csepa Cacds Cmed, C’seqa OCyc» C’CNC} for model
complexity, as stated in the theorem. O

Theorem 2. Let CM ¢ {Csi267 Cce, Cerce, Csepa Clacds Cmed, Cseq, CcyCa C1C’NC’}
be a model complexity measure. Then, (Cyar, CM) € <.

Proof. Let L1 C Ly be event logs and My, My be their flower models. Then,
Cyar(L1) < Cyar(L2) implies that there is a new activity name in Lo that is not
present in Li. In turn, M> contains a transition that does not exist in M;. Since,

by [Lemma 2| CM(M;) < CM (M), this means that CM (M;) < CM (My). O

Theorem 3. Let C € LoC be any log complexity measure and let CM be a model
complezity measure with C™ € {Cr, Com, Cis, Caepth Cdiams Cdensy Caup, Co -
Then, (CE,CM) € =.

Proof. By CM (M) = CM(Msy) for any flower models My, Ms. There-
fore, the implication CX(L;) < CY(Ly) = CM(M;) = CM(My) is true for all
event logs Ly, Ly, where My, My are the flower models for Ly, Lo. O

As shows, the model complexity of the flower model is only dependent
on the variety of the underlying event log. In the remainder of this subsection, we
will go even further and characterize the model complexity scores of the flower
model by using the variety of the event log. Note that some of the arguments
we will show here already appeared in In the following, let L be an
event log over a set of activities A and M be the flower model for L.

— Size Cgjze: The flower model has exactly 3 places, labeled p;, p, and p in
Furthermore, it features two silent transitions, highlighted as ¢; and
to in the same figure. Every flower model has these 5 nodes, independent
of the event log. Apart from them, it contains a transition for each activity
name in the event log, so Cyize(M) =5+ Cyar(L).

— Connector Mismatch Cyiv: The flower model has exactly one connector,
labeled p in This place has |T| — 1 incoming and |T| — 1 outgoing
arcs, so Ca (M) = (1T — 1) — (7] — 1)] = 0.

— Connector Heterogeneity Ccy: The only connector of the flower model
is the place labeled p in which is an xor-connector. Since there are
no other connectors in the flower model, there are also no and-connectors.
Therefore, calculating the entropy of connector types in the flower model
gives Ceg(M) = —(1 - logy(1) + 0 -log,(0)) = 0.

— Cross Connectivity Ccc: Let n := Ciar(L) be the variety of the event
log L. Then, the place p receives weight ﬁ, while all other nodes receive

weight 1. After calculating the weights of the edges and paths between all

nodes, we receive the values shown in This table contains the entry
1

1 two times, the entry ﬁ exactly 2n + 4 times, and the entry Gtz @

total of n? 4+ 4n + 5 times. Thus, for the cross connectivity score, we get

o 2ntd | n2+44an45
C (M) -1 — 2n+2 ' 4n218ntd __ 4An*4+44n3+143n%4+164n+59
cc = nZ+9n+20 = 4(n+1)2(n+4)(n+5) -




22

P. Schalk et al.

Table 4. The connection values of all node-pairs in a flower model.

Di t1 p a e An to Do
T o 1 1 1 1 1 1

Di Int2 | @nt2)2| " | Gnt2)2 | @Gnt2)2 | @nt2)?
7 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

1 2nt2 | (2nt2)2| " | 2nt2)Z | 2n+2)2 | (2n+2)2
0 0 1 1 1 1 1

p Gni2?| 2nt2 || nt2 | 3nt2 | 2nt2

0 0 1 1 1 1 1

a1 Int2 | Cnt? | | Gnt2)2 | @ni2)2 | Bnt2)?
1 1 1 1 1

an| 0 0 n+2 | @nt2)2| " | @nt2)2 | 2nt2)2 | Znt2)?
to 0 0 0 0 L. 0 0 1
Po| O 0 0 0 L. 0 0 0

Table 5. The in- and out-depths of all nodes in the flower model.

Nodes |[In-Depth|Out-Depth
Pi, tl 0 1
P 0 0
ai,...,0an 1 1
Do, t2 1 0

Token Split Cis: By construction, every node in the flower model has ex-
actly one incoming and one outgoing edge. Thus, there are no transitions
with more than one outgoing edge and we get Cis(M) = 0.

Control Flow Complexity Ccpc: The place labeled p in is the
only connector node of the flower model. This place is an xor-connector
with |T'| — 1 outgoing edges. Since |T'| = Cyar(L) + 2, we get the control flow
complexity score Copc(M) = Cyar(L) + 1.

Separability Csep: The cut-vertices of the flower model are the nodes la-
beled ¢4, p, and ¢, in[Fig. 4 Thus, we have exactly 3 cut-vertices in the flower
model. Since there are 5 + Cy,r(L) nodes in total, we get the separability

. 3 _ Cyar(L)
score Coep(M) =1 — 575 = 376500

Average Connector Degree Cacq: The place labeled p in[Fig. 4]is the only
connector of the flower model and has |*p|+|p®| = |T|—1+|T|—-1 = 2|T|-2.
Since |T| = Cyar(L) + 2, we get Caca(M) = 2Cs0 (L) + 2.

Maximum Connector Degree Ci,cq: The place labeled p in is the
only connector of the flower model and |*p|+|p®| = |T|—-1+|T|—1 = 2|T|—2.
Since |T| = Cyar(L) + 2, we get Crpea (M) = 2Cvar (L) + 2.

Sequentiality Cseq: In the flower model, only the edges (p;,t1 and (t2,po)
connect only non-connector nodes. In total, there are 2|T| = 2Cya (L) + 4

2 2Cvar(L)+2 Cyar(L)+1

edges, so we get Coeq(M) =1 — oD = 20 = o2

Depth Cyeptn: Let A = {aq,...,a,} be the activity names that occur in L.
Then, shows the in- and out-depth of each node in the flower model.
With this, we get Coeptn (M) = 1.




The Relationship Between Log and Model Complexity 23

— Diameter Cgjam: The longest simple path through the flower model is the
path (pi,tl,p, t27p0), SO Odiam(M) = 5.

— Cyclicity Ceyc: With the labels shown in[Fig. 4] only the nodes ay, ..., an,
and p lie on a cycle in the flower model. Since the model has 5 + Cya, (L)
nodes in total, we get Ceyc(M) = 55&:?3.3; = g::ggi;

— Coefficient of Network Connectivity Ccne: Since every transition in
the flower model has exactly one incoming and one outgoing edge, it contains
2|T'| edges in total. With |T'| = C\ar(L)+2 and the fact that the flower model

has 5 + Cyar(L) nodes in total, we get Conc(M) = %

— Density Cgens: Since every transition in the flower model has exactly one
incoming and one outgoing edge, it contains 2|T| edges in total. With |P| =3
and |T| = Cyar(L) + 2, we therefore get Cyens(M) = 2<c2ff22‘>(f§>+(2§,1> =1

— Number of Duplicate Tasks Cgyp: The only label repititions the flower
model contains are the ones issued by the two silent transitions highlighted
as t1 and ty in In turn, Cyyp(M) = 1.

— Number of Empty Sequence Flows Cjy: Since the flower model does not
contain any and-connectors, Cy(M) = 0.

These findings conclude our analysis of the flower miner. summarizes
these findings for quick reference.

Table 6. The complexity scores of the flower model M for an event log L over A.

Csize(M) 5 + Cvar(L)
CMM(M) 0
CCH(M) 0
4Cvar (L) T +44C ar (L)% +143Cyar (L) 2 +164Cyar (L) +59
Cec(M) 4(Cvar (L)+1)? (Cvar (L) +4) (Cvar (L) +5)
Ces(M) | 0
Ccorc(M) | Cyar(L) +1
Cvar(L)
Ceon(M) | 558000
Cacd(M) 2C'var(L) + 2
Cmcd(M) 2cvvar(L) + 2
CV&[‘ L)+1
Coea(M) | G255
Cdepth(M) 1
Cdiam(M) 5
CV&F<L)+1
Coye(M) | GoarTirs
Cyar
Cone(M) | G2t
Cdens(M) %
Cdup(M) 1
Cop(M) | O
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4.2 Trace Net

For a second baseline mining algorithm, we investigate the trace-net miner. This
miner takes an event log L as input and outputs the trace net, where every trace
of L corresponds to a unique path from an initial place p; to a final place p,.
shows the trace net for an event log L with supp(L) = {01,092,...,0,}.
In contrast to the flower model investigated in the previous subsection, the com-

Fig. 6. The trace net for an event log L with supp(L) =
m; for all i € {1,...,n}.

plexity of the trace net does not depend on the variety Cy,, of the event log.
Instead, the amount of distinct traces in the event log, Cpr.«, plays an impor-
tant role in most model complexity scores for the trace net. We will first observe
that not all log complexity measures, an increase in log complexity means a
change in the support of the event log. Furthermore, we assume that there are
no empty traces in the event log.

Lemma 4. Let CT be a log complexity measure with CL € {Crag, Ciens CTL-avg,
CL27 Cst'ructa Caﬁ%nitw Cdev—R; Cavg—dista Cseq—67 Cnseq—e}~ Then; there are event 5098
Ly, Ly with Ly © Ly and with C¥(Ly) < C*(Ly), but support(L,) = support(Ls).

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ly = [(a,b,c), (a,b,c,d)?, {a,b, c,d,e)?, (d, e, a,b)]
L2 = Ll + [<a7 bv c, du 6>37 <d7 €, a, b>3}

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

C'mag Cvvar Clen CVTL—avg C"I‘L—max C'LOD Ct-comp CVLZ CDT—# C'DT-%
Li| 25 | 5 | 6 | 4.1667 5 8 5 11 4 0.6667
Lol 52 | 5 | 12 | 4.3333 5 8 ) 20 4 0.3333

Cstruct Cafﬁnity C’dev—R Cavg—dist CVva»r—e Canaur—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
Lq| 4.1667 | 0.5856 | 0.5517 | 2.0667 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 10.9917 | 0.1366
Lo| 4.3333 | 0.5899 | 0.5743 | 2.5152 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 32.0966 | 0.1562
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Thus, for all complexity measures CY allowed by this theorem, we have that
CE(Ly) < CE(Lg). Since, at the same time, support(L;) = support(Lz), these
event logs prove the conjecture of this theorem. O

The fact that the complexity of the trace net is not dependent on the va-
riety Cyar already shows that different mining algorithms require different log
complexity measures to predict the complexity of their results. For our analysis
of the trace net, we first observe that some of its model complexity scores must
increase if more behavior is added to the underlying event log. To avoid edge
cases or trace nets where some complexity measures are undefined, we require
for this entire subsection that |supp(L)| > 1 for any event log L. We allow this
restriction, as event logs with just a single trace rarely occur in practice.

Lemma 5. Let Ly, Ly be event logs with Ly T Lo and |supp(L1)| > 1. Let
My, My be the trace nets for Ly and Ly. Then, CM(M;) < CM(My) for any
model complexity measure CM € {Cyize, Corc, Cacds Cmeds Cdiams Caup } -

Proof. Let Ly, Ly be two event logs with L1 T Lo. With this, we then know that
support(Ly) C support(Lsy), since every unique trace in L; must also be present
in Ly. We abbreviate this observation by (x), and prove CM (M;) < CM (M) for
each of the model complexity measures separately.

— Size Csijze: The trace net contains the places p; and p,, as well as a path of
places and transitions for each trace of the event log. This means, in a trace
net M for an event log L, there are ) |, |o| transitions and 2+, (|o|-1)
places. Thus, Cyize(M) =2+ 3 . (2]|o] —1). Since supp(L1) C supp(La),
this means:

Osize(Ml) =2+ Z (2|0'| - 1) (S) 2+ Z (2|U| - 1) = Csize(M2)~
ocly o€l
— Control Flow Complexity Ccrc: The only connector nodes in the trace
net are p; and p,. The node p; is a xor-split, while p, is a xor-join. In a
trace net M for an event log L, p; has |supp(L)| outgoing edges, so we have
Cerc(M) = |supp(L)|, which means:

)
Corc(My) = [supp(L1)| < [supp(Lz2)| = Corc(M2).

— Average Connector Degree C,cq: The only connector nodes in the trace
net are p; and p,. In a trace net M for an event log L, p; and p, both have
degree [supp(L)|, s0 Caca(M) = 1 -2 [supp(L)| = |supp(L)|, so we get:

(%)
Cacd(My) = |supp(L1)| < |supp(La)| = Caca(Mz).

— Maximum Connector Degree Cy,cq: The only connector nodes in the
trace net are p; and p,. In a trace net M for an event log L, p; and p, both
have degree |supp(L)|, s0 Cmea(M) = |supp(L)|, leading to:

*)
Cied(M1) = |supp(L1)| < |supp(L2)| = Cmed(M2).
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— Diameter Cgjam: In the trace net M for an event log L, every trace o € L
creates a unique path (p;,0(1),...,0(|lo]),po) of length 2-|o| 4+ 1. Thus, the
length of the longest path in M is Cgjam(M) = 2CT1,max(L) + 1. Since all
traces in L are also present in Ly, this means:

(*)
Caiam(M1) = 2C1Lmax(L1) +1 < 2C71max(L2) + 1 = Ciam (M2).

— Number of Duplicate Tasks Cqup: The number of duplicate tasks in
the trace net M for an event log L is exactly the amount of activity name
repetitions in the support of the event log L. Since supp(L1) C supp(Ls),
this amount of repetitions can only be higher in Ly than in Lq, so we get
Cdup(Ml) < Cdup(MQ)-

Thus, we showed that CM (M) < CM (M) for any model complexity measure
CM € {Csizea C1CFC» Cacda Omcdv Cdiam7 Cdup}- O

Like for the flower model, there are some model complexity measures that
always return the same value for a trace net. We will investigate these complexity
measures in the next Lemma.

Lemma 6. Let L1, Ly be event logs and My, My be the trace nets for Ly and L.
Then, CM(Ml) = CM(MQ), where CM S {CMM, OCH, Cts7 Csep, Cdeptfu Ccyc, O@}.

Proof. Let Ly, Ly, My, M; and CM be defined as stated by the theorem. We prove
CM(My) = CM(My) for each of the model complexity measures separately:

— Connector Mismatch Cypnv: The trace net M for an event log L con-
tains exactly two connectors: p; and p,. p; has exactly |supp(L)| outgoing
edges, and p, has exactly |supp(L)| incoming arcs, so its connector mis-
match score is Cyim (M) = ||supp(L)| — |supp(L)|| = 0. Therefore, we have
that CMM(Ml) =0= CMM(MQ)

— Connector Heterogeneity Ccy: The trace net M for an event log L has
only the connectors p; and p,. Both of these connectors are xor-connectors,
so Ceug(M) = —(1 -logy(1) + 0 - log,(0)) = 0. In turn, we know that
Con(My) = 0 = Con(Mz).

— Token Split Cis: Every transition in the trace net M for an event log L
has exactly one incoming and one outgoing edge. Therefore, there are no
transitions in M with more than one outgoing edge, leading to Cis(M) = 0.
Therefore, we get Cis(M7) = 0 = Cis(Ma).

— Separability Csep: Since we require |supp(L1)| > 1, we know that My does
not contain any cut-vertices. My also does not contain any cut-vertices, as
|supp(La)| > |supp(Lq) > 1. Therefore, Cyep(M1) = 1 = Ciep(Ma).

— Depth Cgeptn: In the trace net M for an event log L, all nodes except p;
and p, have in- and out-depth 1, since p; and p, are connectors. p; and p,
themselves, on the other hand, both have in- and out-depth 0. Therefore,
Caeptn (M) =1 and, consequently, Cyeptn(M1) =1 = Cyeptn (M2).

— Cyclicity Cgyc: The trace net M for an event log L does not contain any
cycles, s0 Coye(M) = 0. In turn, Ceye(M7) = 0 = Coye(Ma).
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— Number of Empty Sequence Flows Cj: In the trace net M for an event
log L, every transition has exactly one incoming and one outgoing edge.
Therefore, there are no and-connectors in M, which means Cy(M) = 0.
Consequently, Cp(M;1) = 0 = Cy(Ma).

Thus, we showed that CM(M;) = CM(My) for any model complexity measure
cM e {CMM7 CcH, Cis, C’sepa Odeptha Ccyca C@} g

With these observations, we can now analyze the relations between log and
model complexity for the trace net miner. We start by showing the results in
and prove the relations shown in the table afterwards. For quick navi-

Table 7. The relations between the complexity scores of two trace nets My and Ma that
were found for the event logs L1 and Lg respectively, where L1 C Lo, |supp(L1)| > 1,
and the complexity of L; is lower than the complexity of Lo.

Cize|Cvm |Ccn|Coc | Chs|Corc | Csep | Cacd |Cmed | Cseq| Cdepth | Cdiam | Ceye | Cone | Cdens | Cdup | Co

Cmae | IS = EHEEL ETEITEH E]HIX = < =|| |X > <| ||=
Coor | I EEHIXANELENEEIE X E <| | &l X] ]| 2] | [€] [|E
Clen <|EEHENENDE L EEE X = < =[] |X > <| =
CTL»avg < — =] [[X*]| |= < = < < X = < — X > <| [I=
Cremax| |<| | E| | E XN =]) KL E ] XL E <| =l IX > L =
Crop | |<|| E | ELIXTHEN ] TEH L XL E <| [ =] |X > T
Crcomp | [<| | El I EIXTNEN KL TEH I XL E <|I =l X ] =l [€llE
Crz <|| =l | EXNEN El | EHE E X = < =[] |1X > <| [|=
Cor-z | K| | B | EEXTHEN K T EH I K XL E <[ TEITIXTT >TIEHE
Corn | I<I1 El | EEXNEN K EH I X = <| | =l X > <| ||=
Cstruct < — =] || X*|| |= < — < < X — < — X > < =
Camnity | [S] | E] | EJIXTUENL EEELH E]HEX] E <I TEITXTT =TI =
Cdev—R S = — X* — S — S S X = S = X Z S [—
Cavg—dist S — =] [|1X7|||= S - S S X — S — X 2 S —
Cware | I<|T ElTEITCNEN KT TET T I TIX] E <| =l X =l [ElE
Cuar-e | |I<|| El | EITXTNEN I 1 El I KT E <I TEITIX ST TIERTE
Cseq-e < = =| [IX"|||= < — < < X = < = X > <| ||=
Cnseq-e < — — X | |= S — S < X — S — X 2 S —

* We did not find examples showing that CL(Ll) <ct (L2) and Ccc (M) = Cec(Mz) is possible.

gation, the PDF-version of this paper enables its readers to click on the entries
of the table to jump to the proof of the respective property.

Theorem 4. (CL,CM) € < for any log cmplezity measure Ct € {Cnag, Clen,
C'TL—aﬂng Crz, Cstructs Oaﬁinitya Cev-Rs Cavg—dist; C'seq—ev Cnseq—e} and a model com-
plexity measure CM € {Cyize, Corc, Cacds Crmed ) -

Proof. Let Ly, Lo, be event logs with L1 C Lo and |supp(Lq1)| > 1, and My, M,
be the trace nets for L; and L,. By we know that Ly T Lo and
|supp(Ly)| > 1 implies CM(M;) < CM(M,). We now need to show that both
CM (M) < CM(My) and CM (M;) = CM(My) are possible. For the former, take
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the following event logs:
Ly = [{a,b, ), (a,b,c, d>2, {(a,b,c,d, 6>2, (d,e,a,b)]
L2 = Ll + [<CL, b7 C, d7 €, f>a <a,a, ba c, d7 €, .f>7 <a7b7 C, da €, a, b>]

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag C'var C’lcn C’TL—an CTL—max CLOD Ct—comp C'LZ CYDT—# CDT-%
Lyl 25 | 5 | 6 | 4.1667 5 8 ) 11 4 0.6667
Lyl 45 1 6 | 9 ) 7 10 6 18 7 0.7778

Cstruct Cafﬁnity CVdev-R Cavg-dist C’var—e C’nvar—e Cseq—e C’nseq—e
0.1366

Ly| 4.1667 | 0.5856 | 0.5517 | 2.0667 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 10.9917
Ly| 4.6667 | 0.5872 | 0.5861 | 2.5556 | 23.5941 | 0.4535 | 38.233 | 0.2232

Thus, CY(L;) < CE(Ly) for any of the log complexity measures allowed by this
theorem. The trace nets for L; and Lo are shown in These models have

[@-O-E-O-F-O-
E-O-E-O-E
-O-E-O-E-O-ME—\ o
-O-E-O--O-[@a-O-E7
[-O-E-O-2-O-
[-O-+O-E-O- OO~
E-O-E-O-E-O-E-O-[-O-E-O-
3-O-E-O-E-O-E-O-E-O-F-O-

Fig. 7. The trace nets My, M, for the event logs L1, Lo of [Theorem 4]

the following model complexity scores:

Csize C1CFC C'acd C'mcd
Ly 30| 4 4 4
Lo| 67 7 7 7
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Thus, CL(L;) < CY(Ly) and CM (M) < CM(My). To see that CL(L,) < CE(Ly)
and CM (M) = CM(Ms,) are also possible, consider the example used in the proof
of Since both event logs have the same support, they have the same
trace net, labeled M; in Thus, the model complexity of the trace nets
stay the same, even though the log complexity score increased from the first to
the second event log. O

Theorem 5. Let CM € {Cyire, Corc, Cucds Cmed} be a model complexity mea-
sure and let CL € {Cvam CTL—maI; CLOD7 Ct—compa CDT—#a CDT-%7 Cvar—ea Cnvar—e}
and be a log complexity measure. Then, (C*,CM) € <.

Proof. Let C be a log complexity measure and C™ a model complexity measure
allowed by this theorem. Furthermore, let Ly C Lo be event logs and My, M,
their respective trace nets. In this proof, we first show that CX(L;) < CL(Ly)
implies supp(L1) C supp(Ls) for all allowed log complexity measures.

— Variety Cyar: Suppose Ciar(L1) < Cyar(L2). Since Ly T Lo, we know that
supp(Ly) C supp(Lz). What remains to be shown is supp(L;) # supp(Lz).
By definition of Ciy,;, and since Cyay(L1) < Cyar(L2), there must be an
activity name a that occurs in Lo, but not in L;. This is only possible if
there is a trace o, such that there is a i € {1,...,|o|} with o(i) = a, and
such that o € supp(Ls) \ supp(L1). Thus, supp(Ls) \ supp(L1) # 0, and we
get supp(L1) # supp(Lz).

— Maximum Trace Length Crr_max: Suppose Crrmax(L1) < CTL-max(L2)-
Since Ly C Lo, we know that supp(L1) C supp(Ls). What remains to be
shown is supp(L1) # supp(Ls). Since the length of the longest trace in Lo
is longer than the length of the longest trace in L, there must be a trace
o € supp(La) \ supp(Ly) with |o| > |p| for all p € L;. Thus, we know that
supp(La) \ supp(L1) # 0, and therefore supp(Ly) # supp(Ls).

— Level of Detail Crop: Suppose CrLop(L1) < CrLop(Ls2). Since Ly T Lo,
we know that supp(L1) C supp(Ls) is true. What remains to be shown is
supp(Ly) # supp(Ls). By definition of Crop, since Crop(L1) < CrLop(L2),
the DFG of Lo contains at least one path that is not present in the DFG
of L;. But this is only possible if there is at least one edge (a, ) in the DFG
of Ly that is not part of the DFG of L;. By construction of the directly follows
graph, this means a >, b, but a %5, b. Thus, a 0 € supp(L2) \ supp(L1)
must exist with o(¢i) = a and o(i + 1) = b for some i € {1,...|o| — 1}.
Therefore, supp(Ls) \ supp(L1) # 0, and we get that supp(L1) # supp(Lo).

— Number of Ties Cicomp: Suppose that Cicomp(L1) < Cicomp(L2). Since
Ly T Lo, we know supp(L;) C supp(Lz). What remains to be shown is
supp(L1) # supp(La). Since Cicomp(L1) < Cicomp(L2), there are activity
names a,b with a >, b but @ ¥, b or b >, a. Since adding behavior to
an event log cannot remove any direct neighborhoods of activities, we know
that a %, is true. Then, there must be a trace o € supp(Ls) \ supp(L1)
with (i) = a and o(i + 1) = b for some ¢ € {1,...|o| — 1}. Therefore,
supp(La) \ supp(L1) # 0, and we get supp(L1) # supp(L2).
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Number of Distinct Traces Cpr-x: Suppose Cpr.#(L1) < Cpr-#(La).
Since Ly C Lo, we know supp(L1) C supp(Ls). What remains to be shown is
supp(L1) # supp(L2). Since Cpr-4(L1) < Cpr.#(L2), we know by definition
that |supp(L1)| < |supp(L2)|. Thus, supp(L1) # supp(Lz2) must be true.

Percentage of Distinct Traces Cpr.o;: Let Cprg(L1) < Cpr.g(Lo).
Since Ly C Lo, we know supp(L1) C supp(Ls). What remains to be shown
is supp(L1) # supp(L2). Since Cpr.9(L1) < Cpr.%(L2), we know by defini-
tion that <gwrpEil - lsupp(La)l Byt gince Ly O Lo, we know that the

DA I S NE

inequality >, ., Li(0) <> ,c;, L2(0) is true. Thus, the previous inequal-
ity can only be true if |supp(L1)| < |supp(L2)|, so supp(L1) # supp(L2).
Variant Entropy Cyar.e: Suppose Cyare(L1) < Cyare(L2). Since Ly T Lo,
we know that supp(Li) C supp(Lz). What remains to be shown is that
supp(Ly) # supp(La). Since Cyar-e(L1) < Cyar-e(L2), we know by definition
that there must be a node in the prefix automaton of Lo that is not present
in the prefix automaton of L;. In turn, a trace o € supp(Ls)\ supp(L1) must
exist that deviates from all traces in Ly after a (possibly empty) common
prefix. Since supp(La) \ supp(L1) # 0, supp(L1) # supp(La).

Normalized Variant Entropy Chvar-e: Since |S| - In(|S]) can only in-
crease for larger event logs, Chyar-e(L1) < Chvar-e(L2) directly implies that
Cyar-e(L1) < Cyare(L2). But as we have already seen, the latter implies

Supp(Ll) # SUPP(L2)~

Since the trace net M for an event log L includes a unique path for each trace in
supp(L), we can quickly verify that CM (M) < CM (M) if supp(Ly) # supp(Ls),
where CM S {Csizc; Ccpc, Oacd; Cmcd}~ O

Theorem 6. Let C* € LoC be any log complexity measure and CM be a model
complezity measure with CM € {Cum, Con, C's, Cseps Caepth, Ceye; Cpt. Then,
we have (CF,CM) € =.

Proof. By CM (M) = CM(Ms,) for any trace nets My, M. Therefore,
the implication CL(L,) < CL(L2) = CM(M;) = CM(My) is true for all event
logs Ly, Lo, where My, My are the trace nets for Ly, Lo. O

Theorem 7. Let C* € LoC be a log complexity measure. Then, (C*,Ccc) € X.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ly = [<CL, b7 ) d>27 <CL, G ¢, €>27 <(l, a, a, CL>2]
Ly = L1 + [(a,a,b,¢,c,d, e, f)]
L3 :L2+ [(g,a,a7b,c7c,d,e7f,a,a,b7c,c7d7e,f>]

Then, the trace nets My, My, M3 for the event logs L1, Lo, Lg fulfill:

. CCC(Ml) ~ 08476,
. Ccc(Mz) ~ 08677,
e Coo(Ms) ~ 0.8544,
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and therefore, Coc(M7) < Coc(Ms) and Coe(Msz) > Coc(Ms). But the follow-
ing table shows C*(L;) < CY(Ly) < C*(L3) for any C* € (LoC\ {Cyyar-o}):

Cmag Cvar Clen C'TL—awg CVTL—ma.x C'LOD Ct—comp C'LZ C’DT—# C‘DT-%
Li| 24 | 5| 6 4 4 5 5 12 3 0.5

Lol 32 | 6 7 | 4.5714 8 11 7 16 4 0.5714
Lg| 49 | 7 | 8 | 6.125 17 22 9 23 ) 0.625

Cstruct Caﬁ"inity C’dev-R Cavg-dist Cvar-e C1nvar—e C'seq—e Cnseq—e
Ly 26 0.2 0.619 | 4.2667 | 10.889 | 0.4729 | 24.9533 | 0.3272
Lo| 3.1429 | 0.2079 | 0.6475 | 4.5714 | 21.474 | 0.4841 | 42.4367 | 0.3826
Ls| 3.625 | 0.2219 | 0.6776 | 6.5357 | 44.3327 | 0.3842 | 74.0677 | 0.3884

For CT = Cyyare, we take the following event logs:

Ly = [<a>7 <aa b, C”
L2 = Ll + [<(L, ba c, d7 6>7 <LE, y,Z>]
L3 = L2 + [<f7g7 h7i7j7 k7la man70’p>]
Then, the trace nets My, My, M3 for the event logs L1, Lo, Lg fulfill:

o Coc(My) = 0.7098,
L Ccc(MQ) ~ 0.857,
J Ccc(Mg) =~ (0.8436

and therefore, Ccc(M1) < Coc(Mz) and Coc(Mz) > Cec(Ms), even though

* Cnvar—e(Ll) =0,
° Cnvar-e(L2) ~ 0.3181,
° Onvar—e(L?)) ~ 0.3258,

and therefore Chyar-e(L1) < Covar-e(L2) < Chyar-e(L3) is true. O
Theorem 8. Let CL' € LoC be a log complexity measure. Then, (C¥,Cseq) € X.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ly = [(a,b,c,d, )3, {e,d, c,a,b)?]

Ly =Ly + [(a, f,e,d, c,b)?]

Lz = Ly + [{(g,a,c,d, e, b, f)?, (a,b)]
Then, the trace nets My, My, M3 for the event logs L1, Lo, Ly fulfill:

b Cscq(Ml) - 023
o Cueq(Mp) ~ 0.1875,
® Cseq(M3) =0.2,

and s0, Cseq(M1) > Cieq(M2), Cseq(M2) < Cyeq(M3), and Cyeq(M7) = Cseq(Ms).
But the next table shows CL(L1) < CL(Ly) < CL(L3) for CF € (LoC\{Cagpinity }):
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Crnag|Cvar|Clen | CTL-avg | CTL-max|CLOD | Ct-comp|CLZ |CDT-#| CpT-%
Lyl 30 | 5 6 5 5 4 3 16 2 0.3333
Lo| 42 6 8 5.25 6 7 4 21 3 0.375
Ls| 58 7 | 11 | 5.2727 7 37 6 28 5 0.4545

Cstruct Caﬁ"inity C’dev-R Cavg-dist Cvar-e C1nvar—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
L, 5 0.4857 | 0.659 3.6 6.9315 | 0.301 | 20.7944 | 0.2038
Lol 525 | 0.3571 | 0.7031 | 4.0714 | 16.4792 | 0.4057 | 45.1709 | 0.2877
L3| 5.2727 | 0.2545 | 0.7395 | 4.5455 | 30.24 | 0.4447 | 78.9679 | 0.3353

For ¢t = Casfinity, we take the following event logs:
L1 = [(a,b,c,d, )3, {e,d, c,a,b)?]
Ly =Ly +[{f,e,d, c,a,b)?]
Ly = Lo+ (g, f.e,d, c,a,b)’, (a,b)]
Then, the trace nets My, My, M3 for the event logs L1, Lo, Lg fulfill:

° Cscq(Ml) = 02,

* Cseq(MQ) ~ 01875,

o Cseq(M3) = 0.2,
and so, CSCq(Ml) > Cscq(MQ)’ Cscq(MQ) < CSCQ(M3)> and Cscq(Ml) = Cscq(MS)a
even though the affinity scores strictly increase:

° afﬁnity(Ll) ~ 0.4857,

® afﬁnity(LZ) ~ 0.4941,

o Caffinity(L3) = 0.5117,

and therefore Caginity(L1) < Caffinity (L2) < Cagminity (L3) is true. O

Theorem 9. Let CL € (LoC\ {Crp.maz}) be a log complexity measure. Then,
(CLu Cdiam) S S

Proof. Let Ly, Ly be event logs with Ly T Lo and |supp(Lq1)| > 1, and My, Ms
be the trace nets for L; and Ly. By we know that L; T L and
[supp(L1)] > 1 implies Caiam(M1) < Coiam(Mz2). We now show that both
Caiam(M1) = Cgiam(M2) and Cgiam(M71) < Cgiam(M2) are possible, For the
former, take the following event logs:

Ly = [(a,b,c,d)?, (a,b,c,d,e)?, (d, e, a,b)?]

Ly =Ly + [{a,b,c,d, e>2, (d,e,a,b,c), (c,d,e,a,b),{f, cd, a,b)]

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag CVva.r C’len CVTL—an C'TL—maLx CLOD C’t—comp CYLZ C’DT—# C'DT-%
Ly 26 | 5 | 6 | 4.3333 5 6 5 13 3 0.5
Lol 51 | 6 | 11 | 4.6364 5 20 7 21 6 0.5455

Cstruct Caﬂ"inity C'dev-R Cavg—dist CVva»r—e Cnvar—e CVseq—e Cnseq—e
Lq| 43333 | 0.56 | 0.5757 | 2.6667 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 16.0483 | 0.1894
Lo| 4.6364 | 0.5626 | 0.5880 | 2.9818 | 27.7259 | 0.4628 | 57.7827 | 0.2882
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Thus, C¥(L;) < CY(Ly) for any of the log complexity measures allowed by this
theorem. But the trace nets M, M for the event logs Ly, Lo fulfill the property
Cdiam(Ll) =11= Cdiam(L2)'

To see that the diameter can also increase, take the following event logs:

Ll = [<a7 b7 C7 d>2’ <a7 b7 C7 d’ e>27 <d? 67 a’ b>2]
L2 = L1 + [<a7 b? c, d’ €>2, <d7 €, a, b7 C>7 <Ca da €,a, b>7 <f7 C, d7 a, b7 C>]
Note that Ly did not change in contrast to the previous log with the same name,

while in Lo, the trace (f,c,d,a,b) became (f,c,d,a,b,c). These two event logs
have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag CVvar Clen CVTL—avg C"I‘L—max C'LOD Ct-comp CVLZ CDT—# C'DT-%
Li| 26 | 5 | 6 | 4.3333 5 6 5 13 3 0.5
Lol 52 | 6 | 11 | 4.7273 6 20 7 21 6 0.5455

Cstruct Caﬁ'inity C’dev-R Cavg-dist Cvar-e Canar—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
Ly 43333 | 0.56 | 0.5757 | 2.6667 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 16.0483 | 0.1894
Lo| 4.6364 | 0.5829 | 0.5887 | 2.9091 | 29.0428 | 0.4543 | 60.0209 | 0.2921

Thus, CF(L;) < C*(Ly) for any of the log complexity measures allowed by this
theorem. But the trace nets My, Ms for the event logs Ly, Lo fulfill the property
Odiam(Ml) =11<13= Cdiarn(MZ)- O

Theorem 10. (CTL—ma:u Cdens) € <.

Proof. Let L1, Ly be event logs with Ly C Lo. Further, let My, Ms be the trace
nets for Ly, La. Suppose Crrmax(L1) < CTL-max(L2). Since the trace net con-
tains a unique path from the start node to the end node for each trace, and
no other paths from the start to the end node exist, all lengths of paths are
dependent on the lengths of the traces they enable. Because we know that
CrLmax(L1) < Crrmax(L1), there is a trace o € Lo with |o| > |p| for all
p € L. Thus, the length of the path for ¢ in My is longer than any path in M,
which means Cgjam(M1) < Caiam(Ma). O

Theorem 11. (CF,Ccone) € X for any log complexity measure C* € LoC.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ly = [(a,b,c,d)?, {a,c,c,e)?, (a,a,a,a)?]
L2 = Ll + [<a7a7b707 ¢, d,e,f)]
L3 :L2+[(g,a,a,b,c,c,d,e,f,a,a,b,c,c,d,fﬂ

Then, the trace nets My, My, M3 for the event logs L1, Lo, Lg fulfill:

. CCNC(Ml) ~ 1.0435,
. OCNC(MQ) ~ 1.0526,
° CCNC(M?)) ~ 10435,
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so we can see that Conc(M1) < Cone(Ms), Conc(Ms) > Cone(Ms), and
Conc(My) = Ceone(Ms). But the next table showsn CT(Ly) < C*(Lo) < CF(L3)
for any C* € (LoC\ {Chvar-e}):

C’mag Cvvar C’len C’TL-avg CVTL-max CVLOD Ct-comp CVLZ CDT-# C'DT-%
L] 24 | 5| 6 4 4 5 5 12 3 0.5
Lol 32 | 6 | 7 | 45714 8 11 7 16 4 0.5714
Ls| 48 | 7 | 8 6 16 26 10 23 5 0.625

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdev-R Cavg—dist Cvar—e Onvar—e Cvseq—e C’nseq—e
Li| 2.6667 0.2 0.619 | 4.2667 | 10.889 | 0.4729 | 24.9533 | 0.3272
Lo| 3.1429 | 0.2079 | 0.6475 | 4.5714 | 21.474 | 0.4841 | 42.4367 | 0.3826
Ls| 3.625 | 0.2154 | 0.6766 | 6.2857 | 43.6547 | 0.3936 | 72.9894 | 0.3928

For C¥ = Cyyare, we take the following event logs:
Ly = [{a,b), (a,b,c,d), {a,b,c,e)]
Lo =Ly + [{s,t,u,v,w, z,y, )]
Ly =Ly +[{(b,c,d,e, f,g,h,i,7, k, 1,m)]
Then, the trace nets My, Ms, M3 for the event logs Ly, Lo, Lg fulfill:

. CCNC(Ml) ~ 1.0526,
e Cone(Ms) = 1.0588,
. CCNC(M3) ~ 10526,

and therefore, we have that Conc(M7) < Cone(Mz), Conc(Mz) > Cone(Ms),
and Conc(M7) = Cone(Ms), even though

® Cnvar—e(Ll) =~ 0.3109,
° Cnvar-e(L2) ~ 0.3348,
° Onvar—e(L?)) ~ 0.3538,

and therefore Chyar-e(L1) < Chvar-e(L2) < Chyare(L3) is true. O

Theorem 12. Let Ct € (LoC\{CrL-maz: Ct-comp}) be a log complezity measure.
Then, (CY, Cyens) € >.

Proof. Let L be an event log and M be its trace net. Since every transition

in M has exactly one incoming and one outgoing edge by definition, we have
2|T 1 .

Caens(M) = 2|T|(\IP‘|—1) = 1pi—1- Because M contains 2 + > oecrllol = 1) places,

we get, for two trace nets M7, My of event logs Ly, Lo with Ly T Lo:

1 ngLz 1
1+ ZJ€L1(|U| - 1) h I+ ZJ€L2(|U| - 1)

What remains to be shown is that both Caens(M1) > Cdens(M2) and and also
Claens(M1) = Cgens(Mz) are possible. For the former, take the following logs:

L1 = [<a7 bv ¢, d>2’ <a7 bv ¢, da €>2, <da €, a, b>2]
L2 = Ll + [<a7 b’ ) d? 6>2, <d7 €, a, b7 C>7 <C7 da €, a, b>7 <fa & da a, ba C>]

Cdens(Ml) == = Cdens(L2)~

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:
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Cmag Cvar C’len CTL—avg CTL—max CLOD Ct—comp Crz CDT—# C(DT—%
Lyl 26 | 5 | 6 | 4.3333 5 6 b) 13 3 0.5
Lo| 52 | 6 | 11 | 4.7273 6 20 7 21 6 0.5455

Cstruct Caf‘ﬁnity C'dev-R Cavg-dist Cvar-e Cnvar—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
L] 43333 | 0.56 | 0.5757 | 2.6667 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 16.0483 | 0.1894
Lo| 4.6364 | 0.5829 | 0.5887 | 2.9091 | 29.0428 | 0.4543 | 60.0209 | 0.2921

Thus, C¥(L;) < CY(Ly) for any of the log complexity measures allowed by this
theorem. But the trace nets M, M for the event logs L, Lo fulfill the property
Claens(M1) = 0.0909 > 0.0417 =~ Cgens(M2).
To see that Caens(M1) = Caens(Maz) is possible, take the following event logs:
Ly = [(a,e)*, (a,b, c,d, e)]
L2 - Ll + [<CL, bv C, d7 6>7 <f>]

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag C(var Clen C’TL—avg C(TL—maux C(LOD C(t—comp C(LZ C(DT—# CDT—%
Lyl 13 | 5|5 2.6 b) 2 ) 8 2 0.4
Lol 19 | 6 | 7 | 2.7143 5 3 5 11 3 0.4286

C’stlruct Cafﬁnity C’dev—R Cavg—dist Cvar-e Canaur-e Cvseq—e Cnseq—e
Ly 26 0.6 0.478 1.2 3.8191 | 0.3552 | 8.0241 | 0.2406
Lo| 2.7143 | 0.3333 | 0.559 | 2.2857 | 6.6899 | 0.4911 | 16.283 | 0.2911

Thus, C¥(Ly) < CF(Ly) for any allowed log complexity measure except affinity
Clasfinity- But the trace nets M, M, for the event logs Ly, Ly fulfill the property
Cdens(M1) = 0.16 = Cyens(Ms). For CF = Caffinity, We take the following logs:

Ly = [{a,€e),{a,b,c,d, e)]

Ly=1Ly+ [<a’a b, &) da 6>7 <f>]
Compared to the previous event logs, only the frequencies of traces changed, so
for the trace nets My, My for Ly, Ly we still have Cgens(M7) = 0.16 = Cyens(Ma2).

But now, Cainity(L1) = 0 < 0.1667 = Cagminity(L2), showing that equal density
is also possible when affinity increases. O

Theorem 13. Let C* € {Crr-mag Ct-comp} be a log complezity measure. Then,
(CL7 Cdens) € >.

Proof. As argued in the proof of the density of a trace net M for

an event log L is Cyens(M) = W Thus, the density of M lowers if
o€l

1+ ,cp(Jo] — 1) increases.

— Maximum Trace Length Crr_max: Let L1, Lo be two event logs with
Ly T Ly and Crrmax(L1) < Crimax(L2). Then, there must be a trace
o € supp(Ls) \ supp(Ly) with |o| > 2, since all traces in L; have length at
least 1. But then, |o] — 1 > 1 and therefore

1+ > (ol =1) <1+ Y (lo|—1).

o€l o€Ly
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— Number of Ties Ci-comp: Let Li, Ly be two event logs with L1 T Lo
and Cycomp(L1) < Cicomp(L2). Then, there must be two activity names a, b
with @ >, band b %1, a, but with @ 1, bor b >, a. Since Ly C Ly and
b #1, a, out of the latter two, only a ¥, b can be true. In turn, there must
be a trace o € supp(Ls) \ supp(L1) with (i) = a and o(i + 1) = b for some

i €{1,...,]o| — 1}. But then, || > 2 and therefore |o| — 1 > 1, so
1+ Y (lo]=1) <14 > (o] =1).
o€l o€Lls

Thus, for any event logs Lq, Lo and their trace nets My, Ms, we have shown
that CTL—max(Ll) < CTL_n]aX(LQ) = Cdens(Ml) > Cdens(MQ) and, similarly,
Ct—comp(Ll) < Ct-comp(L2) = Cdens(Ml) > Cdens(M2)~ g

Theorem 14. (CE,Cyyp) € < for any log complexity measure CL' € LoC

Proof. By we know that Cyyp(M1) < Caup(Mz) for trace nets My, Mo
of event logs L1, Lo with Ly T Ls. What remains to be shown is that both

Caup(M1) = Caup(Ma) and Cqaup(M1) < Caup(M2) are possible. For the former,
take the following event logs:

L, = [{a),{a,b,c,d)]
Ly = Ly + [(u,v,w, x,y, 2)?]

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag C'var Clen CTL—avg C’TL—max C'LOD Ct—comp C'LZ CDT—# C'DT-%
Li] 5 4 1 2 2.5 4 2 3 4 2 1
Lol 17 |10 | 4 | 4.25 6 3 8 13 3 0.75

Cstruct Cafﬁnity C’dev—R C"avg—clist Cvar—e C(nvar—e C’seq—e Cnseq—e
Ly 2.5 0 0.4796 3 0 0 0 0
Lo| 4.25 | 0.1667 | 0.6449 | 6.1667 | 6.7301 | 0.2923 | 10.2986 | 0.2138

Thus, CY(L1) < CY(Ls) for any log complexity measure except the percentage
of distinct traces Cpr.y. However, the number of duplicate tasks in the trace
nets M, My for the logs Ly, Ly are the same: Cyyp(M1) = 1 = Caup(M2). To see
that there is also such an example for the percentage of distinct traces Cpr.g;,
we take the event logs above and change their frequencies:

Ly = [(a)*, (a,b,c,d)]
Lo=1L1+ [<U; v, W,T,Y, Z>2]

Then, CDT-%(LI) = 0.4 < 0.4286 ~ CDT—% (LQ), but Cdup(Ml) =1= Cdup(Mg).
To see that Cy4yp can also increase, take the following event logs:

L1 = [(a)?, (a,b,c,d)?]
Ly = Ly + [{e,a,b, c,d)?]

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:
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Cmag C(vaur C’len C(TL—awg OTL—max CLOD Ct—comp Crz CDT—# C(DT—%
Lyl 14 | 4 |5 2.8 4 2 3 8 2 0.4
Lol 24 | 5 | 7 | 3.4286 5 4 4 11 3 0.4286

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdev—R Cavg—dist CYvaur-e Cnvar-e Cseq—e C’nseq-e
Ly 28 0.4 0.4796 1.8 0 0 0 0
Ly| 3.4286 | 0.4524 | 0.5169 | 1.9048 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 16.3006 | 0.2137

Thus, C*(L1) < C¥(Ls) for every log complexity measure C* € LoC. But the
trace nets My, My for the logs Ly, Lo fulfill Caup(M7) =1 <5 = Cayp(Ma). O

For the remainder of this subsection, we will analyze the model complexity of
the trace net in more depth and characterize the model complexity scores of the
trace net by using log complexity measures. Since many complexity scores for
the trace net are dependent of the amount of places in the trace net, we define

N(L) =3 (o] — 1)

o€l

for an event log L as the total number of neighborhoods in distinct traces of
L. Since two transitions in the trace net are connected via a place, the total
amount of places in the trace net is 2 + N (L). We need to increase N(L) by
two for the initial place p; and the final place p,. With this notion, we can now
analyze the model complexity scores of the trace net M for an event log L over
a set of activities A.

— Size Cyizet As argued before, the trace net contains 2 + N (L) places. Fur-

thermore, it contains ) _.; |o| transitions. Thus, we have:

Coize(M) =2+ ) (2lo[+1) =2+ (Z 2(lof - 1)) + [supp(L)|

o€l o€L
=2+ 2N(L)+ Cpr-»(L)

— Connector Mismatch Cyvm: If [supp(L)| = 1, there are no connectors
in M and Cym(M) = 0. Otherwise, the only connectors in M are p; and
Po- The place p; has |supp(L)| outgoing, while the place p, has |supp(L)|
incoming edges. Thus, we get Cyim (M) = ||supp(L)| — |supp(L)|| = 0.

— Connector Heterogeneity Ccmu: If [supp(L)| = 1, there are no connectors
in M and Ccy is undefined. Otherwise, the only connectors in M are p; and
Ppo- Both of these connectors are xor-connectors, so we get the connector
heterogeneity score Cop(M) = — (1 -logy(1) 4+ 0 - log,(0)) = 0.

— Cross Connectivity Ccc: For readability, let n := |supp(L)|. There are
only two nodes in M that have a weight # 1: p; and p,. This results in only
the edges leaving p; and the edges entering p, having weight %, while all
other edges in M have weight 1. Thus, or the connection values in the trace
net M, we get:

o Vpi,z) = % for all nodes = of M with = # p; and x # p,,
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o V(pi,po) = 5,

e Let 0 € L be a trace and ¢ € {1,...,|o|}. Then, the transition for o (i)
has |o| — 4 times the value 1 with succeeding transitions, |o| — 1 times
value 1 with succeeding places except p,, and value % with the place p,.

e Let 0 € L be a trace and ¢ € {1,...,|o|}. Then, the place p,(; in
the postset of the transition for o (i) has |o| — i times the value 1 with
succeeding transitions, |o| —i—1 times the value 1 with succeeding places
except p,, and value % with the place p,.

Since all other connections have value 0, we get, for the sum of these values:

LD i( 2ol i)+ 2) + Z( (o1-5)-1+2)

oeLl \i=1 Jj=

1,y Qol=1) (ol =1 +2)

n? n
o€l
1 1
- (n £ 3201 1) (o] - 1>+2>>
o€l

S|

.<i+n~;(2|0|—1)‘ <|0—1+721>>

In turn, the cross connectivity of the trace net is:

2zt 2 eer@ol—1) - (o] -1+ 2)
2+ 2N(L) + Cory (L) - (1+ 2N(L) + Corp (L))

Coc(M) =1 -

Token Split Cis: Since every transition in M has exactly one incoming and
one outgoing edge, it contains no and-splits. Therefore, Cis(M) = 0.
Control Flow Complexity Ccrc: If [supp(L)| = 1, the trace net M does
not contain any connectors, and thus Ccpc(M) = 0. Otherwise, the only
connector nodes in M are p; and p,. p; is an xor-split and p, an xor-join,
so Cocrc(M) = |p7| = |supp(L)| = Cpr-x(L).

Separability Csep: If [supp(L)| = 1, every node in M except p; and p, is a
cut-vertex, so Csep (M) = 0. Otherwise, M does not contain any cut-vertices,
80 Cyep(M) = 1.

Average Connector Degree Cycq: If |supp(L)| = 1, the trace net M con-
tains no connectors and thus, the average connector degree is undefined.
Otherwise, only the places p; and p, are connectors in M. Both places
have degree |supp(L)|, so the average connector degree of the trace net is
Chca (M) = IsupP(L)lglsupp(L)\ = |supp(L)| = Cpr_u(L).

Maximum Connector Degree Cpmea: If [supp(L)| = 1, the trace net M
contains no connectors and thus, the maximum connector degree is unde-
fined. Otherwise, only the places p; and p, are connectors in M. Both places
have degree |supp(L)|, so the maximum connector degree of the trace net is

Crmea(M) = |supp(L)| = Cpr-#(L).
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— Sequentiality Cgeq: If [supp(L)| = 1, the trace net M contains no connec-
tors and thus, every edge in M connects two non-connector nodes, leading
t0 Cseq(M) = 0. Otherwise, only the edges leaving p; or entering p, have a

connector node at their head or tail. Since M contains 2|T| edges in total,

_ 2|T|=2[supp(L)| _ 2|supp(L)| _ __ Cpr.z(L)
we get Coeq(M) =1 — 2|T|pp = 21|)£| = N(L)]j-TCﬁT_#(L)'

— Depth Caeptn: If [supp(L)| = 1, there trace net M does not contain any
connectors, and thus, the in- and out-depth of every node in M is 0, leading
to Caeptn(M) = 0. Otherwise, every node except p; and p, have in- and
out-depth 1, while p; and p, have in- and out-depth 0. Thus, Cyeptn(M) =
max{0,1} = 1.

— Diameter Cgjam: The diameter of the trace net M is dependent on the
length of the longest trace in L. Let o € L be a trace with maximum length
in L. Then, one of the paths through the trace net M with maximal length is
the path (pi,0(1),p5(1),0(2),-..,Pjs|-1,0(|0]), Po), Where p,(;y is the place
in the postset of the transition for (i) for any ¢ € {1,...,|c}. The length
of this path is Cgjam(M) =1+ 2max{|o| | o € L} =1+ 2 Cr,_max(L).

— Cyeclicity Ccyc: The trace net M does not introduce any cycles, so it has
no nodes that lie on such cycles. Therefore, Ceyc(M) = 0.

— Coefficent of Network Connectivity Cone: Since by construction, every
transition in M has exactly one incoming and one outgoing edge, M contains
2|T| edges in total. Thus, Cone(M) = ; lelf‘lTl = 2252\//\(/?)558;#;%2)

— Density Cgens: Since by construction, every transition in M has exactly
one incomin and one outgoing edge, M contains 2|T'| edges in total. Thus,

Caens(M) = gy({pl=ry = [PI=T = AT
— Number of Duplicate Tasks Cqyp: The number of duplicate tasks in the
trace net M is exactly the amount of event name repetitions in the support of
the event log L. Thus, Cqup(M) = >, 4({(3,7) | 05 € L : 03(j) = a}| = 1).
— Number of Empty Sequence Flows Cjy: Since the trace net M does not
contain any and-connectors, the number of empty sequence flows in M is
Cyp(M) = 0 by definition.

These findings conclude our analysis of the trace net miner. summarizes
these findings for quick reference.



40 P. Schalk et al.

Table 8. The complexity scores of the trace net M for an event log L over A.

Csize(M) 24 ZN(L) + Cpor-s (L)
Cum(M) | 0
Ccu(M) | 0
Ceo() | 1- TT_QTF+ZUEL<2‘”‘—1>‘(‘”‘—1+W)
cC (212N (L)+Cprp (D)) - (142N (D +Cpr4 (L))
Cis(M) | O
0 if Cpr.x(L) =1
Cerc(M) 1 DT'#( )
Cpr-#(L) otherwise
0 if Cpr.x(L)=1
Cep(M) {1 #(0)
otherwise
Caca(M) | Cor-#(L)
Cmea(M) | Cor-%(L)
0 if CDT_# (L) =1
seq (M) Cpr-#(L) th :
m otherwise
0 if Cory(L) =1
Claepth (M
acpn (M) {1 otherwise
Cdiam(M) | 142 CrL-max(L)
Ceye(M) | 0
2(N(L)+Cpr-#(L))
Oonc(M) | 339N T0rgp )
Cdens(M) m
Cauwp(M) | > ca({(E,5) |01 € L:0i(j) = a}| = 1)
Co(M) | 0
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4.3 Alpha Miner

The alpha miner [13] is one of the first algorithms introduced for process dis-
covery. It calculates a Petri net for an event log by first constructing the causal
footprint of the log and then analyzing which activities should directly follow
each other. As a first example, take the following event log:

L, = [<a7 b,c,d, 6>, <aa b,d,c, e>, <a7 u,v,2,Y, z”

The set of activities occuring in L; is Ap, = {a,b,¢,d, e,u,v,z,y,z}. For each
of these activities, we create a row and a cell in a matrix we call the causal
footprint, and use it as a table to show the relation between two activities.

e | | Fe | T [ 33| T k[ =
| Fh [ IR [ I3 T T [ | =

S N R T T T e
S N e e e e
S EU ) YU ETU ATH RTE TR ATH P8

N N N
S N e N e e e e

R ERETRE
R EN R
e e e e RN

N|L(R|(S|S|d|Xn|O|T

The general idea is to create transitions a for every a € Ar, and connect two
transitions a, b via a place if a — b. To do this, first define

XL ={(B,C)|BCALAB#ONCCALNC# DA
Vbe B,ceC:b— cAVby,by € B:by#by AVey, o EC:Cl#CQ}

for any event log L over a set of activities Ar. Intuitively, X contains all pairs
of activity-name-sets where all activities of the first set are in directly follows
relation (—) to all activities of the second set. In order to model concurrency
correctly, all elements of one set must be incomparable (#) to each other. In the
example above, ({b},{c}), ({b},{d}) € Xi,, but ({b},{c,d}) & X1, because ¢
and d are parallel to each other, and therefore do not fulfill c#d. Using this set
to define the places of the output net would result in many implicit places, so
the alpha miner instead uses the most expressive tuples of Xy :

Y, ={(B,C) € X, |¥(B,C"Ye X, : (BCB'ACCC") = (B,C)=(B,C")}

Thus, we only keep tuples that are maximal in the sense that the sets of no
other tuple contain the sets of the maximal tuple. In the example above, this
means that, even though ({a}, {b}), ({a}, {u}) € Xi,, both of these tuples are
not included in Yz, , because ({a}, {b,u}) € X, and we have that {a} C {a} and
{b}, {u} C {b,u}. As mentioned earlier, each of the tuples in Y7, correspond to a
place in the resulting Petri net. On top of that, we have two special places p; and
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Do, Where p; is the initially marked input place and p, is the place that defines the
final marking of the net. The alpha miner creates edges from p; to all transitions
whose label occurs first in any trace, i.e., pf = Ar = {a | 3o € L : 0(1) = a}.
Furthermore, it creates edges to p, from all transitions whose label occurs last
in any trace, i.e., °p, = Ao = {a | 3o € L : o(|o|) = a}.[Fig. 8 shows the Petri
net found by the alpha miner for the input event log L;.

M;: ({6}, {c}) ({c}. {e})
O [4]

({0}, 1)) ({d). {e})
O-E-O—-E-O-E-O—-FE-O-E-0O—-F-O
P (eh ) (WhB) (b)) Qb)) Wheh

Fig. 8. The output of the alpha algorithm for the input event log L;.

The result of the alpha algorithm is not always sound, which we will use to
our advantage during the analyses of this section. For example, take the following
event log Lo, which is a proper superset of the event log L;:

L2 = [<a’b’c7 d7e>7 <aa b? d7 C, 6>, <a,U7U7$ay72>a <Cl/,b, C, d,@,f,g7h>}

The only change to the event log L, is that the trace (a, b, ¢, d, €) can be extended
by the events f, g, and h in that order. The result of the alpha miner for this
event log is shown in In this Petri net, the final place p, can contain 2

Mo: Q_»O\A

O-E-O-E-O-E-O-E-O-E-0O—-&

Fig. 9. The output of the alpha algorithm for the input event log L.

tokens at once, when the transitions a, b, c,d, e, f, g, h fire in that sequence. We
can use this property to increase the token split or connector mismatch score
without changing much of the behavior. Sometimes, the output of the alpha
miner is not a workflow net, as it can contain isolated nodes. For example:

L3 = L2 + [<d>7 <g>7 <C’ €>, <a7b7 ¢, da 6>2, <bab7 C, da daevf7 fvgaga hvh”
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M3Z

[-O-E-O-E-O-EB-O-E-0O-EF0O

2]

Fig. 10. The output of the alpha algorithm for the input event log Ls.

shows the result of the alpha miner for the event log L, containing
isolated nodes. Due to this behavior of the alpha algorithm, we can find counter-
examples showing that none of the log complexity measures can predict the
model complexity of the alpha algorithm’s output. The only exception is the
number of duplicate tasks Cqyp, which is always 0, since we create exactly one
transition for each distinct activity in the event log. shows our findings.

Table 9. The relations between the complexity scores of two nets M; and Mz found
by the alpha miner for the event logs L1 and L2 as input respectively, where L, C Lo
and the complexity of L is lower than the complexity of Lo.

Csize CMM cVCH CCC Cts C’CFC Cse Cacd Cmcd Cseq Cdepth Cdiam C'cyc CCNC Cdens Cdu C@

Cmag | X)X XTI EXED XX X)X X X X | X X X | =] X
Cvar | X X)L XTI XY | XL X)) XL X)) X LX) | 1X | X X | =] IX
Clen XXX IXCNX X)X X (XX X XX X X =] (|X
Crrave | [X| | IX) L IXT XX X)) X)) X)) (XL IX X X)X X X = ||X
Crr-max| |[X| | |X] | IXT XX XD | IXT X)) 1X) | X X X | (X X X = ||X
Crop | |X|| X | IX XX X)) X)) X)) (X LI X X | X ] X X = ||X
Crcomp | IX| | IX| | X IXTNIXT X | IXL] X JX ] IX X X | XX X =] ||X
Crz X)X T X X X X LX) | 1X | X X | =] X
Cor# | [ X]] X)X XD XL XD XD X X)) X LX) | 1X | X X | =] X
Cor- | [X] ] IX] | IX] XX X | IX) ]I X X X | X X | =] X
Cseruer | (X | X | XL IXTNIX) XTI IXT ) XL ] IX X X | 1X]| X X = ||X
Camnity | [X] | [X] | XXX X LI X)X | X X X)X X X =1 ||X
Caev-r | X IXT | XL EXTNIX) XTI XL X)) IX X X | X X X = ||X
Cave-aist | |X| | 1X] | X] X)X X)X X)X | X X X | XX X =] (|X
Cvar-e | [ X | IX) | IXTIXEX) X ) X)) X)) (XL IX X X | X X X =] ||.X
Covar-e | IX] | IX] | X IX)IXD X)X IXT X)X IX LX) | 1X | X X | =] IX
Cseae | |IX] | IXT T IXT XX X T IX) ] BXT ] IX) X 1X X | IX X | =] X
Chuseae | X 1X] [ IX| XWX X)) IX) ] IX) ) (X)X X X)X X X =] (|X

*We did not find examples showing that CL(Ll) < CL(LQ) and Ccc (M) = Ccc(Ma) is possible.
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Theorem 15. Let C¥ € LoC be any log complexity measure and let CM be a
model complezity measure with CM € {Cyie, Cts, Core, Coacd, Crmed, Ceye, Co }-
Then, (CE,CM) € X.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

L1 = [(a,b,c,d,e)?, (e)?]

Ly =Ly + [{a,b,c,d,b,c,d, e, f)?]

L3 = Ly + [{a,b,c,d,b,c,d,b,c,d,e)?, (a,b,c,d,b,c,d,b,c,db,c,d,de),
(a,a,b,b,c,c,d,d,e,e, f, f,g,9,h,h,i,1)]

shows the models M;, Ms, M3 found by the alpha miner for L, Lo, Ls.
These models have the following complexity scores:

]\{1:

O EH-0-B-0-B-0-B-0=8-0
B-0-E-0-F-0-E-0~E-0-1-0

My [a]
B
QEEE

Fig. 11. The results of the alpha algorithm for the input logs L1, L2, Ls from the
example in [Theorem 15 M; is the model mined from the log L1, M2 the model mined
from the log L2, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.

Csizc Cts C1CFC Cacd C'mcd C'cyc C(D
Myl 11 | 0O 2 2.5 3 0 0
Ms| 13 | 2 6 2.8571 | 4 |0.6364 | 1
Ms| 11 | O 2 2.5 3 0 0

Thus, CM(M;) < CM(My), CM (Ms) > CM(M3), and CM (M;) = CM (M3) for all
CM € {Cyize, Cts, Ccorcs Cacd; Cimed, Ceye, Cp}. But the event logs Ly, Lo, L3 have
the following log complexity scores:
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Cmag|Cvar|Clen | CTL-ave | CTL-max|CLOD |Ct-comp|CLz |CpT-#| Cb1-%
Ly 17 5 5 3.4 5 2 4 11 2 0.4

Lo| 35 6 7 5 9 4 6 18 3 0.4286
L3l 90 | 9 | 11 | 8.1818 18 6 9 37 6 0.5455

Cstruct Cafﬁnity C’dcv—R Cavg—dist Cvar—c Cnvar—c Cscq—c Cnscq-c
L] 34 0.4 0.5417 2.4 2.7034 | 0.2515 | 6.1576 | 0.1278
Lo| 4.1429 | 0.4286 | 0.5862 | 3.8095 | 10.2825 | 0.3898 | 27.9087 | 0.2243
Ls| 4.8182 | 0.4584 | 0.6336 | 7.2727 | 55.7526 | 0.4173 | 136.0569 | 0.3360

Since CL(L;) < CE(Ly) < CE(L3) for any log coplexity measure C* € LoC,
we have thus shown that (CY,CM) € X for any model complexity measure
C]V[ € {Csizea Ct57 CCFC7 Cacd7 Cmcd7 Ccyca CQ)} 0

Theorem 16. Let C* € LoC be any log complexity measure and let CM be a
model complezity measure with CM € {Cuar, Com, Caepin}- Then, (CF,CM) € X.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:
Ly = [(a,b,c,d)?, (e)?]
Ly = Ly + [{a,b,c,d)?, (a,c,b,d), {a,b,c,b,c,d), (b,c,b,c,b,c,d),
(a,b,c, fre, f,€)]
L3 = Lo+ [{a,b,¢,b,¢,b,c,b,c,d)?, (a,b,¢,b, ¢, b,c,b,c,b, c,d),
(a,a,b,b,¢,c,d,d), (e e, f, f,9,9)]

shows the models M;, M», M3 found by the alpha miner for Ly, Lo, Ls.
These models have the following complexity scores:

M E\

E-O-E-O-E-0-&-0
[]

E—’Cl—’ Ms:

]
o-m-C S}Q

o

Fig. 12. The results of the alpha algorithm for the input logs L1, L2, L3z from the

example in [Theorem 16} M; is the model mined from the log L1, M> the model mined
from the log L2, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.
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CviMm|Ccr|Cdeptn
Myl 0O 0 1
Ms| 5 1 2
Msl 0 0 1
Thus, CM(M;) < CM(My), CM (My) > CM(M3), and CM (M) = CM(M3) for all
cM ¢ {Cyum, Ccn, Cleptn }- But the event logs L1, Lo, L3 have the following log
complexity scores:

Cmag Cvar|Clen CTL—an CTL-max|CLOD Ct—cornp Crz C'DT—#: CDT—%
Li| 14 | 5 ) 2.8 4 2 3 9 2 0.4
Ly| 62 6 | 14 | 4.4286 7 10 5 25 6 0.4286
Ls| 118 | 7 | 20 5.9 12 14 6 43 10 0.5

Cstruct C’aﬁcmity C’dev-R Cavg-dist Cvar-e C1nvar—e Cseq—e C1nseq—e
Ly 28 0.4 0.4584 3 2.502 | 0.3109 | 5.7416 | 0.1554
Lo| 3.5714 | 0.4555 | 0.565 | 3.3626 | 36.6995 | 0.5397 | 78.6547 | 0.3074
Ls| 3.65 | 0.4632 | 0.5683 | 5.3579 | 89.9638 | 0.5731 | 207.215 | 0.3681

Since C¥(Ly) < CE(Ly) < CE(L3) for any log complexity measure C¥ € LoC,
we have thus shown that (CY,CM) € X for any model complexity measure
cM € {CMMv CCHa Odeptll}~ O

Theorem 17. Let C* € LoC be any log complexity measure and let CM be a
model complexity measure with CM € {Ccc, Cseq}. Then, (CL,CM) € X.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ly = [(a,b,d)?, (a,c,d)?, (e)]

Lo =Ly + [{a,b,d,e), (a,c,d,e),{a,b,c,d),{a,b,cb,de,f),
(a,b,¢,b,e,b,d, e, )]

L3 = Ly + [{a,c,b,d), (a,c,b,c,b,d,e),{a,b,c,b,e, b, c,d), {a,b,e,b,c,b, e, b, c,d),
(a,a,b,b,c,¢,d,d,e e, f, f,q,9)]

shows the models M7, Ms, M3 found by the alpha miner for Lq, Lo, Ls.
These models have the following complexity scores:

CCC Cscq
M;110.9237] 1
M| 0.631 |0.7059
Ms3)|0.9705) 1

Thus, we have Coc(M1) > Coc(Msz) and Coc(Ma) < Coc(Ms), as well as
Cseq(Ml) > Cseq(Mz), Cseq(MQ) < Cseq(Mg), and Cseq(Ml) = Cseq(Mg). But
the event logs Ly, Lo, Ls have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag Cvvar C’len CTL—avg C’TL—max C’LOD Ct—comp OLZ CDT—# CDT-%
Ly 13 | 5| 5 2.6 3 3 4 8 3 0.6
Lol 41 | 6 | 10 4.1 9 14 6 18 8 0.8
Ls| 84 | 7 | 15 5.6 14 19 7 35 13 | 0.8667
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Ms: Q—'E—’Q
oy O-EFO-EE0
O-E-0

@
Q/wom

Fig. 13. The results of the alpha algorithm for the input logs L1, L2, L3 from the
example in M, is the model mined from the log L1, M2 the model mined
from the log Lo, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.

Cstruct Cafﬁnity C’dev-R Cavg-dist Cvar-e C11r1var—e C'seq—e Cnseq—e
Li| 26 0.2 0.5417 24 6.0684 | 0.5645 | 11.1636 | 0.3348
Lol 3.7 0.2316 | 0.6705 | 3.1333 | 32.1247 | 0.5742 | 61.0512 | 0.401
L3| 4.0667 | 0.237 | 0.6926 | 4.7429 | 92.954 | 0.5747 | 174.779 | 0.4696

Since CE(L1) < CE(Ly) < CE(L3) for any log complexity measure C € LoC,
we have thus shown that (C*,C*) € X for any model complexity measure
cM € {Ccc,cseq}. O

Theorem 18. (CE,Cy.p) € X for any log complexity measure CL' € LoC.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ll = [<a’7 b) c, d7 €>3, <€, da ¢, a, b>3]
Ly = L1+ [(a, f,e,d, ¢, b)]
L3 = L2 + [<ga ba c, d7 €, f) C>2]
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Pl
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Fig. 14. The results of the alpha algorithm for the input logs L1, L2, Ls from the
example in [Theorem 18 M; is the model mined from the log L1, M2 the model mined
from the log L2, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.

shows the models My, M, M3 found by the alpha miner for Ly, Ly, L3.
These models have the following separability scores:

° C'sep(Z\il) = 17

o Cuop(M2) = 0.7778,

° Csep(Mg) - 17

SO Csep(Ml) > Csep(Mg), Csep(MQ) < Csep(Mg), and Csep(Ml) = Csep(MS)-
But the event logs L, Lo, L3 have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag CVvar C’len CVTL—avg C"I‘L—maux C'LOD Ct—comp CYLZ CDT—# C'DT-%
Li 30 | 5| 6 5 5 4 3 16 2 0.3333
Ls| 42 | 6 | 8 5.25 6 7 4 21 3 0.375
Ls| 56 | 7 | 10| 5.6 7 20 5 27 4 0.4

Cstruct Caﬂinity Cdev—R Cavg—dist Cvar—e Cnvar—e C1seq—e C’nseq—e
Lyl 5 0.4857 | 0.659 3.6 6.9315 | 0.301 | 20.7944 | 0.2038
Lo| 5.25 | 0.3571 | 0.7031 | 4.0714 | 16.4792 | 0.4057 | 45.1709 | 0.2877
Ls| 5.4 |0.3016 | 0.733 | 4.9333 | 30.24 | 0.4447 | 76.6617 | 0.3401

Thus, CY(L1) < CE(Ly) < CE(L3) for all CL € (LoC \ {Caftinity })- For affinity
Clasminity, We can change the frequencies of the traces and get the event logs:

L, =[{a,b,c,d,e), (e, d, c,a,b))
Ly =Ly + [{a, f.e,d, c,b)?]
L3 = L2 + [<97 ba C, da €, f7 C>4]

For these event logs, we have:
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o Cafinity (L1) =~ 0.1429,
o Cafinity (L2) ~ 0.2857, and
o Chasminity (L3) =~ 0.3367,

but the same outputs My, My, M3 of the alpha miner as with the previous event

logs. Therefore, the separability scores from above are also valid for these logs.
Thus, we showed that (CL, Csep) € X for all C* € LoC. O

Theorem 19. (CF, Cyiom) € X for any log complexity measure C* € LoC.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ly = [(a,b,c,d)?, (e)?]

Ly = L1 + [(a,b,c,d)*, (a,b,¢,b,c,d)?, (a,c,b,d), (b, c,b, c,b, c,d),
(a,b,c, fe, fe)]

L3z = Lo+ [{a,b,c,b,c,b,c,b,c,d)?, {a,b,c,b,c,b,c,b,c,b,c,d),
(a,a,b,b,c,c,d,dy, (e e, f,f,9,9), {h,i,7,Kk)]

shows the models M;, Ms, M3 found by the alpha miner for Ly, Lo, L.
These models have the following diameter scores:

. Cdiam(Ml) = 97
b Cdiam(M2) = 73
° Cdiam(M?)) = 9a

so these models fulfill Odiam(Ml) > Cdiam(MQ), Cdiam(MQ) < Cdiam(MS), and
Caiam (M7) = Cgiam(Ms). But the event logs L, Lo, L3 have the following com-
plexity scores:

Omag C’var C’len C’TL—avg OTL—II’I&X C(LOD Ct—comp C(LZ C’DT—# C(DT—%
Lyl 14 | 5| 5 2.8 4 2 3 9 2 0.4

Lol 62 | 6 | 14 | 4.4286 7 10 5 25 6 0.4286
Lg| 122 | 11 | 21 | 5.8095 12 15 9 471 11 0.5238

Cstruct C’aﬁ"inity CVdev-R Cavg-dist CYvauf—e Cnvar-e Cseq-e Cnseq-e
Ly 28 0.4 0.4584 3 2.502 | 0.3109 | 5.7416 | 0.1554
Lo| 3.5714 | 0.4555 | 0.565 | 3.3626 | 36.6995 | 0.5397 | 78.6547 | 0.3074
L3| 3.6667 | 0.4191 | 0.5679 | 5.7905 | 103.554 | 0.588 | 224.82 | 0.3836

Thus, C¥(Ly) < CH(Lg) < CH(L3) for all C* € (LoC \ {Cagsinity }- For affin-
ity Casnity, we can use the event logs Li, Ly, L3 from the introductory exam-
ple of this subsection, whose models M7, M5, M3 found by the alpha algorithm
are shown in [Fig. 8| [Fig. 9] and [Fig. 10} For these event logs, we have that
Coatfinity (L1) = 0.0476 < Cagminity(L2) = 0.1357 < Cainity(L3) = 0.1498, but
Cdiam(Ml) =13 <15 = Cdiam(M2)7 Cdiam(MZ) =15 > 13 = Cdiam(M3)7 and
Cgiam(M1) = 13 = Cgiam(M3z). Thus, we showed (CL, Cgiam) € X for all log
complexity measures C* € LoC. O
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Fig. 15. The results of the alpha algorithm for the input logs L1, L2, L3 from the
example in M; is the model mined from the log L1, M> the model mined
from the log Lo, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.

Theorem 20. (CL,Cone) € X for any event log complexity measure C* € LoC.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ly = Kav ¢, d>4a <b>]

Ly =Ly + [{a,c,d,e), (b,c,d,e), (b,c, e, d)]

L3 = L2 + [<a’7 c, d7 €>, <a7 c, e, d>7 <a7 b7 c, d>7 <a7 a, b> b7 c,C, d7 d7 €, €, f7 f>7 <C>]

shows the models M, My, M3 found by the alpha miner for Li, Ly, Ls.
These models have the following complexity scores:

e Cone(My) =1,

e Cone(Ms) = 1.2,

e Cone(Ms) =1,
so with this, we have Conc(M1) > Cone(Mz), Cone(Mz) < Cone(Ms), and
Cene (M) = Cone(Ms). But the event logs Ly, Lo, L have the following com-
plexity scores:

Cmag Cvar C’len CTL—avg C”I‘L—max C’LOD Ct—comp OLZ CDT—# CDT-%
L] 13 | 4 ) 2.6 3 2 2 8 2 0.4

Lyl 25 | 5 | 8 | 3.125 4 9 4 12 5 0.625
L3l 50 | 6 | 13 | 3.8462 12 30 6 23 9 0.6923
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Fig. 16. The results of the alpha algorithm for the input logs L1, L2, L3 from the
example in M, is the model mined from the log L1, M2 the model mined
from the log Lo, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.

C’struct Caﬂinity C(dev—R Cavg—dist C'var—e C'nvalr—e C1seq—e C'nseq—e
Li| 26 0.6 0.3386 1.6 2.2493 | 0.4056 | 3.5255 | 0.1057
Lo| 3.125 | 0.3702 | 0.5465 | 2.25 10.5492 | 0.4581 | 21.1028 | 0.2622
L3| 3.3846 | 0.2541 | 0.6768 | 3.2308 | 45.452 | 0.5108 | 73.2612 | 0.3745

Thus, CE(Ly) < CE(Ly) < CE(L3) for all C* € (LoC \ {Cagsinity }- For affin-
ity Casmnity, We can use the event logs Li, Ly, Lz from the introductory ex-
ample of this subsection, whose models M;i, My, M3 found by the alpha algo-
rithm are shown in |[Fig. 8, [Fig. 9, and [Fig. 10, For these event logs, we have
that Caginity(L1) = 0.0476 < Clafinity (L2) = 0.1357 < Clafinity(L3) = 0.1498,
but at the same time we have Conc(M1) =~ 1.0476 < 1.0741 ~ Cone (M),
Cene (M) =~ 1.0741 > 1.0476 ~ Ccnc(Ms), and, furthermore, the property
Conc(My) = 1.0476 ~ Conc(M3). Thus, we showed (CF, Cone) € X for all log
complexity measures C* € LoC. (]

Theorem 21. (CF,Cyens) € X for any log complexity measure C* € LoC.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:
Ly = [(a,b,c,d)?, (e)?]
Ly=1IL1+ [<a, bv &) d>3a <CL, & ba d>’ <(l, ba & ba ¢, d>33 <b, C, ba c, ba &) d>,
<a7b7c7f7e7f’e>}
L3 = Ly + [{a,b,c,d)?, (a,b,c,b,c,b,¢,b,c,d)?, (a,b,c,b,c,b,c,b, ¢, b, c,d),
<a7 a, bv bv [Exe d> d>7 <67 e, f» f?gagv e, 6>, <aa a, hv ha i7i7j7j7 6, 6>]

shows the models My, M, M3 found by the alpha miner for Ly, Lo, Ls.
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Fig. 17. The results of the alpha algorithm for the input logs L1, L2, Ls from the
example in M; is the model mined from the log L1, M2 the model mined
from the log L2, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.

These models have the following density scores:

° Cdens(Ml) = 0.25,
° Cdens(MQ) =~ 0.2333,
° Cdens(MB) = 025,

so these models fulfill Cyens(M1) > Cens(M2), Caens(Ma) < Caens(M3), and
Caens(M1) = Cgens(Ms3). But the event logs Ly, Lo, L3 have the following log
complexity scores:

Cmag Cvar C11cn CTL—avg C'TL—max C'LOD CYt-comp C'LZ CYDT—# CDT-%
L] 14 ) 5 2.8 4 2 3 9 2 0.4

Lyl 62 | 6 | 14 | 4.4286 7 10 ) 25 6 0.4286
Lgs| 142 | 10 | 24 | 5.9167 12 14 11 51 11 0.4583

Cstruct Cafﬁnity CVdcv-R Cavg-dist Cvar—c Cnvar—c Cscq—c Cnscq—e
Ly 28 0.4 0.4584 3 2.502 | 0.3109 | 5.7416 | 0.1554
Lo| 3.5714 | 0.4555 | 0.565 | 3.3626 | 36.6995 | 0.5397 | 78.6547 | 0.3074
Ls| 3.75 | 0.4662 | 0.5956 | 5.7029 | 115.926 | 0.5642 | 256.546 | 0.3646

Thus, CL(L;) < CE(Ly) < CE(L3) for all CL € LoC, so we have just shown that
(CL,Cdens) e X. O

Theorem 22. (CE,Cyyp) € = for any log complexity measure C € LoC.

Proof. The alpha miner constructs exactly one transition for each activity name
in the event log. Since no other transitions are constructed by the algorithm, a
model M found by the alpha algorithm always has Cqup (M) = 0. O

Except for Cgyp, none of the complexity scores of models found by the alpha
miner can be described with current log complexity measures. This is because
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the structure of these models highly depend on the set Y7, which is not covered
by current log complexity measures. In fact, a model M constructed by the alpha
miner for an event log L has exactly 2+ |Y7| places and Cyay (L) transitions. The
edges present in M are also encoded in Y}, as every element (A, B) € Y, issues
|A| + |B| edges being constructed in M. Furthermore, M contains |A;| edges
starting from p; and |Ap| edges ending in p,. Regarding the connectors in the
model M found by the alpha algorithm, we have:

Spor = {(B,C) € YL |1 <|C[}U{(0, A7) | 1 < |A[]}
Jror = {(B,C) € Y1 | 1 <|B[} U{(40,0) | 1 <|Aol}

xor

SMi={be A|1<|{(B,C) €Yy |be B}|}

and —

Jima={c€ A|1<|{(B.C)e Y |ceC}}

and —

We will now describe the model complexity scores of a model M found by the
alpha algorithm for an event log L over A.

— Size Csize: As argued before, M contains 2 + |Y7| places and Cyay (L) tran-
sitions. Thus, Cgize(M) = 2+ |Y1| + Cyar(L).

— Mismatch Cyv: With the notions above, the amount of mismatches be-

C| — | B||, while the amount

tween xor-connectors is M Myor = Z(B O)es.

of mismatches between and-connectors is

MMand =

Y H(B.C)eYr|ae B} - {(B,0) GYLIGGC}||

acA

With these notions, Cyivi (M) = M Myor + M Mang.
— Connector Heterogeneity Ccy: For the connector heterogeneity score,

Mo |9 U | Mo |SapJgui|
we take 7, = ISITUIA USH GTT] and r4 = [STUIM US i G to calculate
the connector heterogeneity Con(M) = —(r2, -logy (rM,.) + 12, -log, (r2y)).

— Cross Connectivity Ccc: The cross connectivity metric depends not only
on properties of single nodes, but instead on all paths through the net. While
it would be possible to describe the scores of this measure with just Y, and
Cyar(L), we doubt that such a description would yield any value due to its
complexity, and therefore skip this metric.

— Token Split Cis: With the notions above, we can describe the score of the
token split measure as Cis(M) = ) cqu ({(B,C) € YL | a € B} —1).

— Control Flow Complexity Ccrc: With the notions above, we describe
M’s control flow complexity score by Copc(M) =[S, | + > (B.cyesy |BI.

— Separability Csep: Like the cross connectivity metric, separability depends
on the structure of the whole result, rather than properties of single nodes. A
description for this measure would be highly complex and therefore of little
value, so we skip this measure.

— Average Connector Degree C,cq: With the previous notions, we define
CM = SM y JM as the set of all xor-connectors, and CM, = SM U JM, as

xXor xXor Xor an
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the set of all and-connectors. The degree of an xor-connector (B,C) in M
is deg((B,C)) = |B| + |C|, while the degree of an and-connector a in M is
deg(a) = {(B,C) € Y |a € B} + |{(B,C) € Yi | a € C}|. With this, we
can describe the average connector degree of M as:

_ Z(B,c)ec;\gr deg((B,C)) + Eaecgfd deg(a)
- CM |+ O, '

X

C'acd (M)

Maximum Connector Degree Cy,cq: With the same definitions for C}ﬁ‘fr,
CM, deg((B,C)) for some (B,C) € CM_ and deg(a) for some a € CM, we

can describe the maximum connector degree as
Cumed (M) = max({deg((B,C)) | (B, C) € Cgge} U {deg(a) | a € Cig}).
Sequentiality Cseq: With CM,. = SM UJM and CM, = SM U JM, we can

Xor Xor Xor al and and’
describe the sequentiality score of the alpha miner result M as
CdM)= Y HbeB[bgCh}+{ceCled oyl

(B.C)e(YL\CRL)

Depth Cgeptn: Since the depth of a node is dependent on the paths through
M, we cannot describe the depth of M in simple terms. Therefore, we will
skip this measure.

Diameter Cgjam: The diameter of the net is dependent on all paths through
M, so we cannot describe it for M in simple terms. Therefore, we will skip
this measure.

Cyclicity Ccyc: Which nodes lie on cycles depends on the cyclic paths in
the net M. We cannot describe this notion in simple terms, so we will skip
this measure.

Coefficient of Network Connectivity Ccone: By the previous discus-
sions, we know that M contains 2 + |Y7| + Cyar (L) nodes and |Af| + |Ao| +
2o (B,0)evy |Bl 4 |C| edges, so its coefficient of network connectivity is

Conoir) < il 1ol + Singres 1B+ 1€
2 + |YL‘ + Cvar(L)

Density Cgens: By the previous discussions, we know that M contains ex-

actly 2+|YL| places, Cyar(L) transitions, and |A;[-+[Ao|+3_ 5 c)ey, |BI+|C]

edges. Thus, its density is

Caona(M) = |Azl + Aol + X2 (g,cyey,, 1Bl +1C]
denst T 2 Cyar(L) - (1 + Y1)

Number of Duplicate Tasks Cgup: The alpha miner constructs exactly
one transition for every activity name in the event log L, and no transitions
beyond that. Therefore, in every model found by the alpha algorithm, each
transition label occurs exactly once, giving us Cyyp(M) = 0.

Number of Empty Sequence Flows Cj: The number of empty sequence
flows can be described as Cy(M) = |{(B,C) € Y1, | BC SM, A C C JM 1.

and

These findings conclude our analysis of the alpha miner. summarizes
these findings for quick reference.
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Table 10. The complexity scores of the alpha-model M for an event log L over A.

Csize(M) | 24+ |YL| + Crar(L)
Cvm (M) | M Myor + M Mana
Ceu(M) | — (Tfolr ~logy (rxor) + Tana - 10g2(raj\;[d))
Cis(M) | > oesm ({(B,C) €Yr |a € BY - 1)
Corc(M) | |Saal + Z(B,C)es,{gﬁ |B|
Caca(M) Lwcrceyy M) D ncoy, O
[Crer|+1C |
Cmea(M) | max({deg((B,0)) | (B,C) € Oy} U {deg(a) | a € Ciri})
Cooa(M) | S p.creivnvcny HbE B0 CHY 4 {c € C | e g CILY
e
Curmaa) | L0 2t i, 1
Cauwp(M) | 0
Co(M) | {(B,C) €Y1 | B C Sama AC C Jana}|
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4.4 Directly Follows Graph

Often, organizations prefer the directly follows graph over Petri nets to model
the behavior of their systems. This is due to the semantics of the directly follows
graph (DFG) being easy to understand and requiring no further training for
process analysts that have to work with the model. The graph contains one node
for every activity name in the event log, alongside with a special start node
and a special end node 0. Two activity nodes a,b are connected by an edge
(a,b), if there is a trace o in the event log, where for some i € {1,...,|o| — 1},
0(1) = a and o(i + 1) = b. In other words, an edge (a,b) in the directly follows
graph signals that a can be directly followed by b in the event log. Similarly, an
edge (>, a), for an activity name a, signals that there is a trace in the event log
that starts with a. An edge (a,0), on the other hand, signals that there is a
trace in the event log that ends with a. In this subsection, we will assume that
|supp(L)| > 1 for all event logs L whose directly follows graph we compute, to
avoid graphs consisting of just two nodes without any edges.

Directly follows graphs are not as expressive as Petri nets. By design, they can
model exclusive choices, but not concurrency. Because this modelling language
is frequently used in practice, we extend our analyses to it. To start, we first
need to translate the model complexity measures to DFGs. Let G = (V, E) be
the directly follows graph for an event log L over a set of activities A. For a node
v €V, let indeg(v) = [{w | (v,w) € E}| and outdeg(v) = |[{u | (u,v) € E}, as
well as deg(v) = indeg(v) 4 outdeg(v). For simplicity, we define the node sets

S = {v eV |outdeg(v) > 1}

Xor

JE_ ={v eV |indeg(v) > 1}

Xor

as the set of xor-splits and xor-joins, as well as CS¢_ = S& U JS, as the set of
all connector nodes in the DFG G.

— Size Cgjze: Similarly to a Petri net, we define the size of the DFG as the
amount of its nodes, i.e., Csize(G) = |V

— Connector Mismatch Cypv: Since G does not contain any and-connectors,
the amount of total connector mismatches is the amount of mismatches
between xor-connectors. Thus, we define the connector mismatch of the di-

rectly follows graph G as Oy (G) = ’Zves}gr outdeg(v) — Zvngr indeg(v)]|.

— Connector Heterogeneity C'cy: Since G only contains xor-connectors,
it does not make sense to analyze the entropy of connector types in G. We
will therefore omit this complexity measure for our analyses of the directly
follows graph.

— Cross Connectivity Ccc: Since the cross connectivity metric is indepen-
dent of the modelling language, and thus works for any graph, we its the
definition in for the DFG G.

— Token Split Cis: Since G does not contain any and-connectors, asking for
the amount of edges introducing concurrency does not make sense for the
DFG. We will thus omit this complexity measure in our analyses of the
directly follows graph.
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— Control Flow Complexity Ccrc: By ignoring the part of control flow
complexity that evaluates the cognitive load needed for parallel splits, we
get Corc(G) = )-,cg0 outdeg(v).

— Separability Csep: The separability measure is independent of the modeling
type, as cut-vertices can occur in every graph. Thus, we use the definition
of separability in for the DFG G.

— Average Connector Degree Cycq: With our definition of connectors Cxcf,r
in the DFG G, we get Coeq(G) = %

— Maximum Connector Degree C’mcdzorVVith our definition of connectors
C&. in the DFG G, we get Cinea(G) = max{deg(v) | v € CM }.

— Sequentiality Cseq: With the definition of C& ., we can define the sequen-
tiality of a DFG G as Cyeq(G) =1 — ﬁ NH(u,v) € E|u,v g CEY|.

— Depth Cgeptn: We reuse the definition of depth shown in by
setting S¢ = S¢_and J¢ = J&_.

— Diameter Cgjam: Since the length of the longest path through the net is
independent of the modelling language, we can reuse the definition for Cyeptn
from

— Cyclicity Ccyc: The notion of cycles is independent of the modelling lan-
guage and can be used on any graph. Since the special nodes > and O of G

can never lie on a cycle, we reuse the definition from and define
veV|v lies on a cycle in G
Coye(G) = {veV] H

V-2
— Coefficient of Network Connectivity Cone: Similar to the complexity
measure for Petri nets, we define Cone(G) = %

— Density Cgens: In contrast to Petri nets, the DFG can contain edges be-
tween all nodes, with two exceptions: The start node > can have only out-
going edges, so (a,>) € E for all a € AU {O}. The end node O can have
only incoming edges, so (0,a) € E for all a € AU {>}. Thus, we define
Caens (G) = rrivy-

— Number of Duplicate Tasks Cgup: By construction, G cannot contain
duplicate labels in nodes, as V' = A U {>,0}. Therefore, it makes no sense
to ask for the number of duplicate tasks in the DFG, and we omit this
complexity measure for our analyses of the DFG.

— Number of Empty Sequence Flows Cj: Since the directly follows graph
does not contain any and-connectors, it makes no sense to ask for the number
of empty sequence flows. Thus, we will omit this complexity measure for our
analyses of the DFG.

With these complexity measures for the directly follows graph, we can start our
analyses by first observing that the increase of some log complexity scores has
no effect on the directly follows graph.

Lemma 7. Let CL' € (LoC\ {Cyar, CLoD, Ctcomp})- Then, there are logs Ly, Lo
with Ly © Lo and CY(Ly) < C*(Ly) such that the DFG for Ly is the same as
the one for Lso.
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Proof. Consider the following event logs:

L= [(a’a b7 & C>2a <C7 C, da 6>}
L2 = Ll + [<Cl, ba c, d? €>]

These event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag C'var C’len C1TL—ang CVTL—ma.x C'LOD Ct—comp C'LZ C'DT—# C‘DT-%
Ly 12 | 5 | 3 4 4 4 4 8 2 0.6667
Lol 17 | 5 | 4 | 4.25 ) 4 4 10 3 0.75

Cstruct Cafﬁnity C'dev-R Cavg—dist C1vza»1r—e Cnvar—e C'seq—e Cnseq—e
Ly 3 0.4667 | 0.5589 | 2.6667 | 5.5452 | 0.3333 | 7.6382 | 0.2562
Lol 3.5 | 0.4333 | 0.5912 | 2.8333 | 10.5492 | 0.4581 | 14.8563 | 0.3084

Thus, all log complexity scores except Camnity increase. But the directly follows
graphs for L; and L, are the same, shown in For Cofiinity, take the

G:

BB -
Fig. 18. The directly follows graph of event logs L, and L2 in

following event logs:

Ll = [<a’? b7 c, C>7 <Ca c, d7 €>]
Lo =Ly + [{a,b,c,d, e)]

Then, Caginity(G1) = 0.2 < 0.3 = Clagrinity(G2), but the directly follows graphs
for Ly and Ly are the same, shown in [Fig. 18

Next, we find that some complexity measures are monotone increasing when
behavior is added to the underlying event log. To make sure that all complexity
scores are well-defined, we require |supp(L)| > 1 for all of our investigated event
logs L, as logs containing only one trace seldom occur in practice and are thus
not as interesting to investigate.

Lemma 8. Let L1, Ly be event logs with Ly T Lo and |supp(L1)| > 1. Let
G1, Gy be the directly follows graphs for L1 and Ly. Then, CM(Gy) < CM(Gy)
for any model complexity measure CM € {Csizes Corcy Cmeds Cdiam ) -

Proof. We prove the conjecture for each of the complexity measures separately.

— Size Cgize: Since Ly T Lo, every activity name in L; is also present in
Ls. Therefore, GG must contain all nodes from G; and we thus get that
Csize(G1) < Csize(G2).
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— Control Flow Complexity Ccpc: Since Ly T Lo, every direct neigh-
borhood in L; also occurs in Ly. This means, if two activities a,b can oc-
cur directly after one another in Ly, this is also true for Lo, since the re-
spective trace is contained in both event logs. Thus, if G; = (V4, E7) and
Gy = (Va, Es), we know that V3 C V, and Ey C FEs. Therefore, for all nodes
vy € V5 and vy € Vi, we have outdeg(vy) < outdeg(vz). Therefore, every
node classified as an xor-split in (G; must also be classified as such in Gs.
This and the fact that these nodes have the same out-degree in Gy and Gs
leads to Ccrc(G1) < Copc(Ga).

— Maximum Connector Degree Cp,cq: Since L1 C Lo, every direct neigh-
borhood in L also occurs in Ly. This means, if two activities a,b can oc-
cur directly after one another in Li, this is also true for Lo, since the re-
spective trace is contained in both event logs. Thus, if G; = (V4, E7) and
Gy = (Vo, Es), we know that V3 C Vo and E; C FEs. Therefore, for all
nodes v;1 € Vi and vy € Va, we have deg(v1) < deg(ve). Since all nodes
classified as an xor-split in G; must also be classified as such in Gs, we get
Cmcd(Gl) < Cmcd(G2)~

— Diameter Cgjam: Since L; T Lo, every direct neighborhood in L; also
occurs in Ly. This means, if two activities a,b can occur directly after one
another in L, this is also true for Lo, since the respective trace is contained
in both event logs. Thus, if Gy = (Vi1, E1) and Gy = (Va, Es), we know that
Vi C Vo and E; C FEs. In turn, every path in G is also a path in Gs, so
the length of the longest path in G is at least as long as the length of the
longest path in Gy, i.e., Cgiam(G1) < Cliam (G2).

Thus, we showed that CM(G1) < CM(G3) for any model complexity measure
CM S {Csizea CCFC» Cmcdv Cdiam}~ (]

In the directly follows graph, none of the investigated complexity measures
always return the same value. Thus, we can now analyze the relations between
log and model complexity for the directly follows graph. We start by showing
the results in and prove the relations in the table afterwards. For quick
navigation, the PDF-version of this paper enables its readers to click on the
entries of the table to jump to the proof of the respective property.
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Table 11. The relations between the complexity scores of two directly follows graphs
G1 and G, for the event logs L1 and Lo, where Ly T Lo, |supp(Li)| > 1, and the
complexity of L; is lower than the complexity of Lo.

Csize|Ovm |Coc |Corc|Csep|Cacd | Cmed | Cseq | Cdepth | Cdiam | Ceye |[Cone | Cdens
Cmag | €] | X [IXT €] | X)X I XS] X <| [ |X]|| |IX X
Cyar <| | (X IXF) <) X)X ) IX X <| [ IX]|]| |X X
e | FITEITE T ROKEITET RO KT EOED XX
Crve| B KT ENTENET BETET BT EATETNE TR
CTL—max S X (X S X X S X X S X X X
Crop | || [X| 1IX*) 1<) | IX) L IXL ] €] ] IX X <| [ IX]|]| |1X X
Cc-comp < X X~ << X X < X X < X X X
crz | KT KN T ROKITET BROET KT ECODET XX
Cor- | I<] | IX] 1IX7]l €] | IXT X)) €] ] 1X X <| | IX]]| X (X
Coro | I<| | IX] 11X ) IX X)L X)X <| [ |X]|| |1X (X
Coerues | (<] | IXT X IS X)X IS) ] IX X <| [ |X]|]| X X
Camnity | [<] [ X [IXT]] ] [ IX) XL IS X X <| | |X]] |X X
Covr | KT XTI T RO ENEN ROAEIT KT RO IXT1X
Cavg—dist S X X" S X X S X X S X X X
Cuar-e | I<| | IX] IX7] €] | XT] IXT IS) T IX X <| [ |X]|]| X X
Coore | KITIXT I BTN RIOTENT X T RIOENT KT
Coae | KITETIT BOTETEITEOET KT IR XX
Chseae | I<| | [X] XN L] IXT X] L IS) ] IX X <| [ IX]|]| X X
*We did not find examples showing that C™~(L1) < C”(L2) and Ccc(M1) = Coc(Mz) is possible.

Theorem 23. Let CF' € (LoC\ {Cyar}) be an event log complexity measure.
Then, (CLa Csize) € <.

Proof. Let Ly, Lo be event logs with Ly C Lo and |supp(Ly)| > 1, and Gy, G4 be

their directly follows graphs. By we know that Ciize(G1) < Csize(G2).
What remains to be shown is that with the property C*(L;) < CL(Ls), both

Csize(Gl) = Csize(Gg) and Osize(Gl) < Csize(Gg) are possible. For the former,
take the following event logs:

Ly = [{a,b,c, d>27 (a, b, c,d, e>2, (d,e,a, b>2]
Lo =Ly + [{a,b,c,d, e>2, (d,e,a,b,c),{c,d,e,a,by, (e cd ab,c)

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag Cvar C'len CTL—avg C(TL—max C(LOD C’1:—comp CLZ C’DT—# CDT—%
Ly| 26 | 5 6 | 4.3333 5 6 5 13 3 0.5
Lo| 52 | 5 | 11 | 4.7273 6 23 7 21 6 0.5455

C’struct Cafﬁnity Cdev—R Cavg—dist Cvar—e C’nvar—e C1seq—e C'nseq—e
Ly| 4.3333 0.56 0.5757 | 2.6667 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 16.0483 | 0.1894
Lo| 4.6364 | 0.5829 | 0.6039 | 2.9091 | 29.0428 | 0.4543 | 60.0209 | 0.2921

Thus, C¥(L;) < CE(Lg) for any C* € (LoC'\ {Cyar}). Ignoring the node labeled
f and its adjacent edges, shows the directly follows graphs G; and G»
for Ll and LQ. Gl and G2 fulfill Csize(Gl) =7= Csize(GQ), SO CL(Ll) < CL(LQ)
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@

Fig. 19. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, Ly from the example in
G4 is the DFG for L1, and G5 the one for Ls.

and Cyize(G1) = Csize(G2) are possible. To see that C (L) < C*(Ly) and at the
same time Ciize(G1) < Csize(G2) is also possible, consider the following logs:

L, = [{a,b,c, d)2, (a,b,c,d, e)Q, (d,e,a, b>2]
Lo =Ly + [{a,b,c,d, e>2, (d,e,a,b,c),{c,d e a,by, (e cd ab,c,f)

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag Cvar C1len C(TL—avg CTL—max CLOD C’t—comp C(LZ C’DT—#: C(DT—%
Ly 26 | 5 | 6 | 4.3333 5 6 ) 13 3 0.5
Lyl 53 | 6 | 11 | 4.8182 7 30 8 22 6 0.5455

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdev—R Cavg—dist C'vaur—e Onvar—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
Ly| 4.3333 | 0.56 | 0.5757 | 2.6667 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 16.0483 | 0.1894
Lo| 4.7273 | 0.5721 | 0.5995 | 3.0909 | 30.24 | 0.4447 | 62.1108 | 0.2952

Thus, CL(L,) < CE(Ly) for any C* € (LoC\ {Cyar})- shows the directly
follows graphs GG and G5 for Ly and L. As can easily be seen, these models fulfill

Csize(Gl) =7<8= Csize(G2)7 50 CL(L1> < CL(L2) and Csize(Gl) < Csize(G2)
are also possible. O

Theorem 24. (Cyur, Csize) € <.

Proof. Let L be an event log and G its directly follows graph. For each activity
name occurring in L, there is exactly one node in G. Beside these nodes for
activity names, there are only the nodes > and O in the directly follows graph
G. Thus, Csize(G) = Cyar(L) + 2, so for two event logs Ly, Ly with Ly T Lo, and
their respective directly follows graphs, G; and G2, we get that the property
Csize(L1) = Cyar(L1) + 2 < Cyar(L2) + 2 = Cyize(L2) always holds. O
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Theorem 25. (C, Cyy) € X for any log complezity measure C* € LoC.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:

L1 = [(a,b,d)?, (a,c,d)?, (€)]

Ly =Ly + [{a,b,d,e), (a,c,d, e, (a,b,c,d),{a,b,c,b,de,f),
(a,b,c,b,c,b,d, e, f)]

L3y = Ly + [{a,¢,b,d), {a,c,b,¢,b,d, e, {a,b,c,b,e,b,c,d), {a,b,e,b,c,b, e, b, c,d),
(a,a,b,b,c,c,d,d,e e, f, f,g)]

shows the directly follows graphs G1, G2, G for the event logs Ly, Lo, Ls.
These graphs have the following complexity scores:

o ap s

Gh:

Fig. 20. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, L3 from the example in
G is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ly and Gs the one for Ls.

o« Cvm(Gh) =0,
o Cyvm(Go) =1,
« Cum(Gs) =0,

SO CMM(Gl) < CMM(GQ), CMM(GQ) > CMM(Gg), and CMM(Gl) = CMM(Gg)
But the event logs L, Lo, L3 have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag Cvar C’len CTL—avg C’TL—max C’LOD C’1;—comp OLZ C’DT—# CDT-%
Li| 13 | 5| 5 2.6 3 3 4 8 3 0.6
Lyl 41 | 6 | 10 4.1 9 14 6 18 8 0.8
L3l 8 | 7 | 15| 5.5333 13 19 7 34| 13 | 0.8667
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Cstruct Caﬂﬁnity Cdev—R Cavg—dist Cvar—e Cnvar—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
Li| 26 0.2 0.5417 24 6.0684 | 0.5645 | 11.1636 | 0.3348
Lyl 3.7 0.2316 | 0.6705 | 3.1333 | 32.1247 | 0.5742 | 61.0512 | 0.401
Ls| 4.0667 | 0.2384 | 0.6875 | 4.6095 | 91.73 | 0.5843 | 172.88 | 0.4714

Since CY(Ly) < CE(Ly) < CF(L3) for any log complexity measure CL € LoC, we
have thus shown that (CL, Cyv) € X. O

Theorem 26. (CY,Ccc) € X for any log complexity measure C € LoC.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ll = [<aa b>57 <Cﬂ d>’ <67 f>7 <g>]
L2 = Ll + [<a;b7 c, d>7 <s,t,u,v,w,x,y,z>]
L3 = L2 + [<h5i7j7k7l7m7n’07p>}

[Fig. 21| shows the directly follows graphs Gy, G2, G for the event logs L1, Lo, Ls.

.

I g 0 g 7 g 7 g W g 7 70 g [0

Fig. 21. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, Ls from the example in
G4 is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ly and G5 the one for Ls.
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These graphs have the following complexity scores:

. CCC(MI) ~ 083337
o Coc(Msy) =~ 0.8245,
e Coo(Ms) ~ 0.8558,

so Ccc(M1) > Cec(Ms), and Coc(Ma) < Coc(Ms). But the logs Lq, Lo, L
have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag C'Var C’len C’TL-avg CTL-rnax C
Lyl 15 | 7 | 8 | 1.875 2
Lol 27 | 15| 10 2.7 8
Ls| 36 | 24 | 11 | 3.2727 9

D |Ct-comp|CLZ |CpT-#| Cp1-%
3 10 4 0.5
11 19 6 0.6
19 28 7 0.6364

=
\IOJ%O

Cstruct Caﬂ"inity CVdev-R Cavg—dist CVvaur—e Cnvar—e CVseq—e Cnseq—e
Ly 1.875 | 0.3571 | 0.2716 | 2.3214 | 9.4625 | 0.6947 | 14.8223 | 0.3649
Lo| 2.7 0.2667 | 0.5937 | 3.9778 | 23.2113 | 0.4819 | 32.6327 | 0.3667
Ls| 3.2727 | 0.2182 | 0.7009 | 5.3818 | 39.9822 | 0.472 | 52.8767 | 0.4099

Therefore, CE(Ly) < CL(Ls) < CE(L3) for any event log complexity measure
Ct € (LoC\ {Catinitys Cuvar-e }- FOr Caginity and Chyar-e, consider the following
event logs:

Ly = [(a,b,¢,d), (c,d. e, f), (e, f,9),(a;b), (c,d), (e, f), (9)]
Ly = Ly + [{a,b,c,d)?, (q,7,5,1), (u,v,w, 2,7, 2)]
L3 = L2 + Kav ba & d>37 <h>a <Z>a <]>]

shows the directly follows graphs G1, G2, G5 for the event logs Ly, Lo, Ls.
These graphs have the following complexity scores:

e Ccce(Gh) = 0.9086,
o Ccc(G2) =~ 0.8867,
o Ccc(Gs) =~ 0.9108,

50 Coc(G1) > Coc(Ga), and Coe(Ga) < Coc(Gs). But the event logs Ly, Lo, L3
have the following complexity scores:

Cafﬁnity Canaur—e
Ly| 0.1087 | 0.5175
Lo| 0.1276 | 0.5488
Ls| 0.1589 | 0.6187

Thus, in total, we were able to show (C*,Ccc) € X for all CT € LoC. O

Theorem 27. Let Ct € (LoC\ {Cyar, CLop; Ct-comp}) be an event log complez-
ity measure. Then, (C*,Ccrc) € <.
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Fig. 22. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, L3 from the example in
G4 is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ly and G5 the one for Ls.



66 P. Schalk et al.

Proof. By it is possible to increase the log complexity score for CF
without changing the directly follows graph. Thus, we know that there are event

logs L1, Lo with C*(L1) < C¥ (L), such that their directly follows graphs Gy, G2
fulfill Corc(G1) = Ccrc(G2). To see that CH (L) < C(Ly) and, at the same
time, Corc(G1) < Cerc(Ga) is also possible, consider the following event logs:

Ll = [<a7 b7 c, d>2a <a7 b7 C, da €>2, <da €, a, b>2]
Lo =Ly + [{a,b,c,d, e>2, (d,e,a,b,c),{c,d e a,by, (e cd ab,c, )

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag C'Var C’len C’TL-avg CTL-rnax CLOD C’t-comp CYLZ C’DT-# CVDT-%
Ly 26 | 5 | 6 | 4.3333 5 6 5 13 3 0.5
Lol 53 | 6 | 11 | 4.8182 7 30 8 22 6 0.5455

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdev-R Cavg-dist CYvauf—e Canaur-e Cseq-e CVnseq-e
L] 43333 | 0.56 | 0.5757 | 2.6667 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 16.0483 | 0.1894
Lo| 4.7273 | 0.5721 | 0.5995 | 3.0909 | 30.24 | 0.4447 | 62.1108 | 0.2952

Thus, C¥(L;) < CY(Ls) for any C* € (LoC'\ {Cvar; CLoD; Ci-comp })-
shows the directly follows graphs G and G5 for L, and Lo. These models fulfill
Ccrc(Gy) = 8 < 15 = Ccre(Ga), so CE(Ly) < CF(Ly) and, at the same time,
Ccrc(G1) < Corc(Ga) is also possible. O

Theorem 28. Let C' € {Cyar, Crop, Ci-comp} be an event log complexity mea-
sure. Then, (C*,Ccrc) € <.

Proof. The control flow complexity Corc is the number of arcs that leave split
nodes in the directly follows graphs. We will now show that this amount increases
when Cyar, Crop, or Ct.comp increase for the underlying event log. Let L, Lo be
event logs with L C Lo, and Gy, G> the directly follows graphs for L; and Ls.

— Variety Cyar: Suppose Cyar(L1) < Cyar(L2). Then, there is a fresh trace
o € supp(La) \ supp(L1), containing an activity a that does not occur in L;.
By construction, all nodes in the directly follows graph lie on a path from >
to O, so there is a path >, v, ..., v, a for some nodes vy,...,v; in Gy that
does not exist in G;. But then, either > or a v; for some ¢ € {1,...,k} must
have a new outgoing edge in G5 that does not exist in G1. In turn, this node
is a split node in G5 and has one more outgoing edge than in G;. Since all
edges of Gy are also part of Go, this implies Copc(G1) < Corc(G2).

— Level of Detail Crop: Suppose Crop(L1) < CLop(G2). Then, there is
a new path >,vy,...,v5, [0 in G5 that does not exist in G1. In turn, there
must be an edge (a,b) in G2 that does not exist in G;. Because a lies on
a path from > to O in Gy, and all edges of G; are also edges in Gg, this
means outdeg(a) > 1. Thus, @ is a split node in Gy with more than one
outgoing edge than in ;. Since all edges of G are also part of Ga, this
implies Corc(G1) < Copc(Ga).
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— Number of Ties Ci-comp: Suppose Cicomp(L1) < Ci-comp(L2). Then, by
definition, there must be a pair (a,b) with a >y, band b %1, a, but a #1, b
or b >r, a. Since Ly C Lo, of the latter, only a %1, b can be true, so there
is no connection between a and b in G1. But because a >, b, we know that
(a,b) is an edge in Ga, so a has one more outgoing arc in Gs than in Gj.
Because a must lie on a path from > to [J in G1, this means that a is a
connector in Gy with one more outgoing edge than in G;. Since all edges of
G are also part of Gg, this implies Copc(G1) < Corc(G2).

Thus, CF(Ly) < CE(Ly) implies Corc(G1) < Corc(Ge) for any event log com-
plexity measure CL' € {Cyar, CLoD; Ct-comp }- O

Theorem 29. (CE,Cy.p) € X for any log complexity measure CL' € LoC.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:
L, = [<a>’ <a7 b,C>]
Lo =Ly + [{a,b,¢), (i, ], k,1,m)]
L3 = L2 + [<a‘a ba C>2, <CL, c, d>7 <a'7 c, €>, <i7.ja .T,j, k7 Y, k7 l7 2 l7 m>]

[Fig. 23|shows the directly follows graphs G1, G2, G for the event logs Ly, Lo, Ls.
These graphs have the following complexity scores:

E[ o]
St

Fig. 23. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, L3 from the example in
G is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ly and G3 the one for Ls.

. Cop(Gh) =28,
° Cscp(G2) - 33
o Cuep(G3) = 2.8,
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SO Csep(Gl) < Csep(G2)7 Csep(Gg) > Csep(Gg), and Csep(G1) = Csep(Gg). But
the logs Ly, Ly, L3 have the following log complexity scores:

Omag Ovar Clen C’TL—avg‘ CTL—max CLOD C’t—comp C(LZ C’DT—# CVDT-%
L] 4 3 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 1
Lyl 12 | 8 | 4 3 5 3 6 9 3 0.75
Lsl 35 | 13| 9 | 3.8889 11 8 9 22 6 0.6667

C.

C’struct Caﬁﬁnity C(dev—R Cavg—dist var-e CIIV&I'—G C1seq—e C'nseq—e
Ly 2 0 0.3764 2 0 0 0 0

Lo 3 0.1667 | 0.5854 | 4.3333 | 5.2925 | 0.3181 | 8.1503 | 0.2733
Ls| 3.5556 | 0.187 | 0.7122 | 5.1667 | 27.4103 | 0.4575 | 47.1242 | 0.3787

Thus, we have C*(L1) < CF(Ly) < CT(L3) for any event log complexity measure
CLt € (LoC\ {Cp1.%}). For Cpr.g, take the following event logs:

Ly = [<CL>, <a7 b, C>3]

L2 = Ll + Klajv ka l,m)}

L3 = L2 + [<a’ C7d>7 <a7 C7 6>7 </l:7j’x7j7 k’ y7 k? l7 Z’ l7m>]
In constrast to the previous ones, only the frequencies changed, so the directly
follows graphs Gy, G2, G for these event logs are the same as in But

since Cpr.9(L1) = 0.5 < Cpr.g(L2) = 0.6 < Cpr.9(L3) = 0.75, we now know
that (CF, Csep) € X for any event log complexity measure C* € LoC. O

Theorem 30. (CF,C,.q) € X for any event log complexity measure C* € LoC.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:

L, = [<Cl, b>37 <C>v <d>7 <6>]

L2 = Ll + [<a7gab>]

LS = L2 + [<h7i7j7 k”

[Fig. 24 shows the directly follows graphs G1, G, G for the event logs Ly, Lo, L.
These graphs have the following complexity scores:

. acd(Gl) = 47
. acd(G2) = 3.5,
i acd(G3) = 4»

S0 Cacd(Gl) > Cacd(G2)7 Cacd(GZ) < Cacd(G3)7 and Cacd(Gl) = Cacd(GS)- But
the logs L1, Lo, L3 have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag C'var C’lcn C’TL—an CTL—max CLOD Ct—comp C'LZ CYDT—# CDT-%
Lyl 9 5 | 6 1.5 2 4 1 6 4 0.6667
Lyl 12 | 6 | 7 | 1.7143 3 5 3 7 ) 0.7143
Lzl 16 | 10 | 8 2 4 6 6 11 6 0.75

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdev-R Cavg—dist Ovar—e Onvar—e Cvseq—e C’nseq—e
Ly 15 0.2 0.0202 2.2 6.6609 | 0.8277 | 9.0245 | 0.4564
Lo| 1.7143 | 0.1429 | 0.358 | 2.2857 | 10.8488 | 0.7965 | 14.8112 | 0.4967
Ls 2 0.1071 | 0.5431 | 3.1429 | 18.0591 | 0.6847 | 23.8086 | 0.5367
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Fig. 24. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, L3 from the example in
G4 is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ly and G35 the one for Ls.

Thus, we have CF(L1) < CF(Ly) < CT(L3) for any event log complexity measure
Ct e (LoC\ {Caffinity, Cvar-e })- For Cagiinity and Chyar-e, take the following logs:

L1 [(a,), (¢, ), (d,y), (e, 2)]
= L1+ [(a,0), (a, 9,b)]
L3—L2+[< x), (b, )]

shows the directly follows graphs G1,Ga,G3 for these logs Ly, Lo, Ls.
These graphs have the following complexity scores:

. acd(Gl) = 47
° acd(GQ) = 357
° acd(G3) = 47

50 Cacd(Gl) > Cacd(GQ); Cacd(GZ) < Cacd(G3)7 and Cacd(Gl) = Cacd(G3)~
But Cafﬁnity(Ll) =0< Caﬂﬁnity(LQ) ~ 0.0667 < Caﬂ:mity(L?,) ~ 00714, and
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Fig. 25. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, L3 from the example in
G4 is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ly and G35 the one for Ls.

Chvar-e(L1) & 0.6667 < Cpyaro(L2) = 0.699 < Chyar-e(L3) = 0.7211. Thus, we
have shown that (C%,Cacq) € X for all log complexity measures C¥ € LoC. O

Theorem 31. Let C* € LoC be an arbitrary event log complexity measure and
let CM € {Cnea, Caiam} be a model complexity measure. Then, (C¥,CM) € <.

Proof. Let Ly, Ly be event logs with Ly C L and |supp(L1)| > 1, and G1, G2 be
their directly follows graphs. By we know that Cheq(G1) < Cnca(G2)
and Cgiam(G1) < Cdiam(G2). What remains to be shown is that with C*(L;) <
CE(Ls), both CM(Gy) = CM(G2) and CM(G1) < CM(G3) are possible. For the
former, take the following event logs:

L1 = [{a,b,c,c), (c)?, (c,c,d,e)]

L2 :Ll + [<a,b7c,d,€>,<a,b,f7f7d7€>7<a/,b,f,f,f,d,€>,<a7b,f,f,f,f7d,€>2]

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:
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Cmag C(vaur C’len C(TL—awg OTL—max CLOD Ct—comp Crz CDT—# C(DT—%
Ly 10 | 5 | 4 2.5 4 4 4 7 3 0.75
Lol 44 | 6 | 9 | 4.8889 8 5 6 21 7 0.7778

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdev-R Cavg—dist Ovar—e Onvar—e Cvseq—e C’nseq—e
Ly 2 0.2 0.5731 | 2.6667 | 5.5452 | 0.3333 | 6.7301 | 0.2923
Ly| 3.6667 | 0.2857 | 0.6353 | 4.9444 | 35.3011 | 0.5892 | 71.9231 | 0.432

Thus, C¥(L,) < CE(Ly) for any CL € LoC. shows the directly follows
graphs G1,G3 for Ly and Lo. G1 and Go fulfill Cheq(G1) = 6 = Cinea(G2) and

B e
%@@

Fig. 26. The directly follows graph for the event logs L1 and Lz of [Theorem 31}

Cdiam(Gl) =7= Cdiam(GZ); SO CL(Ll) < CL(LQ) and CM(Gl) = C]\/[(GQ) is
possible for any C™ € {Cped; Cdiam}- To see that Cped(G1) < Cimea(G2) and
Caiam(G1) < Cdiam(G2) is also possible when CL(L;) < CE(Ly), consider the
following event logs:
Ly = [(a,b,c,c), (c)?, (c,c,d,e)]
LQ :Ll + [(a,b,c,d,e),<a,b,f,f,d,e>,(a,b,f,f,f,d,e>,<a,b,f,f,f,f,d,e>2,
(a,c,c,d,e, g)]

These two event logs have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag C'var Clen CVTL—an C"I‘L—max C'LOD Ct-comp C'LZ CDT—# C'DT-%
L] 10 | 5 | 4 2.5 4 4 4 7 3 0.75
Ls| 50 | 7 | 10 5 8 11 8 24 8 0.8

Cstruct Caﬂinity Odev—R Cavg—dist Cvar—e Cnvar—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
Li| 2 0.2 0.5731 | 2.6667 | 5.5452 | 0.3333 | 6.7301 | 0.2923
Lol 3.8 | 0.2613 | 0.656 | 5.0222 | 47.8112 | 0.5941 | 89.2321 | 0.4562

shows the directly follows graphs Gy, G> for L; and Ly. These graphs
fulfill Cacd(Gl) =6< 7= Cacd(GQ) and Cdiam(Gl) =7<8 = Cdiam(GZ)u
which shows that CM(Gy) < CM(Gs) is also possible for CM € {Cucd, Cdiam }
when CF(Ly) < CF(Ls) for any CF € LoC. O
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Fig. 27. The directly follows graph for the event logs L1 and Lz of [Theorem 31}

Theorem 32. (CE,Cy.,) € X for any event log complexity measure CL' € LoC.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ly = [(a,b,d,e)?, {a,c,d,e)?, (a,b,c,d,e), ()]

Ly = L1+ [{a,b,d,a,c,d)? {a,b,c,d,e, f,g)]

L3y =Ly + [{a,b,d,a,b,d,a,c,d),{a,b,c,d,e, f, h)]

[Fig. 28|shows the directly follows graphs G, G2, G3 for the event logs Ly, Lo, Ls.
These graphs have the following complexity scores:

* CSG‘](Gl) = 17
® Cseq(GQ) ~ 0.9286,
* CSEq(GB) =1,

80 Cseq(G1) > Coeq(G2), Coseq(G2) < Cseq(Gs), and Cueq(G1) = Cseq(G3). But
the logs Ly, L, Ls have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag Cvar C’len CTL—avg C’TL-max C’LOD C’t—comp OLZ C’DT—# C(DT-%
L] 22 | 5| 6 | 3.6667 5 4 6 12 4 0.6667
Lyl 41 | 7 | 9 | 4.5556 7 11 9 19 6 0.6667
Ls| 57 | 8 | 11 | 5.1818 9 15 10 25 8 0.7273

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdcv-R Cavg-dist Cvar—c Cnvar—c Cscq—c Cnscq—c
Ly] 3.6667 | 0.2933 | 0.5961 | 1.8667 | 14.24 | 0.5399 | 24.1377 | 0.355
Lo| 4.1111 | 0.3026 | 0.6449 | 3.0556 | 24.1774 | 0.545 | 54.2052 | 0.356
L3| 4.3636 | 0.3259 | 0.65643 | 3.7818 | 39.7717 | 0.5849 | 87.744 | 0.3807

Therefore, CF(L1) < CL(Ls) < CE(L3) for any event log complexity measure
Ct € (LoC\ {Cpr.%}). For Cpr.y, consider the following event logs:

L1 = [<a’7 b7 d7 €>37 <(],, ¢, d7 €>2, <a7 b7 ¢, da €>, <€>]

L2 = Ll + [<a,b, d,a,c, d>2a <a7bv ¢, dae’f’ g>]
L3 = L2 + [<CL, b7 d7a7 ba da a, c, d>a <a7 ba c, dae’ f’ h’>]
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Fig. 28. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, Ls from the example in
G4 is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ly and G5 the one for Ls.

Note that only the frequency of the trace (a,b,d,e) changed compared to the
previous event logs. Thus, the directly follows graphs G, G2, G3 for these new
event logs Li, Ly, L3 are the same as the ones shown in Since the
percentage of unique traces in the event logs Lq, Ly, L3 strictly increase, i.e.,
CDT-%(GI) ~ 0.5714 < CDT-%(G2) =0.6 < CDT_%(Gg) ~ 0.6667, we have thus
shown that (C%, Cseq) € X for any log complexity measure CL € LoC. O

Theorem 33. (CF, Claeptn) € X for any log complexity measure Cr e LoC.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ll = [<aa b>v <Ca I>a <da y>7 <67 Z>]
Ly = Ly + [{a,b({,{a, g,b)]
L3 =Ly + [{a,b,c,x), {h,i)]

[Fig. 29| shows the directly follows graphs Gy, G2, G3 for the event logs Ly, Lo, Ls.
These graphs have the following complexity scores:

. Cdepth(Gl) = 17

o Caeptn(G2) = 2,

. C(depth(G'3) =1,
so these graphs fulfill Cepth(G1) < Caepth (G2), Caepth (G2) > Caeptn(G3), and
Caepth (G1) = Caeptn(G3). But the event logs Ly, Lo, L3 have the following log
complexity scores:
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Ggl

Fig. 29. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, L3 from the example in
G4 is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ly and G35 the one for Ls.

Omag Cvar C’len CTL—avg CTL—max CLOD C’t—comp C(LZ C’DT—# CVDT-%
Li| 8 8 | 4 2 2 4 4 8 4 1
Lyl 13 1 9 | 6 | 2.1667 3 5 6 10 ) 0.8333
Ls| 19 | 11 | 8 | 2.375 4 8 8 14 7 0.875

Cstruct Caﬂinity Cdev-R Cavg—dist Ovar—e Onvar—e Cvseq—e C’nseq—e
Ly 2 0 0.5159 4 11.0904 | 0.6667 | 11.0904 | 0.6667
Lo| 2.1667 | 0.0667 | 0.5861 | 3.5333 | 16.0944 | 0.699 | 19.752 | 0.5924
Ls| 2375 | 0.0714 | 0.6143 | 3.75 | 24.4702 | 0.6623 | 29.2378 | 0.5226

Therefore, CF(Ly) < CL(Ls) < CE(L3) for any event log complexity measure
CL S (LOC\ {CDT-%7Cavg—distaCnvar—eacnseq—e})~ For C'DT-%; Cavg—dis‘w Cnvar—e;
and Chgeq-c, consider the following event logs that have the same directly follows
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graphs as the ones shown in
Ly = [(a,0)7, {c,x), (d,y), (e, 2)]
Ly = Ly + [(a, 9,0)]
LS = L2 + [<b7 C>7 <ha7’>]

These event logs fulfill:

. CDT_%(Ll) =04< CDT_%(LQ) ~~ 0.4545 < CDT_%(Lg) ~ 0.5385,

o Covgaist(L1) & 2.1333 < Caygaist(L2) & 2.1455 < Caygaist(Ls) ~ 2.4872,
e Covare(L1) & 0.6667 < Crvar-o(La) & 0.699 < Chvar-e(L3) ~ 0.7374, and
o Chseare(L1) ~ 0.3139 < Chgeque(L2) ~ 0.3598 < Chseqe(L3) ~ 0.4501.

Since the directly follows graphs are the same as in their model com-
plexity scores did not change. Thus, we were able to show that (CZ, Clepth) € X
for any event log complexity measure C € LoC. O

Theorem 34. (CX,C.y.) € X for any log complexity measure CL' € LoC.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ly = [{a),{a,b,c,c,d), {a,b,b,c,d)]

Ly =Ly + [{a,a,b,b,c,c,d,d, e)]

L3 =Ly + Ka‘v ba ba ¢ ¢, d>7 <a‘7 a, a, bv ba b, ¢ GG, da d? d>a <'U, w,x,T,Y, Z>]
[Fig. 30|shows the directly follows graphs G, G2, G3 for the event logs Ly, Lo, Ls.
These graphs have the following complexity scores:

o Coyc(G1) = 0.5,
. Ccyc(GQ) = 0.8,
° CcyC<G3) = 0.5,

50 Coyc(G1) < Coye(G2), Coyc(G2) > Coye(G3), and Ceyo(G1) = Coye(G3). But
the event logs Ly, Lo, Ls have the following log complexity scores:

CVmag Cvar C’len C’TL-avg CTL-max C'LOD Ct-comp CVLZ CDT-# C'DT-%
Lyl 11 | 4 | 3 | 3.6667 5 2 3 5 3 1
Lol 20 | 5 | 4 ) 9 3 4 9 4 1
L3l 44 | 10 | 7 | 6.2857 12 4 8 20 7 1

Cstruct Cafﬁnity C(dev-R Cavg—dist C1vaur—e Cnvar—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
Ly 3 0.2 0.6047 | 3.3333 | 5.2925 | 0.3181 | 6.4455 | 0.2444
Ls| 3.5 0.2667 | 0.6707 | 4.3333 | 16.3829 | 0.3693 | 20.2083 | 0.3373
Ls| 3.8571 | 0.3122 | 0.6856 | 6.9524 | 56.755 | 0.4734 | 73.7006 | 0.4426

Therefore, CF(Ly) < CL(Ls) < CE(L3) for any event log complexity measure
CL € (LoC\ {Cpr.%}). For Cpr.g, consider the following event logs.

L, = [(a)Q, (a,b,c,c,dy, {(a,b,b,c,d)]
L2 = [<a’ a7 b7 b7 C, c7 d7 d7 €>]
L3 = [<a7 b) b7 c7 C7 d>7 <Cl" a? a” b7 b7 b7 c7 c7 C7 d7 d7 d>7 <U7w7x7 x’ y? Z>}
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Fig. 30. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, L3 from the example in
G4 is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ly and G5 the one for Ls.

Since only the frequency of the trace (a) changed in contrast to the previous event
logs, the directly follows graphs G1, G2, G3 for the new event logs L1, Lo, L3 are
the same as the ones shown in [Fig. 30] But since the new event logs fulfill
Cpr.%(L1) = 0.75 < Cpr.%(L2) = 0.8 < Cpr.%(L3) = 0.875, we have shown
that (CF, Ceye) € X for any event log complexity measure CL € LoC. O

Theorem 35. (C*, Ccone) € X for any log complexity measure C* € LoC.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ll = [<U,, a, b7 ba G C, d’ d>27 <ba c, d>3]
Ly =Ly + [(b,c,d), {a,a,b,b,c,c,d,d, e, e),{a,b,c,d,e)]
L3 = L2 + [<a7 a’ a, b7 b’ b’ C7 C’ C7 d7 d7 d7 67 e’ e>’ <u7 U7 :L.7 x? y’ Z>}

[Fig. 31|shows the directly follows graphs Gy, G2, G3 for the event logs Ly, Lo, Ls.
These graphs have the following complexity scores:

. CCNC(Gl) ~ 1.6667,
e Cone(Ga) =~ 1.8571,
. CCN(‘;(G3) ~ 1.6667,

so these graphs fulfill Conc(G1) < Conc(G2), Conc(G2) > Cone(Gs), and
Cence(G1) = Ceone(G3). But the event logs Ly, Lo, L3 have the following log
complexity scores:

Cmag C’var C’len CTL—avg C’TL—max C’L
Lq] 25 4 5 5 8
Lol 43 | 5 8 | 5.375 10
L] 64 | 10 | 10 6.4 15

D|Ct-comp|CLz |CDT-#|ChT-%
3 13 2 0.4
4 20 4 0.5
8 30 6 0.6

Cﬂ»-lkl\’)o
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Fig. 31. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, L3 from the example in
G4 is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ls and G5 the one for Ls.

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdev-R. Cavg-dist Cvar-e Cnvar—e C'seq—e Cnseq—e
Lyl 3.4 | 0.5714 | 0.6646 3 6.4455 | 0.2444 | 16.3355 | 0.203
Ly| 3.75 | 0.533 | 0.6668 | 3.3929 | 16.2978 | 0.3384 | 37.38 | 0.2311
Ls| 4 0.4181 | 0.6897 | 6.3111 | 53.0449 | 0.4112 | 89.058 | 0.3346

Therefore, CF(Ly) < CL(Ls) < CE(L3) for any event log complexity measure
CL € (LoC\ {Cafinity })- For Cagiinity, consider the following event logs:

L, = [{a,a,b,b,¢,¢,d,d), (b, c,d)]
L2 == Ll + [<a7 a, ba b7 ¢, ¢, da da €, 6”
Ly=1Ly+ [(a, a, a, b, b7 ba GG ¢, da da d, €, ¢€, €>3, <ua U,T,2,Y, Z)]

Since only the frequencies of traces changed in contrast to the previous event
logs, the directly follows graphs G1,G2,Gs for the new event logs Lq, Lo, L
are the same as the ones shown in But since the new event logs fulfill
Caﬂinity(Ll) ~ 0.2857 < Caﬁ'lnity(LQ) ~ 0.4286 < Cafﬁnity(Lg) ~ 04898, we have
shown that (CY, Conc) € X for any log complexity measure C € LoC. O

Theorem 36. (C%, Cyens) € X for any log complexity measure C € LoC.
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Proof. Consider the following event logs:
L, = [<a>, <a7 b,c, d>]
Lo =Ly + [{a,b,b,¢c,c,d,d,e,e)]
L3 = L2 + [<a7 €>7 <a" b7 b7 C’ b) C7 d7 d7 67 €>2’ </U7 /U7 x? x? y’ x7 y? y7 Z? Z>}

[Fig. 32shows the directly follows graphs G, G2, G for the event logs Ly, Lo, Ls.
These graphs have the following complexity scores:

Gll

[0 e 0 g 10 g 0 g W g 51

GEIH @ El

o o

Fig. 32. The directly follows graphs for the logs L1, L2, Ls from the example in
G4 is the DFG for L1, G2 the one for Ls and G5 the one for Ls.

b Cdcns(Gl) = 0.24,

e Ciens(G2) =~ 0.3333,

® Cdens(GS) = 0.24,
so these graphs fulfill Cyens(G1) < Cens(G2), Cdens(G2) > Caens(G3), and
Caens(G1) = Caens(G3). But the event logs Lq, Lo, L3 have the following log
complexity scores:

Omag Cvar C’len C’TL—avg CTL—max CLOD C’t—comp C(LZ C’DT—# CVDT-%
Li] 5 4 1 2 2.5 4 2 3 4 2 1
Lol 14 | 5 | 3 | 4.6667 9 3 4 8 3 1
Lsl 46 | 9 | 7 | 6.5714 10 5 6 23 6 0.8571
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Cstruct Caﬂﬁnity Cdev—R Cavg—dist Cvar—e C(nvaur—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
Ly| 25 0 0.4796 3 0 0 0 0

Lo| 3.3333 | 0.125 | 0.683 | 5.3333 | 7.2103 | 0.2734 | 9.7041 | 0.2626
L3| 3.7143 | 0.1753 | 0.7408 | 8.1905 | 40.3588 | 0.4326 | 67.077 | 0.3809

Thus, we have C*(L1) < CF(Ly) < CT(L3) for any event log complexity measure
Ct € (LoC\ {Cpr.%}). For Cpr.g, consider the following event logs:

Ly = [(a)*, (a,b,c,d)]
L2 = Ll + [<(l7 b7 ba G C, d7 du €, 6>]
Ls= Lo+ [<a7 6>7 <(l, b, b7 c, b, c, d7 d7 €, 6>2a <’U, LV, T, T,Y,T,Y,Y, 2, Z”

Since only the frequencies of traces changed in contrast to the previous event
logs, the directly follows graphs G1,Gs,Gs for the new event logs L, Lo, Ls
are the same as the ones shown in But since the new event logs fulfill
CDT-%(LI) =04 < CDT—%(LZ) =05< CDT_%(Lg) = 0.6, we have shown that
(CY, Cyens) € X for any log complexity measure CL € LoC. O

Except for the size and the control flow complexity, none of the existing log
complexity measures directly predict the model complexity of the directly follows
graph. The maximum connector degree and the diameter of two directly follows
graphs G1, G4 for event logs L1, Lo are always increasing or staying unchanged
when Ly C Lo, so even for these measures, we did not find a direct connection
between log and model complexity. In the following, we will analyze how the
model complexity scores of the directly follows graph can be described using
properties of the underlying event log. Thus, let G = (V, E) be the directly
follows graph for an event log L over a set of activities A. Since G contains
exactly one node for every activity in L, as well as the two special nodes > and [J,
the amount of nodes in G is |V| = 2+ Cya,(L). Furthermore, by definition of the
directly follows graph, we know that G has |E| = | >1 |+|A;]+]Ao| edges, where
Ar:=={a€A|JoeL:0(l)=a}and Ap :={a€ A| 3o € L:0o(o]) =a}.
Using the relation >, we define the following sets for activities a,b € A:

=1 (a):={beAla>rb}U{d]ac€ Ap}
=) ={acAla>,b}U{>|be A}

Furthermore, to keep the formulas as simple as possible, we define
Ser={a€Al1< |1 (@)}
Jee ={a€ A1 <| =71 (@)}

c¢ =8¢ uJs

Xor Xor Xor

— Size Csjze: As argued before, the directly follows graph G contains exactly
2 4 Cyar(L) nodes, so by definition Ciiue(G) = 2 + Clyar(L).
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Mismatch Cyv: Since the DFG G contains only xor-connectors, the con-
nector mismatch can be described by

Cum(G) = > =@+ > |=;" (a)l|.

aeS& acJG

xor xor

Cross Connectivity Ccc: The cross connectivity depends on all paths
through the directly follows graph G. While it would be possible to describe
it formally by using properties of L, such a description would be complex
and thus of little value. We therefore omit this measure.

Control Flow Complexity Ccrc: This measure sums the number of edges
exciting split nodes in G. Since we have only one type of connectors in G,
this means Corc(G) =3 csc | =1 (a)l.

Separability Csep: The separability depends on all paths through the di-
rectly follows graph GG. While it would be possible to describe it formally by
using properties of L, such a description would be complex and thus of little
value. We therefore omit this measure.

Average Connector Degree C,cq: With the notions defined above, the
average connector degree of G is

aece, (| =1 (@) +] =7 (a)])
O] ’

C'aucd (G) =

since the degree of a node a in G is | =1, (a)| +| =7 (a)|.
Maximum Connector Degree Ci,cq: With the notions defined above,
the maximum connector degree of G is

Caca(G) = max{| -1, (a)| + | =7" (a)| | a € O}

Sequentiality Cgseq: We will reuse our definition of the set of connectors
CS%_in G and find

Xor

[{(a,b) € (AU{p}) x (AU{O}) | a,b & CE,}|
| >L | +]Ar] + [Ao| ’

Coeq(G) =

Depth Cgeptn: The depth depends on all paths through the directly follows
graph GG. While it would be possible to describe it formally by using proper-
ties of L, such a description would be complex and thus of little value. We
therefore omit this measure.

Diameter Cgjam: The diameter depends on all paths through the directly
follows graph G. While it would be possible to describe it formally by using
properties of L, such a description would be complex and thus of little value.
We therefore omit this measure.

Cyclicity Ccyc: The cyclicity depends on all paths through the directly
follows graph G. While it would be possible to describe it formally by using
properties of L, such a description would be complex and thus of little value.
We therefore omit this measure.
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— Coefficient of Network Connectivity Cone: Since |V]| = 2 + Cyar(L)

and |E| = | >1, | +|A;] +|Aol, we get Cone(G) = 25l
— Density Cgens: With |V| =2+ C (L) and |E| = | > | + |Af| + |Ao|, we

o SLHlA Aol
get Caens(G) = Grea @) (0rCa @)

These findings conclude our analysis of the directly follows graph.
summarizes these findings for quick reference.

Table 12. The complexity scores of the DFG G for an event log L over A.

Csizc (G) 2 + Cvar (L)

Cxna(G) | | pese, | =2 (@) + e e | =1 (a)]

Cecrc(G) Zaesgr | =1 (a)]

Y wcoc (@=L @D
0% |

Oacd (G)

Cumed(G) | max{| =1 (a)| + | =7" (a)| | a € C&:}

[{(a,b)€(AU{p}) X (AU{O})|a,bgCS }|
Cseq(G) [>Ll+[Ar[+[Ao]

> L1+1A7]+] 40|
Cone(G) | i ®

|>p|+|Ar|+[Ao]
Caens (G) BT Cons (D)) (L Conr (D))
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4.5 Directly Follows Miner

The directly follows miner [20] combines the easy readability of directly follows
graphs and the expressiveness and theoretical foundation of Petri nets. For an
event log L, this discovery technique first creates the directly follows graph G of
L, including edge weights indicating how often two events follow each other. In
a second step, the traces corresponding to the most infrequent edge weights are
filtered from the event log, until a user-chosen maximum number of traces was
deleted. Finally, the algorithm transforms the resulting directly follows graph
G' = (V', E') into a sound workflow net by performing the following steps:

o Create a place p. for every node e € V.
e For all edges (e1,e2) € E’, add the following construct to the already con-
structed places of the Petri net:
1. If € —

%FQ

2. Ifelyé[l

%FQ

Pe,

By setting p; := p, and p, := pg, this construction always results in a sound
workflow net [20]. In our analyses, we will skip the filtering step of the directly
follows miner, and assume that the event logs are already filtered, as filtering
can be performed in a preprocessing step. shows the workflow net found
for the event log L of [Fig. 1] whose directly follows graph is shown in Due

- ﬁ
i

Fig. 33. The result of the directly follows miner for the event log L of

pd

to its construction, many complexity scores of a model M found by the directly
follows miner for an event log L can be described by the complexity scores of
its underlying directly follows graph G = (V, E). In contrast to the previous
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sections, we will start by comparing the complexity scores of models found by
the directly follows miner to the complexity scores of their underlying directly
follows graph, as these findings will render some analyses trivial.

— Size Cgjze: Every node in G becomes a place in M, so the number of places
in M is |P| = |V|. Furthermore, every edge in G issues the creation of exactly
one transition in M, so |T'| = |E|. Therefore, we can describe the size of M
as Csize(M) = Csize(G) + ‘E| =2+ Cvar(L) + |AI| + |AO‘

— Connector Mismatch Cynv: By construction, only places in M can be
connectors, as all transitions have exactly one incoming and one outgoing
edge. A place p, in M has x incoming and y outgoing edges if its cor-
responding node v € V has x incoming and y outgoing edges. Thus, the
set of connectors in M is the same as in G, and every connector in M
has the same in- and out-degree as its corresponding node in G. Therefore,
Cant(M) = Cuni (G) = [Syesg, | =2 (@) + Laesg | =1 (@]

— Connector Heterogeneity Ccy: In directly follows graphs, it did not
make sense to calculate the entropy of connectors, as this modeling type
does not contain semantics for parallelism. A model found by the directly
follows miner, on the other hand, is a workflow net and thus has the required
semantics. However, due to its construction, M contains only xor-connectors,
so Ceu(M) = —(1 -logy(1) + 0 - log,(0)) = 0.

— Token Split Cig: In directly follows graphs, it did not make sense to cal-
culate the entropy of connectors, as this modeling type does not contain
semantics for parallelism. A model found by the directly follows miner, on
the other hand, is a workflow net and thus has the required semantics. How-
ever, due to its construction, M contains no transitions with more than one
outgoing edge, so Cis(M) = 0.

— Control Flow Complexity Ccpc: Every transition in M has exactly
one incoming and one outgoing arc by construction, so there are no and-
connectors in M. But as argued earlier, every xor-connector in G has a
corresponding xor-connector in M with the same amount of incoming and
outgoing edges. Therefore, Ccrc(M) = Cerc(G) = X ,esc. | =1 (a)-

— Average Connector Degree C,cq: As argued earlier, every xor-connector
in G has a corresponding xor-connector in M with the same amount of

incoming and outgoing edges. Since there are no other connectors in M, we
=r(a =(a
get Cacd(M) = Caca(G) = Zaecgr(l \é,(ffr)\‘ﬂ 2 )D'

— Maximum Connector Degree C,cq: As argued before, all xor-connectors
in G have a corresponding xor-connector in M with the same amount of
incoming and outgoing edges. Since there are no other connectors in M, we
get Crued(M) = Cimea(G) = max{| =1, (a)| + | ~1" ()] | a € CF.}.

— Sequentiality Cseq: In M, no transition can be a connector of any type.
Thus, all edges in M have at least one non-connector endpoint. Whether the
other endpoint p, of such an edge is also a non-connector depends on whether
its corresponding node v € V' is a connector. If p, is not a connector, then

it has exactly one incoming and one outgoing edge when v ¢ {r,0}, and
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exactly one adjacent edge otherwise. Thus, M has a sequentiality score of
Cucq(M) = 2IV'\ (CS, U {o,O)| + [{pi | > € CZ, H + [{po | D € CE, }}1.
Diameter Cgiam: By construction, every path (>,v1,...,v;,0) in G cor-
responds to a path (ps, v1, Py, - - - Vky Doy, T, pO) in M, where k € Ny. Since
there are no other paths in M, the longest path in G of length ¢ corresponds
to the longest path in M, which has length 2¢ — 1. Thus, Cgjam(M) =
2Cgiam(G) — 1.

Coefficient of Network Connectivity Cone: Since each transition in
M has exactly one incoming and one outgoing edge, and contains | >,
| +|As| + |Ao| transitions in total, there are 2(| >, |+ |Ar| + |Ao|) edges in

- 2(>L 4] Ar|+]Ao]) 2|V|-Cene (G
M. Thus CCNC( ) - 2+Cvar(LL)+|>LI\+|AIO\+\AO| |V‘_?_l‘\r§‘
Density Cgens: As argued before, M contains 2(| >, |+ |A1| +|Ao|) edges
in total. Thus, Cyens(M) = 2(1> £+ A1 |+ Ao])

2(>L+[A [+ Ao D) (T+Crar (D) — 1+CW(L)
Number of Empty Sequence Flows Cj: Since M does not contain

any and-connectors, there cannot be any places in M that have just and-
connectors in their pre- and postset. In turn, Cy(M) = 0.

summarizes these observations by showing how the complexity scores

of the model found by the directly follows miner are defined, base on the notions
of the previous subsection for the directly follows graph G.

Table 13. The complexity scores of the result M of the directly follows miner for an
event log L over a set of activities A. G = (V, E) is the directly follows graph for L.

Csize (M) 24 Cvar(L) + | >1 | + |A1] + 40| Ciize(G) + |E|
Cama(M) | |2 ese | = (@) + 3,50 | =17 (a)] Cum(G)
Cou(M) 0 0
Coo(M) 0 0
Cerc(M) Daese. | =1 (@)l Cere(G)
Caca(M) R Coea(G)
Cmea(M) | max{| =z (a)| +|>7" (a)] | a € CF;} Cinea(G)
Csea(M) | 2IV'\ (Cr U {>,0})| + [{pi | > € C:H + [{po | B € CGL )
Caiam (M) 2C1am(G) — 1
Cono(M) SO AL ] e
Cann 1) .
Co(M) 0 0

Next, we will start the analysis of the relations between log- and model

complexity. [Table 14]shows the relations we found while fixing the directly follows
miner. With the observations of the analysis of Cyvim, Corc, Cacd, and
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Table 14. The relations between the complexity scores of two nets M7 and M, found
by the directly follows miner for the event logs L1 and L2 as input respectively, where
L1 C Lo and the complexity of L is lower than the complexity of Lo.

Csize|Cvint |Ccn |Coc |Cts |Corc | Csep | Cacd | Cmed | Cseq | Cdepth | Cdiam | Ceye | Cone | Cdens | Cdup | Co

Cmag | [£]| X | =] XN EEL 1) T IXT X)) IS ] IX X <| | |X]| |X > <| ||=
Clar <|{ IX]| =X W=D < VX X E] X X <| | [X]| [X > <| ||=
e | M EFIEE I E I E I EIETEE
Criave | IS] | IX] | ELECNEN IS XL IS X X <| | [X]]| |X > <| ||=
Cro-max| <] IXT T ETECTEN ETIXTIXTT NI XTI KT B EHE
Coo | FITIRITENETET N T ET EIT ROET T RAKTE T B TEIE
Cicomp | <] | X] | EIXTNE] 1] I XL IE] ] X X <| | [X]] [X > <] =
Crz <|| X| | =] [IXTN=l ] XL X I X X <| | 1X]] |X > <| |I=
Cor-2 | ]| XI| | E| XN =N €] XL XL €] ] X X <| | [X]| |X > <| =
Coryw | IZ] | (X) | EIXTLENL EL X X S X X <| | [X]]| |X > <| ||=
Cstruct < X = |[X7]||= < X X < X X < X X > < —
Camnity | [<] | X | ELIXTNEN E] XX €] X X <| | XI XL B EHE
Cievr | [S] | X | B IIXTNED E] X XD E]IX] X < XK X EHE
Cavg-dist < X =] [|1X7|||= < X X < X X < X X > < —
Cuar-e < X =| [|1X7|||= < X X < X X < X X > < —
cnvar»e < X = [[X"]||= < X X < X X < X X > < —
Cseq-e < X =| [IX"|||= < X X < X X < X X > <| [I=
Cuseae | IS IXT | ELIXTNEEN LTI IX ] ENHIX X < X [X > <| ||=
*We did not find examples showing that C*(L1) < C”(L2) and Ccc (M) = Ccc(Mz) is possible.

Chnca become trivial, since these measures return the exact same score for the
directly follows graph and for the model found by the directly follows miner.
Thus, we can reuse our results of for these measures.

Theorem 37. Let C* € (LoC\ {Cyar, CroD; Ct-comp}) be a log complexity mea-
sure and CM € {Cgise, Corc}. Then, (CL,CM) € <.

Proof. Let M be the model found by the directly follows miner for an event log
L, and G be the directly follows graph for L. The claim of this theorem is obvious

for Ccorg, since Copc(M) = Copc(G), and (CL, Ccrc) € < by For
Csize, We can use the same examples as in this theorem. First, consider the logs:
Ll = [(CL, b7 c, C>2a <C7 C, da €>]
Ly =1Lq+ [{a,b,c,d,e)]

Let M7, M5 be the models found by the directly follows miner for Ly, L. Then,

Csize(M1) = 16 = Cyize(Mz). As we have seen in all log complexity
scores except Char, CLoD, Ct-comp, and Cumnity strictly increase for these event
logs. For Casmnity, we can again use the event logs

L =[{a,b,¢c,c),{c,c,d,e)]
Ly =Ly + [{a,b,c,d, e)]
in which affinity increases. But the directly follows graphs, and therefore the

models found by the directly follows miner, are the same for L; and Ls. Thus,
CL(Ll) < CL(LQ) and Csize(Ml) = Csize(M2) is possible.
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To see that C*(Ly) < C¥(Ls) and Cyie(My) < Ciine(Mo) is also possible,
consider the following event logs, which were already used and analyzed for

their directly follows graph in

L1 = |:<a/’ b7 c’ d>27 <a7 b7 c’ d’ e>27 <d7 67 a” b>2}
Ly = [{a,b,c,d, e>2, (d,e,a,b,c),{c,d e, a,b), (e cd a,b,c,f)]

The models M7, M5 found by the directly follows miner for these event logs fulfill
Clize(M) = 17 < 25 = Ciize(Ms), but shows that all log complexity
scores strictly increase for these two event logs. Thus, C¥(L,) < CL(Ly) and
Csize(M1) < Csize(Ms) is also possible.

Finally, it is not possible that Cg,. decreases, as the size of the directly
follows model M is exactly the amount of nodes and edges in its underlying
directly follows graph G. The latter can only increase when adding behavior to

the underlying event log, as already discussed in O

Theorem 38. Let CL' € (LoC\ {Cyur, CLop, Ct-comp}) be a log complexity mea-
sure and CM € {Cyire, Corct. Then, (CY,CM) € <.

Proof. The claim is trivial for CM = Ccpc, since for any model M found by the
directly follows miner for an event log L, we have Ccrc(M) = Cerc(G), where
G = (V, E) is the directly follows graph for L. shows that the claim is
true for Ccre (@), so we can deduce that it also holds for Cope(M). Furhtermore,
discusses that an increase in C means that at least one new edge
gets introduced to the directly follows graph. Since Cyize(M) = Cyize(G)+|E|, we
can immediately see that Cgie(M7) < Cyize(Ms) for two models My, My found
by the directly follows miner for event logs L1, Lo, if C¥(Ly) < C*(Lo). O

Theorem 39. (CF, Cyy) € X for any log complexity measure C* € LoC.

Proof. Let Ly T Lo be event logs, G1, Gy their directly follows graphs, and
My, M5 the models found by the directly follows miner for Lq, Ls. Then, we
know that Cym(M1) = Cum(G1) and Cym (M) = Cym(Ge). Furthermore,
by we know OMM(Gl) < OMM(GQ), CMM(Gl) > CMM(GQ), and

Cvm(G1) = Cum(Ge) are possible when event log complexity increases. Thus,
Cyviv (M) < Cam(Ma), Cum(My) > Cum(Ms), and Cvm (M) = Cum (M)
are all possible as well. O

Theorem 40. (CF,CM) € = for any log complexity measure Ct € LoC and any
cM e {Ccom, Cis, Cp}-

Proof. Let L be an event log and M be the model found by the directly follows
miner for L. By construction, all transitions in M have exactly one incoming
and one outgoing edge. Thus, there are no and-connectors in M. In turn, we get
Ceu(M) =0, Cis(M) = 0, and Cy(M) = 0, so for two event logs L1, Lo and
their directly follows models My, Ma, we always have CM (M;) = CM(My). O

Theorem 41. (C*,Ccc) € X for any log complexity measure C* € LoC.
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Proof. We can use the same counter examples as those of For
models My, My, M3 found by the directly follows miner for the event logs

L, = [<a7 b>57 <Ca d>7 <e7 f>7 <g>]
L2 - Ll + [<a; ba c, d>a <s,t7u,v,w, z,vy, Z>]
L3 = LQ + [<haiaj7kal7m7n707p>}

we get Coc(M1) ~ 0.8893 > Ccc(Ms) ~ 0.8775 < 0.8911. Since Cagmnity and
Chvar-e do not strictly increase for these event logs, we also use the second counter
example of For models M, My, M3 found by the directly follows

miner for hte event logs
L1 = [<a7 b7 C7 d>’ <c7 d’ 67 f>7 <e’ f’ g>7 <a/, b>7 <c’ d), <e7 f>7 <g>]
Ly=1IL,+ Kav ba & d>27 <qa S, t>7 <u7 U, W, T,Y, Z>]
L3 = L2 + KCL, b7 c, d>3? <h>a <7’>a <.7>]
we have Coc(Mi) ~ 0.9675 > Coc(Ms) ~ 0.931 < Coo(Ms) ~ 0.9496, while

the scores of Caginity and Chyar-e strictly increase. Thus,in total it is not possible
to predict the behaviour of C'cc when log complexity increases. U

Theorem 42. (C,Cy.p) € X for any log complexity measure C € LoC.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

L, = [<a’>7<a7ba C>]
L2 = Ll + Kavba C>, <i7jaj7 k)]
Ls =Ly + [<a7b7 c, d>7 (a,a,b, b, c, C>7 <’La27¢77]ak7k>]

shows the models M, My, M5 found by the directly follows miner for the
event logs L1, Ly, L3. The complexity scores of these models are:

e Cuep(My) =0.75,
o Chep(My) ~ 0.9375,
e Cuep(Ms) = 0.75,

SO Osep(Ml) < Osep(MQ), Osep(MQ) > Csep(Mg), and Csep(Ml) = Csep(Mg).
But the event logs L, Lo, L3 have the following log complexity scores:

Cmag C(var C’len C’TL—avg C(TL—max C(LOD Ot—comp OLZ ODT—# CDT—%

Ly| 4 3 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 1

Ly 11 | 6 | 4 2.75 4 3 4 7 3 0.75

Ls| 27 | 7 | 7 | 3.8571 6 4 5 14 6 0.8571
C

Cstruct Cafﬁnity C’dev—R Cavg—dist var-e C(nvalr—e Oseq—e Cnseq—e
Ly 2 0 0.3764 2 0 0 0 0

Lol 2.5 0.1667 | 0.5565 | 3.8333 | 4.7804 | 0.3509 | 7.2103 | 0.2734
Lg| 2.8571 | 0.1937 | 0.6766 | 5.2381 | 24.842 | 0.4775 | 35.0271 | 0.3936
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Fig. 34. The results of the directly follows miner for the input logs L1, L2, L3 from the
example in [Theorem 42} M; is the model mined from the log L1, M2 the model mined
from the log L2, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.
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Therefore, CF(Ly) < CL(Ly) < CE(L3) for any event log complexity measure
CLt € (LoC\ {Cpr.%}). For Cpr.g, consider the following event logs:

Ly = [(a)*, (a,b, )]
L2 = L2 + [<a7ba C>7 <i7jaj7 k)]
Ls=1Ls+ [<a7b7 c, d>7 (a,a,b, b, c, C>7 <Za27.77.7ak7k>]

These event logs are the same as before, but the frequency of the trace (a)
increased. Thus, the directly follows models for these logs are the same as those
in But these logs have an increasing percentage of unique traces, i.e.,
CDT_%(LI) =04 < CDT_%(LQ) ~ 0.4286 < CDT-%(LS) = 0.6. Thus, we have
(CL,Cyep) € X for all CL € LoC. O

Theorem 43. (C,C,.q) € X for any log complexity measure C € LoC.

Proof. Let L1 T Lo be event logs, G1, G2 be their directly follows graphs, and
My, M5 the models found by the directly follows miner for Ly, Lo. By previous
discussion, we know that Chcq(M7) = Cacd(G1) and Cuea(Ma) = Caca(G2). Fur-
thermore, by we know Coed(G1) < Cacd(G2), Cacd(G1) > Caca(G2),

and Cueq(G1) = Caca(G2) are possible when log complexity increases. Thus,
Cacd(Ml) < Oacd(MQ)a Cacd(Ml) > Cacd(M2)7 and Oacd(Ml) = Cacd(MQ) are
all possible as well. O

Theorem 44. (CL,C,.cq) € < for any log complexity measure C € LoC.

Proof. Let Ly T Lo be event logs, G1, G2 be their directly follows graphs, and
My, M5 the models found by the directly follows miner for Li, Lo. By previous
discussion, we know that Cpca(M1) = Chmed(G1) and Cpea(Ma) = Chned(G2).
Furthermore, by we know that CL(L;) < C¥(Ls) always implies
Cmcd(Gl) < Cmcd(GQ); and Cmcd(Gl) < Cmcd(G2) and Cmcd(Gl) = Cmcd(G2)
are both possible outcomes. Thus, we can deduce that CE(L;) < CL(Lq) al-
ways implies Cpea(M1) < Cmea(Ma), and both Cpea(M1) < Cpea(M2) and
Cincd (M) = Cca(Ma2) are possible outcomes. O

Theorem 45. (CE,Cyey) € X for any log complezity measure Ct € LoC.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

L, = [<CL>, <a7ba C>]
Ly =Ly + [{a,a,b,b,c,c,d,d)]
L3 = L2 + [<a7a7bab7 c,C, d7 d>7 <f7g7h7i7ja k7lam7n707p7 q”

shows the models M, Ms, M found by the directly follows miner for the
event logs L1, Ly, L3. The complexity scores of these models are:

o Cieq(M1) =0.5,
e Cuoq(My) = 0.9545,
. Cseq(M3) = 0.5,
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Fig. 35. The results of the directly follows miner for the input logs L1, L2, Ls from the
example in M is the model mined from the log L1, M2 the model mined
from the log L2, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.
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SO Oseq(Ml) < Cseq(Mg), Cseq(MQ) > Cseq(M3), and Cseq(M1) = Cseq(Mg). But
the event logs L1, Lo, L3 have the following log complexity scores:

Omag C(venr C’len C’TL—eng; CTL—max C(LOD C't—comp CLZ C'DT—# CDT-%
Ly 4 3| 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 1
Lol 12 | 4 | 3 4 8 3 3 8 3 1
Ls| 32 |16 | 5 6.4 12 4 14 23 4 0.8

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdcv-R Cavg-dist Cvar—c Cnvar—c Cscq—c Cnscq—c
Ly 2 0 0.3764 2 0 0 0 0

Lo| 2.6667 | 0.0952 | 0.687 | 4.6667 | 6.1086 | 0.2653 | 8.1503 | 0.2733
Ls| 4.8 0.1571 | 0.7484 9.4 21.2668 | 0.3127 | 33.3873 | 0.301

Therefore, CF(Ly) < CL(Ly) < CE(L3) for any event log complexity measure
CLt € (LoC\ {Cpr.%}). For Cpr.g, consider the following event logs:

Ll = [<a>a <a’7 b7 C>5]

Lo =Ly + [{a,a,b,b,c,c,d,d))

L3 - L2 + [<a7aababvca C,d,d>, <f7gvh7i7j7 k7l7man70ap7Q>]
These event logs are the same as before, but the frequency of the trace (a,b, c)
increased. Thus, the directly follows models for these logs are the same as those
in But these logs have an increasing percentage of unique traces, i.e.,

Cpr.9(L1) =~ 0.3333 < Cpr.g (L) ~ 0.4286 < Cpr.o(L3) ~ 0.4444. Thus, we
have (CF, Cseq) € X for all CL € LoC. O

Theorem 46. (CL,Cyepin) € X for any log complexity measure C' € LoC.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

Ly = [(a,0), (c,2)?, {d, y)?, (e, 2)]
L2 = Ll + [<a’b>7 <a’gvb>a <avgvgvb>]
Lz = Lo+ [<a,g,g,g,b>2, (b, ), (h,d)]

shows the models M, M,, M3 found by the directly follows miner for the
event logs Ly, Lo, L3. The complexity scores of these models are:

o Caepth(M7) =1,
* Cdepth(MQ) = 23
o Ceptn(M3) =1,

thus, we get that Cdepth(Ml) < Cdepth(Mg), Cdepth(Mg) > Cdepth(Mg), and
Clepth (M1) = Caeptn(Ms). But the event logs L1, Lo, L3 have the following log
complexity scores:

Cmag Cvar Clen CTL—avg C’TL—max C’LOD C’t—comp OLZ C’DT—# CDT-%
L] 14 | 8 7 2 2 4 4 11 4 0.5714
Lyl 23 1 9 |10 2.3 4 ) 6 15 6 0.6

Lg| 37 | 11 | 14 | 2.6429 5 14 8 21 9 0.6429
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Fig. 36. The results of the directly follows miner for the input logs L1, L2, L3 from the
example in M; is the model mined from the log L1, M2 the model mined

from the log L2, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.
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Cstruct Caﬂinity Cdev—R Cavg—dist C'vaur—e Cnvar—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
Ly 2 0.1429 | 0.5003 | 3.4286 | 11.0904 | 0.6667 | 18.925 | 0.5122
Lo| 22 0.1259 | 0.616 | 3.4889 | 21.5011 | 0.7211 | 38.3221 | 0.5314
Ls| 2.2857 | 0.1099 | 0.6295 | 3.8571 | 39.55 | 0.7602 | 76.1913 | 0.5703

Therefore, CF(L1) < CL(Ls) < CE(L3) for any event log complexity measure
Ct e (LoC\ {Caffinity } - For Cagginity, consider the following event logs:

Ly = [<a’v b>7 <C» CE>, <d7 y>7 <€, Z”
Ly =1Ly + [<aa b>7 <aag7g7 b>]
L3 = L2 + [<a7gag7ga b>35 <b7 C>a <h7l>]
The directly follows models for these logs are the same as those in But,

for these logs, Catinity(L1) = 0 < Cafinity (L2) = 0.0667 < Cagminity (L3) =~ 0.1273.
Thus, we have (CT, Cyeptn) € X for all CL € LoC. O

Theorem 47. (CF, Cyium) € < for any log complexity measure C* € LoC.

Proof. Let Ly C Ly be event logs, G1, G2 be their directly follows graphs, and
M7y, My the models found by the directly follows miner for Ly, Lo. By the intro-
ductory discussion of this subsection, we know that Cqjam (M1) = 2Cqiam (G1) —1

and that Cgiam(Ma) = 2C4iam(G2) — 1. Furthermore, by we know
that C*(Ly) < C*(Ly) always implies Cgiam(G1) < Caiam(G2). Thus, such an
increase in log complexity also implies that the diameter scores of M; and M,
fulfill Cdiam(Ml) = 2C'diam(c"vl) —-1< 2Cdiam(G2) -1= Cdiam(M2)~ O

Theorem 48. (CX,C.,.) € X for any log complexity measure CL' € LoC.
Proof. Consider the following event logs:
Ly = [{a),{a,b,c,c)]

L2 = Ll + [<a7 ba ba & d7 6)]
L3 = L2 + [<a7 ba ba b) c, d7 da €>2, <U7 w,x,yY, Z”

shows the models My, Mo, M3 found by the directly follows miner for the
event logs L1, Ly, L3. The complexity scores of these models are:

o Coye(My) =~ 0.2222,
. CCyC<M2) ~ 02667,
o Coye(Ms) ~ 0.2222,

SO Ccyc(Ml) < CCyC(MQ), OCyC(MQ) > OCyC(M3), and Ccyc(Ml) = Ccyc(Mg).
But the event logs L1, Lo, L3 have the following log complexity scores:

Omag Cvar Clen CTL—avg CTL—max CLOD C’t—comp C(LZ C’DT—# CVDT-%
Li] 5 3 2 2.5 4 2 2 3 2 1
Lyl 11 | 5 | 3 | 3.6667 6 3 4 8 3 1
Lsl 32 |10 | 6 | 5.3333 8 4 8 18 ) 0.8333
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Fig. 37. The results of the directly follows miner for the input logs L1, L2, Lz from the
example in [Theorem 48 M; is the model mined from the log L1, M> the model mined
from the log L2, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.
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Cstruct Caffinity C'dev—R Cavg—dist Cvar—e C(nvauf—e Cseq—e Onseq—e
Ly 2 0 0.5286 3 0 0 0 0

Ls| 3 0.1111 | 0.6159 4 5.5452 | 0.3333 | 7.2103 | 0.2734
Ls| 4 0.2381 | 0.662 | 6.2667 | 24.842 | 0.4775 | 42.7031 | 0.385

Therefore, CF(L;) < CF(Ls) < CE(L3) for any event log complexity measure
CLt € (LoC\ {Cp1.%}). For Cpr.g, consider the following event logs:

L1 = [{a)®, (a,b,¢,¢)]
Ly =1Ly + [{a,b,b,c,d,e)]
L3 = L2 + [<aa bv ba b7 c, dv dv 6>27 <’U7 w,x,Y, Z”

These event logs are the same as before, but the frequency of the trace (a)
increased. Thus, the directly follows models for these logs are the same as those
in But these logs have an increasing percentage of unique traces, i.e.,
CDT—%(Ll) =05 < CDT—%(LQ) = 0.6 < CDT—%(L3) = 0.625. Thus, we have
(CE,Ceye) € X for all CL € LoC. O

Theorem 49. (CY,Conc) € X for any log complexity measure C* € LoC.

Proof. Consider the following event logs:

L1 = [(a,a,b,b,¢,c,d,d), (b,c,d)?]
L2 = Ll + [<b7 & d>7 <a7 a, b7 b7 G ¢ d7 d7 ¢, 6>, <CL, ba ) d7 €>]
L3 =Ly + [{a,a,a,b,b,b,c,c,c,d,d,d, e, e e), {u,v,z,x,y, z)]

shows the models M7, My, M3 found by the directly follows miner for the
event logs L1, Ly, L3. The complexity scores of these models are:

o Cono(My) =1.25,
. CCNC(Mz) =1.3,
e Cone(Ms) =1.25,

thus, we get the inequalities Cone(M7) < Cone(Mz), Cone(Mz) > Cone(Ms),
and Cone(M1) = Cone(Ms). But the event logs Ly, Lo, L3 have the following
log complexity scores:

Cmag C'var Clen CTL—an CVTL—max C'LOD Ct—comp C'LZ CDT—# CVDT-%
Li| 17 | 4 | 4 4.25 8 2 3 9 2 0.5
Lol 35 | &5 | 7 5 10 4 4 17 4 0.5714
Ls| 56 | 10 | 9 | 6.2222 15 5 8 27 6 0.6667

Cstruct Cafﬁnity Cdev-R Cavg—dist Ovar—e Onvar—e Cvseq—e C’nseq—e
Li| 3.25 0.6429 | 0.6045 2.5 6.4455 | 0.2444 | 11.7541 | 0.244
Lo| 3.7143 | 0.5538 | 0.6489 | 3.2381 | 16.2978 | 0.3384 | 33.1288 | 0.2662
L3 4 0.4094 | 0.6925 | 6.5556 | 53.0449 | 0.4112 | 82.0258 | 0.3639
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Fig. 38. The results of the directly follows miner for the input logs L1, L2, Lz from the
example in [Theorem 49 M; is the model mined from the log L1, M2 the model mined
from the log L2, and M3 the model mined from the log Ls.
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Therefore, CF(Ly) < CL(Ly) < CE(L3) for any event log complexity measure
CL € (LoC\ {Cafinity })- For Cagrinity, consider the following event logs:

L, = [{a,a,b,b,c,c,d,d), (b, c,d)]
Ly = Ly + [{a,a,b,b,c,c,d,d, e, e), {a,b,c,d,e)
L3 = Lo+ [{a,a,a,b,b,b,c,c,c,d,d,d, e, e e)’ (u,v,z,z,y,2)]

These event logs differ from those from before only in their frequencies. Thus,
the directly follows models for these logs are the same as those in [Fig. 3§
But these event logs have increasing affinity scores, since we can calculate that
Coatfinity (L1) =~ 0.2857 < Cafinity(L2) =~ 0.4342 < Casinity(L3) =~ 0.4621. Thus,
we have (C*,Ccenc) € X for all C* € LoC. O

Theorem 50. Let CE € (LoC\ {Cyar}) be any log complexity measure. Then,
(CLa Cdens) € >.

Proof. Let Ly C Lo be event logs and M, My the models found by the directly
follows miner for Li,Ls. By the introductory discussion at the start of this
subsection, we know that Cqens(M1) = m and Cyens(Ma) = m
By |1} we know that CF(L;) < CF(Ls) and Cyens(Mi1) = Cens(M>) is possible,
since we can increase C* without changing variety, and thus not changing density.
To see that CY(Ly) < CF(Ly) and Cyens(Mi) > Caens(Ms) is also possible,
consider the following event logs:

Ll = [<a7 b7 C7 d>2’ <a7 b7 C7 d7 e>27 <d7 e? a’ b>2]
Ly =Ly + [{a,b,¢,d, e>27 (d,e,a,b,c),{c,d e ,a,b), (e cd ab,c,f)]
Then, for the models M7, Ms found by the directly follows miner for Ly, Lo, we

have Cyens(M7) = % > % = Clens(M3), because Cyur(L1) =5 and Ciar(La) = 6.
However, all log complexity scores increase between these event logs:

C'mag CVvar Clen CVTL—avg C"I‘L—max C'LOD Ct-comp CVLZ CDT—# C'DT-%
Li| 26 | 5 | 6 | 4.3333 5 6 5 13 3 0.5
Lol 53 | 6 | 11 | 4.8182 7 30 8 22 6 0.5455

Cstruct Cafﬁnity C1dev—R C(zauvg—dist C'var—e Cnvar—e Cseq—e C(mseq—e
L,| 4.3333 | 0.56 | 0.5757 | 2.6667 | 6.1827 | 0.3126 | 16.0483 | 0.1894
Lo| 4.7273 | 0.5721 | 0.5995 | 3.0909 | 30.24 | 0.4447 | 62.1108 | 0.2952

Therefore, CE(L1) < CF(Ls) for all C* € LoC, and Cgens(M1) > Cgens(M2). O
Theorem 51. (Cyur, Caens) € >.

Proof. Let Ly C Lo be event logs and M, Ms be the models found by the
directly follows miner for L1, Ly. Suppose Ciar(L1) < Cyar(L2). Then, by the
results of the introductory discussion at the start of this subsection, we get

1 1
Caens(M1) = G E71 > Gyt = Cldens(Ma)- O
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Theorem 52. Let Ct € (LoC\ {Cyar, Crop, Ctcomp} be a log complexity mea-
sure. Then, (C¥, Caup) € <.

Proof. Let Ly T Lo be event logs, G1, Gy their directly follows graphs, and
M, M5 be the models found by the directly follows miner for Li, Ly. We first
observe that duplicate labels in the directly follows models appear whenever
a node v in the directly follows graph has multiple incoming edges. Suppose
CE(Ly) < CH(Ly). Then, every edge of Gy is also part of Ga. In turn, every
node in G5 has at least as many incoming edges as the same node in G;. Since
we cannot delete any edges in the directly follows graph by adding behavior to
an event log, this means Cqup(M1) < Caup(M2). What remains to be shown is
that both Caup(M1) = Caup(M2) and Caup(M1) < Caup(Ma) are possible when
CE(Ly) < CE(Ly).

For the former, we have seen in that it is possible to increase the
log complexity scores for C without changing the directly follows graph. By
construction of the directly follows miner, then M; and M, also don’t change,
and thus Caup(M71) = Caup(Mz). To see that Cqaup(M1) < Caup(M2) is also
possible, consider the following event logs:

L, = [<aa b, d>2a <av Gy d>2v <€>]
Ly = [{a,b,d,e),(a,c,d,e),{a,b,c,d),{a,b,c,bde, f),{a b, cb cbde,f)

These event logs have the following log complexity scores:

CVmag C’var C’len CVTL—an C"I‘L—max C'LOD Ct-comp C'LZ CDT—# C'DT-%
Ly 13 | 5| 5 2.6 3 3 4 8 3 0.6
Ls| 41 | 6 | 10 4.1 9 14 6 18 8 0.8

Cstruct Caﬂﬁnity C(dev—R Cavg—dist C'vaur—e Cnvar—e Cseq—e Cnseq—e
Li| 2.6 0.2 0.5417 2.4 6.0684 | 0.5645 | 11.1636 | 0.3348
Lo| 3.7 | 0.2316 | 0.6705 | 3.1333 | 32.1247 | 0.5742 | 61.0512 | 0.401

shows the models M;, M, found by the directly follows miner for the
event logs Ly, Ly. For these models, we have Cyyp(M1) =2 < 6 = Cqyp(Ms). O

Theorem 53. Let C' € {Cyur, CLop, Ct-comp}- Then, (CL,Caup) € <.

Proof. Let Ly C Ly be event logs, G1,G2 their directly follows graphs, and
My, M5 be the models found by the directly follows miner for Lq, L. In the
proof of we already argued that CY(L;) < C¥(Ls), since duplicate
labels in M come from multiple edges entering a node in G. Therefore, we get
Caup(M1) < Caup(Ms). Suppose CL(L1) < C¥(Ls. In the proof of [Theorem 28]
we argued that this means G2 contains a new path starting in > and ending in
O that is not part of G;. But then, there must be a node v in G; whose number
of incoming edges increased in G5. The directly follows miner creates transitions
with the same labels for all of these edges, so the number of duplicate labels
increases, i.e., Caup(M7) < Caup(Ma). O
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Fig. 39. The results of the directly follows miner for the input logs L1, L2 from the
example in M is the model mined from the log L1 and M> the model
mined from the log L.

4.6 Other Discovery Algorithms

Apart from the ones in the previous sections, we also investigated the relations
between event log and model complexity for models found by the Inductive
Miner [21], the Heuristics Miner [22], the Hybrid ILP Miner [23], and several
versions of the Alpha Miner [24]2526]. The results of these analyses are reported
in Similar to the alpha miner, we were able to show that none of the
log complexity measures are able to predict the complexity of discovered models,
as almost all table entries contain an X. The only exceptions are the complexity
measure Cqyup and Cp that contain the entry = for some discovery algorithms. As
such, the Inductive Miner and the Heuristics Miner never create empty sequence
flows, so Cp(M) = 0 for any model M discovered by one of these algorithms.
The different versions of the Alpha Miner, on the other hand, create exactly one
transition for each event name, and no other transitions, so Cqyp(M) = 0 for
any model M found by these algorithms. We can find a similar argument for the
Hybrid ILP Miner, which creates exactly one transition for each event name,
alongside two transitions labeled 7. Therefore, a model M found by the Hybrid
ILP Miner always contains exactly one label repetition, and hence Cyyp(M) = 1.
The counter-examples that show the X-entries in can be repoduced by
the anal0G tool available at https://github.com/Pati-nets/anal0G.

5 Conclusion

Mature process discovery algorithms must give their users formal guarantees on
the returned results [6]. Such formal guarantees may predict what happens to
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Table 15. The relations between the complexity scores of two nets M7 and My found
by Inductive Miner, Heuristics Miner, Hybrid ILP Miner, and several versions of the
Alpha Miner for the event logs L1 and L2 as input respectively, where L1 T L2 and
the complexity of L is lower than the complexity of La.

Csize|Cvm |Ccr |Coc|Cts |Corc | Csep | Cacd | Cmed |Cseq | Cdepth | Cdiam | Ceye | Cane | Cdens | Caup | Co
Come | X | X [ X | X|X| X [ X[ X | X [X]| X | X [X] X | X |[xX/=xX/=
Clar X | X [ X | X |X| X X | X | X | X X X X X X |X/=|X/=
Clen X | X | X | X |X]| X X | X | X | X X X X X X |X/=|X/=
Criavg| X | X | X | X | X| X X | X | X | X X X X X X |X/=|X/=
Crimax| X | X | X | X |X| X X | X | X | X X X X X X | X/=|\X/=
Cop | X | X | X | X |X]| X X | X | X | X X X X X X | X/=|X/=
Crcomp| X | X [ X | X [X| X | X | X | X | X]| X | X | X| X | X [x/5X/=
Crz X X X | X | X| X X | X X X X X X X X | X/=|X/=
Cors | X | X [ X |X|X| X [ X[ X | X |X| X | X [X]| X | X |[X/=]x/=
Cpr.% | X X X | X | X]| X X | X X X X X X X X X/: X/=
Comet | X | X | X [ X [X| X [ X[ X[ X [X]| X | X [ X[| X | X |[X/=]x/=
Commiy| X | X | X [ X [X| X [X | X | X |X]| X | X [ X| X | X [xX/=]x/=
Cawr | X | X [ X [ X [X| X [ X[ X[ X [X]| X | X [X| X | X |[X/=]x/=
Cogamt| X | X [ X [ X |X| X [X [ X | X [X| X | X [X]| X | X |[X/=xX/=
Cyare | X | X | X | X |X| X X | X | X | X X X X X X |X/=|X/=
Chvare | X | X | X | X | X]| X X | X | X | X X X X X X | X/=|X/=
Coge | X [ X | X | XX [ X | X[ X[ X | X| X | X | X]| X | X |[xX/=]x/=
Coseqe | X | X | X [ X [X| X [ X | X | X [X]| X | X | X[ X | X [x/=|x/=

discovered models when the complexity of the underlying event log increases.
Multiple authors define log complexity measures to use as a predictor for model
complexity [IJ5]. But so far, no formal guarantees exist on whether these mea-
sures actually predict the complexity of discovered models. In this paper, we
thus investigated 18 log complexity measures and 17 model complexity mea-
sures that found recent interest from researchers, across a total of 10 discovery
algorithms. We found that even some complexity scores of the trace net could
not be predicted by the complexity of the underlying event log. For the alpha
algorithm and other more intricate discovery techniques’, we found no connec-
tions between log- and model complexity at all. Across the complexity scores of
the directly follows miner and the directly follows graph, we found that only the
size, control flow complexity, density, and the number of duplicate tasks can be
described by current log complexity measures. Our analyses showed that espe-
cially the variety (number of distinct activity names), the level of detail (number
of distinct, simple paths in the directly follows graph), and the number of di-
rectly follows relations have the highest influence on the investigated discovery
algorithms. We further deepened our analysis by describing the model complex-
ity scores of models found by the investigated discovery algorithms using only
properties of the underlying event log. We invite inventors of future discovery
algorithms to perform these analyses as well, to provide insights into which log
complexity measures predict the complexity of their results. To help with this
endeavor, we provided a publicly available command-line tooE| that can also be
used to reproduce the results presented in this paper.

3 Tool available at: https://github.com/Pati-nets/anal0G
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