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1. Introduction

Parallelism and concurrency [7] are the core concepts within computer science. There are mainly two camps
in capturing concurrency: the interleaving concurrency and the true concurrency.

The representative of interleaving concurrency is bisimulation/rooted branching bisimulation equiva-
lences. CC'S (Calculus of Communicating Systems) [3] is a calculus based on bisimulation semantics model.
Hennessy and Milner (HM) logic for bisimulation equivalence is also designed. Later, algebraic laws to cap-
ture computational properties modulo bisimulation equivalence was introduced in [I], this work eventually
founded the comprehensive axiomatization modulo bisimulation equivalence — AC'P (Algebra of Communi-
cating Processes) [].

The other camp of concurrency is true concurrency. The researches on true concurrency are still active.
Firstly, there are several truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences, the representatives are: pomset bisim-
ulation equivalence, step bisimulation equivalence, history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation equivalence, and
especially hereditary history-preserving (hhp-) bisimulation equivalence [8] [9], the well-known finest truly
concurrent bisimulation equivalence. These truly concurrent bisimulations are studied in different structures
[B] [6] [7]: Petri nets, event structures, domains, and also a uniform form called TSI (Transition System with
Independence) [I3]. There are also several logics based on different truly concurrent bisimulation equiva-
lences, for example, SFL (Separation Fixpoint Logic) and TFL (Trace Fixpoint Logic) [13] are extensions on
true concurrency of mu-calculi [10] on bisimulation equivalence, and also a logic with reverse modalities [11]
[12] based on the so-called reverse bisimulations with a reverse flavor. It must be pointed out that, a uniform
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logic for true concurrency [14] [I5] was represented several years ago, which used a logical framework to
unify several truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences, including pomset bisimulation, step bisimulation,
hp-bisimulation and hhp-bisimulation.

There are simple comparisons between HM logic for bisimulation equivalence and the uniform logic
[14] [15] for truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences, the algebraic laws [1], ACP [] for bisimulation
equivalence, and what for truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences, which is still missing.

Yes, we try to find the algebraic laws for true concurrency following the way paved by ACP for bisim-
ulation equivalence. And finally, we establish a whole axiomatization for true concurrency called APTC.
The theory APTC has four modules: BATC (Basic Algebra for True Concurrency), APTC (Algebra for
Parallelism in True Concurrency), recursion and abstraction. With the help of placeholder in section B
we get an intuitive result for true concurrency: a § b=a-b+b-a+a || b+a|b modulo truly concurrent
bisimilarities pomset bisimulation equivalence, step bisimulation equivalence and history-preserving bisimu-
lation equivalence, with a,b are atomic actions (events), § is the whole true concurrency operator, - is the
temporal causality operator, + is the a kind of structured conflict, || is the parallel operator and | is the
communication merge.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2] we introduce some preliminaries, including a brief in-
troduction to ACP, and also preliminaries on true concurrency. We introduce BAT'C' in section 3] APTC
in section [4] recursion in section B and abstraction in section [Bl In section [[] we show the applications of
APTC by an example called alternating bit protocol. We show the modularity and extension mechanism of
APTC in section 8l We establish an axiomatization for hhp-bisimilarity in section [@ Finally, in section [0,
we conclude this paper.

2. Backgrounds
2.1. Process Algebra

In this subsection, we introduce the preliminaries on process algebra ACP [4], which is based on the inter-
leaving bisimulation semantics. AC' P has an almost perfect axiomatization to capture laws on bisimulation
equivalence, including equational logic and bisimulation semantics, and also the soundness and completeness
bridged between them.

2.1.1. ACP

ACP captures several computational properties in the form of algebraic laws, and proves the soundness
and completeness modulo bisimulation/rooted branching bisimulation equivalence. These computational
properties are organized in a modular way by use of the concept of conservational extension, which include
the following modules, note that, every algebra are composed of constants and operators, the constants are
the computational objects, while operators capture the computational properties.

1. BPA (Basic Process Algebras). BPA has sequential composition - and alternative composition + to
capture sequential computation and nondeterminacy. The constants are ranged over A, the set of atomic
actions. The algebraic laws on - and + are sound and complete modulo bisimulation equivalence.

2. ACP (Algebra of Communicating Processes). ACP uses the parallel operator ||, the auxiliary
binary left merge || to model parallelism, and the communication merge | to model communications
among different parallel branches. Since a communication may be blocked, a new constant called deadlock
0 is extended to A, and also a new unary encapsulation operator dy is introduced to eliminate §, which
may exist in the processes. The algebraic laws on these operators are also sound and complete modulo
bisimulation equivalence. Note that, these operators in a process can be eliminated by deductions on the
process using axioms of AC'P, and eventually be steadied by - and +, this is also why bisimulation is
called an interleaving semantics.

3. Recursion. To model infinite computation, recursion is introduced into ACP. In order to obtain a
sound and complete theory, guarded recursion and linear recursion are needed. The corresponding axioms
are RSP (Recursive Specification Principle) and RDP (Recursive Definition Principle), RDP says the
solutions of a recursive specification can represent the behaviors of the specification, while RSP says
that a guarded recursive specification has only one solution, they are sound with respect to ACP with
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guarded recursion modulo bisimulation equivalence, and they are complete with respect to ACP with
linear recursion modulo bisimulation equivalence.

4. Abstraction. To abstract away internal implementations from the external behaviors, a new constant 7
called silent step is added to A, and also a new unary abstraction operator 77 is used to rename actions
in I into 7 (the resulted ACP with silent step and abstraction operator is called ACP;). The recursive
specification is adapted to guarded linear recursion to prevent infinite 7-loops specifically. The axioms
for 7 and 77 are sound modulo rooted branching bisimulation equivalence (a kind of weak bisimulation
equivalence). To eliminate infinite 7-loops caused by 7; and obtain the completeness, CF AR (Cluster
Fair Abstraction Rule) is used to prevent infinite 7-loops in a constructible way.

ACP can be used to verify the correctness of system behaviors, by deduction on the description of the
system using the axioms of AC'P. Base on the modularity of ACP, it can be extended easily and elegantly.
For more details, please refer to the book of ACP [4].

2.1.2. Operational Semantics

The semantics of ACP is based on bisimulation/rooted branching bisimulation equivalences, and the mod-
ularity of ACP relies on the concept of conservative extension, for the conveniences, we introduce some
concepts and conclusions on them.

Definition 2.1 (Bisimulation). A bisimulation relation R is a binary relation on processes such that: (1) if
pRq and p = p' then ¢ 5 ¢ with p'Rq’; (2) if pRq and q¢ = ¢' then p > p" with p'Rq’; (3) if pRq and pP,
then qP; (4) if pRq and qP, then pP. Two processes p and q are bisimilar, denoted by p ~gar q, if there is
a bisimulation relation R such that pRq.

Definition 2.2 (Congruence). Let ¥ be a signature. An equivalence relation R on T (X) is a congruence if
for each f e X, if siRt; forie {1, ar(f)}, then f(s1,- Sar(r)) R (t1, " tar(s))-
Definition 2.3 (Branching bisimulation). A branching bisimulation relation R is a binary relation on the
collection of processes such that: (1) if pRq and p RN p’ then either a = 7 and p'Rq or there is a sequence
of (zero or more) T-transitions ¢ — - - qo such that pRqo and qo — ¢' with p'Rq’; (2) if pRq and ¢ > ¢
then either a = 7 and pRq' or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions p 5.5 po such that
ORq and Do RN p" with p’Rq’; (3) if pRq and pP, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions
q 5.5 qo such that pRqo and qoP; (4) if pRq and qP, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) -
transitions p 5.5 po such that poRq and poP. Two processes p and q are branching bisimilar, denoted by
P~y q, if there is a branching bisimulation relation R such that pRq.
Definition 2.4 (Rooted branching bisimulation). A rooted branching bisimulation relation R is a binary
relation on processes such that: (1) if pRq and p = p' then q = ¢’ with p' sy ¢'; (2) if pRq and ¢ = ¢/
then p > p" with p’ ~yma ¢ (8) if pRq and pP, then qP; (4) if pRq and qP, then pP. Two processes p and

q are rooted branching bisimilar, denoted by p =.ppn q, if there is a rooted branching bisimulation relation
R such that pRq.

Definition 2.5 (Conservative extension). Let Ty and Ty be TSSs (transition system specifications) over
signatures ¥ and X1, respectively. The TSS To @ T1 is a conservative extension of Ty if the LTSs (labeled

transition systems) generated by To and Ty & Th contain exactly the same transitions t 5t and tP with

te T(Eo)

Definition 2.6 (Source-dependency). The source-dependent variables in a transition rule of p are defined

inductively as follows: (1) all variables in the source of p are source-dependent; (2) if t —t' is a premise of
p and all variables in t are source-dependent, then all variables in t' are source-dependent. A transition rule
is source-dependent if all its variables are. A TSS is source-dependent if all its rules are.

Definition 2.7 (Freshness). Let Ty and Ty be TSSs over signatures Yo and X1, respectively. A term in
T(Ty @ T1) is said to be fresh if it contains a function symbol from X1 \ Xg. Similarly, a transition label or
predicate symbol in Ty is fresh if it does not occur in Tj.
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Theorem 2.8 (Conservative extension). Let Ty and Ty be TSSs over signatures Yo and X1, respectively,
where Ty and Ty @ T are positive after reduction. Under the following conditions, To ® T} is a conservative
extension of Ty. (1) Ty is source-dependent. (2) For each p € Ty, either the source of p is fresh, or p has a
premise of the form t <>t or tP, where t € T(Xg), all variables in t occur in the source of p and t', a or P
is fresh.

2.1.8. Proof Techniques

In this subsection, we introduce the concepts and conclusions about elimination, which is very important in
the proof of completeness theorem.

Definition 2.9 (Elimination property). Let a process algebra with a defined set of basic terms as a subset of
the set of closed terms over the process algebra. Then the process algebra has the elimination to basic terms
property if for every closed term s of the algebra, there exists a basic term t of the algebra such that the
algebra- s = t.

Definition 2.10 (Strongly normalizing). A term so is called strongly normalizing if does not an infinite
series of reductions beginning in sq.

Definition 2.11. We write s >p, t if s >* t where - is the transitive closure of the reduction relation
defined by the transition rules of an algebra.

Theorem 2.12 (Strong normalization). Let a term rewriting system (TRS) with finitely many rewriting
rules and let > be a well-founded ordering on the signature of the corresponding algebra. If s >1p, t for each
rewriting rule s — t in the TRS, then the term rewriting system is strongly normalizing.

2.2. True Concurrency

In this subsection, we introduce the concepts of prime event structure, and also concurrent behavior equiv-
alence [5] [6] [7], and also we extend prime event structure with silent event 7, and explain the concept of
weakly true concurrency, i.e., concurrent behaviorial equivalence with considering silent event 7 [16].

2.2.1. Event Structure

We give the definition of prime event structure (PES) [5] [6] [7] extended with the silent event 7 as follows.

Definition 2.13 (Prime event structure with silent event). Let A be a fized set of labels, ranged over
a,b,c,-- and 7. A (A-labelled) prime event structure with silent event T is a tuple € = (E, <, f, A), where E is

y =9

a denumerable set of events, including the silent event 7. Let k= E\{7}, exactly excluding T, it is obvious

that 7% = €, where ¢ is the empty event. Let \: E - A be a labelling function and let \(7) = 7. And <, § are
binary relations on E, called causality and conflict respectively, such that:

1. < is a partial order and [e] = {e’ € Ele’ < e} is finite for all e e E. It is easy to see that e< 7* <e' =e <7<
w<T<e, thene<e'.

2. | is irreflexive, symmetric and hereditary with respect to <, that is, for all e,e’,e" €, if efe’ <e”, then
efe”.
Then, the concepts of consistency and concurrency can be drawn from the above definition:

1. e,e’ € E are consistent, denoted as e ~ €, if ~(efe’). A subset X CE is called consistent, if e ~ €' for all
e,e' e X.

2. e,e’ €& are concurrent, denoted as e || €, if -(e<e€’), =(e' <e), and -(efe’).
The prime event structure without considering silent event 7 is the original one in [5] [6] [7].

Definition 2.14 (Configuration). Let £ be a PES. A (finite) configuration in &€ is a (finite) consistent subset
of events C < &, closed with respect to causality (i.e. [C'] = C). The set of finite configurations of £ is denoted

by C(E). We let C' = C\{r}.



Draft of Algebraic Laws for True Concurrency 5

A consistent subset of X ¢ E of events can be seen as a pomset. Given X,Y C E, X ~Y if X and Y are
isomorphic as pomsets. In the following of the paper, we say Cy ~ C3, we mean Cy ~ Cs.

Definition 2.15 (Pomset transitions and step). Let £ be a PES and let C € C(E), and @ + X € E, if
CnX =g andC'=CuX eC(£), then C X, ¢ is called a pomset transition from C to C'. When the events

. . . X .
in X are pairwise concurrent, we say that C — C' is a step.

Definition 2.16 (Weak pomset transitions and weak step). Let & be a PES and let C € C(E), and @ + X c K,
ifCnX =g and C'=CuXe C(&), then C S C' is called a weak pomset transition from C to C', where
we define ==T.%7, And éé;i;, for every e € X. When the events in X are pairwise concurrent,

X
we say that C = C" is a weak step.

We will also suppose that all the PESs in this paper are image finite, that is, for any PES £ and C € C(€)
and a € A, {e € E|C 5 C" AX(e) =a} and {e € E|C = C’ A A(e) = a} is finite.

2.2.2. Concurrent Behavioral Equivalence

Definition 2.17 (Pomset, step bisimulation). Let &, & be PESs. A pomset bisimulation is a relation

Rc 6(51) XC(gg), such that lf (Cl,CQ) € R, and Cy i(; C{ then Co i(i) Cé, with X1 CE1, Xo CEs, X1 ~ X5
and (C1,C%) € R, and vice-versa. We say that 1, > are pomset bisimilar, written & ~, E, if there exists
a pomset bisimulation R, such that (3,@) € R. By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the
definition of step bisimulation. When PESs & and & are step bisimilar, we write &1 ~4 Es.

Definition 2.18 (Weak pomset, step bisimulation). Let &1, & be PESs. A weak pomset bisimulation is a

relation R < C(&1) xC(&2), such that if (C1,C3) € R, and Cy X Cy then Cy X Ch, with X, ¢ Ei, X5 c Eo,
X1 ~ Xo and (C1,C%) € R, and vice-versa. We say that &1, Ea are weak pomset bisimilar, written &1 ~, &,
if there exists a weak pomset bisimulation R, such that (@,2) € R. By replacing weak pomset transitions
with weak steps, we can get the definition of weak step bisimulation. When PESs & and & are weak step
bisimilar, we write £ ~g Es.

Definition 2.19 (Posetal product). Given two PESs &1, &, the posetal product of their configurations,
denoted C(E1)%xC(&2), is defined as

{(C1, f,C2)|C1 €C(&1),C2 € C(&), [ : C1 > Ca isomorphism}.

A subset R ¢ C(E1)XC(&2) is called a posetal relation. We say that R is downward closed when for
any (Clafa 02)7 (Civflu Cé) € C(SI)YC(SQL Zf (Clufu C?) c (Civflu Cé) pomtwise and (Ciu flvcé) € R7 then
(Olva CQ) €R.

For f: X1 - Xo, we define flxq — xo]: Xy u{a1} - Xou{aa}, z € Xqu{z},(1)f[x1 ~ 22](2) = xo,if
z=x1;(2)f[x1 = 22](2) = f(2), otherwise. Where X; € Eq, Xo C By, 21 € By, 29 € Es.

Definition 2.20 (Weakly posetal product). Given two PESs &1, &2, the weakly posetal product of their
configurations, denoted C(E1)xC(E2), is defined as

{(Cy, f,C2)|Cy €C(&1),Ch € C(E), f : Cy — Cs isomorphism}.

A subset R < C(E1)xC(&2) is called a weakly posetal relation. We say that R is downward closed when for
any (Olva 02)5 (Civa Cé) € C(gl)yc(é})) Zf (Olafa 02) < (Civf,acé) pointwise and (Civf,acé) € R, then
(Claf7C2) €R.

For f: X1 - Xo, we define flxy > x2]: Xju{z1} > Xz U {z2}, zeXju {5171},(1)]0[?1 ~ 22](2) = xo,if
z = x1;(2)f[x1 ~ 22](2) = f(2), otherwise. Where X1 € Eq, X5 € Eo, x1 € Eq, zo € Ey. Also, we define
fr) = f(7).

Definition 2.21 ((Hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). A history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation
is a posetal relation R € C(£1)XC(E2) such that if (Cy, f,Cs) € R, and Cy <> C}, then Cy = Cb, with
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(C1, flex = e2],CY) € R, and vice-versa. E1,E2 are history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written &1 ~pp Eo
if there exists a hp-bisimulation R such that (2, 3,9) € R.

A hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed hp-bisimulation. £1,&5 are hered-
itary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written &1 ~ppp Ea.

Definition 2.22 (Weak (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). A weak history-preserving (hp-) bisim-
ulation is a weakly posetal relation R € C(E1)XC(E) such that if (C1,f,Cs) € R, and Cy, = C), then

Cy = €Y, with (C}, fler = €2],C%) € R, and vice-versa. & ,E; are weak history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar
and are written &1 ~pp E if there exists a weak hp-bisimulation R such that (3,3, ) € R.

A weakly hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed weak hp-bisimulation.
&1, &2 are weakly hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written £ ~ppp E2.

Proposition 2.23 (Weakly concurrent behavioral equivalence). (Strongly) concurrent behavioral equiva-
lences imply weakly concurrent behavioral equivalences. That is, ~, implies ~p, ~s implies ~g, ~p, 1mplies
Rhp, ~hhp iMplies sppp.

Proof. From the definition of weak pomset transition, weak step transition, weakly posetal product and

weakly concurrent behavioral equivalence, it is easy to see that S=555 forec E, where € is the empty
event. O

Note that in the above definitions, truly concurrent behavioral equivalences are defined by events e € £
and prime event structure £, in contrast to interleaving behavioral equivalences by actions a,b € P and
process (graph) P. Indeed, they have correspondences, in [13], models of concurrency, including Petri nets,
transition systems and event structures, are unified in a uniform representation — TSI (Transition System with
Independence). If x is a process, let C'(z) denote the corresponding configuration (the already executed part

of the process z, of course, it is free of conflicts), when x 5 2/, the corresponding configuration C(x) 5 C(z")
with C(z") = C(z) u {e}, where e may be caused by some events in C'(z) and concurrent with the other
events in C'(x), or entirely concurrent with all events in C(z), or entirely caused by all events in C(z).
Though the concurrent behavioral equivalences (Definition 217 218 2:21] and 2:22]) are defined based on
configurations (pasts of processes), they can also be defined based on processes (futures of configurations), we
omit the concrete definitions. One key difference between definitions based on configurations and processes
is that, the definitions based on configurations are stressing the structures of two equivalent configurations
and the concrete atomic events may be different, but the definitions based on processes require not only the
equivalent structures, but also the same atomic events by their labels, since we try to establish the algebraic
equations modulo the corresponding concurrent behavior equivalences.

With a little abuse of concepts, in the following of the paper, we will not distinguish actions and events,
prime event structures and processes, also concurrent behavior equivalences based on configurations and
processes, and use them freely, unless they have specific meanings. Usually, in congruence theorem and
soundness, we show them in a structure only flavor (equivalences based on configuration); but in proof of the
completeness theorem, we must require not only the equivalent structure, but also the same set of atomic
events.

3. Basic Algebra for True Concurrency
In this section, we will discuss the algebraic laws for prime event structure &, exactly for causality < and

conflict §. We will follow the conventions of process algebra, using - instead of < and + instead of |. The
resulted algebra is called Basic Algebra for True Concurrency, abbreviated BATC.

3.1. Axiom System of BATC

In the following, let e, ez, €], e} € E, and let variables z,y, z range over the set of terms for true concurrency,
p,q, s range over the set of closed terms. The set of axioms of BAT'C' consists of the laws given in Table [l
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No. Axiom

Al r+y=y+zx

A2 (x+y)+z=z+(y+2)
A3 z+xz=zx

A4 (z+y)z=z-2+y-z
A5 (c-y)-z-z-(y-2)

Table 1. Axioms of BATC

No. Rewriting Rule

RA3 z+z->=x

RA4 (z+y)-z—-z-2+Yy-2
RA5  (z-y)-z—z-(y-2)

Table 2. Term rewrite system of BATC

Intuitively, the axiom Al says that the binary operator + satisfies commutative law. The axiom A2 says
that + satisfies associativity. A3 says that + satisfies idempotency. The axiom A4 is the right distributivity
of the binary operator - to +. And A5 is the associativity of -.

3.2. Properties of BATC

Definition 3.1 (Basic terms of BATC). The set of basic terms of BATC, B(BATC), is inductively defined
as follows:

1. Ec B(BATC);
2. ifeeE,t e B(BATC) then e-t e B(BATC);
3. ift,s e B(BATC) then t+ s e B(BATC).

Theorem 3.2 (Elimination theorem of BAT'C). Let p be a closed BATC term. Then there is a basic BATC
term q such that BATC +p=q.

Proof. (1) Firstly, suppose that the following ordering on the signature of BATC is defined: - > + and the
symbol - is given the lexicographical status for the first argument, then for each rewrite rule p — ¢ in Table
2l relation p >y, ¢ can easily be proved. We obtain that the term rewrite system shown in Table[2lis strongly
normalizing, for it has finitely many rewriting rules, and > is a well-founded ordering on the signature of
BATC, and if s >jp, t, for each rewriting rule s — ¢ is in Table 2] (see Theorem 2.12).

(2) Then we prove that the normal forms of closed BATC terms are basic BATC' terms.

Suppose that p is a normal form of some closed BAT'C term and suppose that p is not a basic term. Let
p" denote the smallest sub-term of p which is not a basic term. It implies that each sub-term of p’ is a basic
term. Then we prove that p is not a term in normal form. It is sufficient to induct on the structure of p’:

e Casep’ =e,ecE. p’ is a basic term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic term, so this
case should not occur.
e Case p' = p; - p2. By induction on the structure of the basic term ps:
— Subcase p; € E. p’ would be a basic term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic
term;
— Subcase p; = e-p]. RA5 rewriting rule can be applied. So p is not a normal form;
— Subcase py = p| + p}. RA4 rewriting rule can be applied. So p is not a normal form.

e Case p' = p1 + p2. By induction on the structure of the basic terms both p; and po, all subcases will lead
to that p’ would be a basic term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic term.

O
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x>/ xS y=> y >y

Ty >\ Ty zry—> Try—y

x5/ x5

€ €
zy—>y zoy—ay

Table 3. Single event transition rules of BATC

x5y
X Y /
2=V (xer) ST (xea) =V yey 22V (vey)
z+y—/ z+y-—x' z+y —/ z+y—y
X 7
2=V (xeq) L (Xea)
Ty —y zy—a'y

Table 4. Pomset transition rules of BATC

3.3. Structured Operational Semantics of BATC

In this subsection, we will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of BATC'.

We give the operational transition rules for operators - and + as Table [3] shows. And the predicate 5 N4
represents successful termination after execution of the event e.

Theorem 3.3 (Congruence of BAT'C with respect to bisimulation equivalence). Bisimulation equivalence
~pM B8 a congruence with respect to BATC.

Proof. The axioms in Table[[lof BAT'C' are the same as the axioms of BPA (Basic Process Algebra) [1] [2]
[4], so, bisimulation equivalence ~gps is a congruence with respect to BATC. O

Theorem 3.4 (Soundness of BAT'C modulo bisimulation equivalence). Let x and y be BATC terms. If
BATCvrx =y, then x ~gp y.

Proof. The axioms in Table[[lof BAT'C' are the same as the axioms of BPA (Basic Process Algebra) [1] [2]
[], so, BATC is sound modulo bisimulation equivalence. O

Theorem 3.5 (Completeness of BATC modulo bisimulation equivalence). Let p and q be closed BATC
terms, if p ~gar g then p =q.

Proof. The axioms in Table [l of BAT'C' are the same as the axioms of BPA (Basic Process Algebra) [1] [2]
[4], so, BATC is complete modulo bisimulation equivalence. O

The pomset transition rules are shown in Table [ different to single event transition rules in Table [B]
the pomset transition rules are labeled by pomsets, which are defined by causality - and conflict +.

Theorem 3.6 (Congruence of BAT'C with respect to pomset bisimulation equivalence). Pomset bisimulation
equivalence ~p is a congruence with respect to BATC.

Proof. 1t is easy to see that pomset bisimulation is an equivalent relation on BAT'C terms, we only need to
prove that ~, is preserved by the operators - and +.

e Causality operator -. Let 1,22 and y1,y2 be BAT'C processes, and 1 ~p y1, T2 ~p Y2, it is sufficient to
prove that x1-z2 ~p Y1 - Y2.
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By the definition of pomset bisimulation ~, (Definition 2IT), 1 ~, y1 means that

X1 12 Yl 12
Tr—=T1 Y1 —Y
with X7 21, Y1 Sy1, X1 ~ Y1 and 2] ~, y1. The meaning of x9 ~, yo is similar.
By the pomset transition rules for causality operator - in Table [ we can get

X1 Y1
Ty -T2 —=> T2 Y1 Y2 — Y2
with X1 c 1, Y1 cy1, Xi ~ Y7 and z2 ~p, y2, so, we get 21 - 22 ~p Y1 - Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

X1 oy Y1
Ty-T2 == T2 Y1 Y2 —> Y1 Y2
with X7 21, Y1 Sy1, X1 ~ Y1 and 2] ~, 1, T2 ~p Y2, S0, we get x1 - Ta ~p Y1 - Y2, as desired.

e Conflict operator +. Let x1,z2 and y1,y2 be BATC processes, and 1 ~p Y1, T2 ~p Y2, it is sufficient to
prove that z1 + 22 ~, y1 + y2. The meanings of z; ~, y1 and x2 ~, y2 are the same as the above case,
according to the definition of pomset bisimulation ~, in Definition 217
By the pomset transition rules for conflict operator + in Table [d], we can get four cases:

£L'1+$Qi(i>\/ y1+y2£>\/

with X1 c 1, Y1 cy1, Xi ~ Y1, so, we get o1 + 22 ~, Y1 + Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

X1y Y1y
T1+T2 —> T Y1 t+tyY2— Y

with X7 €21, Y1 Sy1, X1 ~ Y1, and 2] ~, 41, s0, we get 1 + T2 ~p y1 + Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

X2 Y2
T1+ T2 ——>\/ y1+y2—>\/
with Xo € 29, Y2 €y, Xo ~ Y5, s0, we get o1 + 22 ~ Y1 + Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

X2 Vi Y2 ’
T1+T2 —=> Ty Y11TY2—Ys

with Xo € xg, Yo S y2, Xo ~ Y2, and x5 ~, yh, 80, we get 1 + T2 ~p y1 + Y2, as desired.

O

Theorem 3.7 (Soundness of BAT'C' modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence). Let x and y be BATC
terms. If BATC w2 =y, then  ~p y.

Proof. Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to check
if each axiom in Table [ is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence.

e Axiom Al. Let p,q be BATC processes, and p+ ¢ = g +p, it is sufficient to prove that p +¢ ~, ¢ +p. By
the pomset transition rules for operator + in Table ] we get

P P
p— —
Yo(pep) LN (pep)
prqg—+/ q+p—+/
—p oy
——(Pcp) ——(Pcp)
ptq—p q+p—p
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Q Q
%(ng) %(ng)
prq—+/ q+p—/

> q ¢
(Qecq) (Qcq)
Q ! Q A
p+tq—4q q+p—4q
So, p+q ~p q+p, as desired.

e Axiom A2. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p+¢q)+s =p+ (q+s), it is sufficient to prove that
(p+q)+s~pp+(q+s). By the pomset transition rules for operator + in Table [d] we get

P P
PN (pey) — LY (pey)
(P+q)+s—+/ pt(g+s) —+/
P ! i !
P=l o (Pep) — PP —(Pep)
(p+q)+s—p p+(g+s) —p
Q
1=V (@eq) —I7Y(Q<o)
(p+q)+s—+/ p+(g+s)—/
! 2) !
d qQ (Qcq) 1—19 (Qcq)
(p+q)+s—¢ pt(g+s) —¢
S S
—S_)\/S (S cs) —S_)\/S (Scs)
(P+q)+s—> p+(qg+s) =/
s S
LSES LSES
(p+Q)+S§>#( : p+(q+8)§>y( )

So, (p+q) +s~p,p+(g+s), as desired.

e Axiom A3. Let p be a BATC process, and p + p = p, it is sufficient to prove that p + p ~, p. By the
pomset transition rules for operator + in Table [ we get

P P
p—/ p—/
(Pcp) (Pcp)
pHp o/

S0, p+p ~p p, as desired.

e Axiom A4. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p+¢q)-s =p-s+q-s, it is sufficient to prove that
(p+q)-s~pp-s+q-s. By the pomset transition rules for operators + and - in Table ] we get

P P
P2V (pey —LY_ (pey)

(p+q)-s£>s p-S+tq-s—s
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p oy p oy
(PP »——(Pcp)
(p+q)-s—p'-s prstqg-s—ps
Q Q
q— q—
1Y (@eq) —Y_(q<o)
(p+q)-s—s p-S+q-s—s
0>y >y
(Qecq) (Q<cq)
Q ! Q A
(p+q)-s—q-s prstq-s—q-s

So, (p+q)-s ~pD-S+q-s, as desired.
e Axiom A5. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p-q)-s = p-(q-s), it is sufficient to prove that
(p-q)-s~pp-(q-s). By the pomset transition rules for operator - in Table d we get

P P
P2V (pey) — 22V (pey)
(p-q)-s—q-s p(qg:s)—q-s

P ! i !
PP (Pcp) g4 (Pcp)

(p-q)-s—(p-q)s p-(q-s)—p(q-s)

With an assumption (p'-¢)-s=p’-(¢-s),s0, (p-q)-s~pp-(¢g-s), as desired.
O

Theorem 3.8 (Completeness of BAT'C modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence). Let p and g be closed
BATC terms, if p ~p q then p=q.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of BATC, we know that for each closed BATC term p, there
exists a closed basic BATC term p’, such that BATC + p = p’, so, we only need to consider closed basic
BATC terms.

The basic terms (see Definition B.I]) modulo associativity and commutativity (AC) of conflict + (defined
by axioms Al and A2 in Table[I]), and this equivalence is denoted by =4¢. Then, each equivalence class s
modulo AC of + has the following normal form

S1 + -+ Sk
with each s; either an atomic event or of the form ¢; - t2, and each s; is called the summand of s.

Now, we prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~, n/ then n =4¢ n'. It is sufficient to induct on the
sizes of n and n'.

. e . . e . .
e Consider a summand e of n. Then n — \/, so n ~, n’ implies n’ — /, meaning that n’ also contains the
summand e.

e Consider a summand t; - t3 of n. Then n N ta, so n ~, n' implies n' o, th, with to ~, ¢, meaning that
n' contains a summand t; - ¢5. Since ¢3 and 5 are normal forms and have sizes smaller than n and n/, by
the induction hypotheses to ~, t5 implies to =ac t5.

So, we get n =40 n'.

Finally, let s and ¢ be basic terms, and s ~, t, there are normal forms n and n/, such that s =n and t = n'.
The soundness theorem of BAT'C' modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem [B.7)) yields s ~, n
and ¢ ~p, n', 80 N ~p s ~p t ~p 0. Since if n~p 0/ then n =40 n', s=n=acn’ =t, as desired.

The step transition rules are defined in Table Bl different to pomset transition rules, the step transition
rules are labeled by steps, in which every event is pairwise concurrent.
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< (Ve1, ez € X are pairwise concurrent.)

X =
X

z—/

——— (X cx,Ve1,ez € X are pairwise concurrent.)
X
T+y —+/
X !
T >z o
(X cxz,Ver,ez € X are pairwise concurrent.)
r+y —x'

Y
y—

% (Y cy,Ver,ez € Y are pairwise concurrent.)
r+y— \/
Y !
y—y N
———~ (Y cy,Ve1,ez €Y are pairwise concurrent.)
rz+y —y'

X N
€T — N
—— (X cz,Ver,e2 € X are pairwise concurrent.)
r-y—y
X !
T o
e (X cx,Ver,e2 € X are pairwise concurrent.)

z-y—a'y

Table 5. Step transition rules of BATC

Theorem 3.9 (Congruence of BATC with respect to step bisimulation equivalence). Step bisimulation
equivalence ~ is a congruence with respect to BATC.

Proof. 1t is easy to see that step bisimulation is an equivalent relation on BATC terms, we only need to
prove that ~; is preserved by the operators - and +.

e Causality operator -. Let x1,z2 and y1,y2 be BATC processes, and x1 ~5 y1, T2 ~s Yo, it is sufficient to
prove that x1 - z2 ~5 y1 - yo.
By the definition of step bisimulation ~s (Definition 2I7), 21 ~5 y; means that

X1 / Yy /
1 —=> 1 Y1 —Y
with X € x1, Ve, ez € X; are pairwise concurrent, Y; € y;, Ve, es € Y are pairwise concurrent, X; ~ Y3

and 2 ~; y}. The meaning of x5 ~; yo is similar.
By the step transition rules for causality operator - in Table[B] we can get

X1 Yl
T1-T2 —>T2 Y1:-Y2 — Y2
with X7 € 1, Ve, es € X7 are pairwise concurrent, Y1 € y1, Ve, es € Y7 are pairwise concurrent, X ~ Y3
and x2 ~g Y2, SO, We get 1 - T3 ~5 Y1 - Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

X, i,
Ty -T2 —=> T T2 Y1 Y2 —> Y1 Y2
with X7 € x1, Vej,eq € X7 are pairwise concurrent., Y7 € y1, Vei, e € Y7 are pairwise concurrent., X; ~
Y1 and x] ~5 Y1, T2 ~s Y2, S0, we get T1 - Ta ~g Y1 - Yo, as desired.

e Conflict operator +. Let z1,z2 and y1,y2 be BATC processes, and x1 ~5 Y1, T2 ~s Y2, it is sufficient to
prove that x1 + x2 ~5 y1 + y2. The meanings of x1 ~5 y1 and x2 ~5 yo are the same as the above case,
according to the definition of step bisimulation ~ in Definition 2-T7
By the step transition rules for conflict operator + in Table Bl we can get four cases:

£L'1+$gi(i>\/ y1+y2£>\/
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with X7 € x1, Vey,es € X7 are pairwise concurrent, Y7 € y1, Veq, es € Y7 are pairwise concurrent, X ~ Y7,
S0, we get x1 + T2 ~5 Y1 + Yo, as desired.
Or, we can get

X1 g iy
T1+T2 ==y Y1+Y2—UY
with X7 € z1, Vey, e € X; are pairwise concurrent, Y7 €y, Ve, eq € Y7 are pairwise concurrent, X; ~ Yy,
and 2 ~; ¥}, 0, we get x1 + xa ~5 Y1 + Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

$1+$2§3>\/ y1+y2£>\/

with X5 € x9, Veq,es € X9 are pairwise concurrent, Ys € s, Veq, es € Yo are pairwise concurrent, Xo ~ Yo,
S0, we get x1 + T2 ~5 Y1 + Yo, as desired.
Or, we can get

Xz / Y2 /
T1+To —> Ty Y1 tY2 —>Yy
with X5 € x5, Veq, es € Xo are pairwise concurrent, Ys € s, Veq, es € Yo are pairwise concurrent, Xo ~ Yo,
and xh ~5 yh, S0, we get x1 + T2 ~5 Y1 + Y2, as desired.
O

Theorem 3.10 (Soundness of BAT'C modulo step bisimulation equivalence). Let x and y be BATC' terms.
If BATC+xz =y, then x ~5y.

Proof. Since step bisimulation ~4 is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to check if
each axiom in Table [I] is sound modulo step bisimulation equivalence.

e Axiom Al. Let p,q be BATC processes, and p+q = g+ p, it is sufficient to prove that p+ ¢ ~5 ¢+ p. By
the step transition rules for operator + in Table 5 we get

P
p—/
P
p+q—/

(P cp,Vey,eq € P are pairwise concurrent.)

Ve,eq € P are pairwise concurrent.)

Py .
————— (P cp,Ve1,eq € P are pairwise concurrent.)
prq—p

P !

p—Dp .
7P(P c p,Ver, ez € P are pairwise concurrent. )
q+p—p'

€ q,Ve1,es € QQ are pairwise concurrent. )

€ q,Ve1,eq € QQ are pairwise concurrent. )

¢ q o
————(Q < ¢q,Ve1,eq € Q are pairwise concurrent.)

ptq—¢
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q 2, q .
————(Q < q,Vey,es € Q are pairwise concurrent.)

q+p—4¢
S0, p+q ~s q +Dp, as desired.
e Axiom A2. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p+¢q)+s =p+ (q+s), it is sufficient to prove that

(p+q)+s~sp+(q+s). By the step transition rules for operator + in Table B we get
P
p—V (
(p+q)+s—/
P
p—v

p+(g+s) >/

P cp,Vey,es € P are pairwise concurrent.)

(P cp,Vey,es € P are pairwise concurrent.)

P /4
p—p
(p+q)+s '

P
p—Dp

(P cp,Vey,es € P are pairwise concurrent. )

> (P cp,Vey,eq € P are pairwise concurrent.)
p+(qg+s)—p

¢y
(p+q)+s—+/
¢

p+(g+s) >y

(Q € q,Vey,es € Q are pairwise concurrent.)

(Q cq,Veq,es € Q are pairwise concurrent. )

q °, q o
(Q € q,Vey,es € Q are pairwise concurrent. )

(p+q)+s—¢

¢>q o
(Q cq,Ve1,e2 € Q are pairwise concurrent.)

pt(g+s) —¢
(p+q)+s>
p+(g+s) >y

S
§—> S

S c s,Veq,eq €S are pairwise concurrent.
b b)
(S cs,Ver,eq €S are pairwise concurrent.)

S (S cs,Vey,es €S are pairwise concurrent.)
(pra)+s % s
S A
s—s o
5 (S cs,Vey,es €S are pairwise concurrent.)
p+(g+s) =
So, (p+q)+s~sp+(q+s), as desired.

e Axiom A3. Let p be a BATC process, and p + p = p, it is sufficient to prove that p+p ~s p. By the step

transition rules for operator + in Table Bl we get
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P
p—
P
p+p—+/

P
p—

P
p—)

(P cp,Vey,es € P are pairwise concurrent.)

(P cp,Vey,eq € P are pairwise concurrent.)

p oy o
——— (P cp,Vey,eqs € P are pairwise concurrent.)
p+p—p

P
p—p
P

(P cp,Vey,es € P are pairwise concurrent.)
!

p—p
So, p+p ~s p, as desired.

15

e Axiom A4. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p+¢q)-s =p-s+q-s, it is sufficient to prove that

(p+q)-s~sp-s+q-s. By the step transition rules for operators + and - in Table B we get

P
p—v -
7P(P c p,Ver, ez € P are pairwise concurrent. )
(p+q)-s—s
P
=
p—\/P(P cp,Vey,es € P are pairwise concurrent. )

p-s+q-s—Ss

P 14
p—p

> (P cp,Vey,eq € P are pairwise concurrent.)
(p+q)-s—p'-s

P
p—0p

(P cp,Vey,eq € P are pairwise concurrent.)
p-s+q-s—p-s

Q
—
7( d ) v (Q cq,Ver,es € Q are pairwise concurrent.)
p+q)-s—s
Q
q—+/ Cuy .
—Q(Q € q,Ve1,eq € Q are pairwise concurrent.)

p-S+q-s— s

Q@
q—4q

(Q < q,Vey,es € Q are pairwise concurrent.)
(p+q)-s>q-s

@
q9—9q

(Q < q,Vey,es € Q are pairwise concurrent.)
p~s+q~s—>q'.3
So, (p+q)-s~sp-s+q-s, as desired.

e Axiom A5. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p-q)-s = p-(q-s), it is sufficient to prove that

(p-q)-s~sp-(q-s). By the step transition rules for operator - in Table Bl we get

P
p—/
P

————~ (P cp,Vey,eq € P are pairwise concurrent.)
(Pq)-s—q-s
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x5 x5 a! y > y Sy

Ty >\ Yo Tty> THy—>y

x5/ TS

€ €
zy—>y zoy—ay

Table 6. (Hereditary) hp-transition rules of BATC

P
p—V -
—P(P cp,Ver, ez € P are pairwise concurrent. )
p-(qg:s)—q-s

P
p—p o
(P cp,Vey,eq € P are pairwise concurrent. )

P
(p-q)-s—(p-q)-s
P /4
p—p

P
p-(q-s) —p"(q-s)
With an assumption (p'-q)-s=p"-(q-s),s0, (p-q)-s~sp-(q-s), as desired.

(P cp,Vey,es € P are pairwise concurrent.)

O

Theorem 3.11 (Completeness of BATC modulo step bisimulation equivalence). Let p and q be closed
BATC terms, if p~s q then p=q.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of BATC, we know that for each closed BATC term p, there
exists a closed basic BATC term p’, such that BATC + p = p’, so, we only need to consider closed basic
BATC terms.

The basic terms (see Definition BI]) modulo associativity and commutativity (AC) of conflict + (defined
by axioms Al and A2 in Table[I]), and this equivalence is denoted by =4¢. Then, each equivalence class s
modulo AC of + has the following normal form

S1 + -+ Sk
with each s; either an atomic event or of the form ¢; - t2, and each s; is called the summand of s.
Now, we prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~, n’ then n =4¢ n’. It is sufficient to induct on the
sizes of n and n'.

. e . . e . .
e Consider a summand e of n. Then n — /, so n ~, n/ implies n” — /, meaning that n’ also contains the
summand e.

. ty . . . .
e Consider a summand t; - t3 of n. Then n — t3(Vey,e2 € t; are pairwise concurrent), so n ~; n' implies

t . . . . .
n' = th(Vey,eq € 1) are pairwise concurrent) with to ~, t5, meaning that n’ contains a summand ¢, - t}.
Since to and t} are normal forms and have sizes smaller than n and n’, by the induction hypotheses if
to ~g t’2 then t5 =4¢ t’2.

So, we get n =40 n'.

Finally, let s and ¢ be basic terms, and s ~4 t, there are normal forms n and n’, such that s =n and ¢t = n/.
The soundness theorem of BAT'C modulo step bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem BI0) yields s ~5 n
and t ~yn/, s0 n ~g s~ t~gn'. Since if n ~yn’ then n=4cn’', s=n =40 n' =t, as desired.

The transition rules for (hereditary) hp-bisimulation of BAT'C are defined in Table[d, they are the same
as single event transition rules in Table [3]
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Theorem 3.12 (Congruence of BATC' with respect to hp-bisimulation equivalence). Hp-bisimulation equiv-
alence ~py 1s a congruence with respect to BATC.

Proof. 1t is easy to see that history-preserving bisimulation is an equivalent relation on BAT'C' terms, we
only need to prove that ~j,, is preserved by the operators - and +.

e Causality operator -. Let z1,22 and y1,y2 be BAT'C processes, and x1 ~np Y1, T2 ~np Y2, it is sufficient
to prove that z1 - z2 ~np Y1 - Yo.
By the definition of hp-bisimulation ~p, (Definition 221]), z1 ~pp y1 means that there is a posetal relation
(C(x1), f,C(y1)) €~np, and

€1 Vi €2 Vi
T1—> %y Y1 —Y
with (C(2)), flexr = e2],C(y1)) €~np. The meaning of za ~p, Yo is similar.
By the hp-transition rules for causality operator - in Table [l we can get

ey €2
T1T2 —>T2 Y1-Y2 —>Y2

with T3 ~pp Y2, S0, We get o1 - T2 ~pp Y1 - Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

€1 / €2 /
T1-T2 —> T T2 Y1-Y2 — Y1 Y2
with ©f ~np Y1, T2 ~hp Y2, SO, We get T1 - Ta ~np Y1 - Y2, as desired.

e Conflict operator +. Let x1,x2 and y1,y2 be BATC processes, and x1 ~hp Y1, L2 ~hp Y2, it is sufficient to
prove that =1 + 2 ~pp y1 +y2. The meanings of x1 ~pp, y1 and xa ~pp Y2 are the same as the above case,
according to the definition of hp-bisimulation ~p;, in Definition 2.21]

By the hp-transition rules for conflict operator + in Table [l we can get four cases:

el €2
I1+$2—>\/ y1+y2—>\/
50, we get X1 + T2 ~pp Y1 + Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

€1 / €2 Vi
1 +Tog —>T7 Y1 +Yz2 —>Y;

with z] ~pp Y1, S0, we get @1 + o ~pp Y1 + Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

el 2
I1+$2—>\/ y1+y2—>\/
50, we get T1 + T2 ~pp Y1 + Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get
I’ 4
[ , ey ’
T1+T2 — Ty Yr1+Y2 — Yo

with x5 ~pp Y5, S0, We get 1 + g ~pp Y1 + Y2, as desired.

O

Theorem 3.13 (Soundness of BATC modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence). Let x and y be BATC' terms.
If BATC v~ x =y, then x ~pp y.

Proof. Since hp-bisimulation ~p;, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to check if
each axiom in Table [[is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence.

e Axiom Al. Let p,q be BAT'C processes, and p +¢ = ¢ +p, it is sufficient to prove that p+¢q ~pp ¢+ p. By
the hp-transition rules for operator + in Table 6] we get
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P/ p—/
prqg— qtp—./

€1 / €1 /
p—D p—D
€1 1 €1 1
ptq—p qt+tp—p
VA Vi

prqg—> qtp—>./

q->q q>q

prq—=q q+p=>¢q
So, for (C(p+q), f,C(q+p)) evnp, (C((p+4q)"), flex = e1], C((¢ +p)")) €~np and (C((p+q)), flea =
e2],C((q+p)")) €~np, that is, p+ ¢ ~up ¢ + p, as desired.
e Axiom A2. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p+¢q)+s =p+ (q+s), it is sufficient to prove that
(p+q) +s~np v+ (q+s). By the hp-transition rules for operator + in Table[d we get

P P
(p+a)+s—/ p+(q+s) >
p=0p p=0p
(p+q)+s—p p+(g+s)=>p
g/ >

€2

(p+q)+s—>y p+(g+s) >/

q=>q q=>q

(p+q)+s—>q p+g+s)—>q

5&\/ sg\/

(p+q)+s—>y p+(g+s) =/

€3 / €3 /
S§—>S §—>S

(p+q)+s—>s p+(g+s)—>s

So, for (C((p+q) +3),f,C(p+(q+5))) €vnp, (C(((p+q) +5)), fler = er],C((p+(q+35)))) €vnp
and (C(((p+q) +5)'), flez = 2], C((p+ (g +5))")) €vnp and (C(((p+q) +5)"), fles = es], C((p+ (g +
5))")) €~np, that is, (p+q) + s ~pp p+ (g + ), as desired.

e Axiom A3. Let p be a BATC process, and p + p = p, it is sufficient to prove that p + p ~4, p. By the
hp-transition rules for operator + in Table [, we get

Py p
prp>y p

€1 12 €1 12
p—D p—D
prpp pop
So, for (C(p+p), f,C(p)) €~np, (C((p+p)’), fler = e1],C((p)")) €~np, that is, p+ p ~pp p, as desired.

e Axiom A4. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p+¢q)-s =p-s+q-s, it is sufficient to prove that
(p+q)-s~npp-s+q-s. By the hp-transition rules for operators + and - in Table [6, we get
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P P
(p+q)~si>s ps+q-s—s
p=0p p=0p

( + ) i> /. -S+q- i, /.
p+q)-s p-s p-s+tq-s p-s
4> >

(p+q)-ss ps+qg-s—>s

>4 q->q

(p+Q)'33>ql'5 p~s+q-sg>q’-s
So, for (C((p+4q)-s),[,C(p-5+q-s)) evnp, (C(((p+q)-5)), flex = e1],C((p-s+q-5))) €vnp and
(C(((p+q)-s)), flea>ea],C((p-s+q-5)')) €vnp, that is, (p+¢q) S~y p-s+q-s, as desired.
e Axiom A5. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p-q)-s = p-(q-s), it is sufficient to prove that
(p-q)-s~npp-(q-s). By the hp-transition rules for operator - in Table [6] we get

P Py
(p-a)-s—>qs plgs) >qs

€1 7 €1 V2
pp pp
(p-q)-s—=(@-q)s p(qgs)=p-(qg:s)

With an assumption (p’-q)-s =p’-(q:s), for (C((p-q)-s),f,C(p:(q-5))) €~np, (C(((p-q)-5)"), fler =
e1],C((p-(g-s))")) e~np, that is, so, (p-q)-s~np p-(q-s), as desired.

O

Theorem 3.14 (Completeness of BATC modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence). Let p and q be closed BATC
terms, if p ~np q then p=gq.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of BATC, we know that for each closed BATC term p, there
exists a closed basic BATC term p’, such that BATC + p = p/, so, we only need to consider closed basic
BATC terms.

The basic terms (see Definition BI]) modulo associativity and commutativity (AC) of conflict + (defined
by axioms Al and A2 in Table[I]), and this equivalence is denoted by =4¢. Then, each equivalence class s
modulo AC of + has the following normal form

S1+ o+ Sk
with each s; either an atomic event or of the form ¢; - t5, and each s; is called the summand of s.

Now, we prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~p, n' then n =4¢ n'. It is sufficient to induct on the
sizes of n and n'.

. e . . e . .
e Consider a summand e of n. Then n — \/, so n ~p, n’ implies n’ — \/, meaning that n’ also contains the
summand e.
. e . . e . .
e Consider a summand e-s of n. Then n — s, so n ~p, n' implies n’ — ¢t with s ~p, ¢, meaning that n’
contains a summand e - t. Since s and ¢ are normal forms and have sizes smaller than n and n’, by the
induction hypotheses s ~;, t implies s =4¢ t.

So, we get n =40 n'.

Finally, let s and ¢ be basic terms, and s ~p, t, there are normal forms n and n’, such that s =n and t = n'.
The soundness theorem of BAT'C modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem BI3)) yields s ~pp n
and ¢ ~pp 0/, SO N ~pp S ~pp t vpp M. Since if 1o~y 0 then n =40 n', s=n=acn’ =t, as desired. O
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Theorem 3.15 (Congruence of BAT'C with respect to hhp-bisimulation equivalence). Hhp-bisimulation
equivalence ~php 1s a congruence with respect to BATC.

Proof. 1t is easy to see that hhp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on BAT'C terms, we only need to
prove that ~pj, is preserved by the operators - and +.

e Causality operator -. Let z1, 22 and y1,y2 be BAT'C processes, and &1 ~pnp Y1, T2 ~hhp Y2, it is sufficient
to prove that x1 - T2 ~pup Y1 - Y2.

By the definition of hhp-bisimulation ~pp, (Definition Z21)), 21 ~pnp y1 means that there is a posetal
relation (C'(x1), f,C(y1)) €~hhp, and

€1 Vi €2 Vi
T1— %y Y1 —Y
with (C(2)), flexr = e2],C(y])) €~nnp. The meaning of xo ~ppp Y2 is similar.
By the hhp-transition rules for causality operator - in Table [6] we can get

ey €2
T1-T2 —>T2 Y1-Y2 —>Y2

with T ~ppp Y2, S0, We get T1 - Ta ~pnp Y1 - Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

€1 / €2 /
T1-T2 —> T T2 Y1-Y2 — Y1 Y2
. , , .
with 7 ~anp Y1, T2 ~hhp Y2, SO, We get Tq - Tz ~pnp Y1 - Y2, as desired.

Conflict operator +. Let z1,z2 and y1,y2 be BAT'C processes, and 1 ~uhp Y1, T2 ~hhp Y2, it is sufficient
to prove that 21 + 2 ~php Y1 + Y2. The meanings of x1 ~php y1 and T2 ~ppp Y2 are the same as the above
case, according to the definition of hhp-bisimulation ~p, in Definition 2211

By the hhp-transition rules for conflict operator + in Table [, we can get four cases:

el €2
I1+$2—>\/ y1+y2—>\/
50, we get X1 + T2 ~php Y1 + Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

€1 / €2 Vi
1 +Tog —>T7 Y1 +Y2 —>Y;

with @] ~php Y], S0, We get 1 + 22 ~php Y1 + Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get

e} 2
I1+$2—>\/ y1+y2—>\/
50, we get X1 + T2 ~php Y1 + Y2, as desired.
Or, we can get
I’ 4
[ , ey ’
T1+T2 — Ty Y1+Y2 — Yo

with x5 ~php Y5, SO, We get T1 + T2 ~php Y1 + Y2, as desired.

O

Theorem 3.16 (Soundness of BAT'C modulo hhp-bisimulation equivalence). Let z and y be BATC terms.
If BATC v~ x =y, then x ~pnp Y.

Proof. Since hhp-bisimulation ~pp, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to check if
each axiom in Table [l is sound modulo hhp-bisimulation equivalence.

e Axiom Al. Let p,q be BATC processes, and p+ ¢ = ¢ + p, it is sufficient to prove that p + g ~unp ¢ + p.
By the hhp-transition rules for operator + in Table [6] we get
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P/ p—/
prqg— qtp—./

€1 / €1 /
p—D p—D
€1 1 €1 1
ptq—p qt+tp—p
VA Vi

prqg—> qtp—>./

q->q q>q

prq—=q q+p=>¢q
So, for (C(p+q), f,C(q+p)) € nnp, (C((p+a)"), fler = e1],C((q+p)")) €vnnp and (C((p +q)"), fle2 =
e2],C((q+p)")) €~hnp, that is, p+q ~pap ¢ + p, as desired.
e Axiom A2. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p+¢q)+s =p+ (q+s), it is sufficient to prove that
(p+q) + s ~nnp p+ (g +s). By the hhp-transition rules for operator + in Table[d we get

P P
(p+a)+s—/ p+(q+s) >
p=0p p=0p
(p+q)+s—p p+(g+s)=>p
g/ >

€2

(p+q)+s—>y p+(g+s) >/

q=>q q=>q

(p+q)+s—>q p+g+s)—>q

5&\/ sg\/

(p+q)+s—>y p+(g+s) =/

€3 / €3 /
S§—>S §—>S

(p+q)+s—>s p+(g+s)—>s

So, for (C((p+q) +5),f,C(p+(q+5))) €nnp, (C(((p+q)+5)"), flex=e1],C((p+(qg+5)))) e~nnp
and (C(((p+q) +5)), flez = e2], C((p+ (¢ +5))")) €~nnp and (C(((p+q) +5)"), fles = e3], C((p+ (g +
5))")) €~nnp, that is, (p+q) + s ~anp p + (g + 5), as desired.

e Axiom A3. Let p be a BATC process, and p + p = p, it is sufficient to prove that p + p ~4np p. By the
hhp-transition rules for operator + in Table[f, we get

poyv p
prp>y p

€1 12 €1 12
p—D p—D
€1 1 €1 1
ptp—p p—p
So, for (C(p+p), f,C(p)) €~hnp, (C((p+p)’), fler = e1],C((p)")) €~hnp, that is, p+p ~pnp p, as desired.

e Axiom A4. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p+¢q)-s =p-s+q-s, it is sufficient to prove that
(p+q)-$~hnp p-s+q-s. By the hhp-transition rules for operators + and - in Table [d we get
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P P
(p+q)-s5s ps+qg-s—s
P P

(+ L . . L S .
p+q)-s—p-s p-s+tq-s—p-s

> g

(p+q)-52>8 ps+q-s—s

>4 q->q

(p+q)-s>q s p-s+qs—q-s
So, for (C((p+q)-s), f,C(p-5+q-5)) €~pnp, (C(((p+q)-5)), flex = e1],C((p-s+q-5)")) evnnp and
(C(((p+q)-s)), fleae2],C((p-s+q-5)")) €~phnp, that is, (p+¢) - ~rnp P s+q- s, as desired.
e Axiom A5. Let p,q,s be BATC processes, and (p-q)-s = p-(q-s), it is sufficient to prove that
(p-q) - s ~hhp p- (q-s). By the hhp-transition rules for operator - in Table [6, we get

P P/
e e
(p-q)-s—qs p(qgs)—q-s

el / €1 /
p5p pSp
(p-q)-s—=(@-q)s p(gs)=p-(qg:s)

With an assumption (p"-q)-s=p’-(¢q-s), for (C((p-q)-s),f,C(p-(q-5))) €~nnp, (C(((p-q)-5)"), fler =
e1],C((p-(g-s))")) e~nnp, that is, so, (p-q) - s ~hap P+ (¢- 5), as desired.

O

Theorem 3.17 (Completeness of BATC modulo hhp-bisimulation equivalence). Let p and ¢ be closed
BATC terms, if p ~php q then p =q.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of BATC, we know that for each closed BATC term p, there
exists a closed basic BATC term p’, such that BATC + p = p’, so, we only need to consider closed basic
BATC terms.

The basic terms (see Definition B.I]) modulo associativity and commutativity (AC) of conflict + (defined
by axioms Al and A2 in Table[I]), and this equivalence is denoted by =4¢. Then, each equivalence class s
modulo AC of + has the following normal form

S1 + -+ Sk
with each s; either an atomic event or of the form ¢; - t5, and each s; is called the summand of s.
Now, we prove that for normal forms n and n', if n ~,p, n' then n =4c n'. It is sufficient to induct on
the sizes of n and n’.

e Consider a summand e of n. Then n = \/, so n ~php ' implies n' 5 |/, meaning that n’ also contains
the summand e.

e Consider a summand e - s of n. Then n S, SO M ~ppp ' implies n’ 5 t with s ~php t, meaning that n'
contains a summand e - ¢. Since s and ¢ are normal forms and have sizes smaller than n and n’, by the
induction hypotheses s ~xpp t implies s = ¢ t.

So, we get n =40 n'.

Finally, let s and ¢ be basic terms, and s ~pn, ¢, there are normal forms n and n’, such that s =n and t = n'.
The soundness theorem of BATC modulo history-preserving bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem [3.16)
yields s ~pnp o and € ~ppp ', S0 N ~ppp S ~hip t~RRp M. Since if 1o ~vppp 0/ then n=gcn', s=n=4cn’ =t, as
desired. O
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xe—1>\/ ye—2>\/ z ye—2>\/

{e1,e2} {e1,e2}
zlly——— z|y——"—2a'
e hy y Sy by Sy

{er,e2} fere2}
zlly——y zlly——2' |y

Table 7. Transition rules of parallel operator ||

4. Algebra for Parallelism in True Concurrency

In this section, we will discuss parallelism in true concurrency. We know that parallelism can be modeled by
left merge and communication merge in AC' P (Algebra of Communicating Process) [I] [4] with an interleaving
bisimulation semantics. Parallelism in true concurrency is quite different to that in interleaving bisimulation:
it is a fundamental computational pattern (modeled by parallel operator ||) and cannot be merged (replaced
by other operators). The resulted algebra is called Algebra for Parallelism in True Concurrency, abbreviated
APTC.

4.1. Parallelism as a Fundamental Computational Pattern

Through several propositions, we show that parallelism is a fundamental computational pattern. Firstly, we
give the transition rules for parallel operator || as follows, it is suitable for all truly concurrent behavioral
equivalence, including pomset bisimulation, step bisimulation, hp-bisimulation and hhp-bisimulation.

We will show that Milner’s expansion law [I] does not hold modulo any truly concurrent behavioral
equivalence, as the following proposition shows.

Proposition 4.1 (Milner’s expansion law modulo truly concurrent behavioral equivalence). Milner’s ex-
pansion law does not hold modulo any truly concurrent behavioral equivalence, that is:

1. For atomic event e; and ez,
(a) e1 | ea*per-ex+es-en;
(b) e1 | e2#se1-ex+ez-er;
(c) e1 | e Thp €1 €2+ €2-€1;
(d) e1 | ez “hhp €1 €2 + €2 €15

2. Specially, for auto-concurrency, let e be an atomic event,

b) e] erse-e;
( ) e”e*hpe'e;
(d) el e*nnpe-e.

(a) el erpe-e;
(
c

Proof. In nature, it is caused by e; || e2 and ey -ea+ea-€; (specially e || e and e-e) having different causality
structure. They are based on the following obvious facts according to transition rules for parallel operator
in Table [Tt

1. e1 || e2 {81—82}> V/, while e1 -eg + €5+ €1 plenet,

2. specially, e || e teed, V/, while e-e »{ee},

O

In the following, we show that the elimination theorem does not hold for truly concurrent processes
combined the operators -, + and ||. Firstly, we define the basic terms for APTC.
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Fig. 1.

Definition 4.2 (Basic terms of APTC). The set of basic terms of APTC, B(APTC), is inductively defined
as follows:

Ec B(APTC);

if ecE,t e B(APTC) then e-t e BLAPTC);

ift,s € BLAPTC) then t+s e B(APTC);

ift,s € BLAPTC) thent || s € B(APTC).

Proposition 4.3 (About elimination theorem of APTC). 1. Let p be a closed APTC term. Then there
may not be a closed BATC term q such that APTC v+ p=q;

2. Let p be a closed APTC term. Then there may not be a closed basic APTC term q such that APTC +

1.
2.
3.
4.

p:

q.

Proof. 1. By Proposition T}
2. We show this property through two aspects:

(a)

The left and right distributivity of - to ||, and || to -, do not hold modulo any truly concurrent
bisimulation equivalence.

Left distributivity of - to ||: (e1-e2) || (e1-e3) teve), ey || es, while e - (eg || e3) »leel,
{e1,e2} {es,es} {e1,e2}

Right distributivity of - to ||: (e1-e3) || (e2-e3) —— e3 || e ——— +/, while (e1 || €2) - e3 ———
€3 -/*{83"63}.

Left distributivity of || to - (e1 || e2)- (e1 || e5) 25 o1 || e5 <2/, while e1 || (s - e5) 222

€3 -r‘->{e1 e} .

{61,63} {62363}

Right distributivity of || to -: (e1 || e3) - (e2 || e3) —— €2 || €3
€9 -/9{62’63}.
This means that there are not normal forms for the closed basic APTC terms.

There are causality relations among different parallel branches can not be expressed by closed basic
APTC terms.

We consider the graph as Fig. [l illustrates. There are four events labeled a, b, ¢, d, and there are three
causality relations: ¢ after a, d after b, and ¢ after b. This graph can not be expressed by basic APTC
terms. a and b are in parallel, ¢ after a, so ¢ and a are in the same parallel branch; d after b, so d and
b are in the same parallel branch; so ¢ and d are in different parallel branches. But, ¢ after b means
that ¢ and d are in the same parallel branch. This causes contradictions, it means that the graph in
Fig. [l can not be expressed by closed basic APTC' terms.

{e1,e3}
>

/s while (e1 -e2) || e3

O

Until now, we see that parallelism acts as a fundamental computational pattern, and any elimination
theorem does not hold any more. In nature, an event structure £ (see Definition [Z13)) is a graph defined by
causality and conflict relations among events, while concurrency and consistency are implicitly defined by
causality and conflict. The above conclusions say that an event structure £ cannot be fully structured, the
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x€—1>\/ y€—2>\/ z y€—2>\/

y(ei,e2)
MASSLLCT

Jleved)

z|y x|y
by gDy xS oy Sy
v(ei,e2) v(eie2) ,
ly———=y z|ly——>a' 1y

Table 8. Transition rules of communication operator |

explicit parallel operator || in a fully structured event structure combined by -, + and | can not be replaced
by - and +, and a fully structured event structure combined by -, + and | has no a normal form.

The above propositions mean that a perfectly sound and complete axiomatization of parallelism for truly
concurrent bisimulation equivalence (like AC'P [4] for bisimulation equivalence) cannot be established. Then,
what can we do for APTC?

4.2. Axiom System of Parallelism

Though a fully sound and complete axiomatization for APTC seems impossible, we must and can do some-
thing, we believe. We also believe that the future is fully implied by the history, let us reconsider parallelism
in interleaving bisimulation. In ACP [4], the full parallelism is captured by an auxiliary left merge and
communication merge, left merge captures the interleaving bisimulation semantics, while communication
merge expresses the communications among parallel branches. In true concurrency, if we try to define paral-
lelism explicitly like APTC, the left merge captured Milner’s expansion law does not hold any more, while
communications among different parallel branches captured by communication merge still stand there. So,
it is reasonable to assume that causality relations among different parallel branches are all communications
among them. The communication between two parallel branches is defined as a communicating function
between two communicating events e1,e2 € E, y(e1,e2) :ExE —» E.

The communications among parallel branches are still defined by the communication operator |, which
is expressed by four transition rules in Table 8l The whole parallelism semantics is modeled by the parallel
operator || and communication operator |, we denote the whole parallel operator as § (for the transition
rules of §, we omit them).

Note that the last transition rule for the parallel operator || in Table[Zshould be modified to the following
one.

€1 7 €2 ’

vy gy

By communication operator |, the causality relation among different parallel branches are structured (we
will show the algebra laws on communication operator in the following). Now, let us consider conflicts in
parallelism. The conflicts exist within the same parallel branches can be captured by + by a structured way,
but, how to express conflicts among events in different parallel branches? The conflict relation is also a binary
relation between two events e, ez € E, f(eq,e2) : ExE - E, and we know that  is irreflexive, symmetric and
hereditary with respect to -, that is, for all e,e’,e” € E, if efe’-€”, then effe” (see Definition 213]).

These conflicts among different parallel branches must be eliminated to make the concurrent process
structured. We are inspired by modeling of priority in AC'P [4], the conflict elimination is also captured by
two auxiliary operators, the unary conflict elimination operator © and the binary unless operator <. The
transition rules for © and < are expressed by ten transition rules in Table

In four transition rules in Table [ there is a new constant 7 called silent step (see section [d]), this makes
the semantics of conflict elimination is really based on weakly true concurrency (see Definition 2I8 and
Definition 2:22]), and we should move it to section [l But the movement would make APT'C incomplete
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e/ (fler,e2))

o(z) L/ o(z) =/
e 5a (fere2)) x>z’ (fler,e2))
O(z) = (') o(z) =2 (')
e 5y y»2 (fler,e) za’ y»2 (fler,e2))
zdy S/ rdy D al
m€—1>\/ y +»°3 (u(el,ez),ezgeg) z L g y +»°3 (ﬁ(el,ez),GQSeg)
el €1
rdy—+/ rdy—zx
2 ye2 (f(er,e2),e1<e3) 5" y»2  (f(er,e),e1 <e3)

zdy >/

Table 9. Transition rules of conflict elimination

m<]yl>x’

(conflicts among different parallel branches cannot be expressed), let us forget this regret and just remember
that 7 can be eliminated, without anything on weakly true concurrency.
Ok, causality relations and conflict relations among events in different parallel branches are structured.

In the following, we prove the congruence theorem.

Theorem 4.4 (Congruence theorem of APTC). Truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~p, ~s, ~np and

~nhp are all congruences with respect to APTC.

Proof. (1) Case pomset bisimulation equivalence ~,,.

o Case parallel operator |. Let x1,22 and y1,y2 be APTC processes, and x1 ~p Y1, T2 ~p Y2, it is sufficient

to prove that @1 || 2 ~p y1 || y2.

By the definition of pomset bisimulation ~, (Definition 2IT), 1 ~, y1 means that

X1
T —> T4

Yl 12
Yyr—Y

with X7 €21, Y1 Sy1, X1 ~ Y1 and 2] ~, y1. The meaning of x9 ~, yo is similar.
By the pomset transition rules for parallel operator || in Table [T, we can get

{X1,X2}
ry || 2g ———

{"1,Y2}

Vo lly ———

with X1 C 21, Y1 Cy1, Xo C o, Yo Cyo, Xq ~ Y7 and Xo ~ Y5, s0, we get 21 || 22 ~p y1 || Y2, as desired.

Or, we can get

{X1,X2}
KA || Ty —

y1 |l y2 — U

: ! /
with X7 C 21, Y1 Cy1, Xo S a9, Yo Cyo, Xq ~ Y1, Xo ~ Yo, and 2 ~p ¢, s0, we get 1 || 22 ~p 1 || Y2, as

desired.
Or, we can get

{X1.X2}

x1 || 22

. A !
with Xl €T, Yi gylu X2 C T2, }/2 93/27 Xl ~ leu X2 ~ }/27 and o ~p Yz, SO, WE get 1 || T2 ~p Y1 || Y2, as

desired.
Or, we can get

{X1,X2}
x1 || Z1e ——— 23

’
QJ/'Q

{v1,Y2} ,

vy ——y1 1 ¥5

with Xy C 21, Y1 Cy1, Xo C a9, Yo Cyo, Xi ~ Y1, Xo ~ Yo, 2] ~, y7 and x4 ~, 5, and also the assumption
/ / ! ! :
] T xh ~pyy ¥ yh, S0, we get xq || X2 ~p y1 || Y2, as desired.
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No. Axiom

A6 r+d=x

AT 6-x=90

P1 zly=z|y+zl|y

P2 rly=yl=

P3 @lyllz==z]|(yll=2)

P4 e1 |l (e2-y)=(e1 ]l e2) y
P5 (e1-z)[leza=(e1le2) -z
P6 (er-z) | (e2-y)=C(erlle2) (z 1 y)
pP7 (+y)llz=(z ] 2)+(yl2)
P8 || (y+z)=(zy)+(z| =)
P9 olz=9

P10 z||d=9

C11 e1|e2 =v(e1,e2)

C12  ei|(e2-y)=7(e1,e2)y

C13 (e1-z) | ez =v(e1,e2) x

Cl4  (e1-z)|(e2-y)=7(er,e2) (= 1 y)
C15  (z+9) 2= (2]2)+(y]2)

C16 ol (y+2)=(xly)+(x|2)

C17T  §|z=6

C18  z|6=6

CFE19 ©O(e)=e

CE20 ©(5)=35

CE21 O(z+y)=0(z)dy+O(y)dz
CE22 O(z-y)=0(x) -O(y)

CE23 O(z|y)=(O@)<y) ly)+(B(y)dz)|=z)
CE2 6z |y) = ((0(x) < y) |y) + ((O(y) < 2) | 2)
U25 (fle1,e2)) e1<ex=T

U26 (u(el,eg),egﬁeg) e1 < ez =e1
U27 (4(e1,e2),e2<e3) e3der =71
U28 edd=e

U29 6de=6

U30 (z+y)dz=(x<d2)+(yd 2)

U3l (z-y)dz=(x42) (y< 2)

U2 (zfpaz=(za2)](ya2)
U33 (zly)dz=(z<2)|(y< 2)

U34 zd(y+2z)=(x<dy)< z

U35 z<Q(y-2)=(z<dy)d =z

U36 zd (| 2)=(xz<y)d 2

Us7 zd (ylz)=(x<y)d 2

Table 10. Axioms of parallelism

e Case communication operator |. It can be proved similarly to the case of parallel operator ||, we omit it.
Note that, a communication is defined between two single communicating events.

e Case conflict elimination operator ©. It can be proved similarly to the above cases, we omit it. Note that
the conflict elimination operator © is a unary operator.

e Case unless operator <. It can be proved similarly to the case of parallel operator ||, we omit it. Note
that, a conflict relation is defined between two single events.

(2) The cases of step bisimulation ~g, hp-bisimulation ~p, and hhp-bisimulation ~pp, can be proven
similarly, we omit them. O

So, we design the axioms of parallelism in Table [I0] including algebraic laws for parallel operator ||,
communication operator |, conflict elimination operator © and unless operator <, and also the whole parallel
operator {§. Since the communication between two communicating events in different parallel branches may
cause deadlock (a state of inactivity), which is caused by mismatch of two communicating events or the
imperfectness of the communication channel. We introduce a new constant § to denote the deadlock, and let
the atomic event e e Eu {d}.

We explain the intuitions of the axioms of parallelism in Table [I0l in the following. The axiom A6 says
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that the deadlock § is redundant in the process term ¢+ 6. A7 says that the deadlock blocks all behaviors of
the process term ¢ - ¢t.

The axiom P1 is the definition of the whole parallelism §, which says that s § t either is the form of
s | tor s|t. P2 says that | satisfies commutative law, while P3 says that || satisfies associativity. P4, P5
and P6 are the defining axioms of ||, say the s || ¢t executes s and ¢ concurrently. P7 and P8 are the right
and left distributivity of || to +. P9 and P10 say that both ¢ || ¢t and ¢ || 0 all block any event.

C11, C12, C13 and C14 are the defining axioms of the communication operator | which say that s | ¢
makes a communication between s and t. C15 and C'16 are the right and left distributivity of | to +. C17
and C'18 say that both § | ¢ and ¢ | § all block any event.

CFE19 and CE20 say that the conflict elimination operator © leaves atomic events and the deadlock
unchanged. CE21 — CE24 are the functions of © acting on the operators +, -, || and |. U25, U26 and U27
are the defining laws of the unless operator <, in U25 and U27, there is a new constant 7, the silent step,
we will discuss 7 in details in section [6] in these two axioms, we just need to remember that T really keeps
silent. U28 says that the deadlock § cannot block any event in the process term e < ¢, while U29 says that
0 < e does not exhibit any behavior. U30 — U37 are the disguised right and left distributivity of < to the
operators +, -, || and |.

4.3. Properties of Parallelism

Based on the definition of basic terms for APTC (see Definition 2) and axioms of parallelism (see Table
[Id)), we can prove the elimination theorem of parallelism.

Theorem 4.5 (Elimination theorem of parallelism). Let p be a closed APTC term. Then there is a basic
APTC term q such that APTC +p=q.

Proof. (1) Firstly, suppose that the following ordering on the signature of APTC is defined: ||> - > + and
the symbol || is given the lexicographical status for the first argument, then for each rewrite rule p - ¢ in
Table [IT] relation p >y, g can easily be proved. We obtain that the term rewrite system shown in Table
Il is strongly normalizing, for it has finitely many rewriting rules, and > is a well-founded ordering on the
signature of APT'C, and if s >, ¢, for each rewriting rule s — ¢ is in Table [[1] (see Theorem 2.12)).

(2) Then we prove that the normal forms of closed APTC terms are basic APTC' terms.

Suppose that p is a normal form of some closed APTC term and suppose that p is not a basic APTC
term. Let p’ denote the smallest sub-term of p which is not a basic APT'C term. It implies that each sub-term
of p’ is a basic APTC term. Then we prove that p is not a term in normal form. It is sufficient to induct on
the structure of p’:

e Case p' =e,e € E. p' is a basic APTC term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic
APTC term, so this case should not occur.

e Case p’ = p1 - p2. By induction on the structure of the basic APTC term py:

— Subcase p; € E. p’ would be a basic APTC term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a
basic APTC term;

— Subcase py = e-p]. RA5 rewriting rule in Table [2] can be applied. So p is not a normal form;

— Subcase py = pf +p}. RA4 rewriting rule in Table 2] can be applied. So p is not a normal form;

— Subcase p1 = p! || p{. p’ would be a basic APTC' term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is
not a basic APTC term,;

— Subcase py = pf | pf. RC11 rewrite rule in Table [[T] can be applied. So p is not a normal form;

— Subcase p; = O(p}). RCE19 and RCE20 rewrite rules in Table [[I] can be applied. So p is not a
normal form.

e Case p’ = p; + p2. By induction on the structure of the basic APTC terms both p; and ps, all subcases
will lead to that p’ would be a basic APTC term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic
APTC term.
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No. Rewriting Rule

RA6 r+d—>x

RAT §-x—0

RP1 zly-z|y+z|y

RP2 zly-ylez

RP3 @llzozl =)
RP4 e1 |l (e2-y) — (e | e2) -y
RP5 (e1-x) [ e2 = (e1lle2) -z
RP6 (er-z) | (e2-y) > (e1lle2) (z 1 y)
RP7 @+y)llz=>(zll2)+(yll2)
RP8 zll(y+2)—=(zly)+(zl =)
RP9 §llz—6

RP10  z|6-6

RC11 e1 | ez = y(e1,e2)

RC12  er](e2-y) - v(e1,e2)y

RC13 (e1-x) | e2 > v(e1,e2) -z

ROIL  (e1-2) | (e2-y) » v(en,e2)  (z 1 9)
RC15  (z+y) |2~ (2] 2)+(y]2)

RCI6 x| (y+2)~ (z]y)+ (x| 2)

RC17 §lz—>4

RC18 z|85—>6

RCE19 ©O(e)—e

RCE20 ©(6) =6

RCE21 O(z+y)—>0(z)dy+O(y)d =
RCE22 ©O(z-y)—O(z) O(y)

RCE23  ©(x | y) > ((6(2) < ) || 1) + ((8(y) < o) || 2)
RCE24 6(z|y) » ((0(x) < ) | 1) + (O(y) < z) | z)
RU25 (f(e1,e2)) e1<ex—T

RU26 (ﬁ(el,eg),eg-eg) e1 < e3 —»>eq
RU27 (ﬁ(el,eg),eg -63) e3de > T
RU?28 e d—e

RU29 §de—§

RU30 (z+y)dz—>(x<d2)+(yd z2)
RU31 (x-y)<dz->(x<2) (yd z)
RU32 (2] 9)<2—(2<2) ] (y<2)
RU33 (zly)<dz—-(x<2)|(y< 2)
RU34 zd (y+2z)—>(x<dy)d z

RU35 2 (y-2) > (x<dy)d z

RU36 zd (Yl z) > (x<dy)d z

RU37 z<d (ylz)—=(z<dy)<dz

Table 11. Term rewrite system of APTC

e Case p’ = p;1 || p2. By induction on the structure of the basic APTC terms both p; and ps, all subcases
will lead to that p” would be a basic APTC term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic
APTC term.

e Case p’ = p1 | p2. By induction on the structure of the basic APTC terms both p; and po, all subcases
will lead to that p” would be a basic APTC term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic
APTC term.

e Case p' = O(p;). By induction on the structure of the basic APTC term p;, RCE19 — RCE24 rewrite
rules in Table 1] can be applied. So p is not a normal form.

e Case p’ = p1 < p2. By induction on the structure of the basic APT'C terms both p; and ps, all subcases
will lead to that p” would be a basic APT'C term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic
APTC term.

O

4.4. Structured Operational Semantics of Parallelism

It is quite a challenge to prove the algebraic laws in Table[I0lis sound /complete or unsound/incomplete mod-
ulo truly concurrent behavioral equivalence (pomset bisimulation equivalence, step bisimulation equivalence,
hp-bisimulation equivalence and hhp-bisimulation equivalence), in this subsection, we try to do these.



30 Yong Wang

Theorem 4.6 (Generalization of the algebra for parallelism with respect to BATC). The algebra for par-
allelism is a generalization of BATC.

Proof. 1t follows from the following three facts.

1. The transition rules of BAT'C in section Bl are all source-dependent;

2. The sources of the transition rules for the algebra for parallelism contain an occurrence of §, or |, or |,
or ©, or <;

3. The transition rules of APTC' are all source-dependent.

So, the algebra for parallelism is a generalization of BAT'C, that is, BAT'C' is an embedding of the algebra
for parallelism, as desired. O

Theorem 4.7 (Soundness of parallelism modulo step bisimulation equivalence). Let z and y be APTC
terms. If APTC v+ x =y, then x ~5 y.

Proof. Since step bisimulation ~ is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to the operators
¥, I, |, © and <, we only need to check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo step bisimulation
equivalence.

Though transition rules in Table[7] [§] and [ are defined in the flavor of single event, they can be modified
into a step (a set of events within which each event is pairwise concurrent), we omit them. If we treat a single
event as a step containing just one event, the proof of this soundness theorem does not exist any problem,
so we use this way and still use the transition rules in Table [ ] and

We omit the defining axioms, including axioms P1, C11, CE19, CE20, U25-U27 (the soundness of U25
and U27 is remained to section [l); we also omit the trivial axioms related to ¢, including axioms A6, A7,
P9, P10, C17, C18, U28 and U29; in the following, we only prove the soundness of the non-trivial axioms,
including axioms P2 - P8, C'12-C16, CE21 - CE24 and U30-U37.

e Axiom P2. Let p,q be APTC processes, and p || ¢ = q || p, it is sufficient to prove that p || ¢ ~s ¢ || p- By
the transition rules for operator || in Table [ we get

Py gy P g
{81,82} {61162}
pllg—— qllp———+

p=p gy pp g/
g 22 g

p gl p il

P>V o a>d p>V o g>d
{er,ea} |
teves)

| p 2

pla q
€1 / €2 / €1 ’ €2 ’
p—p qg—4¢ p—p qg—¢

{61,62} {81782}

plg——r" ¢ qllp——4d 8¢
So, with the assumption p’ § ¢'=¢" 1 p', p|l ¢ ~s ¢ || p, as desired.

e Axiom P3. Let p,q,r be APTC processes, and (p || ¢) || » =p || (¢ || r), it is sufficient to prove that
(Pl @) |l 7~sp| (g r). By the transition rules for operator || in Table [, we get

Py g Ty py g T

{e1,e2,e3} {e1,e2,e3}
B _

la)lr Vv pll(qglr) Vv

pop gt php gD TS
{e1,e2,e3} {e1,e2,e3}

el lr————p pll(qlr) '

There are also two cases that two process terms successfully terminate, we omit them.
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pop gSd vy pSY gD 1S
{61)62)63} {61)62)63}

elolr——p 2qd plllr)——p 1¢
There are also other cases that just one process term successfully terminate, we also omit them.

er €2 4 €3 €1 2 €3 f
p—p g—q r—7T p—p g—qg r—7T

(ol (rug)rr plalr) Py (g )
So, with the assumption (p' 1 ¢') 1 7'=p" 1 (¢ ¥ '), (1 @) | r~sp |l (g || 7), as desired.

{e1,e2,e3} {e1,e2,e3}
_ S

e Axiom P4. Let ¢ be an APTC process, and e || (ea-q) = (e1 || e2) - g, it is sufficient to prove that
e1 || (e2-q) ~s (e1 || e2) - ¢. By the transition rules for operator || in Table [7, we get

€1 €2
er— eqg—g

{e1,e2}
er || (e2-q) ——
613\/ 622\/

{e1,e2}
(e1] e2) g ——

So, e1 || (e2-¢q) ~s (e1 || e2) - g, as desired.

e Axiom P5. Let p be an APTC process, and (e1 -p) || ea = (e1 || e2) - p, it is sufficient to prove that
(e1-p) || e2 ~s (e1 || e2) - p. By the transition rules for operator || in Table[d we get

el’pgp 623\/
{e1,e2}

(e1-p) [l ea———p

613\/ 623\/

{e1,e2}
(e1 ] e2) - p——p

So, (e1-p) || e2 ~s (e1 || e2) - p, as desired.

e Axiom P6. Let p,q be APTC processes, and (e1-p) || (e2-q) = (e1 || e2)-(p ¥ q), it is sufficient to prove
that (e -p) || (e2-q) ~s (e1 |l e2) - (p § ¢). By the transition rules for operator | in Table [7, we get

€1 p5p erq>q

{e1,e2}

(e1-p) | (e2-9) ——p 1 q

R

{e1,e2}

(e1lle2) (Pt g ——pilgq
So, (e1-p) || (e2-q) ~s (e1 || e2) - (p ¥ q), as desired.

e Axiom P7. Let p,q,r be APTC processes, and (p+q) || r=(p | r)+(q] r), it is sufficient to prove that
(p+q) |r~s (p|l7)+(q] r)- By the transition rules for operators + and || in Table Bl and [1l we get

Py Y Py T
{61,62} {81782}

p+g)llr——v @lInN+@lr)——V

qe—1>\/ re—2>\/ qg\/ rg\/

{e1,e2} {e1,e2}
—= @In+@lrn—=V

(p+a)llr
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p=p T

p=p

{er,ea} |
— 5

(p+a)lIr

g5q >y

() +llr)

g5q >y

{e1,e2}
— >

p/

(p+q) IIqu’

€1 €2
p—y r—r’

q/

{e1,e2}

(p+q) | r——1"

€1 €2
qg— r—r1

{erea)
(llr)+ (gl r) —=
P

{erea)
(pllr)+ (g r) —=>

€1 €2
g— r—r

,,,I

{er,ea} |
r

(p+a)llr

€1 / €2 /
p—D r—r

)+l

€1 / €2 /
p—D r—7r

) {e1,e2}

,r.l

(p+q) | 7222 g o

€1 12 €2 7
q—4q r—7r

{e1,e2}

lr)+(qllr) ——p" 37

€1 12 €2 12
q—4q r—7r

(p+q) || r 22 g g

So, (p+q) 7~ (p Il 7) + (gl 7), as desired.

() +llr)

{e1,e2}
— >

q,QT,

Yong Wang

e Axiom P8. Let p,q,r be APTC processes, and p || (g+7)=(p || ¢)+(p | r), it is sufficient to prove that

pll (g+7)~s (pll ¢)+ (p | 7). By the transition rules for operators + and | in Table [

Py g

P>y g

() +(p | r) 22

Py rS

v

{ }
pll(g+r) 25y
p€—1>\/ 7‘3\/

{e1,e2}
pl(g+r) —5

e =V

@la+@lr)

Py gD

{e1,e2}

v

{61&2}

{e1,e2}
pll(g+r)——p" @lo)+@Ilr)——p
p=p 1> p=p 1>y
{e1,e2} {61 ez}
pll(g+r)——p" @lo)+@Ilr)——p
Py g q PV g
{er,e2} {e1,e2}
pll(g+r) —=¢ @la+@lr)——>¢
pi)\/ 7’2)1", pi)\/ TE)T,
{61762} {61362}
pll(g+r)——71" (@lg+®|r)——"1
el / eo ’ €1 ’ €2 /
p—p ¢—q p—p qg—q
{81,82} {el 62}
pll(g+r)——=p 1¢ @l+@Ir)——p 1 ¢
el ’ es 1’ €1 / €2 /
p—p r—r p—p r—r
{e1,e2} {e1,e2}
plg+r)—=p 1 @la)+@lr)——>p 17

and [1 we get
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So, pll (g+7) ~s (p Il @)+ (p || 1), as desired.
e Axiom C12. Let ¢ be an APTC process, and e; | (e2-q) = v(e1,e2) - ¢, it is sufficient to prove that
e1 | (e2-q) ~s y(e1,e2) - q. By the transition rules for operator | in Table B we get

€1 €2
e1r—/ e-q—q

v(e1,e2)
er](e2-q) ——>
ey e/
v(e1,e2)
'7(617 62) U/ ——

So, e1| (e2-q) ~s y(e1,e2) - ¢, as desired.
e Axiom C13. Let p be an APTC process, and (e1 - p) | e2 = v(e1,e2) - p, it is sufficient to prove that
(e1-p) | e2 ~s y(e1,ea) - p. By the transition rules for operator | in Table 8 we get

€1 €2
erp—p e —/
v(e1,e2)
_

(e1-p) ez

1>y e/

v(e1,e2)

v(ex,e2) -p
So, (e1-p) | e2 ~s v(e1,e2) - p, as desired.
e Axiom C14. Let p,q be APTC processes, and (e1-p) | (e2-q) =v(e1,e2)-(p 1 q), it is sufficient to prove
that (e1-p)| (e2-q) ~s v(e1,e2) - (p ¥ q). By the transition rules for operator | in Table B, we get

€1 p5p exqg>q

v(e1,e2)
(e1-p) | (62'(1)#’1) 1q

ey e/

v(e1,e2)
v(ere2) (p 1 q) ——>plgq

So, (e1-p) | (e2-q) ~s v(e1,e2) - (p ¥ q), as desired.
e Axiom C15. Let p,q,r be APTC processes, and (p+q) |7 =(p|r)+(g]|r), it is sufficient to prove that
(p+q)|r~s (p|r)+(q]|r). By the transition rules for operators + and | in Table B and [ we get

pe—l)\/ rg\/ Pg\/ ri\/
) |r 2 ) (] 2y
¢Sy rSy ¢y Py
QHquM’\/ (pIT)+(q|T)M)\/
pSp r Sy RN
e )l )+ () Ly
g r3y PCREENY
G+ |r 2D )+ (] r) 22,
pg\/ r pi)\/ , 2

(p+a) |7 X () + (g )
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qi)\/ rb e qe—1>\/ r sy
G+ |r D )+ (g ) 2

er 4 ez 4 e1 e
p—Pp r—r p—Pp r—r

+a) |7 222 g (o)) + (g r) D2 g

€1 / €2 / €1 / €2 /
q—q r—r q—>q r—7r

(p+a) [+ 222 g (plr)+ (g r) D2 g g

So, (p+q) |r~s(p|r)+(q|r), as desired.

e Axiom C16. Let p,q,r be APTC processes, and p | (¢+7) = (p|q) + (p]|r), it is sufficient to prove that
pl(g+7)~s (p|q)+ (p|r). By the transition rules for operators + and | in Table [l and B, we get

P>y g P>y g
pllg+r) 222 )+ (p] ) 22
pﬂ,\/ ri\/ pi)\/ ri\/
plla+r) 222 )+ (p)r) B2
pp g/ Py ¢S

(o) ~(ene)
pl(g+r) —=5p" (ple)+(p|r) ——>p

p=p T p=p T
v(e1,e2) v(e1,e2)
pl(g+r)——=p" (@l +@[r) ——>p
P>y g4 Py g4
v(e1,e2) v(e1,e2)
pl(g+r)——=4q¢ (@l +(@|r)——4¢
pi\/ Tz’l” pg\/ Ti’r'
v(e1,e2) v(e1,e2)
pl(g+r) ——=71" (plg)+@p|r) —>1'
el 1 ez 1 €1 ’ €2 /
p—p q—q p—p q—q
~v(e1,e2) ~v(e1,e2)
plg+r)——p 1 ¢ (@l+@lr)——>p 1 ¢
€1 ez €1 ez
p—p r—r p—p r—r
v(e1,e2) v(e1,e2)

pllg+r) ——=p 17" (pla)+(|r) ——p 11
So,p|(qg+7)~s (p|q)+(p|r), as desired.
e Axiom CFE21. Let p,q be APTC processes, and O(p+q) = ©(p) < ¢+ 0O(q) < p, it is sufficient to prove
that ©(p+q) ~s O(p) < ¢+ O(q) < p. By the transition rules for operators + in Table[5l and © and < in
Table [0 we get

p = /(f(e1,e2)) p = V(f(e1,e2))
Op+q) = O <q+O(q)dp—/

g = /(f(e1,e2)) g = /(f(e1,e2))
Op+q) = O <q+O(q)dp—=>/
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p = p'(f(e1,€2)) p—p'(§(e1,€2))
O(p+q) = O0®() ©O(p)<dqg+6(q)<dp—0O()

qiq,(ﬂ(ehez)) qiq,(ﬂ(elvez))
O(p+q) =>0(¢) O()<dq+O(q)<p-—=0(q)
So, ©(p+q) ~s ©(p) < g+ 0O(q) < p, as desired.

e Axiom CFE22. Let p,q be APTC processes, and O(p-q) = O(p) - O(q), it is sufficient to prove that
O(p-q) ~s O(p) - O(q). By the transition rules for operators - in Table [ and © in Table [0 we get

P/ P>
O(p-q) = 0(q) O(p)-O(q) = O(q)

p—=p Py
Op-q) = 0('-q) ©(p)-6(qe) = 6() 6(q)
So, with the assumption ©(p’-q) =O(p’) -©(q), O(p- q) ~s O(p) - O(q), as desired.
e Axiom CE23. Let p,q be APTC processes, and O(p || ¢) = ((©(p) < q) || ¢) + ((©(q) < p) || p), it

is sufficient to prove that O(p || q) ~s ((O(p) < q) || ¢) + ((©(q) < p) || p). By the transition rules for
operators + in Table[] and © and < in Table[ and || in Table [1 we get

Py g
9(pIIQ){81—’82}>¢
P>V Y

(OW) <4 a) | 9)+((O(q) < p) | p) 122/

Py g
{e1,e2}
O(pll q) ——0(p)

pSp ¢S
(©(p) < ) | 9) +((0(g) < p) || p) 2225 0 ()

PV g

{e1,e2}

O(p [l ¢9) —— ©(¢")

P>y g4
(@< q) lla)+((©(g)<p) Il p)

€1 12 €2 12
p—p qg—4q

{e1,e2}

0(q)

{e1,e2}

Opllg) —— 0O 1 ¢)

€1 12 €2 12
p—p qg—4q

{e1,e2}

(®)<a) 9)+((O(a)ap) llp) —— ((©(F)< ) 1 ¢)+((O(¢)<4p) ¥ p)

So, with the assumption ©(p' 1 ¢') = (O(P) < ¢') 1 ¢')+((O(¢)<p) 1 ), O | q) ~s (O(p)< q) ||
q) +((©(q) < p) || p), as desired.

e Axiom CFE24. Let p,q be APTC processes, and O(p | ¢) = ((0(p) < q) | ¢) + ((©(q) < p) | p), it is
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sufficient to prove that ©(p| q) ~s ((©(p)< q) | ¢)+((©(g) < p) | p). By the transition rules for operators
+ in Table[Bl and © and < in Table[@ and | in Table [§ we get

Py g
(en,e2)

O(plq) ——>/

P>y g

((0(p) < 0) [9)+ ((O(a) 4 p) | p) "2/

Py g
v(e1,e2)
O(p|q) ——> 0(p)

pop g/
(O(p) < 0) | @) + ((©(q) < p) | p) 222 0 (p)
P>V a4
o(p|g) 12 o(g)

Py g>d
(O(0) < ) | 9) + ((O(g) < p) | ) 2 o(g1)

€1 / €2 /
p—p qg—¢

(e1,e2)
O lg) “F25 00 1 ¢')

p=p =>4
(O 4 @) | a)+((©(@) < p) | p) 222 (@) < ¢) T @)+ (V) 4 p') 1 )
So, with the assumption ©(p’ § ¢') = (O(p) < ¢') 1 ¢)+((O(¢) <) 1 P), O(p|q) ~s ((O(p) < q) |
q) +((©(q) < p) | p), as desired.

e Axiom U30. Let p,q,7 be APTC processes, and (p+q) <l r=(p< )+ (g<r), it is sufficient to prove
that (p+¢q) < r~s (p< r)+(¢g< r). By the transition rules for operators + and < in Table [ and [@ we

get
P/ P/
(p+q)<dr= (padr)+(g<r) =/
g g/

(p+q)<dr=>y/ (par)+(q<ar) >/
e / €1 /
b—D b—D
(p+q)<lre—1>p’<]r (p<1r)+(q<lr)i>p’<lr

€2 / €2 7
q->q =
(p+a)<dr>q¢<r (pdr)+(g<dr) >q¢<r

Let us forget anything about 7. So, (p+¢) < r~s (p<4 )+ (g< r), as desired.

e Axiom U31. Let p,q,m be APTC processes, and (p-q)<r=(p<r)-(g<r), it is sufficient to prove that
(p-q) <A r~s(p<ar)-(g<r). By the transition rules for operators - and < in Table Bl and [@, we get
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p—/ P/
(p-q)<r>q<dr (p<dr)-(g<4r) Sq<r

ey / €1 /
p—D p—D
(p-)<ar=>@-a<ar (p<ar)-(gar) > (p'<ar)-(g<r)
Let us forget anything about 7. With the assumption (p'-q¢) <7 = (p' < r)-(¢g< 1), 50, (p-q) AT ~
(p<ar)-(qg< ), as desired.

e Axiom U32. Let p,q,r be APTC processes, and (p || ¢) < r=(p<r) || (g< ), it is sufficient to prove
that (p | ¢) < r~s (p< ) || (¢< 7). By the transition rules for operators || and < in Table [[l and [0 we
get

PV g PV g

o ar®®h y par | @an 22y

p=p g/ p=op g/
Pla)<ar = par panl@an 2 yar

P>V g P>V =>4
Plo<ar=hgar panl@an&gar
p=p g P>y g

Pla<r 2 agyar panl@an 2 @an 1@ ar

Let us forget anything about 7. With the assumption (p" § ¢ )<dr=(p'<r) § (¢ <dr),s0, (p|l @) <7~
(p<ar) | (g« ), as desired.

e Axiom U33. Let p,q,7 be APTC processes, and (p | q) < r=(p<r)|(¢g< r), it is sufficient to prove
that (p|q) <7 ~s (p< r)| (g<r). By the transition rules for operators | and < in Table B and [@, we get

Py g Py g
S (erre2) ~(erre2)
(plo)<ar—=5 (@ar)|(g<r) —=5/
pop g Py g
plo)ar 22 par (par)|(@ar) 22 par
P>y g q Py g >q
(plq)drwtfm" (pqr)l(qﬂr)wq’dr
el / ez ’ €1 7 €2 ’
Py gD pHp ¢S
plo)<ar 2 gy gyar pan|@ar) 22 ran 1 (¢<ar)

Let us forget anything about 7. With the assumption (p’ § ¢')<r=(p'<r) § (¢'<r),s0, (p|q) AT ~5
(p<ar)|(g<r), as desired.

e Axiom U34. Let p,q,m be APTC processes, and p< (¢+71) = (p< ¢) < r, it is sufficient to prove that
p< (g+71) ~s (p< q) < r. By the transition rules for operators + and < in Table B and [@, we get

p—/ P/
p<d(g+r) >y (pd@)<dr—=/
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€1 V2 €1 12
pSp P
p<(g+r) Spa(g+r) (pLg)<dr>@dg)ar

Let us forget anything about 7. With the assumption p'< (qg+7) = (p'< q) < 7, so, p<l (g+7) ~5s (p<Lq) <,
as desired.

e Axiom U35. Let p,q,r be APTC processes, and p< (¢-7) = (p< q) < r, it is sufficient to prove that
p< (q-7)~s (p< ¢) < r. By the transition rules for operators - and < in Table [H and B we get

P P
pd (g )=y (p<a)<dr=S

€1 2 €1 /
p—p p—p
pd(qg-r) >p<d(gr) (pdg)<r—=@<aq)<ar

Let us forget anything about 7. With the assumption p’< (¢-7) = (p' < ¢) < 7, so, p<d (g-1) ~s (<L @) < 7,
as desired.

e Axiom U36. Let p,q,r be APTC processes, and p< (q || 7) = (p< ¢) < r, it is sufficient to prove that
p< (gl r)~s (p< q) < r. By the transition rules for operators || and < in Table [ and [0 we get

P/ P>
pd(qllr) =V (p<da)<dr=y/

€1 V2 €1 7
p—p p—p
e e
p<(gllr)=p<a(qllr) (pL@<ar—@dq<r

Let us forget anything about 7. With the assumption p'< (q || 7) = (p'<dq)<r, 80, p<1 (q || 7) ~s (p<q)<r,
as desired.

e Axiom U37. Let p,q,r be APTC processes, and p< (¢ |r) = (p< ¢) < r, it is sufficient to prove that
p<(q|r)~s (p< q) < r. By the transition rules for operators | and < in Table ]l and [0 we get

P P
pd(glr) SV (pag)<ar=y

€1 ’ €1 ’
p—p p—p
pad(qlr) Sp<lglr) (pag<ar=@<aq<r

Let us forget anything about 7. With the assumption p’'<1 (¢ |r) = (p'< q)<r, so, p<t (q|r) ~s (p<dq)<dr,
as desired.

O

Theorem 4.8 (Completeness of parallelism modulo step bisimulation equivalence). Let p and ¢ be closed
APTC terms, if p~s q then p=q.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC' (see Theorem[4.3]), we know that for each closed APTC
term p, there exists a closed basic APTC term p’, such that APTC + p = p’, so, we only need to consider
closed basic APTC terms.

The basic terms (see Definition [.2]) modulo associativity and commutativity (AC) of conflict + (defined
by axioms Al and A2 in Table[I]) and associativity and commutativity (AC) of parallel || (defined by axioms
P2 and P3 in Table[I0)), and these equivalences is denoted by =4¢. Then, each equivalence class s modulo
AC of + and || has the following normal form

S1 + -+ Sk
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with each s; either an atomic event or of the form

ty ot
with each ¢; either an atomic event or of the form

up || w
with each u; an atomic event, and each s; is called the summand of s.

Now, we prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~; n’ then n =4¢ n'. It is sufficient to induct on the
sizes of n and n'.

. e . . e . .
e Consider a summand e of n. Then n — /, so n ~; n/ implies n’ — /, meaning that n’ also contains the
summand e.

e Consider a summand t; - to of n,

— if t; = ¢/, then n 5 ty, 80 0~y 0 implies n’ = th, with to ~4 ¢}, meaning that n’ contains a summand
e’ - t5. Since t2 and t} are normal forms and have sizes smaller than n and n', by the induction
hypotheses if t3 ~ th then to =a¢ t5;

. {e1, e} ;. . , lenswery , . ,
—ifty=ey || - || €1, then n ———— ta, so n ~s n’ implies n’ ——— ¢}, with t5 ~4 ¢}, meaning that n
contains a summand (e; || -+ || e;) - t5. Since t2 and ¢} are normal forms and have sizes smaller than

n and n’, by the induction hypotheses if t5 ~5 t5 then to =a¢ t5.

So, we get n =40 n'.

Finally, let s and ¢ be basic APTC terms, and s ~, t, there are normal forms n and n’, such that s =n
and ¢ = n'. The soundness theorem of parallelism modulo step bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem [L.7])
yields s ~sn and t ~s n’, so n ~5 s ~st ~sn'. Since if n ~s n’ then n=4c n’, s=n=acn' =4, as desired. O

Theorem 4.9 (Soundness of parallelism modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence). Let x and y be APTC
terms. If APTC +~x =y, then  ~, y.

Proof. Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to the
operators §, ||, |, © and <, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [0 is sound modulo pomset
bisimulation equivalence.

From the definition of pomset bisimulation (see Definition 2-T7), we know that pomset bisimulation is
defined by pomset transitions, which are labeled by pomsets. In a pomset transition, the events in the
pomset are either within causality relations (defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and +,
and explicitly defined by § ), of course, they are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In Theorem 7], we
have already proven the case that all events are pairwise concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case of
events in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a pomset of P = {e1,es : e - ea}. Then the pomset

transition labeled by the above P is just composed of one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by

. - . P
another single event transition labeled by es, that is, D=

Similarly to the proof of soundness of parallelism modulo step bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem
[£1), we can prove that each axiom in Table [[0 is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence, we omit
them. O

Theorem 4.10 (Completeness of parallelism modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence). Let p and ¢ be
closed APTC terms, if p ~p q then p=gq.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC (see Theorem[4H]), we know that for each closed APTC
term p, there exists a closed basic APTC term p’, such that APTC + p = p’, so, we only need to consider
closed basic APTC terms.

The basic terms (see Definition [4.2]) modulo associativity and commutativity (AC) of conflict + (defined
by axioms Al and A2 in Table[I]) and associativity and commutativity (AC) of parallel || (defined by axioms
P2 and P3 in Table [I0), and these equivalences is denoted by =4¢. Then, each equivalence class s modulo
AC of + and || has the following normal form

81+ -+ Sk
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with each s; either an atomic event or of the form

ty -t
with each ¢; either an atomic event or of the form

ug | [l

with each u; an atomic event, and each s; is called the summand of s.
Now, we prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~, n’ then n =4¢ n’. It is sufficient to induct on the
sizes of n and n'.

. e . . € . .
e Consider a summand e of n. Then n — \/, so n ~, n’ implies n’ — /, meaning that n’ also contains the
summand e.

e Consider a summand t; - to of n,

— ift; = ¢/, then n > to, sO N ~p n' implies n’ < ty, with t9 ~, t5, meaning that n’ contains a summand
e’ - th. Since t2 and t} are normal forms and have sizes smaller than n and n', by the induction
hypotheses if t5 ~, t; then ts =ac t5;

{er, e} , {er, et}
_ _

—ifty=ey | | e, then n ta, so n ~p n' implies n ty with tg ~, t5, meaning that n'
contains a summand (e; || - || €;) - t5. Since t2 and t} are normal forms and have sizes smaller than
n and n’, by the induction hypotheses if ¢ ~, t}, then t3 =a¢ t5.

So, we get n =40 n'.

Finally, let s and ¢ be basic APTC terms, and s ~, t, there are normal forms n and n’, such that s =n
and ¢ = n’. The soundness theorem of parallelism modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem [£.9])
yields s ~p, m and ¢t ~, n', 80 n~p s ~p t ~, 0. Since if n~p n' then n=4cn’, s=n=acn’ =t, as desired. O

Theorem 4.11 (Soundness of parallelism modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence). Let x and y be APTC
terms. If APTC v~ x =y, then x ~up y.

Proof. Since hp-bisimulation ~,, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to the operators
3, I, |, © and <1, we only need to check if each axiom in Table[I0lis sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence.

From the definition of hp-bisimulation (see Definition 2.2T]), we know that hp-bisimulation is defined on
the posetal product (C1, f,C5), f : C1 - Cs isomorphism. Two process terms s related to Cy and ¢ related
to Cy, and f : C1 — Cs isomorphism. Initially, (C4, f,C2) = (2,9,9), and (,2,9) €~pp. When s 5
(Cy 5 C1), there will be t St/ (Cy 5 C3), and we define f' = fe » e]. Then, if (Cy, f,Cs) €~pp, then
(Civ ’,Cé) €~hp-

Similarly to the proof of soundness of parallelism modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem
[49]), we can prove that each axiom in Table [I0 is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence, we just need
additionally to check the above conditions on hp-bisimulation, we omit them. o

Theorem 4.12 (Completeness of parallelism modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence). Let p and ¢ be closed
APTC terms, if p ~np q then p = q.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC (see Theorem[4.5]), we know that for each closed APTC
term p, there exists a closed basic APTC term p’, such that APTC + p = p’, so, we only need to consider
closed basic APTC terms.

The basic terms (see Definition [4.2)) modulo associativity and commutativity (AC) of conflict + (defined
by axioms Al and A2 in Table[Il) and associativity and commutativity (AC) of parallel || (defined by axioms
P2 and P3 in Table [I0)), and these equivalences is denoted by =4¢. Then, each equivalence class s modulo
AC of + and || has the following normal form

S1 + -+ Sk
with each s; either an atomic event or of the form

ty et
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with each ¢; either an atomic event or of the form

uy | [l

with each u; an atomic event, and each s; is called the summand of s.
Now, we prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~p, n' then n =4¢ n'. It is sufficient to induct on the
sizes of n and n'.

. e . . € . .
e Consider a summand e of n. Then n — /, so n ~p, n' implies n’ — /, meaning that n’ also contains the
summand e.

e Consider a summand ¢; - t5 of n,

—ift; = €, then n = ts, sO 0 ~pp N’ implies n' LN ty, with to ~pp th, meaning that n' contains a
summand e’ - t5. Since t3 and ¢, are normal forms and have sizes smaller than n and n’, by the
induction hypotheses if t5 ~p,;, t5 then to = ¢ th;

{e1, e}
e

—ifty=ey || -+ || e, then n ta, 80 N ~pp n' implies n’ M th, with to ~p, t5, meaning that

n' contains a summand (ey || -+ || e;) - t5. Since t2 and ¢, are normal forms and have sizes smaller than
n and n’, by the induction hypotheses if ¢3 ~4p t5 then to =ac t5.

So, we get n =40 n'.

Finally, let s and ¢ be basic APT'C terms, and s ~p), t, there are normal forms n and n’, such that s =n
and t = n’. The soundness theorem of parallelism modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem [1.9)
yields s ~p, noand t ~p, 0/, 80 N~y S ~pp to~pp 'L Since if 1o~ 0/ then no=ac n', s =n=acn’ =t, as
desired. O

Proposition 4.13 (About Soundness and Completeness of parallelism modulo hhp-bisimulation equiva-
lence). 1. Let x and y be APTC terms. If APTC v~ x =y # & ~php Y;
2. If p and q are closed APTC' terms, then p ~pnp ¢ # p = q.

Proof. Imperfectly, the algebraic laws in Table are not sound and complete modulo hhp-bisimulation
equivalence, we just need enumerate several key axioms in Table [I0 are not sound modulo hhp-bisimulation
equivalence.

From the definition of hhp-bisimulation (see Definition Z.21]), we know that an hhp-bisimulation is a
downward closed hp-bisimulation. That is, for any posetal products (Cy, f, C2) and (C1, f,C%),if (C1, f,C3) €
(O{,f’, Oé) pointwise and (Ci,f’, Oé) €~hhp, then (Ch, f,C9) €E~hhp-

Now, let us consider the axioms P7 and P8 (the right and left distributivity of || to +). Let s1 = (a+b) || ¢,
ti=(allc)+ (] c),and sa=a| (b+c), ta=(al b)+ (a| c). We know that s; ~p, t1 and s ~pp t2 (by
Theorem E.TT]), we prove that s1 #pnp t1 and sg #pnp t2. Let (C(s1), f1,C (1)) and (C(s2), f2,C(t2)) are the
corresponding posetal products.

o Axiom P7. 51 % J(s1) (C(s1) 22 (1)), then 1 2 (1)) (C (1) 22 €(#,)), we define f] =
fila = a,c~ c], obviously, (C(s1), f1,C(t1)) e~pp and (C(s1), f1, C(t])) e~np. But, (C(s1), f1,C(t1)) €~hnp
and (C(s1), f1,C(t})) €*nnp, just because they are not downward closed. Let (C(sY), f1',C(tY)), and f{' =
filer ¢, s1 = sY (C(s1) = C(sY)), t1 > t” ( (t1) = C(t})), it is easy to see that (C(s7), fi',C(t})) <
(C(s1), f1,C(t})) pointwise, while (C(s7), f1', C(t{)) ¢é~np, because s{ and C'(s{) exist, but ¢] and C'(¢7)
do not exist.

e Axiom P8. s9 AN V(85) (C(s2) AN C(sh)), then to AN V() (C(t2) AN C(th)), we define f} =

fala = a,c c], obviously, (C(s2), f2,C(t2)) e~np and (C(s5), f5, C(t5)) €~pp. But, (C(s2), f2,C(t2)) €~nnp
and (C(sh), f45,C(t})) e+hhp, just because they are not downward closed. Let (0(8’2’), 14,C(tY)), and fi =
folam a), so = s (C(s2) = C(sY)), ta = t2 (C( 2) = C(tY)), it is easy to see that (C(sh), f5,C(t5)) ¢
(C(s3), f5,C(ty)) pointwise, while (C(s5), f5',C(t5)) ¢~np, because s; and C(s5) exist, but ¢; and C(t5)
do not exist.

The unsoundness of parallelism modulo hhp-bisimulation equivalence makes the completeness of paral-
lelism modulo hhp-bisimulation equivalence meaningless. Further more, unsoundness of P7 and P8 lead to
the elimination theorem of APT'C' (see Theorem [L0)) failing, so, the non-existence of normal form also makes
the completeness impossible. O
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% (e ¢ H) x:’—x, (e ¢ H)
o (z) >/ O (z) = O (x')

Table 12. Transition rules of encapsulation operator 0y

No. Axiom

D1 e¢H 9y(e)=e

D2 eeH 09g(e)=0

D3  0g(5) =6

D4 Op(z+y)=0u(z)+0u(y)
D5 Op(z-y)=0u(z) 9u(y)
D6 Ou(z|y)=90mu(z) | Ou(y)

Table 13. Axioms of encapsulation operator

Actually, a finite sound and complete axiomatization for parallel composition || modulo hhp-bisimulation
equivalence does not exist, about the axiomatization for hhp-bisimilarity, please refer to section [ for details.

In following sections, we will discuss nothing about hhp-bisimulation, because the following encapsulation,
recursion and abstraction are based on the algebraic laws in this section.

Finally, let us explain the so-called absorption law [I§] in a straightforward way. Process term P = a ||
(b+c)+allb+b| (a+c), and process term Q =a || (b+¢)+b | (a+c), equated by the absorption law.

Modulo ~g, ~,, and ~,, by use of the axioms of BAT'C' and APTC, we have the following deductions:

P=al|(+c)+a|b+b] (a+c)

Balb+ralcralb+b|a+b]e

Zalb+alctalb+alb+bd]e

Balb+allc+tb]ec

Q=al+c)+b] (a+c)
Balbralc+b|a+b]|ec

Zalb+alcralb+b]c
Balbralc+b|ec

It means that P = @ modulo ~g, ~,, and ~p,, that is, P ~; Q, P ~, @ and P ~p;, Q. But, P # @) modulo
~hhp, Which means that P +ppp, Q.

4.5. Encapsulation

The mismatch of two communicating events in different parallel branches can cause deadlock, so the deadlocks
in the concurrent processes should be eliminated. Like AC'P [4], we also introduce the unary encapsulation
operator Jy for set H of atomic events, which renames all atomic events in H into §. The whole algebra
including parallelism for true concurrency in the above subsections, deadlock ¢ and encapsulation operator
Om, is called Algebra for Parallelism in True Concurrency, abbreviated APTC.

The transition rules of encapsulation operator dy are shown in Table

Based on the transition rules for encapsulation operator 9y in Table[I2] we design the axioms as Table
shows.
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No. Rewriting Rule

RD1 e¢H 0Op(e)—e

RD2 eecH 0g(e)—9

RD3  0y(6) —9

RDA Op(x+y) — Ou(x) +0u (y)
RD5  Og(z-y) - 0u(x)-0u(y)
RD6  On(z |ly) > 0u(z) |l Ou ()

Table 14. Term rewrite system of encapsulation operator dy

The axioms D1 — D3 are the defining laws for the encapsulation operator dy, D1 leaves atomic events
outside H unchanged, D2 renames atomic events in H into §, and D3 says that it leaves § unchanged.
D4 - D6 say that in term 9 (t), all transitions of ¢ labeled with atomic events in H are blocked.

Theorem 4.14 (Conservativity of APT'C with respect to the algebra for parallelism). APTC is a conser-
vative extension of the algebra for parallelism.

Proof. Tt follows from the following two facts (see Theorem ).

1. The transition rules of the algebra for parallelism in the above subsections are all source-dependent;
2. The sources of the transition rules for the encapsulation operator contain an occurrence of Jp.

So, APTC is a conservative extension of the algebra for parallelism, as desired. o

Theorem 4.15 (Congruence theorem of encapsulation operator dg). Truly concurrent bisimulation equiv-
alences ~p, ~s, ~hp and ~php are all congruences with respect to encapsulation operator Og .

Proof. (1) Case pomset bisimulation equivalence ~p.
Let  and y be APTC processes, and x ~, v, it is sufficient to prove that On (x) ~p Om (y).
By the definition of pomset bisimulation ~, (Definition 2I7), « ~, y means that

with Xcz,Ycy, X~Y and 2’ ~, .
By the pomset transition rules for encapsulation operator dg in Table 2, we can get

X Y
O (z) = /(X ¢ H) du(y) — /(Y ¢H)
with X cz, Y cy, and X ~ Y, so, we get Ou(x) ~, O (y), as desired.
Or, we can get

X Y
On(z) = Ou (") (X ¢ H) 0Opu(y) — ou(y)(Y ¢ H)
with X cz,Ycy, X ~Y, 2’ ~, ¢ and the assumption dg (z") ~, O (v¥'), so, we get O (z) ~p Ou(y), as
desired.
(2) The cases of step bisimulation ~g, hp-bisimulation ~;, and hhp-bisimulation ~pp, can be proven
similarly, we omit them. O

Theorem 4.16 (Elimination theorem of APTC). Let p be a closed APTC term including the encapsulation
operator Or. Then there is a basic APTC term q such that APTC +p=q.

Proof. (1) Firstly, suppose that the following ordering on the signature of APTC' is defined: ||> - > + and
the symbol || is given the lexicographical status for the first argument, then for each rewrite rule p - ¢ in
Table [I4] relation p >y, g can easily be proved. We obtain that the term rewrite system shown in Table
[I4 is strongly normalizing, for it has finitely many rewriting rules, and > is a well-founded ordering on the
signature of APT'C, and if s >, ¢, for each rewriting rule s — ¢ is in Table [I4] (see Theorem [Z12)).

(2) Then we prove that the normal forms of closed APTC terms including encapsulation operator Og
are basic APTC' terms.
Suppose that p is a normal form of some closed APTC term and suppose that p is not a basic APTC
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term. Let p’ denote the smallest sub-term of p which is not a basic APT'C term. It implies that each sub-term
of p’ is a basic APTC term. Then we prove that p is not a term in normal form. It is sufficient to induct on
the structure of p’, following from Theorem 4.3l we only prove the new case p’ = 0y (p1):

e Case p; = e. The transition rules RD1 or RD2 can be applied, so p is not a normal form;
e Case p; = 4. The transition rules RD3 can be applied, so p is not a normal form;

Case p; = p} + pY. The transition rules RD4 can be applied, so p is not a normal form;
Case p1 = p} - p{. The transition rules RD5 can be applied, so p is not a normal form;
Case p1 = p} || p. The transition rules RD6 can be applied, so p is not a normal form.

O

Theorem 4.17 (Soundness of APTC modulo step bisimulation equivalence). Let x and y be APTC terms
including encapsulation operator Oy . If APTC v+ x =y, then © ~5 y.

Proof. Since step bisimulation ~ is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to the operator
Op, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [I3] is sound modulo step bisimulation equivalence.

Though transition rules in Table [12] are defined in the flavor of single event, they can be modified into
a step (a set of events within which each event is pairwise concurrent), we omit them. If we treat a single
event as a step containing just one event, the proof of this soundness theorem does not exist any problem,
so we use this way and still use the transition rules in Table

We omit the defining axioms, including axioms D1-D3, and we only prove the soundness of the non-trivial
axioms, including axioms D4 — D6.

e Axiom D4. Let p,q be APTC processes, and dg(p +q) = Oy (p) + 0x(q), it is sufficient to prove that
Ou(p+q) ~s O (p) + Ou(q). By the transition rules for operator + in Table[B] and dy in Table[I2] we get
PV (a1¢H) p=>y (er¢H)
Ou(p+q) =~ u(p)+0dulq) =/
gy (ea¢H) ¢/ (e2¢H)
Ou(p+q) =~ Ou(p)+dulq) =/

p—=p (e1¢H) p—p (e1¢H)
r(p+q) = 0u(p) Ouw(p)+9u(q) = du(p’)
q-—=q (ex¢H) q=>q (ex¢ H)

O(p+q) 2 0u(q)  du(p)+0u(q) = dulq’)
So, O (p+q) ~s O (p) + Ou(q), as desired.

e Axiom D5. Let p,q be APTC processes, and Oy (p-q) = 0 (p) - O (q), it is sufficient to prove that
Ou(p-q) ~s O0u(p) - O (q). By the transition rules for operator - in Table Bl and d in Table [2] we get

p=>y (er¢H) P>y (er¢H)
dn(p-q) = 9u(q) u(p)-9m(q) = du(q)

p=p (efH) p—=>p (e ¢H)
On(p-q) = o (p'-q)  Ou(p)-0m(q) = Ou(p') - Ou(q)
So, with the assumption g (p"-q) = 0x (') -0u(q), Ou(p-q) ~s Ou(p) - Ou(q), as desired.

e Axiom D6. Let p,q be APTC processes, and dg(p || ¢) = 0u(p) || 95 (q), it is sufficient to prove that
Ou(p |l q) ~s Ou(p) || O (q). By the transition rules for operator || in Table [[land Oy in Table 2] we get

Py g (eneatH) py ¢ (en,ex¢ H)

{e1,e2}

on(p |l q) 22k ou(p) || Or(q) 22
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Py ¢S (eneatH) pSp ¢ (er,eag H)

oo Q) b ou()  0u() 1 0u(e) 2 04 ()

P>y g4 (enea¢H) p—>y q—>q (er,ea¢H)

ol @) 0u(a)  9u() 1 O a) 2 du(q)

p—=p q>q (er,ea¢H) p—=p q>q (erea¢ H)
{e1,e2} {e1,e2)

u(pllq) ——0u(p" 1 ¢')  Ou(p) Il 9u(q) —— 9u(p') ¥ Ou(q)
So, with the assumption dg(p’ § ¢') =90u(p') 1 Ou(d’), Ou(p || @) ~s Ou(p) || Ou(q), as desired.

O

Theorem 4.18 (Completeness of APTC modulo step bisimulation equivalence). Let p and q be closed
APTC terms including encapsulation operator O, if p ~s q then p =q.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC (see Theorem .16, we know that the normal form of
APTC does not contain dg, and for each closed APTC term p, there exists a closed basic APTC term p’,
such that APTC + p =p’, so, we only need to consider closed basic APTC terms.
Similarly to Theorem L8] we can prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~; n’ then n=4¢ n'.
Finally, let s and ¢ be basic APTC terms, and s ~, t, there are normal forms n and n’, such that s =n
and t = n’. The soundness theorem of APT'C modulo step bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem 17 yields
s~snandt~;n',s0n~;s~st~gn'. Since if n ~;n’ then n=4cn', s=n=20cn' =t, as desired.

Theorem 4.19 (Soundness of APTC modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence). Let x and y be APTC
terms including encapsulation operator Op. If APTC +x =y, then x ~, y.

Proof. Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to the oper-
ator Oy, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [[3]is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence.

From the definition of pomset bisimulation (see Definition 2.17), we know that pomset bisimulation is
defined by pomset transitions, which are labeled by pomsets. In a pomset transition, the events in the
pomset are either within causality relations (defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and +,
and explicitly defined by 1), of course, they are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In Theorem 17,
we have already proven the case that all events are pairwise concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case
of events in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a pomset of P = {e1,ez: €1 -e2}. Then the pomset

transition labeled by the above P is just composed of one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by

. - . P
another single event transition labeled by e, that is, =

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APT'C modulo step bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem[d.1T), we
can prove that each axiom in Table [[3]is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence, we omit them. [

Theorem 4.20 (Completeness of APTC modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence). Let p and q be closed
APTC terms including encapsulation operator Om, if p ~p q then p=gq.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC (see Theorem 16, we know that the normal form of
APTC does not contain dg, and for each closed APTC term p, there exists a closed basic APTC term p’,
such that APTC + p =p’, so, we only need to consider closed basic APT'C terms.
Similarly to Theorem I8, we can prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~, n’ then n =4¢ n'.
Finally, let s and ¢ be basic APTC terms, and s ~, t, there are normal forms n and n’, such that s =n
and t = n'. The soundness theorem of APTC modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem [£.19)
yields s ~, nand ¢t ~, n', 80 N ~p s ~p t ~p n'. Since if n~p n' then n =40 n', s=n=40n’ =t, as desired. O

Theorem 4.21 (Soundness of APTC modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence). Let x and y be APTC terms
including encapsulation operator Op. If APTC +x =y, then & ~pp y.

Proof. Since hp-bisimulation ~p,;, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to the operator
Op, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [[3]is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence.
From the definition of hp-bisimulation (see Definition 2:21]), we know that hp-bisimulation is defined on
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the posetal product (C4, f,C5), f : C1 - Cs isomorphism. Two process terms s related to Cy and ¢ related
to Cy, and f : C1 — Cy isomorphism. Initially, (C1, f,C2) = (2,9,9), and (,9,9) €~np. When s 5
(C1 5 CY), there will be t 5t/ (Cy > C%), and we define f’ = f[e = e]. Then, if (C1, f,C5) €~pp, then
(Oiv f,a Oé) €~hp-

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem

[£19), we can prove that each axiom in Table [[3is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence, we just need
additionally to check the above conditions on hp-bisimulation, we omit them. o

Theorem 4.22 (Completeness of APT'C modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence). Let p and q be closed APTC
terms including encapsulation operator O, if p ~np q then p = q.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC (see Theorem 16, we know that the normal form of
APTC does not contain g, and for each closed APTC term p, there exists a closed basic APT'C term p’,
such that APTC + p =p’, so, we only need to consider closed basic APT'C terms.
Similarly to Theorem .20, we can prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~p, n’ then n =40 n'.
Finally, let s and ¢ be basic APTC terms, and s ~p,, ¢, there are normal forms n and n', such that s =n
and t = n'. The soundness theorem of APT'C modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem [£.21]) yields
s~ppnand t~pp ', S0 M~y S ~pp t gy 0. Since if no~pp 0 then n=acn', s=n=a0n' =t, as desired. O

5. Recursion

In this section, we introduce recursion to capture infinite processes based on APT'C. Since in APTC, there
are three basic operators -, + and ||, the recursion must be adapted this situation to include ||.
In the following, E, F, G are recursion specifications, X, Y, Z are recursive variables.

5.1. Guarded Recursive Specifications

Definition 5.1 (Recursive specification). A recursive specification is a finite set of recursive equations

X1 =t1(Xq,, Xn)

Xn = tn(Xla"'vXn)

where the left-hand sides of X; are called recursion variables, and the right-hand sides t;(X1,---, X,,) are
process terms in APTC with possible occurrences of the recursion variables X1, Xy,.

Definition 5.2 (Solution). Processes pi,-,pn are a solution for a recursive specification {X; = t;( X1, Xp)|i €
{1,---,n}} (with respect to truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~s(~p, ~np)) if Pi ~s (~p, ~hp)ti(D1,,Pn)
forie{l,--,n}.

Definition 5.3 (Guarded recursive specification). A recursive specification

X1 =ti(X1,-, Xn)

Xn = tn(XluaXn)

1s guarded if the right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be adapted to the form by applications of
the axioms in APTC and replacing recursion variables by the right-hand sides of their recursive equations,

(a1 || - 1l arey ) - s1( X1, X))+ + (ana | || agiy ) - s5( X1, X ) + (bua || = | bgy) + oo+ (bugy |-+ 1| i)

where a1, Q14,5 k1, 5 Qkiy » 011, 5 0151, 01415+, by, € B, and the sum above is allowed to be empty, in
which case it represents the deadlock 6.
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t((X1|E), -, (Xa|B)) L),
(X|p) L2,

{e1, e}

t1(<X1|E>77<X7L‘E)) Y

) {e1,er} y

(Xi|E

Table 15. Transition rules of guarded recursion

Definition 5.4 (Linear recursive specification). A recursive specification is linear if its recursive equations
are of the form

(ary |-l are )Xo+ o+ (ara ||+ I @iy ) Xp + (b |- [ 0agy ) + o+ (Dagy [+ [ bug,)
where a1, Q14,5 k1, 5 Qkiy » 011, 5 0151, 01415+, by, € B, and the sum above is allowed to be empty, in
which case it represents the deadlock 6.

For a guarded recursive specifications £ with the form

Xl = tl(Xlu'"aX’ﬂ)

Xn = tn(X177X’ﬂ)

the behavior of the solution (X;|E) for the recursion variable X; in E, where i € {1,---,n}, is exactly the
behavior of their right-hand sides ¢;(X1,-+, X,,), which is captured by the two transition rules in Table

Theorem 5.5 (Conservitivity of APTC with guarded recursion). APTC with guarded recursion is a con-
servative extension of APTC.

Proof. Since the transition rules of APT'C are source-dependent, and the transition rules for guarded recur-
sion in Table [I3 contain only a fresh constant in their source, so the transition rules of APTC with guarded
recursion are a conservative extension of those of APTC. o

Theorem 5.6 (Congruence theorem of APTC with guarded recursion). Truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences ~p, ~s and ~pp are all congruences with respect to APTC' with guarded recursion.

Proof. Tt follows the following two facts:

1. in a guarded recursive specification, right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be adapted to the
form by applications of the axioms in APTC and replacing recursion variables by the right-hand sides
of their recursive equations;

2. truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~, ~, and ~,, are all congruences with respect to all operators
of APTC.

O

5.2. Recursive Definition and Specification Principles

The RDP (Recursive Definition Principle) and the RSP (Recursive Specification Principle) are shown in
Table

RDP follows immediately from the two transition rules for guarded recursion, which express that (X;|E)
and t;((X1|E), -, (Xn|E)) have the same initial transitions for ¢ € {1,---,n}. RSP follows from the fact that
guarded recursive specifications have only one solution.
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No. Axiom
RDP  (Xi|E) = t:((X1|E), -+ (Xn|E)) (ie{l,- n})
RSP ifyizti(ylv'“vy’fl) foriE{l,m,n}, then y2=<XZ‘E> (Z€{177n})

Table 16. Recursive definition and specification principle

Theorem 5.7 (Elimination theorem of APTC with linear recursion). FEach process term in APTC with
linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a linear recursive specification.

Proof. By applying structural induction with respect to term size, each process term ¢ in APTC with linear
recursion generates a process can be expressed in the form of equations

ti = (ainn | Il @iviy ) tix + -+ (@1 | || @ingiy Vtin, + (Dixn ||+ | Dixiy ) + -+ (Dagr |- || bitsi,)

for i € {1,---,n}. Let the linear recursive specification E consist of the recursive equations

Xi=(anr | || @i, ) Xon + -+ (@iggn |- || @ingig ) Xiw, + (barn |+ || bing, ) + -+ (bggn || -+ || bira,)

for i € {1,---,n}. Replacing X; by t; for i € {1,--,n} is a solution for E, RSP yields t; = (X;|FE). O

Theorem 5.8 (Soundness of APTC with guarded recursion). Let x and y be APTC with guarded recursion
terms. If APTC with guarded recursionv x =y, then

1. x~5y;
2. T~p Y
3. Topp Y.

Proof. (1) Soundness of APT'C' with guarded recursion with respect to step bisimulation ~.

Since step bisimulation ~g is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to APTC with
guarded recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo step bisimulation
equivalence.

Though transition rules in Table [I5] are defined in the flavor of single event, they can be modified into
a step (a set of events within which each event is pairwise concurrent), we omit them. If we treat a single
event as a step containing just one event, the proof of this soundness theorem does not exist any problem,
so we use this way and still use the transition rules in Table

e RDP.(XE) =t;((X1|E), - (Xn|E)) (i€{1,--,n}),it issufficient to prove that (X;|E) ~s t;({X1|E, -, Xn|E))
{1,---,n}). By the transition rules for guarded recursion in Table [[5 we get

{8 »7He }
(x,|m) L1
{e1,ex}

ti((Xa]E), - (Xa| E))
(X,B) L2,
So, (XG|E) ~s t;({(X1|E), - (Xn|E)) (i€{1,,n}), as desired.
e RSP.ify; =ti(y1,+,yn) for i € {1,---,n}, then y; = (X;|E)} (i€ {1,--,n}), it is sufficient to prove that if

yi = ti(y1, -, yn) for i € {1,---,n}, then y; ~5 (X;|E) (i€ {1,---,n}). By the transition rules for guarded
recursion in Table [ we get

Y

{817"'76 }
L ((Xa| ), -+, (Xn|E)) ——— /
{61)'“7616}
(Xi|E) ——

(i€
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t((X1|E), - (X, E)) Lersen), J

{e e }
y ——5

{er,ex}
e

t:((X41|E), -, (X,|E))
(x| ) L)

)
{e1,ex}

ti({(X1]E), -, (Xn|E))

{er,exn}
;| ——————>

Yi
So, if y; = ti(y1,,yn) for i € {1,---,n}, then y; ~5 (X;|E) (i€ {1,--,n}), as desired.

Y

(2) Soundness of APTC with guarded recursion with respect to pomset bisimulation ~,,.

Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to the guarded
recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [l is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence.

From the definition of pomset bisimulation (see Definition 2I7), we know that pomset bisimulation is
defined by pomset transitions, which are labeled by pomsets. In a pomset transition, the events in the
pomset are either within causality relations (defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and
+, and explicitly defined by §), of course, they are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In (1), we have
already proven the case that all events are pairwise concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case of events
in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a pomset of P = {e1,e2 : e1-ea}. Then the pomset transition

labeled by the above P is just composed of one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by another

. . . P
single event transition labeled by es, that is, =

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC with guarded recursion modulo step bisimulation equivalence
(1), we can prove that each axiom in Table [I6 is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence, we omit
them.

(3) Soundness of APTC with guarded recursion with respect to hp-bisimulation ~j,.

Since hp-bisimulation ~p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to guarded recur-
sion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [16] is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence.

From the definition of hp-bisimulation (see Definition 222T]), we know that hp-bisimulation is defined on
the posetal product (C4, f,C5), f : C1 - Cs isomorphism. Two process terms s related to Cy and ¢ related
to Cy, and f : C1 — Cy isomorphism. Initially, (C1, f,C2) = (2,9,9), and (2,9,9) €~pp. When s 5
(C1 5 ), there will be t 5t/ (Cy > C%), and we define f’ = f[e = e]. Then, if (C1, f,C5) €~pp, then
(C1, [, C3) €~np-

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC with guarded recursion modulo pomset bisimulation equiv-

alence (2), we can prove that each axiom in Table [[6lis sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence, we just
need additionally to check the above conditions on hp-bisimulation, we omit them. o

Theorem 5.9 (Completeness of APTC with linear recursion). Let p and q be closed APTC with linear
recursion terms, then,

1. if p~s q then p=gq;
2. ifp~p, q then p=gq;
3. if p~pp g then p=gq.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC with guarded recursion (see Theorem [B.7), we know
that each process term in APT'C with linear recursion is equal to a process term (X;|E) with E a linear
recursive specification.

It remains to prove the following cases.

(1) If (X1|E1) ~5 (Y1|E2) for linear recursive specification Ey and Fs, then (X1|E;) = (Y1|E2).

Let E; consist of recursive equations X = tx for X € X and F5 consists of recursion equations Y =ty
for Y € ). Let the linear recursive specification E consist of recursion equations Zxy =txy, and (X|E1) ~4
(Y|E2), and txy consists of the following summands:
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{e1,ex} J {e1,ex}

€T r—————>X

7T7L+1(.CE) {e1,,ex} \/ 7'('n+1((E) {e1,ex} Wn(x/)

Table 17. Transition rules of encapsulation operator 0y

No. Axiom

PRl mp(z+y) = mn(x) + mn(y)

PR2  mp(z | y) =mn(z) || T (y)

PR3 mppa(er |~ lleg)=er ||l e

PR4  mppa((er |l Il ex)-z)=(er || - || ex)  mn(z)
PR5 mo(z)=0

PR6 mn(d)=46

Table 18. Axioms of projection operator

1. txy contains a summand (ay || = || am)Zxry+ iff tx contains the summand (ay || = || am)X’ and ty
contains the summand (ay || -+ || am )Y’ such that (X'|Ey) ~5 (Y'|E2);

2. txy contains a summand by || -+ || b, iff tx contains the summand by || -+ || b, and ty contains the
summand by || -+ || by.

Let o map recursion variable X in E; to (X|E1), and let ¢ map recursion variable Zxy in E to (X|E1).
So, a((ar || -+ [| am)X’) = (a1 || = | am(X'[E1) = ¥((a1 || -+ || am)Zxry+), so by RDP, we get (X|E1) =
o(tx) = Y(txy). Then by RSP, (X|E1) = (Zxy|E), particularly, (X1]|E1) = (Zx,v,|F). Similarly, we can
obtain (Y1|E2) = (Zx,v,|E). Finally, (X1|E1) = (Zx,v,|F) = (Y1|E2), as desired.

(2) If (X1]|E1) ~p (Y1|Eo) for linear recursive specification Ey and Es, then (X1|E1) = (Y1]E»).

It can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it.

(3) If (X1|E1) ~np (Y1|E2) for linear recursive specification Eq and Es, then (X1|Eq) = (Y1|E2).

It can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it. O

5.3. Approximation Induction Principle

In this subsection, we introduce approximation induction principle (Al P) and try to explain that AIP is still
valid in true concurrency. AI P can be used to try and equate truly concurrent bisimilar guarded recursive
specifications. AIP says that if two process terms are truly concurrent bisimilar up to any finite depth, then
they are truly concurrent bisimilar.

Also, we need the auxiliary unary projection operator m, for n € N and N £ {0,1,2,---}. The transition
rules of ,, are expressed in Table 17

Based on the transition rules for projection operator 7, in Table [[7, we design the axioms as Table [I8|
shows.

The axioms PR1 — PR2 say that m,(s +t) and 7,(s | t) can execute transitions of s and ¢t up to
depth n. PR3 says that m,+1(e1 || -+ || ex) executes {eq,---,ex} and terminates successfully. PR4 says that
mns1((er || -+ || ex) - ) executes {e1,--+,e;} and then executes transitions of ¢ up to depth n. PR5 and PR6
say that my(¢) and m,(J) exhibit no actions.

Theorem 5.10 (Conservativity of APTC with projection operator and guarded recursion). APTC with
projection operator and guarded recursion is a conservative extension of APTC with guarded recursion.

Proof. Tt follows from the following two facts (see Theorem [2.§]).

1. The transition rules of APT'C with guarded recursion are all source-dependent;
2. The sources of the transition rules for the projection operator contain an occurrence of 7,.
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Theorem 5.11 (Congruence theorem of projection operator 7, ). Truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences
~ps ~s, ~“hp and ~php are all congruences with respect to projection operator .

Proof. (1) Case pomset bisimulation equivalence ~p.
Let « and y be APTC with projection operator and guarded recursion processes, and x ~p, y, it is sufficient

to prove that 741 () ~p Tna1(y).
By the definition of pomset bisimulation ~, (Definition 2.I7), = ~, y means that

with X cz,Ycy, X ~Y and 2’ ~, /.
By the pomset transition rules for projection operator 7, in Table [T, we can get

X Y
7Tn+l($) - \/ 7Tn+1(y) - \/
with X cz, Y cy, and X ~ Y, so, we get m11(2) ~p Tns1(y), as desired.
Or, we can get

X Y
Tne1(2) = 10 (') Tpar(y) — 7 (y')
with X cuz, Ycy, X ~Y, 2’ ~, ¢ and the assumption 7, (z") ~, 7, (y"), s0, we get mp41(2) ~p Tnt1 (),
as desired.
(2) The cases of step bisimulation ~g, hp-bisimulation ~;, and hhp-bisimulation ~pp, can be proven

similarly, we omit them. o

Theorem 5.12 (Elimination theorem of APTC with linear recursion and projection operator). Each process
term in APTC with linear recursion and projection operator is equal to a process term (X;1|E) with E a
linear recursive specification.

Proof. By applying structural induction with respect to term size, each process term ¢ in APTC with linear
recursion and projection operator 7, generates a process can be expressed in the form of equations

ti = (airn |+ | @iviy )tix + o+ (@1 | || @ingiy tin, + (Dixa ||+ | biviy ) + -+ (Bargn |-+ || biti,)

for i € {1,---,n}. Let the linear recursive specification E consist of the recursive equations

Xi= (@i |+ [ @iy ) Xix + -+ (i1 |- | @ingin ) X, + (Dina ||+ [ biziy ) + -+ (Daga |- Il i, )
for i € {1,---,n}. Replacing X; by t; for i € {1,---,n} is a solution for E, RSP yields t; = (X;|FE).
That is, in E, there is not the occurrence of projection operator 7. O

Theorem 5.13 (Soundness of APTC with projection operator and guarded recursion). Let x and y be
APTC with projection operator and guarded recursion terms. If APTC with projection operator and guarded
recursion ~ x =y, then

1o @~ Ys
2. T ~p Y
3. Topp Y.

Proof. (1) Soundness of APT'C' with projection operator and guarded recursion with respect to step bisim-
ulation ~j.

Since step bisimulation ~g is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to APTC with
projection operator and guarded recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [I§is sound modulo
step bisimulation equivalence.

Though transition rules in Table [[7] are defined in the flavor of single event, they can be modified into
a step (a set of events within which each event is pairwise concurrent), we omit them. If we treat a single
event as a step containing just one event, the proof of this soundness theorem does not exist any problem,
so we use this way and still use the transition rules in Table [I'7]

We only prove the soundness of the non-trivial axioms PR1, PR2 and PRA4.
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e Axiom PRI1. Let p and ¢ be APTC with guarded recursion and projection operator processes. m, (p+q) =
7 (p) + 7 (q), it is sufficient to prove that m, (p+q) ~s 7 (p) + 7 (q). By the transition rules for projection

operator 7, in Table [T and + in Table B we get

» {e1,ex} J

» {e1,ex} J

{617'“)676} \/

q {€}, e} \/

Tn+1 (p + q)

{6 e }
Tns1 (D) + Tns1 (q) ——5 /

q {el, e} \/

{el 7"'76’}
Tni1(p+q) ————/

» {e1,ex} v

{e’ 'r“'vel}
Tl (P) + Tns1(q) ———— /

» {e1,ex} v

{e1,men)
Tt (p+q) ———> T (')
{ehmck)

q———¢q

{e1,ex}
Tns1 (D) + Tns1(q) ——5 7, (p')
)
——

q

{el el )
Tne1(p+q) ——— mn(q’)
, we get
So, T (p+q) ~s T (p) + T (q), as desired.

A
Tn+1 (D) + Tns1(q) — mn(q')

e Axiom PR2. Let p,q be APTC with guarded recursion and projection operator processes, and 7, (p ||
q) = T (p) || mn(q), it is sufficient to prove that 7, (p || ¢) ~s mn(p) || n(q). By the transition rules for

operator || in Table [l and 7, in Table 7 we get

Py g

Py g

{e1,e2} J

e A =V

Tn+1 (p || Q)

{e1,e2} J

Py g

Tna1(P) | Tna1(q)

{e1,e2}

Tna1(P || @) —— mu (')

p—y g4

{e1,e2}
Tne1(P) || Tna1(q) e Tn(p')

Py g4

{e1,e2}

Tna1(p | @) ——— mn(q')

€1 12 €2 12
p—p qg—4q

{e1,e2}
Tne1(P) || Tna1(q) S 7n(q")

€1 7 €2 /
p—p qg—4q

{e1,e2}

T (P | @) T(p' 1 q")

{e1,e2}

Tne1(P) | Tne1(q) —— mu(p’) 1 7n(q’)

So, with the assumption 7, (p" 1 ¢') =m0 (p") ¥ T (¢'), T (P || @) ~s T (p) || ™n(q), as desired.
e Axiom PR4.Let p be an APTC with guarded recursion and projection operator process, and 7,41 (e-p) =
e-mn(p), it is sufficient to prove that m,+1(e-p) ~5 e-m,(p). By the transition rules for operator - in Table

and 7, in Table 17 we get

{8 3ty € }
er || - || ex %\/

{ex

i€k}
er ]| | er ——>

{e1,ex}
_

mus1((en || | ex) - p)
So, Tpr1(e-p) ~s €7 (p), as desired.

7 (P)

{e1,ex}
_

(ex || - Il ex) - mn(p) Tn(p)

(2) Soundness of APT'C with guarded recursion and projection operator with respect to pomset bisimulation

~

P

Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to APT'C' with

guarded recursion and projection operator, we only need to check if each axiom in Table[I§ is sound modulo

pomset bisimulation equivalence.
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No. Axiom
AIP it mp(x)=mn(y) for neN, then z =y

Table 19. AIP

From the definition of pomset bisimulation (see Definition 2.17), we know that pomset bisimulation is
defined by pomset transitions, which are labeled by pomsets. In a pomset transition, the events in the
pomset are either within causality relations (defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and
+, and explicitly defined by 1), of course, they are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In (1), we have
already proven the case that all events are pairwise concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case of events
in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a pomset of P = {e1,e2: e1-e2}. Then the pomset transition

labeled by the above P is just composed of one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by another

. s . P
single event transition labeled by eq, that is, =

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC with guarded recursion and projection operator modulo step
bisimulation equivalence (1), we can prove that each axiom in Table[I8 is sound modulo pomset bisimulation
equivalence, we omit them.

(3) Soundness of APTC with guarded recursion and projection operator with respect to hp-bisimulation
~hp-

Since hp-bisimulation ~p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to APT'C' with
guarded recursion and projection operator, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [I§ is sound modulo
hp-bisimulation equivalence.

From the definition of hp-bisimulation (see Definition 2.2T]), we know that hp-bisimulation is defined on
the posetal product (C4, f,C5), f : C1 - Cs isomorphism. Two process terms s related to Cy and ¢ related
to Co, and f : C; — Cy isomorphism. Initially, (C1, f,C2) = (2,2,2), and (&,3,2) €~pp. When s > s’
(C1 5 CY), there will be t 5t/ (Cy > C%), and we define f’ = f[e = e]. Then, if (C1, f,C5) €~pp, then
(Oiv I, Oé) €~hp-

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC' with guarded recursion and projection operator modulo pom-
set bisimulation equivalence (2), we can prove that each axiom in Table [I8is sound modulo hp-bisimulation
equivalence, we just need additionally to check the above conditions on hp-bisimulation, we omit them. [

Then AIP is given in Table

Theorem 5.14 (Soundness of AIP). Let x and y be APTC with projection operator and guarded recursion
terms.

1. If mp(x) ~s mp(y) for n €N, then x ~5 y;
2. If mp(x) ~p mn(y) for neN, then x ~, y;
3. If mp(x) ~hp mn(y) for neN, then x ~pp y.

Proof. (1) If mp,(x) ~s mp(y) for n € N, then x ~4 y.

Since step bisimulation ~g is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to APTC with
guarded recursion and projection operator, we only need to check if AIP in Table[I9 is sound modulo step
bisimulation equivalence.

Let p,po and q,qo be closed APTC with projection operator and guarded recursion terms such that
Tn(P0) ~s Tn(qo) for n € N. We define a relation R such that pRq iff 7, (p) ~s m.(q). Obviously, poRqo, next,
we prove that R e~g.

Let pRq and p ferrmen), V/, then 71 (p) terrmen), Vs m1(p) ~s m1(q) yields m(q) terrmen), /- Similarly,
{e1, - exn} . . {er, e}
g ———— +/ implies p ———— /.
{e1,en}

Let pRq and p ——— p’. We define the set of process terms

S 2 {q'lq S 0 and o (p') ~s ()}
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1. Since Tp41(p) ~s Tne1(q) and w41 (p) M Tn(p'), there exist ¢’ such that m,41(q) M T (q")

and m,(p") ~s mn(¢'). So, S, is not empty.

{er,en}
e

2. There are only finitely many ¢’ such that ¢ q', so, S, is finite.

3. Tn+1(p) ~s Tne1(q) implies 7, (p") ~s 7 (q"), 80 Sy, 2 Spi1-

So, S, has a non-empty intersection, and let ¢ be in this intersection, then ¢ M q" and 7, (p') ~

mn(q"), so p'Rq’. Similarly, let pq, we can obtain ¢ tevmen), ¢’ implies p termend, p’ such that p'Rq’.

Finally, R e~5 and pg ~5 qo, as desired.

(2) If mp(x) ~p mp(y) for n €N, then = ~, y.

Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to APT'C' with
guarded recursion and projection operator, we only need to check if AIP in Table[I9is sound modulo pomset
bisimulation equivalence.

From the definition of pomset bisimulation (see Definition 2I7), we know that pomset bisimulation is
defined by pomset transitions, which are labeled by pomsets. In a pomset transition, the events in the
pomset are either within causality relations (defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and
+, and explicitly defined by 1), of course, they are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In (1), we have
already proven the case that all events are pairwise concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case of events
in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a pomset of P = {e1,e2 : e1-ea}. Then the pomset transition

labeled by the above P is just composed of one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by another

. . . P
single event transition labeled by es, that is, =

Similarly to the proof of soundness of AT P modulo step bisimulation equivalence (1), we can prove that
AIP in Table [Tl is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence, we omit them.

(3) If mp(x) ~pp mn(y) for n e N, then x ~pp y.

Since hp-bisimulation ~p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to APT'C' with
guarded recursion and projection operator, we only need to check if AIP in Table is sound modulo
hp-bisimulation equivalence.

From the definition of hp-bisimulation (see Definition 2:21]), we know that hp-bisimulation is defined on
the posetal product (C1, f,C32), f : C1 - Cq isomorphism. Two process terms s related to C; and ¢ related

to Cy, and f : C1 — Cs isomorphism. Initially, (C4, f,C2) = (2,9,9), and (3,8,9) €~pp. When s 5
(Cy 5 ©1), there will be t 5t/ (Cy 5 C3), and we define f' = f[e = e]. Then, if (Cy, f,Cs) €~pp, then
(Cia flu Cé) €~hp-

Similarly to the proof of soundness of AP modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence (2), we can prove

that AIP in Table [[9 is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence, we just need additionally to check the
above conditions on hp-bisimulation, we omit them. O

Theorem 5.15 (Completeness of AIP). Let p and q be closed APTC with linear recursion and projection
operator terms, then,

1. if p~s q then m,(p) = 7, (q);

2. if p~p q then m(p) = Tn(q);

3. if D ~np q then m,(p) = mp(q).

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC with guarded recursion and projection operator (see

Theorem [5.12)), we know that each process term in APT'C' with linear recursion and projection operator is
equal to a process term (X;|E) with E a linear recursive specification:

Xi=(anr | | @iy ) Xox + -+ (@ingn |- || @ik ) Xik, + (bana ||+ || bingy ) + -+ (baggn || -+ || birgiy)

for i e {1,---,n}.

It remains to prove the following cases.

(1) if p ~5 g then 7, (p) = 7, (q).

Let p ~ ¢, and fix an n € N, there are p’, ¢’ in basic APTC terms such that p’ = m,(p) and ¢’ = 7, (q).
Since ~ is a congruence with respect to APTC, if p ~5 ¢ then 7, (p) ~s mn(q). The soundness theorem yields
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Table 20. Transition rule of the silent step

P ~s T (p) ~s Tn(q) ~s ¢ Finally, the completeness of APT'C modulo ~4 (see Theorem [I7)) ensures p’ = ¢/,
and m,(p) =p' = ¢ =7m,(q), as desired.

(2) if p ~p g then 7, (p) = T (q).

Let p ~p ¢, and fix an n € N, there are p’, ¢’ in basic APT'C terms such that p’ = m,(p) and ¢’ = 7, (q).
Since ~, is a congruence with respect to APT'C, if p ~, ¢ then m,(p) ~p m,(g). The soundness theorem yields
P’ ~p T (P) ~p T (q) ~p ¢'. Finally, the completeness of APTC modulo ~, (see Theorem [£19) ensures p’ = ¢,
and 7, (p) =p' = ¢’ =7,(q), as desired.

(3) if p ~pp g then 7, (p) = T, (q).

Let p ~pp ¢, and fix an n € N, there are p’, ¢’ in basic APTC terms such that p’ = m,(p) and ¢’ = 7, (q).
Since ~pp is a congruence with respect to APTC, if p ~p;, ¢ then m,(p) ~np Tn(g). The soundness theorem
yields p’ ~pp T (p) ~hp Tn(q) ~np ¢'. Finally, the completeness of APTC modulo ~, (see Theorem F.21])
ensures p’ = ¢, and m,(p) = p’ = ¢’ = m(q), as desired. O

6. Abstraction

To abstract away from the internal implementations of a program, and verify that the program exhibits the
desired external behaviors, the silent step 7 and abstraction operator 77 are introduced, where I ¢ E denotes
the internal events. The silent step 7 represents the internal events, when we consider the external behaviors
of a process, 7 events can be removed, that is, 7 events must keep silent. The transition rule of 7 is shown
in Table In the following, let the atomic event e range over Eu {§} U {7}, and let the communication
function vy : Eu {7} x Eu{r} > Eu {d}, with each communication involved 7 resulting into J.

The silent step 7 was firstly introduced by Milner in his CCS [3], the algebraic laws about 7 were
introduced in [I], and finally the axiomatization of 7 and 7; formed a part of ACP [4]. Though 7 has
been discussed in the interleaving bisimulation background, several years ago, we introduced 7 into true
concurrency, called weakly true concurrency [16], and also designed its logic based on a uniform logic for
true concurrency [14] [15].

In this section, we try to find the algebraic laws of 7 and 77 in true concurrency, or, exactly, to what
extent the laws of 7 and 77 in interleaving bisimulation fit the situation of true concurrency.

6.1. Rooted Branching Truly Concurrent Bisimulation Equivalence

In section 2.2] we introduce 7 into event structure, and also give the concept of weakly true concurrency.
In this subsection, we give the concepts of rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences,
based on these concepts, we can design the axiom system of the silent step 7 and the abstraction operator
7. Similarly to rooted branching bisimulation equivalence, rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences are following.

Definition 6.1 (Branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special termination predicate |, and let
\/ represent a state with \/ |. Let £, & be PESs. A branching pomset bisimulation is a relation R C
C(&1) xC(&2), such that:

1. if (C1,C3) € R, and C1 2> C! then
o either X =7*, and (C1,C2) € R;

* X
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions Co ~— C3, such that (C1,CY) € R and C = C}
with (C1,C4) € R;
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2. if (C1,Cs) € R, and Cy > C then
o either X =7*, and (C1,CY%) € R;

* X
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions Cy — C?, such that (C?,Cy) € R and C? = '
with (C1,C4) € R;

3. if (C1,C2) € R and Cy |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions Co -, CY such that
(C1,C) € R and CY |;

4. if (C1,C3) € R and Cs |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions Cq i Clo such that
(CY,C2) € R and CY |.

We say that £, € are branching pomset bisimilar, written £ ~py, Ea, if there exists a branching pomset
bisimulation R, such that (@,0) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of branching step bisimulation. When
PESs &1 and & are branching step bisimilar, we write £1 ~pg Es.

Definition 6.2 (Rooted branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special termination predicate |,
and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. Let £, &5 be PESs. A rooted branching pomset bisimulation is a relation
RcC(&) xC(&), such that:

1. if (C1,Ch) € R, and Cy =5 C} then Cy 2> CY with C! myy C;

2. if (C1,Cs) € R, and Cy > Cb then Cy 2 €1 with C wy, Ch;
3. if (C1,C2) € R and Cy |, then Cs |;
4. Zf (Cl,Cg) € R and CQ l, then Cl l
We say that €1, & are rooted branching pomset bisimilar, written €1 ~ppp E2, if there exists a rooted
branching pomset bisimulation R, such that (@,9) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of rooted branching step bisimulation.
When PESs & and &5 are rooted branching step bisimilar, we write £, ®pps Ea.

Definition 6.3 (Branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). Assume a special termination
predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with / |. A branching history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a
weakly posetal relation R < C(E1)xC(E2) such that:

1. if (C1, f,Co) € R, and Cy = C then
o cither e; =7, and (C1, fle1 — 7],C2) € R;
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions Co -, CY, such that (Cy,f,C9) € R and
C9 =5 € with (Cf, fle1 v e2],Ch) € R;
2. if (Cy1, f,C3) € R, and Cy =5 C} then
e cither ea =7, and (C1, flea —» 7],C5) € R;
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions Ci - CY, such that (CY,f,Cs) € R and
CY =5 Cf with (Cf, flez = e1],C%) € R;
3. if (C1, f,C2) € R and C1 |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions Co LN CY such that
(Clufv Cg) € R and Cg *L)'

4. if (Ch,f,C2) € R and C3 |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions Cy -, CY such that
(CY, f,C3) € R and CY |.

&1, &2 are branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written €1 ~pnp E if there exists a branching
hp-bisimulation R such that (3,,) € R.

A branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed branching hp-bisimulation.
&1,&2 are branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written E1 ~ppnp E2.
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Definition 6.4 (Rooted branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). Assume a special termina-
tion predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A rooted branching history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation
is a weakly posetal relation R ¢ C(E1)xC(E2) such that:

if (C1, f,Cs) € R, and Cy > O, then Cy =5 C with C} sy Ch;

if (C1, f,C2) € R, and Cy =5 O, then Cy =5 O with C} sy Ch;
if (C1,f,C2) € R and Cy |, then Cy |;
if (C1,f,C3) € R and Cy |, then Cy |.

&1,&2 are rooted branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written E1 ~ppnp E2 if there exists a
rooted branching hp-bisimulation R such that (3,0,D) € R.

A rooted branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed rooted branching
hp-bisimulation. £1,E are rooted branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written

E1 ~rbhhp E2.

-

6.2. Guarded Linear Recursion

The silent step 7 as an atomic event, is introduced into E. Considering the recursive specification X = 7X, 7s,
718, and 7---s are all its solutions, that is, the solutions make the existence of 7-loops which cause unfairness.
To prevent 7-loops, we extend the definition of linear recursive specification (Definition [5.4]) to the guarded
one.

Definition 6.5 (Guarded linear recursive specification). A recursive specification is linear if its recursive
equations are of the form

(ary [+ Il axe )Xo + -+ (ary |- [ @nig )Xo+ (bra |-+ [ 0agy) + -4 (bajy [+ 1 1)
where ai1, -+, Giy , Gkl Qhig, , 011, -, D151, 01415+ by, € EU{T}, and the sum above is allowed to be empty,
in which case it represents the deadlock §.
A linear recursive specification E is guarded if there does not exist an infinite sequence of T-transitions

(X|B) > (X'|E) D (X"|E) D ..,

Theorem 6.6 (Conservitivity of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion). APTC with silent
step and guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of APTC with linear recursion.

Proof. Since the transition rules of APTC with linear recursion are source-dependent, and the transition
rules for silent step in Table contain only a fresh constant 7 in their source, so the transition rules of
APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of those of APTC with
linear recursion. o

Theorem 6.7 (Congruence theorem of APT'C with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Rooted branch-
ing truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ®ypy, ®rps and ~pppp are all congruences with respect to APTC
with silent step and guarded linear recursion.

Proof. 1t follows the following three facts:

1. in a guarded linear recursive specification, right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be adapted to
the form by applications of the axioms in APTC and replacing recursion variables by the right-hand
sides of their recursive equations;

2. truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~;,, ~s and ~p;, are all congruences with respect to all operators
of APTC', while truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~, ~s and ~,;, imply the corresponding rooted
branching truly concurrent bisimulations ®,pp, #ps and ~.pp, (see Proposition[Z.23)), so rooted branching
truly concurrent bisimulations ~,.py,, ®yps and ~.pp, are all congruences with respect to all operators of
APTC,

3. While E is extended to E u {7}, it can be proved that rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulations
Rrbp; Mrbs and ~ppp, are all congruences with respect to all operators of APT'C, we omit it.

O
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No. Axiom

B1 e-T=e

B2 e (t-(z+y)+ax)=e-(z+vy)
B3 z|Tt=x

Table 21. Axioms of silent step

6.3. Algebraic Laws for the Silent Step

We design the axioms for the silent step 7 in Table 211

The axioms B1, B2 and B3 are the conditions in which 7 really keeps silent to act with the operators -,
+ and |.

Theorem 6.8 (Elimination theorem of APT'C with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Fach process

term in APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a
guarded linear recursive specification.

Proof. By applying structural induction with respect to term size, each process term ¢; in APTC with silent
step and guarded linear recursion generates a process can be expressed in the form of equations

ti = (airn |+ | @iviy )tix + o+ (@1 | || @ingiy tin, + (Dixn ||+ | biviy ) + -+ (Bargr |-+ || biti,)

for i € {1,---,n}. Let the linear recursive specification E consist of the recursive equations

Xi=(any |- @i ) Xix + -+ (@ingr | | @ngig ) Xawy + (Ginn |- | bivay ) + -+ (baga || -+ || biryiy)
for i € {1,---,n}. Replacing X; by t; for i € {1,---,n} is a solution for E, RSP yields t; = (X;|FE). O

Theorem 6.9 (Soundness of APT'C with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let z and y be APTC
with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms. If APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion
Fx =y, then

1z RNrbs Y;
2. x Rrbp Y;
3. x Nrbhp Y-

Proof. (1) Soundness of APT'C with silent step and guarded linear recursion with respect to rooted branching
step bisimulation ~,.ps.

Since rooted branching step bisimulation w4, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect
to APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [21] is
sound modulo rooted branching step bisimulation equivalence.

Though transition rules in Table 20] are defined in the flavor of single event, they can be modified into
a step (a set of events within which each event is pairwise concurrent), we omit them. If we treat a single
event as a step containing just one event, the proof of this soundness theorem does not exist any problem,
so we use this way and still use the transition rules in Table

e Axiom Bl. Assume that e- 7 = e, it is sufficient to prove that e- 7 w~.45 €. By the transition rules for
operator - in Table fl and 7 in Table 20, we get

So, e- T ~pps €, as desired.
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e Axiom B2. Let p and ¢ be APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion processes, and assume
that e- (7-(p+4q) +p) =e-(p+q), it is sufficient to prove that e- (7-(p+q) +p) ~ps €+ (p+ q). By the
transition rules for operators - and + in Table Bl and 7 in Table 20 we get

ey p>
e (T (p+q)+p) >/

ey p=
e e
e (p+q) >—/

ey pp
e (t-(p+q)+p) > p'

ey pp
e ex /
e-(p+q)—=—p

ei\/ qi

e T e3

e (t-(p+q)+p) >—>—
ei\/ qz

e-(p+q) >/

e eo
e+ q—¢q
€2

e (T-(p+q)+p) > ¢

ey g4
e ez ,
e-(p+rq) =>—q

So, e (1T-(p+q) +p) »rps e (p+q), as desired.
e Axiom B3. Let p be an APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion process, and assume that

p || 7 = p, it is sufficient to prove that p || 7 ~.ps p. By the transition rules for operator | in Table [ and
7 in Table 20} we get

=

e
pllT=

€ 7

p—p
pllr=p

So, p || T ~bs D, as desired.

(2) Soundness of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion with respect to rooted branching
pomset bisimulation ~;.p,.

Since rooted branching pomset bisimulation w,p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table
211 is sound modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation .

From the definition of rooted branching pomset bisimulation »,, (see Definition [6.2), we know that
rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,4, is defined by weak pomset transitions, which are labeled by
pomsets with 7. In a weak pomset transition, the events in the pomset are either within causality relations
(defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and +, and explicitly defined by {§), of course, they
are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In (1), we have already proven the case that all events are pairwise
concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case of events in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a
pomset of P = {ej,es: ey -ea}. Then the weak pomset transition labeled by the above P is just composed of
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one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by another single event transition labeled by es, that is,

P €1 €2
— >

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion modulo
rooted branching step bisimulation ~,;s (1), we can prove that each axiom in Table 2] is sound modulo
rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~4,, we omit them.

(3) Soundness of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion with respect to rooted branching
hp-bisimulation #,.pp,.

Since rooted branching hp-bisimulation w5, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect
to APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table 2] is
sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,4pyp.

From the definition of rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,4p, (see Definition [6.4]), we know that rooted

branching hp-bisimulation #,4p,, is defined on the weakly posetal product (C1, f,C2), f : Cy — Cy isomorphism.
Two process terms s related to C; and t related to Ca, and f : C; — Cy isomorphism. Initially, (Cy, f,C5) =

(2,2,2), and (,8,2) €~pphp. When s 5> 5" (C; = C}), there will be ¢ = ¢/ (Cy = (%), and we define
f’ = f[e — 6]. Then, if (Ol, f, CQ) EXrbhp, then (Ci, f’, Cé) EXrbhp-

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion modulo rooted
branching pomset bisimulation equivalence (2), we can prove that each axiom in Table 2] is sound modulo
rooted branching hp-bisimulation equivalence, we just need additionally to check the above conditions on
rooted branching hp-bisimulation, we omit them. o

Theorem 6.10 (Completeness of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let p and q be
closed APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms, then,

1. if prpps g then p=gq;
2. if p~rbp q then p=gq;
3. if p ~rbhp q then p = q.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion (see
Theorem [6.8]), we know that each process term in APT'C with silent step and guarded linear recursion is
equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a guarded linear recursive specification.

It remains to prove the following cases.

(1) If (X1]E1) ~rps (Y1]E2) for guarded linear recursive specification Fy and Es, then (X1|E;) = (Y1|E>).

Firstly, the recursive equation W = 7 + -+ 7 with W # X; in F; and F,, can be removed, and the
corresponding summands aW are replaced by a, to get E] and F}, by use of the axioms RDP, A3 and Bl1,
and (X|Er) = (X|EL), (V]Es) = (Y|E3).

Let E; consists of recursive equations X = tx for X € X and E5 consists of recursion equations Y =ty for
Y €Y, and are not the form 7 +---+ 7. Let the guarded linear recursive specification F consists of recursion
equations Zxy =txy, and (X|E1) ~pps (Y|E2), and txy consists of the following summands:

1. txy contains a summand (ay || = || am)Zxry+ iff tx contains the summand (ay || = || am)X’ and ty
contains the summand (ay || =+ || am )Y’ such that (X'|E1) ~pps (Y'|E2);

2. txy contains a summand by | - || b, iff tx contains the summand by || -+ || b, and ty contains the
summand by || -+ || by;

3. txy contains a summand 7Zxy iff XY # X1Y7, tx contains the summand 7X’, and (X'|E1) ~pps (Y|E2);
4. txy contains a summand 7Zxy iff XY # X1Y7, ty contains the summand 7Y”’, and (X |E1) ~pps (Y| E2).

Since Fy and Ey are guarded, E is guarded. Constructing the process term uxy consist of the following
summands:

1. uxy contains a summand (a; || - || am){X'|E1) iff tx contains the summand (aq || - || @)X’ and ty
contains the summand (ay || - || am)Y” such that (X'|E1) ~pps (Y| E2);

2. uxy contains a summand by || - || b, iff tx contains the summand by || -+ || b, and ty contains the
summand by || =+ || by;

3. uxy contains a summand 7(X'|E;) iff XY # XY}, tx contains the summand 7X', and (X'|E}) ~.ps
(Y]E).

Let the process term sxy be defined as follows:
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N o
x E\/ cel :c:»:c
T1(2) >/ 71(2) = 7r(a")

€ € 7
B APy . L A
T1(2) =/ 71(2) > 71 ()

Table 22. Transition rule of the abstraction operator

1. sxy 2 (X|E1) +uxy iff XY # X Y7, ty contains the summand 7Y”; and (X|E1) ~pps (Y/|E2);
2. sxy £ (X|Ey), otherwise.

So, (X|E1) = (X|E1)+uxy, and (a1 || = || an ) (T(X[E1)+uxy) = (a1 || = [| an) ((T(X|E1)+uxy ) +uxy) =
(a1 1| ) ((XTBL) + uxy) = (an | - | am)(X|E), hence, (as | | am)sxy = (ar | - || am) (X]E2).

Let o map recursion variable X in Fj to (X|E1), and let ¢ map recursion variable Zxy in F to sxy.
It is sufficient to prove sxy =¥ (txy) for recursion variables Zxy in E. Either XY = X3Y; or XY # X1Y7,
we all can get sxy = ¥(txy). So, sxy = (Zxy|E) for recursive variables Zxy in F is a solution for F.
Then by RSP, particularly, (X;1|E1) = (Zx,v,|F). Similarly, we can obtain (Y7|E2) = (Zx,v;|E). Finally,
(X1|E1) = (Zx,v, |E) = (Y1]E2), as desired.

(2) If (X1|E1) ~rpp (Y1|E2) for guarded linear recursive specification By and Es, then (X:|E1) = (Y1]E»).

It can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it.

(3) If (X1|E1) ~pbnp (Y1|E2) for guarded linear recursive specification Fy and Eo, then (X1|E1) = (Y1|E2).

It can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it. O

6.4. Abstraction

The unary abstraction operator 77 (I ¢ E) renames all atomic events in I into 7. APT'C with silent step and
abstraction operator is called APTC.. The transition rules of operator 7; are shown in Table

Theorem 6.11 (Conservitivity of APTC, with guarded linear recursion). APTC; with guarded linear
recursion is a conservative extension of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion.

Proof. Since the transition rules of APT'C with silent step and guarded linear recursion are source-dependent,
and the transition rules for abstraction operator in Table 22] contain only a fresh operator 7; in their source,
so the transition rules of APT'C, with guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of those of APTC
with silent step and guarded linear recursion. O

Theorem 6.12 (Congruence theorem of APTC, with guarded linear recursion). Rooted branching truly
concurrent bisimulation equivalences ®ppp, ~rps and ~pphp are all congruences with respect to APTCr with
guarded linear recursion.

Proof. (1) Case rooted branching pomset bisimulation equivalence ~,.pp.

Let z and y be APTC, with guarded linear recursion processes, and x w~,pp y, it is sufficient to prove

that 77(x) »pep 71 (y).
By the transition rules for operator 7; in Table 22] we can get

X Y
(@) = /(X ¢I) m1(y) = /(Y ¢1)
with X cz, Y cy,and X ~ Y.
Or, we can get

b's Y
mi(x) = (@)X ¢1) m(y) = ()Y ¢1)
with X ¢z, Y cy, and X ~Y and the hypothesis 77(z") ~pp 71 ().
Or, we can get
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No.  Axiom

TI1 e¢l Tr(e)=e

TI2 eel 7r(e)=T7

TI3 717(8) =46

T4 1(z+y) =7(x)+71(y)
TI5 7r(x-y)=71r(x) 11(Y)
TI6 7o | y) = 71(2) | 71 ()

Table 23. Axioms of abstraction operator

71(2) (X D) Ti(y) /(Y 1)
with X cx, Y cy,and X ~Y.
Or, we can get

mr(x) = (@) (X <T) 7i(y) = ()Y SI)
with X cz, Y cy, and X ~Y and the hypothesis 77(z") ~rpp 71(y").
So, we get 77(x) mrpp T1(y), as desired
(2) The cases of rooted branching step bisimulation s, rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,pp, can be
proven similarly, we omit them. o

We design the axioms for the abstraction operator 7; in Table 23

The axioms TI1-T13 are the defining laws for the abstraction operator 77; 714 -T16 say that in process
term 77(t), all transitions of ¢ labeled with atomic events from I are renamed into 7.

Theorem 6.13 (Soundness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion). Let x and y be APTC, with guarded
linear recursion terms. If APTC, with guarded linear recursion — x =y, then

1. x~pps y;
2. x Rrbp Ys
3. x Nrbhp Y-

Proof. (1) Soundness of APT'C,; with guarded linear recursion with respect to rooted branching step bisim-
ulation ~,ps.

Since rooted branching step bisimulation .4, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect
to APTC, with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table 23]is sound modulo
rooted branching step bisimulation equivalence.

Though transition rules in Table 22] are defined in the flavor of single event, they can be modified into
a step (a set of events within which each event is pairwise concurrent), we omit them. If we treat a single
event as a step containing just one event, the proof of this soundness theorem does not exist any problem,
so we use this way and still use the transition rules in Table 23]

We only prove soundness of the non-trivial axioms 774 — T'16, and omit the defining axioms TI1 - T13.

e Axiom TT4. Let p,q be APTC, with guarded linear recursion processes, and 77(p + ¢q) = 77(p) + 71(q),
it is sufficient to prove that 77(p + q) ~rps 77(p) + 71(¢q). By the transition rules for operator + in Table
and 77 in Table 22, we get

p=y (entl) p=>y (ergl)
mi(p+q) = m(p) +71(0) =/

g2V (e2¢) g/ (e2g])
mi(p+q) = () +71(q) =/
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pp (e ¢l) p—p (e1¢l)
(p+q) () T1(p) +711(q) 2> T (p')
qg-—>q (ea¢l) q->q (e2g¢])
mi(p+q) > 1i(¢")  T1(p) +71r(q) = 11(q")

p=>y (erel) p5y (erel)
p+q) > m(p)+71(0) >/

g5 (e2¢) g/ (e2€l)
ilp+q) > Ti(p) +1r(q) >/

pp (erel) p—p (erel)
m1(p+q) > (p')  T1(p) +71(q) > Tr(p')

q—=>q (ezel) q>4q (exel)
m(p+q) > 1(q) 1 (p) +71(q) 5 T1(q")

So, 71(p+ q) ~rbs T1(p) + 71(q), as desired.
e Axiom TI5. Let p,q be APTC; with guarded linear recursion processes, and 77(p-q) = 77(p) - 77(q), it
is sufficient to prove that 77(p- q) ~rbs 71(p) - 71(q). By the transition rules for operator - in Table B and

77 in Table 22 we get

P>y (er¢l) PV (en¢l)
mi(p-q) = 7(q)  T(p) T1(q) = Tr(q)

p—p (e1¢l) p—p (e1¢l)
m1(p-q) > (0 -q)  T1(p) - Tr(q) = 1 (p') - 71(q)

p=y (erel)  pHy (erel)
m(p-q) > 7la)  T(p)-Ti(q) > 7i(q)

p=>p (erel) p=p (erel)
m(p-a) > (0’ -q)  T(p)-Ti(q) = 71 (p') - 7i(q)
So, with the assumption 77(p" - q) = 77 (p") - 71(q), T1(p- q) ~rps T1(p) - T1(q), as desired.

e Axiom TI6. Let p,q be APTC, with guarded linear recursion processes, and 77(p || ¢) = 71(p) || 71(q),
it is sufficient to prove that 77(p || ¢) ~r6s 71(p) || 71(q). By the transition rules for operator | in Table[T]

and 77 in Table 2] we get

P53y (eneatl) pSHy ¢S (eneatl)

m(p |l g) 222 m1(p) I mi(q) 222
p5p g (ereatl) pop g/ (er,e2él)

npla) 2y ) I mile) 2 ()
Py a>q (ee2él) py q>q (ereaél)

71 Il q) <22 o (q) () | 71(a) b 7 (q1)
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pop g ¢ (eneagl)

pop g q (ereatl)

{e1,e2}
>

m1(p Il 9)

P>V 4>y (e1élezel)

{e1,e2}

(' 1 q")  Ti(p) | 71(q) —— 11 (p’) T 71(q")

P>V 4> (gl ezel)

T1(p Il @) =/

pop g/ (er¢lesel)

71(p) | 71(a) =

p=5p g (e1élexel)

m1(p | @) = 71 (p')

Py g>q (er¢lescl)

m(p) || 7r(q) = m1(p")

Py g Sq (er¢lescl)

m1(p |l ¢) = 71(¢)

p=p q>q (ea1¢lescl)

m(p) || 7r(q) = 71(q")

p=p qg>q (ea¢lescl)

mi(pllq) = (' 1 ')

Py g (erelentl)

m1(p) | 71(q) = 7 (»') ¥ 7r(q")

Py g (erelext¢l)

i(p Il ) =

pop g/ (ereles¢l)

71(p) | 71(a) = v/

pop g (erele¢l)

m1(p | @) = 71 (p')

Py q>q (ereles¢l)

m(p) || 7r(q) = 71 (")

Py g—>q (erelesgl)

m1(p || 4) = 71(¢)

p—p qg>q (erele¢l)

m1(p) | 71(q) = 71(")

p=p q>q (erelea¢])

i llg) = (' 1 ')

PV 4y (enezeld)

71(p) | 71(q) = 7 (»') ¥ 71(q")

Py 4 (enenel)

i llg) =

p—p g (er,exel)

() | 71(g) = v/

p—=p g/ (er,erel)

7i(p | @) = (')

P>y q>q (erenel)

71(p) Il 71(q) = 71 (")

P>y a>4q (er,exel)

71(p |l 9) = (¢

p=p q¢>q (er,exel)

71(p) | 71(q) = 71(q")

p—=p q¢>q (er,exel)

1 lle) > 1)

71(p) || () = 7 (p') ¥ T1(q)

Yong Wang

So, with the assumption 77(p" § ¢') =77 (p") 1 71(¢"), 71 (p || ) ~rbs T1(p) || T1(q), as desired.

(2) Soundness of APTC; with guarded linear recursion with respect to rooted branching pomset bisim-
ulation ..

Since rooted branching pomset bisimulation w,p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTC,, with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table 23] is sound
modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation w,.pp.

From the definition of rooted branching pomset bisimulation »,p, (see Definition [6:2), we know that
rooted branching pomset bisimulation =,4, is defined by weak pomset transitions, which are labeled by
pomsets with 7. In a weak pomset transition, the events in the pomset are either within causality relations
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No. Axiom
CFAR If X is in a cluster for I with exits
{laan [+ Il @1:) Y1, (am | = | @mi) Y, b1n | [ b1z, 0n1 [+ || bnj},
then 7- 77 ((X|E)) =
Torr((arn |- I ara ) (Y1E) + - + (ama || - | @mi (Y| E) + 11 || -+ [ b1+ +bna || -+ || bnj)

Table 24. Cluster fair abstraction rule

(defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and +, and explicitly defined by {§), of course, they
are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In (1), we have already proven the case that all events are pairwise
concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case of events in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a
pomset of P ={ey,es:e1-ea}. Then the weak pomset transition labeled by the above P is just composed of

one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by another single event transition labeled by es, that is,

P €1 €2
a2

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APT'C, with guarded linear recursion modulo rooted branching
step bisimulation #.45 (1), we can prove that each axiom in Table is sound modulo rooted branching
pomset bisimulation ~,4,, we omit them.

(3) Soundness of APTC.. with guarded linear recursion with respect to rooted branching hp-bisimulation
%’I"bhp'

Since rooted branching hp-bisimulation #,.p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect
to APTC; with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table 23]is sound modulo
rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,.pp,).

From the definition of rooted branching hp-bisimulation #,4p, (see Definition [6.4]), we know that rooted

branching hp-bisimulation ., is defined on the weakly posetal product (Ch, f,C2), f: Cy = Cy isomorphism.
Two process terms s related to C7 and ¢ related to Cg, and f: Cy — Cg 1som0rphlsm Imtlally, (Cy, f,C) =

(2,2,2), and (&,8,0) €~pnp. When s > 5" (C1 = C1), there will be t = ' (Cy = C4), and we define
f'=fle~ e]. Then, if (C1, f,C2) €xpppp, then (C1, ', C3) €xppnyp.

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APT'C. with guarded linear recursion modulo rooted branching
pomset bisimulation equivalence (2), we can prove that each axiom in Table is sound modulo rooted
branching hp-bisimulation equivalence, we just need additionally to check the above conditions on rooted
branching hp-bisimulation, we omit them. O

Though 7-loops are prohibited in guarded linear recursive specifications (see Definition[6.0]) in a specifiable
way, they can be constructed using the abstraction operator, for example, there exist 7-loops in the process
term 77,3 ((X|X = aX)). To avoid 7-loops caused by 77 and ensure fairness, the concept of cluster and CFAR
(Cluster Fair Abstraction Rule) [I7] are still valid in true concurrency, we introduce them below.

Definition 6.14 (Cluster). Let E be a guarded linear recursive specification, and I ¢ E. Two recursion

bi1,,b1i
variable X andY in E are in the same cluster for I iff there exist sequences of transitions (X|E) Lonbiad,

Lo |y and vy S0 L B where b, by, €1, eng € TU {7
ay || || ax or (a1 || -+ || ax)X is an exit for the cluster C' iff: (1) ay || -+ || ar or (a1 ||l ax)X is a
summand at the right-hand side of the recursive equation for a recursion variable in C, and (2) in the case
of (a1 || -+ || ax) X, either aj ¢ Tu{r}(le{1,2,-,k}) or X ¢C.

Theorem 6.15 (Soundness of CFAR). CFAR is sound modulo rooted branching truly concurrent bisimu-
lation equivalences ~rps, ~rpp aNd Xpppp.

Proof. (1) Soundness of CF AR with respect to rooted branching step bisimulation ~ps.

Let X be in a cluster fOI‘ I Wlth exits {(all || || au)Yl,~~~,(am1 || || ami)Ym,bu || || blj;"'ybnl ||
- || b }. Then (X|E) can execute a string of atomic events from Ju {7} inside the cluster of X, followed by
an exit (a1 || -+ || aii)Ye for i’ € {1,---;m} or by || -+ || bjr; for j' € {1,---,n}. Hence, 77 ({X|E)) can execute
a string of 7 inside the cluster of X, followed by an exit 77((a;i1 || - || @i )(Yir|E)) for ¢ € {1,---,m} or

Tr(bjn || =+ || bjrj) for j7 € {1,---,n}. And these 7* are non-initial in 77;({X|E)), so they are truly silent by
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the axiom B1, we obtain 777 ({X|E)) ~rps 7 71((@11 || -+ || a1:)(Y1|E) + -+ + (@1 || = || @mi){(Ym|E) + b11 ||
<o b+ +bpa ||+ || bny), as desired.

(2) Soundness of CF AR with respect to rooted branching pomset bisimulation #;py,.

From the definition of rooted branching pomset bisimulation »,j, (see Definition [6.2), we know that
rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,4, is defined by weak pomset transitions, which are labeled by
pomsets with 7. In a weak pomset transition, the events in the pomset are either within causality relations
(defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and +, and explicitly defined by {§), of course, they
are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In (1), we have already proven the case that all events are pairwise
concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case of events in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a
pomset of P = {ej,es:e1-ea}. Then the weak pomset transition labeled by the above P is just composed of

one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by another single event transition labeled by eq, that is,

P e; es
= a2

Similarly to the proof of soundness of CF' AR modulo rooted branching step bisimulation ~,s (1), we can
prove that CF AR in Table 24]is sound modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,y,, we omit them.

(3) Soundness of CF AR with respect to rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,.pp.

From the definition of rooted branching hp-bisimulation #~,4p, (see Definition [6.4]), we know that rooted
branching hp-bisimulation #,4p, is defined on the weakly posetal product (Ch, f,C2), f : Cy - Cy isomorphism.
Two process terms s related to C; and ¢ related to Cs, and f : Cy - Cy isomorphism. Initially, (C4, f,C2) =
(2,2,2), and (2,8,2) expnp. When s 5 s’ (C1 5 C}), there will be t = t/ (Cy = C3), and we define
f, = f[e = 6]. Then7 if (017 f7 C2) ENTthN then (Ciu f,7 Cé) ENTbhp'

Similarly to the proof of soundness of CF AR modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation equivalence

(2), we can prove that CF AR in Table24lis sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation equivalence, we
just need additionally to check the above conditions on rooted branching hp-bisimulation, we omit them. [

Theorem 6.16 (Completeness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion and CFAR). Let p and q be closed
APTC, with guarded linear recursion and CF AR terms, then,

1. if prpps g then p=gq;

2. pr Rrbp 4 then p=q;

3. if prpnp g thenp=gq.

Proof. (1) For the case of rooted branching step bisimulation, the proof is following.

Firstly, in the proof the Theorem [6.10] we know that each process term p in APTC with silent step and
guarded linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a guarded linear recursive specification.
And we prove if (X1|E1) ~pps (Y1|E2), then (X;|Eq) = (Y1|E2)

The only new case is p = 77(q). Let ¢ = (X|E) with F a guarded linear recursive specification, so

p =77((X|E)). Then the collection of recursive variables in E can be divided into its clusters C1,---,C for
I. Let

(@rir || = |l arsrin)Yar + -+ (@i |+ || Qs i) Yims + 011 |-+ | byt + o+ by || || by, i

be the conflict composition of exits for the cluster C;, with i € {1,---, N'}.
For Z € C; with i € {1,---, N}, we define

sz2 (an || - || anl i) T (Vi B+ +(avim, | I @horim )70 (Vim [BY 401 ||+ | brggin+e+brimg |-+ || Bty ims
For Z € C; and a1,-,a; e Eu {7} with j € N, we have
(a1 || - a)r({Z|E))
= (a1 | - I ag)mr((ara ||+ | aryyin)(Yaa|E) + o+ (@rim, | [ @iy imi )Y [E) + brin || - || buyyin + - +
blimi || || bll7nllm1)
= (a1 |||l aj)sz

Let the linear recursive specification F' contain the same recursive variables as E, for Z € C;, F' contains
the following recursive equation

Z = (afan || = Il agiyan)Yar + -+ (@rimg |- | @hotyima ) Yom, + 0t | brogin + -+ btim, |-+ | B i,
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It is easy to see that there is no sequence of one or more r-transitions from (Z|F) to itself, so F' is

guarded.
For
sz=(afa | Il el i) Vi +-+ (@2img |-+ | @ritim) Yime +brin [+ | brggin + -+ baimy |+ | Digp i
is a solution for F. So, (a1 || - || ;)71 ({Z|E)) = (a1 || - | aj)sz = (a1 || -+ || a; ){Z|F).
So,
(ZIF) = (atin || -+ | axdy i) (Y| )+ +(anim, | 1 @k ime ) Vi, [F)+brin || -+ | brgyin++baim, | 1| Dii i

Hence, 71 ({X|E) = (Z|F)), as desired.
(2) For the case of rooted branching pomset bisimulation, it can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it.
(3) For the case of rooted branching hp-bisimulation, it can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it. O

Finally, in sectiond] during conflict elimination, the axioms U25 and U27 are (§(e1,e2)) e1< ez =7 and
(u(el, €2),e2 <e3) e3< ey = 7. Their functions are like abstraction operator 77, their rigorous soundness can
be proven similarly to Theorem and Theorem [6.13] really, they are based on weakly true concurrency.
We just illustrate their intuition through an example.

P o= O(abc)(def) (fbe)
CEE (O(ab-c)a(de )| (de-f)+(O(d-e f)< (a-b-c)) || (a-b-c) (§(be))
2 (abe)a(doe ) (e f+((doe f)<(abo) | (abc) (f(be))
L @) | (e f) v (doro7) | (arbee)
T al(de-f)+d] (ab-c)

We see that the conflict relation {(b,e) is eliminated.

7. Applications

APTC provides a formal framework based on truly concurrent behavioral semantics, which can be used to
verify the correctness of system behaviors. In this section, we tend to choose one protocol verified by ACP
[4] — alternating bit protocol (ABP) [19].

The ABP protocol is used to ensure successful transmission of data through a corrupted channel. This
success is based on the assumption that data can be resent an unlimited number of times, which is illustrated
in Figlll we alter it into the true concurrency situation.

1. Data elements dy, ds,ds, - from a finite set A are communicated between a Sender and a Receiver.

2. If the Sender reads a datum from channel A;, then this datum is sent to the Receiver in parallel through
channel As.

3. The Sender processes the data in A, formes new data, and sends them to the Receiver through channel
B.

4. And the Receiver sends the datum into channel Cs.
5. If channel B is corrupted, the message communicated through B can be turn into an error message L.

6. Every time the Receiver receives a message via channel B, it sends an acknowledgement to the Sender
via channel D, which is also corrupted.

7. Finally, then Sender and the Receiver send out their outputs in parallel through channels C; and Cs.

In the truly concurrent ABP, the Sender sends its data to the Receiver; and the Receiver can also send
its data to the Sender, for simplicity and without loss of generality, we assume that only the Sender sends its
data and the Receiver only receives the data from the Sender. The Sender attaches a bit 0 to data elements
dsk-1 and a bit 1 to data elements doy, when they are sent into channel B. When the Receiver reads a datum,
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|
' |
' |
' |
|
I Sender Receiver :
' |
' |
' |
|

Fig. 2. Alternating bit protocol

it sends back the attached bit via channel D. If the Receiver receives a corrupted message, then it sends
back the previous acknowledgement to the Sender.
Then the state transition of the Sender can be described by APTC as follows.

Sb = Z ’I”Al(d) 'Tdb
deA

Tav=( D (s(d',b)-sc,(d") +s5(L)) - Uap
d’eA
Uap =rp(b)-S1p+ (rp(1=0) +rp (L)) - Tap

where sp denotes sending data through channel B, rp denotes receiving data through channel D, simi-
larly, 74, means receiving data via channel Ay, s¢, denotes sending data via channel Cq, and b e {0,1}.
And the state transition of the Receiver can be described by APTC' as follows.

Rb = Z TA2(d) . ng
deA

Ry= > {rp(d',b)-sc,(d") Qu+rp(d,1-b)-Qi14} +r5(L) Q1
d’'eA
Qv =(sp(b) +sp(L)) - Risp

where r4, denotes receiving data via channel Ay, rp denotes receiving data via channel B, s¢, denotes
sending data via channel Cy, sp denotes sending data via channel D, and b€ {0,1}.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate each
other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication functions.



Draft of Algebraic Laws for True Concurrency 69

v(sp(d',b),rp(d',b)) = cp(d',b)
Y(sp(L),75(1)) = cp(1)
Y(sp(b),rp (b)) = cp(b)
Y(sp(L),rp(L)) =cp(L)

Let Ry and Sy be in parallel, then the system R3Sy can be represented by the following process term.

71(0u(O(Ro T S50))) = 71(0u(Ro T So))
where H = {sp(d’,b),rp(d’',b),sp(b),rp(b)|d € A,be{0,1}}
{SB(J-)aTB(J-)vSD(J-)aTD(J-)}
I={cp(d,b),cp(d)|d € A;be{0,1}}u{cp(L),cp(1)}.
Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 7.1 (Correctness of the ABP protocol). The ABP protocol 71(0u(Ro § So)) exhibits desired
external behaviors.

Proof. By use of the algebraic laws of APTC, we have the following expansions.

Ro 1 So 5 Ry || So+Ro | So
RDP
2% (X ran(d)-RY) I (3 74, (d)Tuo)
deA deA
(X ray(d)-RY) | (Y ray (d)Tao)
deA deA
PO S (ray (d) [ 7, ()Rl § Tao+6-RYy § Tag
deA
A6, A
AT S (ray(d) [ a, (D)RY 1 Tao
deA

dr(Ro ¥ S0) =0u (Y (ra,(d) | ra, (d))Ry § Tao)
deA

= > (ra,(d) | ra,(d)0u (R § Tao)
deA

Similarly, we can get the following equations.

On(Ro 1 So) = ), (ra,(d) [ 74,(d)) - 0n(Tao 1 Rp)
deA

Ou(Tao T R)) = cp(d’,0)-(sc,(d") | s¢,(d")) -0 (Uao § Qo) +cp(L) -0 (Uao § Q1)
O (Uao 1 Q1) = (ep(1) +ep(L)) - 0u(Tao § Ryp)

O1(Qo 1 Ugo) =cp(0) -0 (R 1 S1)+cp(L)-0u(Ry § Tao)

8H(R'1 i Tdo (CB(d,,0)+CB(J.))~(9H(QO i UdO)

) =
O (Ri 1 1) =) (ray(d) | 74,(d)) -0 (Tur 1 Ry)
deA

Ou(Tar § Ry) =cp(d,1)-(s0,(d) || sc,(d)) -0 (Ua & Q1) +cp(L)-0n(Uar ¥ Q)
Or(Ua1 ¥ Qp) = (ep(0) +cp(L))-0u(Tar § RY)

Or(Q1 1 Uar) =cp(1)-0u(Ro § So) +ep(L)-0u(Ry 1§ Tar)

Ou(Ry § Tm) = (cp(d',1) +cp(1)) - 0u(Q1 1 Ua)

Let 9 (Ro § So) = (X1|E), where E is the following guarded linear recursion specification:

~—~ —
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{(X1= 2 (ra,(d) [ 74, (d)) - X2a,Y1 = D (ray(d) | 74, (d)) - Yoa,
deA deA

Xoq=cp(d,0) - Xyq+cp(L)- Xsq,Yaq = cp(d',1)-Yaqg+cp(L) - Ysa,
X34 =(cp(1) +cp(L)) - Xaa, Y34 = (cp(0) + cp(1)) - Yau,

Xaa = (s0,(d") || s0,(d")) - Xsa,Yaa = (s¢,(d) || sc,(d")) - Ysa,
Xs5a=cp(0)-Y1 +ep(L)-Xed,Ysqa =cp(1)- X1 +ep(L)- Yea,

X6d = (CB(d,O) + CB(J_)) 'X5d;}/6d = (CB(d, 1) + CB(J_)) -Ysq

|d,d € A}

Then we apply abstraction operator 77 into (X1 |FE).

1({(X1|E)) = d%(ml(d) 74, (d)) - 71 ((X24|E))

= > (ra, () || 74, (@) - Tr({(X4a| E))

deA

= > (ra (@) [ 74,(d)) - (se, (&) || s, (d)) - T ({XsalE))
d,d’eA

= 2 (ra (@) [7a,(d)) - (sc, (d) | sc,(d)) - 11 ((YE))

d,d’eA

Similarly, we can get 77((Y1|E)) = Xq area (ra,(d) || 74, (d)) - (s, (d) || s, (d)) - 71 ((X3|E)).
We get 77 (0 (Ro 1 S0)) = Zaarea(ra, (d) | 74, (d))-(sc,(d) || sc,(d'))-71(0u(Ro T So)). So, the ABP
protocol 77(0g (R § So)) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

8. Extensions

APTC also has the modularity as ACP, so, APTC can be extended easily. By introducing new operators or
new constants, APT'C can have more properties, modularity provides APT'C an elegant fashion to express
a new property. In this section, we take examples of placeholder which maybe capture the nature of true
concurrency, renaming operator which is used to rename the atomic events and firstly introduced by Milner
in his CCS [3], state operator which can explicitly define states, and a more complex extension called guards
which can express conditionals.

8.1. Placeholder

Through verification of ABP protocol [19] in section[7] we see that the verification is in a structural symmetric
way. Let we see the following example.

(a-rp) § wp=(al wp) -re+vy(a,wp) 1y
=01, +0d-1p
=6+0
=0

With v(rp, wp) = ¢p. The communication ¢, does not occur and the above equation should be able to be
equal to a-cp. How to deal this situation?

It is caused that the two communicating actions are not at the same causal depth. That is, we must pad
something in hole of (a-7) § ([-] - wp) to make r, and wp in the same causal depth.

Can we pad 7 into that hole? No. Because 7 - wy, # wp. We must pad something new to that hole.
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®-v

Table 25. Transition rule of the shadow constant

No. Axiom

SC1 ®xz==x

SC2 z-®==x

SC3 (©F°|e=e

SC1 e (®F y)=e-y

505 ©° I (e-y)-e-y

SC6 (e-z)||®°=e-x

SC7 (®F°-z)|e=e-x

508 (c.x) |(®Fy) =€ (z 1 1)
509 (@ 2) I (e w)=e-(z 1)

Table 26. Axioms of shadow constant

8.1.1. Transition Rules of Shadow Constant

We introduce a constant called shadow constant (S) to act for the placeholder that we ever used to deal
entanglement in quantum process algebra. The transition rule of the shadow constant (S) is shown in Table
The rule say that (S) can terminate successfully without executing any action.

Theorem 8.1 (Conservativity of APTC with respect to the shadow constant). APTC, with guarded linear
recursion and shadow constant is a conservative extension of APTC. with guarded linear recursion.

Proof. Tt follows from the following two facts (see Theorem [2.§]).

1. The transition rules of APT'C, with guarded linear recursion in section [0l are all source-dependent;
2. The sources of the transition rules for the shadow constant contain an occurrence of (8).

8.1.2. Axioms for Shadow Constant

We design the axioms for the shadow constant (S) in Table And for (8)§, we add superscript e to denote
(8) is belonging to e and subscript i to denote that it is the i-th shadow of e. And we extend the set E to

the set Eu{r} u {0} u{(®)S}.

The mismatch of action and its shadows in parallelism will cause deadlock, that is, e || @e' = § with
e # ¢/. We must make all shadows ()¢ are distinct, to ensure f in hp-bisimulation is an isomorphism.

Theorem 8.2 (Soundness of the shadow constant). Let x and y be APTC; with guarded linear recursion
and the shadow constant terms. If APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the shadow constant +~ x =y,
then

1. s y;
2. TR Y
3. T Rrphp Y-

Proof. (1) Soundness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the shadow constant with respect to
rooted branching step bisimulation ..

Since rooted branching step bisimulation ~,4, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect
to APTC,; with guarded linear recursion and the shadow constant, we only need to check if each axiom in
Table 26] is sound modulo rooted branching step bisimulation equivalence.

Though transition rules in Table 23] are defined in the flavor of single event, they can be modified into
a step (a set of events within which each event is pairwise concurrent), we omit them. If we treat a single
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event as a step containing just one event, the proof of this soundness theorem does not exist any problem,
so we use this way and still use the transition rules in Table

The proof of soundness of SC'1-.SC9 modulo rooted branching step bisimulation is trivial, and we omit
it.

(2) Soundness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the shadow constant with respect to rooted
branching pomset bisimulation ~,,.

Since rooted branching pomset bisimulation w,p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the shadow constant, we only need to check if each
axiom in Table 26] is sound modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation w,.p,.

From the definition of rooted branching pomset bisimulation »,p, (see Definition [6:2), we know that
rooted branching pomset bisimulation =,4, is defined by weak pomset transitions, which are labeled by
pomsets with 7. In a weak pomset transition, the events in the pomset are either within causality relations
(defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and +, and explicitly defined by §), of course, they
are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In (1), we have already proven the case that all events are pairwise
concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case of events in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a
pomset of P = {ej,es:e1-ea}. Then the weak pomset transition labeled by the above P is just composed of

one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by another single event transition labeled by eq, that is,

P €1 €2
a2

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC; with guarded linear recursion and the shadow constant
modulo rooted branching step bisimulation =5 (1), we can prove that each axiom in Table is sound
modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation #,,, we omit them.

(3) Soundness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the shadow constant with respect to rooted
branching hp-bisimulation ~ppp.

Since rooted branching hp-bisimulation #,.p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect
to APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the shadow constant, we only need to check if each axiom in
Table is sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation #,pp,,.

From the definition of rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,4p, (see Definition [6.4]), we know that rooted
branching hp-bisimulation ~,44, is defined on the weakly posetal product (Ch, f,C2), f: C’l - CQ isomorphism.
Two process terms s related to C7 and ¢ related to Cg, and f: Cy — Cg 1som0rphlsm Inltlally, (Cy, f,C) =
(2,2,2), and (@,8,0) €~ pnp. When s > s' (C1 = C4), there will be t = t' (Cy = C}), and we define
f' = flee]. Then, if (C1, f,C2) €~pppp, then (C1, ', C3) €xppnp.

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC,. with guarded linear recursion and the shadow constant
modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation equivalence (2), we can prove that each axiom in Table 26 is
sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation equivalence, we just need additionally to check the above
conditions on rooted branching hp-bisimulation, we omit them. O

Theorem 8.3 (Completeness of the shadow constant). Let p and g be closed APTC, with guarded linear
recursion and CFAR and the shadow constant terms, then,

1. pr Rrbs 4 then pP=4q;
2. pr Rrbp 4 then p=4q;
3. if p~rbnp q then p = q.

Proof. (1) For the case of rooted branching step bisimulation, the proof is following.

Firstly, in the proof the Theorem [6.16] we know that each process term p in APTC,, with guarded linear
recursion is equal to a process term (X;|F) with E a guarded linear recursive specification. And we prove if
(X1]Er) mrps (Y1|E2), then (X1|Eq) = (Y1]E2)

There are no necessary to induct with respect to the structure of process term p, because there are no
new cases. The only new situation is that now the set E contains some new constants (8){ for e € E and
i € N. Since (8)¢ does not do anything, so, naturedly, if (X1|E1) ~rps (Y1|E2), the only thing is that we should
prevent (S)-loops in the recursion in a specific way as same as preventing 7-loops, then (X;|FE1) = (Y1|Es2).

(2) For the case of rooted branching pomset bisimulation, it can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it.

(3) For the case of rooted branching hp-bisimulation, it can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it. O
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8.1.3. Some Discussions on True Concurrency

With the shadow constant, we have

(a-1p) ¥ wy = (a-rp) 1 (O -wp)

=a-Cp

with v(rp, wp) = cp.
And we see the following example:

alb=al|b+alb
=alb+alb+al|b+albd

=a | (®]-b)+(®] a)lb+alb+alb
=@ ®) b+ (@) b)-a+alb+alb

=a-b+b-a+alb+al|b

What do we see? Yes. The parallelism contains both interleaving and true concurrency. This may be why
true concurrency is called true concurrency.

8.1.4. Verification of Traditional Alternating Bit Protocol

With the help of shadow constant, now we can verify the traditional alternating bit protocol (ABP) [19].

The ABP protocol is used to ensure successful transmission of data through a corrupted channel. This
success is based on the assumption that data can be resent an unlimited number of times, which is illustrated
in Fig[3 we alter it into the true concurrency situation.

1. Data elements di, ds,ds, - from a finite set A are communicated between a Sender and a Receiver.
2. If the Sender reads a datum from channel A.

3. The Sender processes the data in A, formes new data, and sends them to the Receiver through channel
B.

4. And the Receiver sends the datum into channel C.
5. If channel B is corrupted, the message communicated through B can be turn into an error message L.

6. Every time the Receiver receives a message via channel B, it sends an acknowledgement to the Sender
via channel D, which is also corrupted.

The Sender attaches a bit 0 to data elements dsr_1 and a bit 1 to data elements dsr, when they are
sent into channel B. When the Receiver reads a datum, it sends back the attached bit via channel D. If the
Receiver receives a corrupted message, then it sends back the previous acknowledgement to the Sender.

Then the state transition of the Sender can be described by APTC as follows.

Sp=>.ra(d) -Ta
deA

Tar= (Y, (sp(d',b)- @SC(dl)) +5p(L1)) U
d’eA
Uap =rp(b)-S1p+ (rp(1=0) +rp (1)) - Tap

where sp denotes sending data through channel B, rp denotes receiving data through channel D, simi-

larly, 74 means receiving data via channel A, (8)*¢ (@) denotes the shadow of sc(d)).
And the state transition of the Receiver can be described by APTC as follows.
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|
|

|
|

|
|
| |
I Sender Receiver :
|

|
|

|
' |
|

Fig. 3. Alternating bit protocol

Ry=Y ®*“Y-R,

deA

Ry= Y {rp(d',b)-sc(d)-Qp+rp(d,1-b)-Q1-p} +rp(L)- Q1-p
d’eA

Qb = (SD(b) + SD(J_)) -Rip
where @”‘(d) denotes the shadow of r4(d), rp denotes receiving data via channel B, s¢ denotes sending
data via channel C, sp denotes sending data via channel D, and b€ {0,1}.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate each
other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication functions.

v(s(d',b),rp(d',b)) = cp(d’,b)
Y(sp(1),78(L)) = cB(L)
Y(sp(b),rp(b)) = cp(b)
Y(sp(1),rp(1)) = cp(L)
Let Ry and Sy be in parallel, then the system R3Sy can be represented by the following process term.

71(9(O(Ro ¥ 50))) = 71(9m(Ro T So))
where H = {sp(d’,b),rp(d',b),sp(b),rp(b)|d € A,be{0,1}}
{SB(J-)aTB(J-)vSD(J-)aTD(J-)}
I={cp(d,b),cp(®)|d € A;be{0,1}}u{cp(L),cp(1)}.
Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 8.4 (Correctness of the ABP protocol). The ABP protocol T1(0g(Ro § So)) exhibits desired
external behaviors.
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x5/ x5

pr@) 2% pp@) LDy

Table 27. Transition rule of the renaming operator

Proof. Similarly, we can get 77 ((X1|E)) = g weara(d) -sc(d") -1 ((Y1|E)) and 71 ((Y1|E)) = E g area7a(d) -
so(d') - 1((X1]E)).
So, the ABP protocol 77(9(Ro § So)) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

8.2. Renaming
8.2.1. Transition Rules of Renaming Operator

Renaming operator p(t) renames all actions in process term ¢, and assumes a renaming function f : Eu{r} —
Eu {7} with f(7) £ 7, which is expressed by the following two transition rules in Table

Theorem 8.5 (Conservativity of APTC with respect to the renaming operator). APTC, with guarded
linear recursion and renaming operator is a conservative extension of APTC with guarded linear recursion.

Proof. Tt follows from the following two facts (see Theorem [2.§]).

1. The transition rules of APT'C, with guarded linear recursion in section [0l are all source-dependent;
2. The sources of the transition rules for the renaming operator contain an occurrence of py.

O

Theorem 8.6 (Congruence theorem of the renaming operator). Rooted branching truly concurrent bisim-
ulation equivalences ®ppp, ®rps and ®pphp are all congruences with respect to APTC, with guarded linear
recursion and the renaming operator.

Proof. (1) Case rooted branching pomset bisimulation equivalence ~,.pp.

Let  and y be APTC; with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator processes, and x ~,4p, Y,
it is sufficient to prove that ps(z) ~rpp ps(y)-

By the transition rules for operator ps in Table 27, we can get

F(X) F(Y)
pr(x) ==/ prly) —

with X cx, Y cy,and X ~Y.
Or, we can get

(X (Y
pr(@) 2 ) ps () T pp(y)
with X ¢z, Y cy, and X ~Y and the hypothesis p;(z") ~ppp pr(y').
So, we get pr(x) ~rpp pr(y), as desired
(2) The cases of rooted branching step bisimulation w,4s, rooted branching hp-bisimulation »,p5, can be
proven similarly, we omit them.

8.2.2. Axioms for Renaming Operators
We design the axioms for the renaming operator p¢ in Table

RN1- RN2 are the defining equations for the renaming operator py; RN3 — RN say that in ps(t), the
labels of all transitions of ¢ are renamed by means of the mapping f.
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No. Axiom

RN1  pg(e) = f(e)

RN2  pp(6) =6

RN3  pp(z+y)=pr(x)+ps(y)
RN4  pp(z-y)=ps(x)-ps(y)
RN5  pg(z lly) =pr() I pr(y)

Table 28. Axioms of renaming operator

Theorem 8.7 (Soundness of the renaming operator). Let x and y be APTC; with guarded linear recursion
and the renaming operator terms. If APTC; with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator - x =y,
then

1z RNrbs Ys
2. x Rrbp Ys
3. T ®ephp Y-

Proof. (1) Soundness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator with respect to
rooted branching step bisimulation ~,.ps.

Since rooted branching step bisimulation w4, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect
to APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator, we only need to check if each axiom
in Table 28] is sound modulo rooted branching step bisimulation equivalence.

Though transition rules in Table 27] are defined in the flavor of single event, they can be modified into
a step (a set of events within which each event is pairwise concurrent), we omit them. If we treat a single
event as a step containing just one event, the proof of this soundness theorem does not exist any problem,
so we use this way and still use the transition rules in Table

We only prove soundness of the non-trivial axioms RN3-RN5, and omit the defining axioms RN1-RN?2.

e Axiom RN3. Let p,q be APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator processes,

and pr(p+q) = pr(p) +pr(q), it is sufficient to prove that pr(p +¢q) ~res pr(p) + ps(g). By the transition
rules for operator + in Table[Bland p; in Table 27, we get

P/ p—/
e e
pr(p+q) ==/ pr(p)+ps(q) —
() €2
q—+/ q—/
f(e2) f(e2)

pr(p+q) ——+ ps(p)+ps(q) —

p—p p—p

Fen) Fen)
pr(p+q) == ps()  pr(p) +pr(q) — pr(p')

q->q =>4

7(e2) F(e2)
pr(p+q) = ps(q")  psr(p)+pr(q) — ps(q’)

So, py(p+q) #res pr(p) +pr(q), as desired.
e Axiom RN4. Let p,q be APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator processes,

and pr(p-q) = pr(p) - pr(q), it is suflicient to prove that pr(p-q) ~rbs pr(p) - pr(q). By the transition
rules for operator - in Table [fland py in Table 27 we get

p= P/

ps(p-q) fe), pr(a)  pr(p)-pr(q) LGN pr(q)
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P P

fe1) f(e1)
pr(p-a) — ps(0" @)  ps(p)-ps(a) — ps(p') - ps(q)
So, with the assumption pf(p’-q) = pr(p') - pr(), pr(P-q) ~rbs p£(P) - p£(q), as desired.
e Axiom RN5. Let p,q be APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator processes,

and pr(p |l q) = ps(p) |l pr(q), it is sufficient to prove that ps(p || ¢) ~rbs pr() || ps(q). By the transition
rules for operator || in Table[7]and py in Table 27, we get

Py g/ PV g
prwll @) LT ) 1 ps(g) LI
p=p > p=p >
pr(p @) LD o oy o) 1o (a) LI
Py qg—d Py g4
prw 1 @) LT oy p) 1 ps(a) LT )
p=p g4 pp g4
prw @) L o v ) o) or(@) LI ) 1 ()

So, with the assumption p¢(p" 1 ¢) = pr(p") 1 pr(d'), pr(p | @) ~rvs pr(p) Il p£(q), as desired.

(2) Soundness of APTC; with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator with respect to rooted
branching pomset bisimulation ~,,.

Since rooted branching pomset bisimulation w,p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTC,. with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator, we only need to check if each
axiom in Table is sound modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~;p,.

From the definition of rooted branching pomset bisimulation »,p, (see Definition [6:2), we know that
rooted branching pomset bisimulation =,4, is defined by weak pomset transitions, which are labeled by
pomsets with 7. In a weak pomset transition, the events in the pomset are either within causality relations
(defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and +, and explicitly defined by §), of course, they
are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In (1), we have already proven the case that all events are pairwise
concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case of events in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a
pomset of P = {ej,es:e1-ea}. Then the weak pomset transition labeled by the above P is just composed of

one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by another single event transition labeled by eq, that is,

P €1 €2
e ——

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator
modulo rooted branching step bisimulation #,s (1), we can prove that each axiom in Table is sound
modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation #,,, we omit them.

(3) Soundness of APTC; with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator with respect to rooted
branching hp-bisimulation ~,4p,,.

Since rooted branching hp-bisimulation #~,.p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect
to APTC'. with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator, we only need to check if each axiom
in Table is sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation 4.

From the definition of rooted branching hp-bisimulation #~,4p, (see Definition [6.4]), we know that rooted

branching hp-bisimulation #,4p,, is defined on the weakly posetal product (Ch, f,C2), f : Cy — Cy isomorphism.
Two process terms s related to C; and ¢ related to Cs, and f: Cy - Cy isomorphism. Initially, (C4, f,C2) =
(2,2,2), and (2,8,2) exmpnp. When s 5 s’ (C1 = C}), there will be t = t/ (Cy = C3), and we define
f, = f[e = 6]. Then7 if (017 f7 C2) ENTthN then (Ciu f,7 Cé) ENTbhp'

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APT'C, with guarded linear recursion and the renaming operator
modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation equivalence (2), we can prove that each axiom in Table 28] is
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sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation equivalence, we just need additionally to check the above
conditions on rooted branching hp-bisimulation, we omit them. O

Theorem 8.8 (Completeness of the renaming operator). Let p and q be closed APTC, with guarded linear
recursion and CF AR and the renaming operator terms, then,

L. if p ~pps q then p = gq;

2. if prpy q then p=gq;

3. if prppnp q thenp=gq.

Proof. (1) For the case of rooted branching step bisimulation, the proof is following.

Firstly, in the proof the Theorem [6.16] we know that each process term p in APTC,, with guarded linear
recursion is equal to a process term (X;|F) with E a guarded linear recursive specification. And we prove if
(X1]Er) mrps (Y1|E2), then (X1|Eq) = (Y1]E2)

Structural induction with respect to process term p can be applied. The only new case (where RN1-RN5

are needed) is p = pr(q). First assuming ¢ = (X7|E) with a guarded linear recursive specification E, we prove
the case of p = p¢((X1|E)). Let E consist of guarded linear recursive equations

Xi=(ara || = [ @giyin) Xin + oo+ (@rim; |+ | Qg imi ) Xim + bri |- 1 brggin + oo+ b1imy |-+ || iy i
foriel,...,n. Let F consist of guarded linear recursive equations

Yi=(f(arin) | - I fak,in)) Y + oo+ (F(@rim,) | - | f(@hyp im; ) Yim,

+f(brin) I I f(buiyin) + oo+ f(Orims) |- I £ (btip, i)

foriel,...,n.

pr((XilE))
RDP
= pr(Cara | | @ryin) Xan + oo+ (@rimg |0 | Qg imi ) Ximg +bra |- [ Brgar + oo+ b1im |-+ || buyp i)
RN1-RN5
= (flara) I || flaryin))pr(Xin) + oo+ (f(@rim,) || | f@hipn,imi ) 0 (Xim, )

+f(b1in) |- I f(buiyin) + oo + F(Orims) |-+ I £(bu, i)

Replacing Y; by ps((X;|E)) for i € {1,...,n} is a solution for F. So by RSP, py((X1|E)) = (Y1|F), as
desired.

(2) For the case of rooted branching pomset bisimulation, it can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it.

(3) For the case of rooted branching hp-bisimulation, it can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it. O

8.3. State Operator for APTC
8.8.1. Transition Rules of State Operator

State operator permits explicitly to describe states, where S denotes a finite set of states, action(s,e) denotes
the visible behavior of e in state s with action: S xE - E, ef fect(s,e) represents the state that results if e
is executed in s with ef fect : SxE — S. State operator As(¢) which denotes process term ¢ in s, is expressed
by the following transition rules in Table Note that action and ef fect are extended to Eu{r} by defining
action(s,7) =7 and ef fect(s,T) £ s. We use e;%es to denote that e; and ey are in race condition.

Theorem 8.9 (Conservativity of APTC with respect to the state operator). APTC. with guarded linear
recursion and state operator is a conservative extension of APTC; with guarded linear recursion.

Proof. 1t follows from the following two facts.

1. The transition rules of APT'C, with guarded linear recursion are all source-dependent;
2. The sources of the transition rules for the state operator contain an occurrence of As.
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x5 xSz
Mo(@) D, a (@) D, et (&)
eq €2 e1 €2
r— y—  (e1%e2) r—z' y—-  (e1%e2)
Mol | y) D, s oo @) As@ ) S s ooy (@ 1Y)
e . e o
o y— (e1%e2) x4 y—=>y  (e1%e2)
As(o [l y) 2D, ety @) As(@ | y) D,y eteeny (@ T )
ey Y=Y
M@l 9) {action(s,e1),action(s,es)} ¥
ey g2y
As(z || y) foction(ser) action(s.c2)) Aef fect(s,e1)uef fect(s,es) (@)
ey oy Dy
Ao(a || y) LGOIy etoren et fect(snen) (W)
Py Sy
As(z || y) Loction(s.cr)action(sca)) Aef fect(s,er)uef fect(s,en) (T 1Y)
Table 29. Transition rule of the state operator
O

Theorem 8.10 (Congruence theorem of the state operator). Rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation

equivalences ~ppp, ~rps and ~rphp, are all congruences with respect to APTC with guarded linear recursion
and the state operator.

Proof. (1) Case rooted branching pomset bisimulation equivalence ~,.pp.

Let z and y be APTC; with guarded linear recursion and the state operator processes, and x ~pp ¥y, it
is sufficient to prove that A\s(z) ~rpp As(Y).

By the transition rules for operator Ag in Table 29l we can get

action(s,X) action(s,Y)
As(@) ———= Aly) ————/
with X cz, Ycy,and X ~ Y.
Or, we can get

action(s,X) action(s,Y)
/\S(I) )‘effect(s,X) (I,) )‘S(y) - )\effect(s,Y)(y,)
with X ¢z, Y ¢y, and X ~Y and the hypothesis A s rect(s,x) (") ®rbp Aefrect(s,v)(Y')-
So, we get As(x) mrpp As(y), as desired

(2) The cases of rooted branching step bisimulation ,4s, rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,p5, can be
proven similarly, we omit them. O

8.3.2. Azxioms for State Operators

We design the axioms for the state operator Ag in Table

Theorem 8.11 (Soundness of the state operator). Let x and y be APTC; with guarded linear recursion
and the state operator terms. If APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the state operator — x =y, then
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No. Axiom

SO1  Xs(e) = action(s,e)

S02  Xs(0) =96

S03  As(z+y) =As(x) + As(y)

S04 As(e-y) = action(s, e) ')‘effect(s,e)(y)
SO5  As(z [ly) =As(2) | As(v)

Table 30. Axioms of state operator

1. x~ps y;
2. TR Y
3. T Rrphp Y-

Proof. (1) Soundness of APTC; with guarded linear recursion and the state operator with respect to rooted
branching step bisimulation ;.

Since rooted branching step bisimulation .4, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect
to APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the state operator, we only need to check if each axiom in
Table B0l is sound modulo rooted branching step bisimulation equivalence.

Though transition rules in Table 29| are defined in the flavor of single event, they can be modified into
a step (a set of events within which each event is pairwise concurrent), we omit them. If we treat a single
event as a step containing just one event, the proof of this soundness theorem does not exist any problem,
so we use this way and still use the transition rules in Table B0l

We only prove soundness of the non-trivial axioms SO3 - S05, and omit the defining axioms SO1-S502.

e Axiom SO3. Let p,q be APTC'. with guarded linear recursion and the state operator processes, and
As(P+¢q) = As(p) + As(q), it is sufficient to prove that As(p+q) mrps As(P) + As(¢). By the transition rules
for operator + and A\g in Table 29 we get

P P
action(s,e1) action(s,e1)
As(p+q) ———— v/ As(p) +As(g) ————
¢ ¢/
action(s,ez) action(s,ez)
As(p+q) =V @) + () ———
p—=p p—=p

action(s,e1) action(s,e1)

)‘S (p + Q) - )‘effect(s,el)(p,) )‘S(p) + )‘S(Q) - )‘effect(s,el)(p,)

€2 12 €2 12
q9—q q9—q
action(s,es) action(s,ez)

As (p + Q) Aeffect(s,ez)(q,) )\S(p) + )\S(q) - Aeffect(s,ez)(q,)
S0, As(p+q) ~rps As(p) + As(q), as desired.
e Axiom SO4. Let ¢ be APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the state operator processes, and
As(e-q) = action(s,e)-Negfect(s,e) (@), it is sufficient to prove that As(e-q) ~pps action(s,e)-Acffect(s,e)(q)-
By the transition rules for operator - and A, in Table 29, we get

action(s,e) \/

action(s,e)

eSS/ action(s,e)

action(s,e)

)\effect(s,e) (Q)

As(e : Q) )\effect(s,e) (q) action(s, 6) : Aeffect(s,e)(q)
So, As(e-q) ®rps action(s,e) - Aeffect(s,e)(q), as desired.
e Axiom SO5. Let p,q be APTC. with guarded linear recursion and the state operator processes, and

As(P |l @) = As(p) || As(q), it is sufficient to prove that A\s(p || ) ~rbs As(P) || As(q). By the transition
rules for operator || and Ay in Table[29, we get for the case —(e1%es)
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Py g

{action(s,e1),action(s,e2)}

As(p Il 9) vV

P>y g
{action(s,e1),action(s,e2)}
As(P) 11 As(q) ; -

Vv

p=p g

{action(s,e1),action(s,e2)}

/\S (p || Q) )‘effect(s,el)Ueffect(s,ez)(p,)

p=p g

{action(s,e1),action(s,e2)}

)\s (p) || /\s (q) /\effect(s,el)Ueffect(s,e2) (p,)

P>y g4

{action(s,e1),action(s,e2)}

)\s(p ” q) /\effect(s,el)Ueffect(s,e2)(q,)

Py g

{action(s,e1),action(s,e2)}

As(p) I As(q)

)\efj'ect(s,el)Uefj'ect(s,eg) (Q')

€1 / €2 /
pP—p qg—4¢

{action(s,e1),action(s,e2)}

)\s(p ” q) /\effect(s,el)Ueffect(s,e2)(p, ) q,)

€2 /

€1 /
p—p qg—4q

{action(s,e1),action(s,e2)}

As(p) I As(q)

SO, with the assumption Aeffect(s,el)LJr:‘ffeciE(s.,eg) (p, ) q,) = Aeffect(s,el)LJeffect(s,e2) (p,) ) )\efj'ect(s,el)Uej'fect(s,e2)(q,)a
As(p 1l @) ~rbs As(D) || As(q), as desired. For the case e;%es, we get

)\efj'ect(s,el)Uefj'ect(s,eg) (p,) g Aeffect(s,el)LJr:‘ffeciE(s.,eg) (q,)

e
P>y a4

action(s,e1)

/\S(p || q) Aeffect(s,e1)(q)

€1 €2
p—V a+

action(s,e1)

As(p) || As(q)

)\efj'ect(s,el ) (Q)

€1 / €2
p—p 9+
action(s,e1)

/\S(p || Q) E— )‘effect(s,el)(p, g q)

e
pp g

action(s,e1)

/\S(p) || )‘S(q) Aeffect(s,e1)(p,) ) Aeffect(s,e1)(Q)

€1 e
P+ a—

action(s,es)

)\s(p ” q) /\effect(s,m)(p)
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e1
P+ a=>V
action(s,ez)
As(p) | As(q)

€1 e
P+ qg=>¢

action(s,ez)

)‘effect(s,@) (p)

)‘S(p || Q) )‘effect(s,eg)(p J q,)

€1 e
p+ qg—=>4

action(s,ez)

/\S(p) || )‘S(q) Aeffect(s,ez)(p) ) Aeffect(s,ez)(q,)

SO, with the assumption Aeffect(s,el)(p, g Q) = )\effect(s,el)(p,) § )\effect(s,el)(q) and Aeffect(s,eg)(p )
q,) = )‘effect(s,m)(p) g )‘effect(s,e2)(q,)7 )\s(p ” q) Rrbs )‘S(p) ” )‘S(Q)v as desired.

(2) Soundness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the state operator with respect to rooted
branching pomset bisimulation ~,,.

Since rooted branching pomset bisimulation w,p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTC,. with guarded linear recursion and the state operator, we only need to check if each axiom
in Table is sound modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,,.

From the definition of rooted branching pomset bisimulation »,p, (see Definition [6.2), we know that
rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,4, is defined by weak pomset transitions, which are labeled by
pomsets with 7. In a weak pomset transition, the events in the pomset are either within causality relations
(defined by -) or in concurrency (implicitly defined by - and +, and explicitly defined by {§), of course, they
are pairwise consistent (without conflicts). In (1), we have already proven the case that all events are pairwise
concurrent, so, we only need to prove the case of events in causality. Without loss of generality, we take a
pomset of P ={ey,es:e1-ea}. Then the weak pomset transition labeled by the above P is just composed of

one single event transition labeled by e; succeeded by another single event transition labeled by es, that is,

P e ex
= a2

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the state operator
modulo rooted branching step bisimulation =45 (1), we can prove that each axiom in Table B0 is sound
modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation =,4,, we omit them.

(3) Soundness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the state operator with respect to rooted
branching hp-bisimulation ~ppp.

Since rooted branching hp-bisimulation w45, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect
to APTC; with guarded linear recursion and the state operator, we only need to check if each axiom in
Table is sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation 4.

From the definition of rooted branching hp-bisimulation #~,4p, (see Definition [6.4]), we know that rooted
branching hp-bisimulation #,, is defined on the weakly posetal product (C1, f,C2), f : Cy - Cy isomorphism.
Two process terms s related to C; and ¢ related to Cs, and f : Cy — ég isomorphism. Initially, (C4, f,C2) =
(2,2,2), and (2,8,2) exmpny. When s 5 s’ (C1 5 C}), there will be t = t/ (Cy = C3), and we define
f, = f[e = 6]. Then, if (Cl7f7 C2) ERrbhp, then ( {7 f’,Cé) ERrbhp-

Similarly to the proof of soundness of APTC, with guarded linear recursion and the state operator
modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation equivalence (2), we can prove that each axiom in Table B0 is

sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation equivalence, we just need additionally to check the above
conditions on rooted branching hp-bisimulation, we omit them. O

Theorem 8.12 (Completeness of the state operator). Let p and g be closed APTC, with guarded linear
recursion and CFAR and the state operator terms, then,

1. if prpps g then p=gq;
2. if p~rbp q then p=gq;
3. if p ~rbnp q then p = q.

Proof. (1) For the case of rooted branching step bisimulation, the proof is following.
Firstly, we know that each process term p in APTC, with guarded linear recursion is equal to a process
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term (X;|F) with E a guarded linear recursive specification. And we prove if (X;|E1) ~pps (Y1]|E2), then
(X1|Er) = (V1| E2)

Structural induction with respect to process term p can be applied. The only new case (where SO1-S05
are needed) is p = A\, (g). First assuming ¢ = (X;|F) with a guarded linear recursive specification E, we
prove the case of p = Ag, ((X1|E)). Let E consist of guarded linear recursive equations

Xi=(ara || = [ @riyin) Xin + oo+ (@rim; | | Qg imi) Xim + bri |- 1 brgyin + oo+ 01imy |-+ || iy i
foriel,...,n. Let F consist of guarded linear recursive equations
Yi(s) = (a'ction(s,alil) || act'ion(s,akml))Yil(effect(s,alil) U--ueffect(s,ar,i1))
+... + (action(s, arim,;) || -+ || action(s, ax,,, im,))Yim, (ef fect(s,arim,) U--Vef fect(s,ar,, im,))
+action(s,bii1) || -+ || action(s,byyi1) + ... + action(s,biim,) || - || action(s, by, im,)

foriel,...,n.

As((XGlE))
RDP
= As((avan [ IV arsyin) X + oo+ (@i | | Qg i) X + 011 | | b + oo+ 01gmy |+ || bugyims)
S0O1-SO5 . .
= (actwn(s,alil) ” ” acmon(saakilil))Aeffect(s,alil)LJ“-Ueffect(s,akﬂ“))(Xil)
+...+ (aCtion(Syalimi) ” || acmon(saakimiimi)))‘effect(s,aumi)Uwueffect(s,akimiimi))(Ximi)

+action(s,bii1) || -+ || action(s,byyi1) + ... + action(s,biim,) || - || action(s, by, im,)
Replacing Y;(s) by A\s({X;|E)) for i € {1,...,n} is a solution for F. So by RSP, A;, ((X1|E)) = (Y1(s0)|F),
as desired.
(2) For the case of rooted branching pomset bisimulation, it can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it.
(3) For the case of rooted branching hp-bisimulation, it can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it. O

8.4. Guards

Traditional process algebras, such as CCS [2] [3] and ACP [], are well-known for capturing concurrency
based on the interleaving bisimulation semantics. These algebras do not involve anything about data and
conditionals, because data are hidden behind of actions. There are some efforts to extend these algebras with
conditionals, for example, [21] extended ACP with guards. But these work did not form a perfect solution,
just because it is difficult to deal the interleaving concurrency with conditionals.

Based on APTC, we add guards into it by adopting the solution of [2I] in two ways: (1) the same solution
to guards to form a Boolean Algebra; (2) the similar operational semantics based on configuration, which
has two parts: the processes and the data states. Finally, we get some further results as follows:

1. we design a sound and complete theory of concurrency and parallelism with guards;

2. we design a sound and complete theory of recursion including concurrency with guards;

3. we design a sound and complete theory of abstraction with guards;

4. we design a sound Hoare logic [20] including concurrency and parallelism, recursion, and abstraction.

8.4.1. Operational Semantics

In this section, we extend truly concurrent bisimilarities to the ones containing data states.

Definition 8.13 (Prime event structure with silent event and empty event). Let A be a fized set of labels,
ranged over a,b,c,-- and T,e. A (A-labelled) prime event structure with silent event T and empty event € is
a tuple € = (E, <, §, \), where E is a denumerable set of events, including the silent event T and empty event
e. Let K = E\{r,€}, exactly excluding T and €, it is obvious that 7* = €. Let A\: E — A be a labelling function
and let X(1) =7 and A(€) = €. And <, | are binary relations on E, called causality and conflict respectively,
such that:
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1. < is a partial order and [e] = {e’ € E|e’ < e} is finite for all e e E. It is easy to see that e< 7* <e' =e <7<
~<T<e, thene<e'.

2. | is irreflexive, symmetric and hereditary with respect to <, that is, for all e,e’,e" € E, if eje’ <e”, then
efe’.
Then, the concepts of consistency and concurrency can be drawn from the above definition:

1. e,e’ € E are consistent, denoted as e ~ €', if =(efe’). A subset X C E is called consistent, if e ~ e’ for all
e,e' e X.

2. e,e’ €E are concurrent, denoted as e || €', if ~(e<e€’), =(e' <€), and -(efe’).

Definition 8.14 (Configuration). Let £ be a PES. A (finite) configuration in € is a (finite) consistent subset
of events C € &, closed with respect to causality (i.e. [C] = C), and a data state s € S with S the set of all data

states, denoted (C,s). The set of finite configurations of € is denoted by (C(E),S). We let C' = C\{r} u {e}.

A consistent subset of X ¢ E of events can be seen as a pomset. Given X,Y C E, X ~Y if X and Y are
isomorphic as pomsets. In the following of the paper, we say Cy ~ C3, we mean Cy ~ Cs.
Definition 8.15 (Pomset transitions and step) Let € be a PES and let C € C(€), and @ + X c E, if
CnX =g and C'=CuX eC(£), then (C, 5) (C', ") is called a pomset transition from (C,s) to (C',s').
When the events in X are pairwise concurrent, we say that (C,s) ER (C',s"Y is a step. It is obvious that

X X e X
=¥ 5¥="% and >*—>->"="> for any ec E and X c E.

Definition 8.16 (Weak pomset transitions and weak step). Let € be a PES and let C € C(£), and @ + X ¢,

fCnX=gand C'=CuUX ¢ C(&), then (C,s) = (C’,8") is called a weak pomset transition from (C,s)

o (C',s"), where we define =27, 57, And éé;i;, for every e € X. When the events in X are
o X o

pairwise concurrent, we say that (C,s) = (C',s’) is a weak step.

We will also suppose that all the PESs in this paper are image finite, that is, for any PES £ and C € C(€)
and a € A, {e e E|(C,s) > (C,s') AX(e) =a} and {e € E[(C,s) = (C',s') A Me) = a} is finite.
Definition 8.17 (Pomset, step bisimulation). Let &, & be PESs. A pomset bisimulation is a relation
R (C(&),S)x(C(E2), S), such that if ((Ch,s),(Ca,5)) € R, and (Cy,s) ~5 (C1,8') then (Ca, s) 2 (C4, '),
with X1 €Eq, X2 €Eg, X1 ~ X3 and ((C1,5'),(C4,s")) € R for all s € S, and vice-versa. We say that €1, &2
are pomset bisimilar, written & ~, E2, if there exists a pomset bisimulation R, such that ((@,2),(2,9)) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of step bisimulation. When PESs &;
and E are step bisimilar, we write £ ~4 Es.

Definition 8.18 (Weak pomset, step bisimulation). Let &1, & be PESs. A weak pomset bisimulation is a

relation R c (C(&y), S) <C((€2) S), such that if ((C1,s),{C2,s)) € R, and (C1, s) X (C1,8") then (Ca,s) X
(Ch, 8"y, with X, € Ky, X € Eg, X1 ~ Xy and ((C},5'),(C4,s')) € R for all s € S, and vice-versa. We say
that €1, & are weak pomset bisimilar, written £, ~, Ea, if there exists a weak pomset bisimulation R, such
that ((@,@),(d,@)) € R. By replacing weak pomset transitions with weak steps, we can get the definition of
weak step bisimulation. When PESs &1 and & are weak step bisimilar, we write &1 ~4 Es.

Definition 8.19 (Posetal product). Given two PESs &1, &, the posetal product of their configurations,
denoted (C(€1),S)x(C(E2),S), is defined as

{({C1,5), £,{C2,8))|C1 €C(&1),Ca € C (&), | : C1 — O isomorphism}.
A subset Rc (C(&1),S)Yx(C(&2),S) is called a posetal relation. We say that R is downward closed when for

any ((Clvs>7f7 <027‘9))7 ((C{73,>7f,7 (Cévsl)) € <C(‘€1)7S>;<C(52)7S)7 if(<0178>7f7 <0275>) S ((Civ‘S,)af,v <C£78’>)

pointwise and ((C1,s"), f',(C%,s")) € R, then ((C1,s), f,{Ca,s)) € R.
For f: X1 - Xo, we define flxq — x2]: Xy u{a1} - Xou{aa}, z € Xqa u{z1},(1)f[x1 ~ x2](2) = xo,if
z=x1;(2)f[x1 = 22](2) = f(2), otherwise. Where X; € Eq, Xo C By, 21 € By, 22 € Es.
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Definition 8.20 (Weakly posetal product). Given two PESs &, &2, the weakly posetal product of their
configurations, denoted (C(E1),S)x(C(&2),S), is defined as

{({C1, 8), £,(C2,8))|C1 € C(E1),Ca € C(E2), f : Cy — Co isomorphism}.

A subset R ¢ (C(&1),S)X(C(&2),S) is called a weakly posetal relation. We say that R is downward
closed when fO’I’ any ((Clvs)va (CZ,SD? ((O{75,>7f7 (Cé,S’)) < (C(gl),S);<C(82),S>, Zf ((Clvs)va (CQ,SD <€
((C1,8"), 1,(C4, 8")) pointwise and ({C1,s"), f',(C%,s")) € R, then ((C1,s), f,{Ca, s)) € R.

For f: X1 —» Xy, we define flx1 = x2]: Xy u{wi} - Xou{xa}, 2z € Xy u{zi},(1)f[x1 = 22](2) = z2,if

z = x1;(2)f[x1 — 22](2) = f(2), otherwise. Where X1 € Eq, X2 € Eg, x1 € Eq, 22 € Ey. Also, we define
f@) = f(").
Definition 8.21 ((Hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). A history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is
a posetal relation R € (C(E1),S)X(C(&2),S) such that if ((C1,s), f,(Ca,s)) € R, and (Cy,s) = (C},s'),
then (Ca,s) = (C4, "), with ((C1,s'), fler = e2],(Ch,s")) € R for all s € S, and vice-versa. £1,E are
history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written & ~pp E2 if there exists a hp-bisimulation R such that
(2,9),9,(2,2)) < R.

A hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed hp-bisimulation. £1,&5 are hered-
itary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written €1 ~pnp Ea.

Definition 8.22 (Weak (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). A weak history-preserving (hp-) bisim-
ulation is a weakly posetal relation R € (C(&1),S)x(C(&E2),S) such that if ({(Cy,s), f,{C2,s)) € R, and
(Ch,s) = (C1, ), then (Cy,s) = (Ch,s"), with ((C},s'), fler ~ e2],(C}.s')) € R for all s € S, and vice-
versa. £1,E are weak history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written & ~py, E2 if there exists a weak
hp-bisimulation R such that ({@,2),2,(d,2)) € R.

A weakly hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed weak hp-bisimulation.
&1,&2 are weakly hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written £ ~ppp E2.

8.4.2. BATC with Guards

In this subsection, we will discuss the guards for BAT'C, which is denoted as BATCq. Let E be the set of
atomic events (actions), G4 be the set of atomic guards, § be the deadlock constant, and € be the empty
event. We extend G, to the set of basic guards G with element ¢,1), -, which is generated by the following
formation rules:

@ = Sle|=ph € Garlep + |-
In the following, let eq,eq, €], e} € E, ¢,1 € G and let variables z,y, z range over the set of terms for true
concurrency, p, q, s range over the set of closed terms. The predicate test(¢, s) represents that ¢ holds in the

state s, and test(e, s) holds and test(d, s) does not hold. ef fect(e,s) € S denotes s’ in s — s’. The predicate
weakest precondition wp(e, ¢) denotes that Vs e S,test(¢,ef fect(e,s)) holds.
The set of axioms of BAT C¢ consists of the laws given in Table 311

Note that, by eliminating atomic event from the process terms, the axioms in Table BI] will lead to a
Boolean Algebra. And G9 is a precondition of e and ¢, G10 is the weakest precondition of e and ¢. A data
environment with e f fct function is sufficiently deterministic, and it is obvious that if the weakest precondition
is expressible and G9, G10 are sound, then the related data environment is sufficiently deterministic.

Definition 8.23 (Basic terms of BATC¢q). The set of basic terms of BATCq, B(BATCg), is inductively
defined as follows:

1. Ec B(BATCg);

2. G c B(BATCg);

3. ifeeE,t e B(BATCg) then e-t € B(BATCg);
4. if p e G,t e B(BATCg) then ¢-t € B(BATCg);
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No. Axiom

Al r+y=y+zx

A2 (x+y)+z=z+(y+2)
A3 r+r=x

A4 (x+y) z=z-2+y-z
A5 (z-y)-z=a-(y-2)

A6 r+d=1x
AT d-x=90
A8 €e-rx=1x
A9 T-e=x
G1 =96
G2 P+-p=¢
G3 P =0

G4 H(z+y) =gz +y

G5 (z-y)=gz-y

G6 (¢ + )z = px + Y

GT  (¢-¥)z=¢-(v-7)

G8 G0+ pn =0 if Vs € S, 3i < n.test(—¢p;, )
G9  wp(e,p)ep = wp(e, p)e

G10  ~wp(e, p)e~¢ = ~wp(e, e

Table 31. Axioms of BATCgq

No. Rewriting Rule

RA3 T+T > T

RA4 (z+y)-z>x-2+y-2
RA5 (x-y) z-z-(y-2)

RA6 T+d—>x

RAT d-x— 94

RAS €T —>T

RA9 T-€e—>T

RG1 ¢-=p =90

RG2 b+ —€

RG3 6 — &

RG4 o(z +y) - ¢z + Py

RG5  ¢(z-y) >z -y

RG6 (¢ +Y)x - ¢z + ez

RG7T  (¢p-)-z—>¢-(¢-2)

RGS8 G0t — 0 if Vs € S, 3i < n.test(—¢;, )
RG9  wp(e,p)ep — wp(e, P)e
RG10  —wp(e, p)e-¢ — —~wp(e, e

Table 32. Term rewrite system of BATCg

5. ift,s e B(BATC¢g) then t +s € B(BATCg).

Theorem 8.24 (Elimination theorem of BAT'Cg). Let p be a closed BATCq term. Then there is a basic
BATCgq term q such that BATCg +p =q.

Proof. (1) Firstly, suppose that the following ordering on the signature of BATC¢ is defined: - > + and the
symbol - is given the lexicographical status for the first argument, then for each rewrite rule p — ¢ in Table
relation p >, ¢ can easily be proved. We obtain that the term rewrite system shown in Table [32]is strongly
normalizing, for it has finitely many rewriting rules, and > is a well-founded ordering on the signature of
BATCg, and if s >jp, t, for each rewriting rule s — ¢ is in Table B2 (see Theorem 2.12]).

(2) Then we prove that the normal forms of closed BATC¢ terms are basic BATCg terms.
Suppose that p is a normal form of some closed BATC¢ term and suppose that p is not a basic term.
Let p’ denote the smallest sub-term of p which is not a basic term. It implies that each sub-term of p’ is a

basic term. Then we prove that p is not a term in normal form. It is sufficient to induct on the structure of
!

p:
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(€,8) = (Vs 5)
if s’ e ef fect(e,s)

m if t@St((ﬁ, 8)

(@,5) = (V,8") (z,5) = (¢',s")

(@ry,s) > (Vos')  (z+ys) > (@s)

(z,5) > (V. 5') (z,s)
(@-y,8) > (y.s')  (z-y,s)

Table 33. Single event transition rules of BATCg

e

—
e

—

(wl Y, S’)

e Casep’ =e,ecE. p’ is a basic term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic term, so this
case should not occur.

e Case p' = ¢,¢ € G. p' is a basic term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic term, so
this case should not occur.

e Case p’ = p1 - p2. By induction on the structure of the basic term py:

— Subcase p; € E. p’ would be a basic term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic
term;

— Subcase p; € G. p’ would be a basic term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic
term;

— Subcase py = e-pj. RA5 or RA9 rewriting rule can be applied. So p is not a normal form;

— Subcase p1 = ¢-p}. RG1, RG3, RG4, RG5, RG7, or RG8 rewriting rules can be applied. So p is not
a normal form;

— Subcase p1 = p] +p]. RA4, RA6, RG2, or RG6 rewriting rules can be applied. So p is not a normal
form.

e Case p’ = p1 + po. By induction on the structure of the basic terms both p; and p,, all subcases will lead
to that p’ would be a basic term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic term.

O

We will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of BAT Cq. We give the
operational transition rules for ¢, atomic guard ¢ € G4, atomic event e € E, operators - and + as Table [33]

shows. And the predicate 5 V/ represents successful termination after execution of the event e.

Note that, we replace the single atomic event e € E by X ¢ E, we can obtain the pomset transition rules
of BATC¢, and omit them.

Theorem 8.25 (Congruence of BATCq with respect to truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). (1)
Pomset bisimulation equivalence ~, is a congruence with respect to BATCg.

(2) Step bisimulation equivalence ~s is a congruence with respect to BATCg.

(3) Hp-bisimulation equivalence ~pp, is a congruence with respect to BATCq.

(4) Hhp-bisimulation equivalence ~ppp is a congruence with respect to BATCg.

Proof. (1) Tt is easy to see that pomset bisimulation is an equivalent relation on BATCq terms, we only
need to prove that ~, is preserved by the operators - and +. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise
for the readers.

(2) Tt is easy to see that step bisimulation is an equivalent relation on BATCq terms, we only need to
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prove that ~, is preserved by the operators - and +. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the
readers.

(3) Tt is easy to see that hp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on BATC¢ terms, we only need to
prove that ~p, is preserved by the operators - and +. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for
the readers.

(4) Tt is easy to see that hhp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on BATC¢ terms, we only need to
prove that ~pp;, is preserved by the operators - and +. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for
the readers. O

Theorem 8.26 (Soundness of BATC¢ modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). (1) Let x and
y be BATCq terms. If BATC -2 =y, then x ~, y.

(2) Let x and y be BATCq terms. If BATC v+ x =y, then x ~5 y.

(8) Let x and y be BATCq terms. If BATC +x =y, then & ~pp y.

(4) Let x and y be BATCq terms. If BATC + x =y, then © ~pnp Y-

Proof. (1) Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table [31] is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence. We leave the proof as an
exercise for the readers.

(2) Since step bisimulation ~4 is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to check if
each axiom in Table BTlis sound modulo step bisimulation equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for
the readers.

(3) Since hp-bisimulation ~p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to check if
each axiom in Table Bl is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for
the readers.

(4) Since hhp-bisimulation ~pp, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to check if
each axiom in Table B1lis sound modulo hhp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for
the readers. O

Theorem 8.27 (Completeness of BATCg modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). (1) Let p
and q be closed BATCgq terms, if p~p q¢ then p=gq.

(2) Let p and q be closed BATC¢ terms, if p ~s q then p = q.

(8) Let p and q be closed BATCq terms, if p ~np q then p=gq.

(4) Let p and q be closed BATCq terms, if p ~pnp q then p = q.

Proof. (1) Firstly, by the elimination theorem of BATC¢, we know that for each closed BATC¢ term p,
there exists a closed basic BATCg term p’, such that BATCg + p =p', so, we only need to consider closed
basic BATC¢ terms.

The basic terms (see Definition [823]) modulo associativity and commutativity (AC) of conflict + (defined
by axioms Al and A2 in Table BI]), and this equivalence is denoted by =4¢. Then, each equivalence class s
modulo AC of + has the following normal form

81+ + Sk

with each s; either an atomic event, or an atomic guard, or of the form #; - t2, and each s; is called the
summand of s.

Now, we prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~, n/ then n =4¢ n'. It is sufficient to induct on the
sizes of n and n'.

e Consider a summand e of n. Then (n,s) = (/,s'), so n ~, n’ implies (n',s) = (\/,s), meaning that n’
also contains the summand e.

e Consider a summand ¢ of n. Then (n,s) — (\/,s), if test(¢,s) holds, so n ~, n’ implies (n', s) > (\/, ),
if test(¢, s) holds, meaning that n’ also contains the summand ¢.

. t . . t .
e Consider a summand #; -t of n. Then (n,s) — (ta,s'), s0 n ~, n’ implies (n’,s) — (th, s") with tg ~, t5,
meaning that n’ contains a summand ¢; - ¢5. Since 5 and ¢} are normal forms and have sizes smaller than
n and n’, by the induction hypotheses to ~, t; implies t2 =a¢ t5.

So, we get n =40 n'.
Finally, let s and ¢ be basic terms, and s ~, ¢, there are normal forms n and n’, such that s = n and
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t = n'. The soundness theorem of BAT'C; modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem B.20)) yields
s~pnand t ~,n',s0n~p s~y t~,n'. Since if n~p n' then n=xcn', s=n=4cn' =t, as desired.

(2) Tt can be proven similarly as (1).

(3) It can be proven similarly as (1).

(4) Tt can be proven similarly as (1). O

Theorem 8.28 (Sufficient determinacy). All related data environments with respect to BATCq can be
sufficiently deterministic.

Proof. Tt only needs to check ef fect(t, s) function is deterministic, and is sufficient to induct on the structure
of term ¢. The only matter is the case t = t1 +t2, with the help of guards, we can make ¢, = ¢1-t] and t2 = ¢o-t5,
and ef fct(t) is sufficiently deterministic.

8.4.8. APTC with Guards

In this subsection, we will extend APTC with guards, which is abbreviated APTCq. The set of basic guards
G with element ¢,,---, which is extended by the following formation rules:

¢ == Ole[~@lY € Gat|d + Pl - Plo || o
The set of axioms of APTCg including axioms of BATCg in Table B1] and the axioms are shown in
Table 341

Definition 8.29 (Basic terms of APTC¢). The set of basic terms of APTCq, B(APTCg), is inductively
defined as follows:

1. Ec B(APTCg);

G c B(APTCg);

ifeeE,t e B(APTCg) then e-t e BLAPTCg);

if e G,t e B(LAPTCg) then ¢-t € B(APTCg);

ift,s € B(APTCg) thent+se€ B(APTCg).

ift,s € BLAPTCg) thent || s € B(APTCg).

Based on the definition of basic terms for APTC¢q (see Definition B29) and axioms of APTC¢, we can
prove the elimination theorem of APTCg.

S G LN

Theorem 8.30 (Elimination theorem of APTC¢). Let p be a closed APTCq term. Then there is a basic
APTCgq term q such that APTCg+p=q.

Proof. (1) Firstly, suppose that the following ordering on the signature of APTC¢ is defined: ||> - > + and
the symbol || is given the lexicographical status for the first argument, then for each rewrite rule p - ¢ in
Table relation p >, ¢ can easily be proved. We obtain that the term rewrite system shown in Table
is strongly normalizing, for it has finitely many rewriting rules, and > is a well-founded ordering on the
signature of APT'Cg, and if s >, ¢, for each rewriting rule s — ¢ is in Table B3] (see Theorem 2.12)).

(2) Then we prove that the normal forms of closed APTC¢ terms are basic APTC¢ terms.

Suppose that p is a normal form of some closed APTCg term and suppose that p is not a basic APTCg
term. Let p’ denote the smallest sub-term of p which is not a basic APTCg term. It implies that each
sub-term of p’ is a basic APTC¢ term. Then we prove that p is not a term in normal form. It is sufficient
to induct on the structure of p':

e Case p' =e,e € E. p' is a basic APTCg term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic
APTCg term, so this case should not occur.

e Case p’ = ¢,¢ € G. p' is a basic term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic term, so
this case should not occur.

e Case p' = p1 - po. By induction on the structure of the basic APTC¢g term ps:
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G24

Axiom

zly=z|y+axly

e1 | (e2-y)=(e1le2) y

(er-z) llez=(erlle2) =

(er-z) | (e2-y) =(e1lle2) (= 1 y)
@+y)llz=(zl2)+ @yl 2)

s (y+2)=(zly)+ (] =2)
§lle=o

z||6=0

ellz=2x

z|e=x

e1| ez =7(e1,e2)

e1|(e2-y) =v(er,e2)y
(e1-z)|ez=(e1,e2) =

(ex-z) | (e2-y)=~(er,e2) (z ¥ y)
(+y)lz=(z|2)+(y|=)
xl(y+52)=(fv\y)+(fv\2)
z|6=0

elz=4

z|le=4

O(z+y)=0(x)dy+O(y)d x
O(z-y) - 6(z) - O(y)

O(z |y)=((O(z)<y) ly) +((O(y) < z) || =)
O(z|y)=((0(z) 4 y) |y)+ ((O(y) < z) | )
(u(el,ez)) e1<ex=T
(f(e1,e2),e2<e3) erdes=ex
(4(e1,e2),ea<e3) e3der=7
edd=e

6de=0

ede=e

ede=e
(z+y)<dz=(x<02)+(yd2)
(z-y)<dz=(x<2) (yd 2)
(zlly)<z=(z<2) [l (y< 2)
(zly)dz=(2d2)|(yd2)
rd(y+2)=(zdy)dz

zd (y-2)=(x<y)d z
zd(yllz)=(z<y)<=

< (ylz)=(z<y)d 2

e¢ H Og(e)=e

ecH 0Opg(e)=4

Om(6) =9

O (z+y) =0u(z) +0u(y)
Om (z-y) = 0 (x) - Om (y)

Or(z || y) =0m(z) || 90m (y)
#(zly) =z || ¢y

¢z |y) =9z | Py

dllo=46

Sl =6

Table 34. Axioms of APTCg

--~Usn)

Yong Wang
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No.
RP1
RP2
RP3
RP4
RP5
RP6
RPT
RPS8
RP9
RP10
RC1
RC2
RC3
RC4
RC5
RC6
RCT7
RC8
RC9
RC10
RCE1
RCE2
RCE3
RCFE4
RCE5
RCE6
RCE7
RU1
RU2
RU3
RUA4
RU5
RUG6
RUT
RUS8
RU9
RU10
RU11
RU12
RU13
RU14
RU15
RD1
RD2
RD3
RD4
RD5
RD6
RG11
RG12
RG13
RG14
RG15
RG16
RG17
RG18
RG19
RG20
RG21
RG22
RG23
RG24

Rewriting Rule
sly—zly+aly

e1 |l (e2-y) — (er |l e2) -y
(e1-z) ez = (e1 ] e2) =
(er-z) |l (e2-y) > (ex lle2) - (= ¥ y)
(@+y) 2> (@ 2)+(y | 2)
) (g4 2)— (ol 9) + (=)
Sla—s

z||d6—9

ellz—>x

z||e—>zx

e1 | ez - y(er,e2)
e1|(e2-y) > v(e1,e2) y
(e1-xz) | e2 = v(e1,e2) @
(e1-@) | (e2-y) > v(er,e2) - (z ¥ )
(@) |z (2] 2)+ (5] 2)
zl(y+z)->(z|y)+(z]2)
dlz—4

|64

elz—46

zle—>d

O(e) »e

o(s) =5

O(c) > ¢
O(z+y) > O(x)dy+O(y)d x
Oz y) — 6(x)-O(y)

Oz ly) »> (O(z) Q4 y) [ y) + ((O(y) < z) || =)
(x| 9) — ((O(r) < 9) |9) + (O(y) < ) | )
(4(e1,e2)) e1dea—r
(f(e1,e2),e2 <e3) erdes—er
(§(e1,e2),ea<e3) e3d el -7
edd—e

6de—0d

ede—>e

ee—>e
(z+y)<dz—> (24 2)+(y< 2)
(z-y)dz->(z<2)-(yd 2)
(zly)<dz—(z<2) | (y<2)
(@|y)<z->(xd2)](y<2)
zd (y+2)->(z<dy)dz
zd(y-2z) > (zdy)d =z

A (ylz)~>(z<y)<Qz

x4 (ylz) > (zdy)d =z

e¢H Op(e)—e

ecH Op(e)—4

o (8) =48

O (z+y) > 0 (x) +90u(y)
On(z-y) — Ou () - Ou(y)

o (z || y) = Ou(x) || Ou (y)
6(z || y) = b || by

oz | 9) — 67 | by

éll6—¢

Sl¢—9

¢ld—6

d|p—46

lle—>o

o

ble—o

elg—=6

¢ -¢—>0

SIC

o (¢) —> ¢

@0 ||+ || pn — 8 if Vsg, -+, sn € S, Fi < n.test(~¢;, s0 U

Table 35. Term rewrite system of APTCg

--~Usn)
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— Subcase p; € E. p’ would be a basic APTCg term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a
basic APTC¢g term;

— Subcase p; € G. p’ would be a basic term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic
term;

— Subcase p; = e-p}. RA5 or RA9 rewriting rules in Table[32]can be applied. So p is not a normal form;

— Subcase p1 = ¢-p}. RG1, RG3, RG4, RG5, RG7, or RG8 rewriting rules can be applied. So p is not
a normal form;

— Subcase p; = p| +p}. RA4, RA6, RG2, or RG6 rewriting rules in Table [32 can be applied. So p is not
a normal form;

— Subcase py =p} || pi. RP2-RP10 rewrite rules in Table B3l can be applied. So p is not a normal form;

— Subcase p1 = p} | pf. RC1-RC10 rewrite rules in Table 35 can be applied. So p is not a normal form;

— Subcase p; = O(p}). RCE1-RCET rewrite rules in Table 35 can be applied. So p is not a normal form;

— Subcase py = 9 (p}). RD1-RDG6 rewrite rules in Table Bil can be applied. So p is not a normal form.

Case p’ = p1 + po. By induction on the structure of the basic APT'Cg terms both p; and ps, all subcases
will lead to that p’ would be a basic APTC¢g term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a
basic APTCq term.

Case p' = p1 || p2- By induction on the structure of the basic APTC¢q terms both p; and po, all subcases
will lead to that p” would be a basic APTCg term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a
basic APTCq term.

Case p' = p1 | p2. By induction on the structure of the basic APTC¢ terms both p; and po, all subcases
will lead to that p’ would be a basic APTCg term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a
basic APTC¢ term.

Case p' = ©(p1). By induction on the structure of the basic APTCg term p;, RCE1 - RCET rewrite
rules in Table 35 can be applied. So p is not a normal form.

Case p’ = p1 < p2. By induction on the structure of the basic APTCg terms both p; and ps, all subcases
will lead to that p” would be a basic APTCg term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a
basic APTCq term.

Case p’ = 9 (p1). By induction on the structure of the basic APTC¢ terms of py, all subcases will lead to
that p” would be a basic APTCg term, which contradicts the assumption that p’ is not a basic APTCg
term.

O

We will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of APTCg. Two atomic

events e; and ey are in race condition, which are denoted e %es.

Theorem 8.31 (Generalization of APTCqs with respect to BATCg). APTCq is a generalization of
BATCg.

Proof. Tt follows from the following three facts.

1.
2.
3.

The transition rules of BATCq in section [8.4.2] are all source-dependent;
The sources of the transition rules APTC¢ contain an occurrence of §, or ||, or |, or ©, or <;
The transition rules of APTC¢g are all source-dependent.

So, APTCg is a generalization of BAT Cg, that is, BATCq is an embedding of APT'Cg, as desired. [

Theorem 8.32 (Congruence of APTC¢ with respect to truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). (1)
Pomset bisimulation equivalence ~, is a congruence with respect to APTCg.

(2) Step bisimulation equivalence ~s is a congruence with respect to APTCg.
(3) Hp-bisimulation equivalence ~p, is a congruence with respect to APTCg.
(4) Hhp-bisimulation equivalence ~ppp is a congruence with respect to APTCg.
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if s e ef fect(e1,s) U--ueffect(en,s)

{e1,en}

(V.s")
(d)l H H ¢m3) - (\/7S>

(z,5) =5 (V,8") (y,8) > (/os") (x,s) =5 (2!,s) (y,8) —> (/os")
{e1,ea} {e1,e2}

(@ ly,s) ———(V,s"us") (Il v, s)

(2,8) 5 (V/o8') (y,8) >y, s") (z,8) 5 (2l,s)) (y,s) > (y',s")

{e1,e2} {e1,e2}
- -

(er - Il ens s)

if test(¢1,s), -, test(pn,s)

(z',s" U sy

(ZB ” y’s> (y/7s’ U SH) (ZB ” y7s> (-'E’ i y',S’ U S”)

e e

(2,5) 5 (Vis) (mys) b (ea%hen) fw,) S (@ys) (ys) o (ea¥en)

(@ [y, s) = (y, ) (@ lly,s) = (2’ 1 y,s)
(z,5) 5> (0:5) ™ (/,8")_(erthes) (2,5) P (5,5) 2 (45" (e1%es)
(@Il y,5) 2 (,5") (@ y,s) = (2 1 y/,s")
(@,5) <5 (Vo) (y,8) > (Vo) (@,5) <5 (2,5) (y,5) > (Vo)
(@ 1y,s) L2 (e fect(v(ere2),8)) (@ |y,s) NEh (ot ef fect(v(er, e), 8))
(@,5) D (Vos') (.5) 2 (y/,5") (2,5) o (2,s') (y.5) 2 (y/,")
(x|, s) 22 (e pect(v(er,en) ) (|y,s) N2 (0 gy ef fect(v(ere2), 8))

€1

(@,5) > (Vo8') (flersea))  (@8) = (Vos") (e e2))

(©(z),s) 5 (V. s") (0(z),s) = (/. s")
(z,5) =5 (2',s") (fer,e2))  {z,5) > (2",s")  (f(er,e2))
(©(z),s) = (O(a'),s") (©(z),s) 2 (O(a"),s")
(,5) <5 (V,8') (g,8) »2 (fer,e2))  (z,8) > (2',s') (y,5) »2  (f(e1,e2))
(zay,s) > (V. (x<y,s) D (2,8

€1

(m,s)e—1>(\/,s) (y,s) »°3  (§(e1,e2),ea<e3) (x,s) — (z',s') (y,s) »3 (f(e1,e2),e2 <e3)

(x4 y,s) (/o) (zay,s) 2 (2, s)

(z,5) =5 (V/,s') (y,8) %2 (fer,e2),e1<e3)  (z,8) ~> (a,s') (y,5) »2  (f(e1,e2),e1 < e3)

(@< y.s) = (V.8 (@< y,s) = (2!, s)

@) )y tms) Sl
(011 (2),5) = (V') (011 (2),5) = (O ("), )

Table 36. Transition rules of APTCq

(e¢ H)
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Proof. (1) Tt is easy to see that pomset bisimulation is an equivalent relation on APTC¢q terms, we only
need to prove that ~, is preserved by the operators ||, |, ©, <, Og. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an

exercise for the readers.

(2) It is easy to see that step bisimulation is an equivalent relation on APTC¢ terms, we only need to
prove that ~4 is preserved by the operators ||, |, ©, <, dg. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise

for the readers.

(3) Tt is easy to see that hp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on APTCq terms, we only need to
prove that ~p, is preserved by the operators ||, |, ©, <, dg. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise

for the readers.

(4) Tt is easy to see that hhp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on APTC¢ terms, we only need to
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prove that ~pp, is preserved by the operators ||, |, ©, <, Oy . It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise
for the readers. o

Theorem 8.33 (Soundness of APTC¢ modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). (1) Let z and
y be APTCgq terms. If APTC -z =y, then x ~p y.

(2) Let x and y be APTCq terms. If APTC v+ x =y, then © ~5 y.

(3) Let x and y be APTCq terms. If APTC +x =y, then x ~pp .

Proof. (1) Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table [34] is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence. We leave the proof as an
exercise for the readers.

(2) Since step bisimulation ~; is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to check if
each axiom in Table [34] is sound modulo step bisimulation equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for
the readers.

(3) Since hp-bisimulation ~p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to check if
each axiom in Table B4 is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for
the readers. O

Theorem 8.34 (Completeness of APTCg modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). (1) Let p
and q be closed APTCq terms, if p ~p q then p =q.

(2) Let p and q be closed APTCq terms, if p ~5 q then p=gq.

(8) Let p and q be closed APTCq terms, if p ~np q then p =q.

Proof. (1) Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTCq (see Theorem [B30), we know that for each closed
APTCg term p, there exists a closed basic APTCg term p’, such that APTC + p =p’, so, we only need to
consider closed basic APTCg terms.

The basic terms (see Definition [8:229) modulo associativity and commutativity (AC) of conflict + (defined
by axioms Al and A2 in Table [BT]), and these equivalences is denoted by =4¢. Then, each equivalence class
s modulo AC of + has the following normal form

S1 + -+ Sk

with each s; either an atomic event, or an atomic guard, or of the form

ty e tom

with each ¢; either an atomic event, or an atomic guard, or of the form

g | [l

with each u; an atomic event, or an atomic guard, and each s; is called the summand of s.
Now, we prove that for normal forms n and n’, if n ~, n’ then n =4¢ n’. It is sufficient to induct on the
sizes of n and n'.

e Consider a summand e of n. Then (n,s) = (/,s'), so n ~, n’ implies (n',s) = (\/,s), meaning that n’
also contains the summand e.

e Consider a summand ¢ of n. Then (n,s) — (/. s), if test(¢,s) holds, so n ~, n’ implies (n',s) - (\/, s),
if test(¢, s) holds, meaning that n' also contains the summand ¢.

e Consider a summand ¢; - t5 of n,

— if t; = €', then (n,s) = (t2,s'), s0 n ~, n' implies (n',s) = (t},s') with to ~, th, meaning that n’
contains a summand e’-t}. Since t3 and ¢}, are normal forms and have sizes smaller than n and n’, by
the induction hypotheses if tg ~, t5 then to = ¢ t5;

— if t; = ¢/, then (n,s) — (t2,s), if test(¢’, s) holds, so n ~, n' implies (n’,s) - (t},s) with tg ~, t5, if
test(¢',s) holds, meaning that n’ contains a summand ¢’ - t5. Since ¢2 and t5 are normal forms and
have sizes smaller than n and n’, by the induction hypotheses if ¢3 ~, t5 then t2 =ac th;

{e1, e}
B

—ifty=er | - | e, then (n,s) (t2,s'), so n ~, n' implies (n/, s) tevmed, (th,s") with to ~, ¢,
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(£ ((X1IB), =, (Xal E)), s) Sk (o)
(| B), s) ALk () gy

(1 (X B, (Xl B)), ) S gy, o)
(X1B), 5) 2 gy )
Table 37. Transition rules of guarded recursion
meaning that n’ contains a summand (ey || - || ) - t5. Since t2 and ¢} are normal forms and have
sizes smaller than n and n’, by the induction hypotheses if to ~, t5 then to =ac th;
—ift1 =1 || -+ || &, then (n,s) — (t2,s), if test(¢1,s),--, test(¢y, s) hold, so n ~, n' implies (n’,s) -

(th, s) with to ~p, t5, if test(¢1,s), -, test(¢y, s) hold, meaning that n’ contains a summand (¢y || - ||
@1) - th. Since to and ¢}, are normal forms and have sizes smaller than n and n', by the induction
hypotheses if to ~p, t5 then to =ac th.

So, we get n=4¢cn'.

Finally, let s and ¢ be basic APT'C¢ terms, and s ~p, t, there are normal forms n and n’, such that s =n
and t = n/. The soundness theorem of APTCs modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence (see Theorem [R:33))
yields s ~, n and t ~p, n', 80 n ~p s ~p t ~, n'. Since if n ~, n' then n =ac n’, s =n=4cn' =t, as desired.

(2) Tt can be proven similarly as (1).

(3) It can be proven similarly as (1). O

Theorem 8.35 (Sufficient determinacy). All related data environments with respect to APTCq can be
sufficiently deterministic.

Proof. Tt only needs to check ef fect(t, s) function is deterministic, and is sufficient to induct on the structure
of term t. The new matter is the case t =t; [ t2, because t; and t2 may be in race condition, the whole thing
isty § to =ty ta+to-t1+1t1 || ta+t1 | ta. We can make ef fct(t) be sufficiently deterministic: eliminating
non-determinacy caused by race condition during modeling time by use of empty event e. We can make
t=t1 | ta (t1%t2) bet = (e-t1) || t2 or t =11 || (e-t2) during modeling phase, and then ef fct(t,s) becomes
sufficiently deterministic. O

8.4.4. Recursion

In this subsection, we introduce recursion to capture infinite processes based on APTC¢. In the following,
E, F,G are recursion specifications, X, Y, Z are recursive variables.

Theorem 8.36 (Conservitivity of APTCq with guarded recursion). APTCq with guarded recursion is a
conservative extension of APTCg.

Proof. Since the transition rules of APTCg are source-dependent, and the transition rules for guarded
recursion in Table 37 contain only a fresh constant in their source, so the transition rules of APTCg with
guarded recursion are a conservative extension of those of APTCg. O

Theorem 8.37 (Congruence theorem of APTCg with guarded recursion). Truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences ~p, ~s and ~pp are all congruences with respect to APTCg with guarded recursion.

Proof. Tt follows the following two facts:

1. in a guarded recursive specification, right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be adapted to the
form by applications of the axioms in APTC¢ and replacing recursion variables by the right-hand sides
of their recursive equations;

2. truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~, ~; and ~,, are all congruences with respect to all operators
of APTOG

O
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Theorem 8.38 (Elimination theorem of APTC¢ with linear recursion). FEach process term in APTCg with
linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a linear recursive specification.

Proof. By applying structural induction with respect to term size, each process term t; in APTCg with
linear recursion generates a process can be expressed in the form of equations

ti = (airn | - Il @iviy ) tix + -+ (@irgn | || @ingiy Vtin, + (Dixn ||+ | Diviy ) + -+ (Dagr |-+ || biti,)

for i € {1,---,;n}. Let the linear recursive specification E consist of the recursive equations

Xi=(anr | | @iy ) Xox + -+ (aingn |- || @ik ) Xik, + (bana ||+ || bingy ) + -+ (baggn || -+ || birgi,)
for i € {1,---,n}. Replacing X; by ¢; for i € {1,-,n} is a solution for E, RSP yields t; = (X;|E). O

Theorem 8.39 (Soundness of APTCq with guarded recursion). Let x and y be APTCq with guarded
recursion terms. If APTCq with guarded recursion+ x =y, then

(1) T ~sy.

(2) & ~py.

(3) T ~hp Y-

Proof. (1) Since step bisimulation ~ is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to APTCg
with guarded recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [I0]is sound modulo step bisimulation
equivalence. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(2) Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to the
guarded recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo pomset bisimulation
equivalence. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(3) Since hp-bisimulation ~p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with respect to guarded
recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [16]is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence. We
leave them as exercises to the readers. O

Theorem 8.40 (Completeness of APTCq with linear recursion). Let p and q be closed APTCq with linear
recursion terms, then,

(1) if p~s q thenp=gq.

(2) if p~p q then p=gq.

(3) if p~np q then p=q.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC¢ with guarded recursion (see Theorem B.38]), we know
that each process term in APTC¢q with linear recursion is equal to a process term (X;|E) with E a linear
recursive specification. And for the simplicity, without loss of generalization, we do not consider empty event
€, just because recursion with e are similar to that with silent event 7, please refer to the proof of Theorem
for details.

It remains to prove the following cases.

(1) If (X1]|E1) ~5 (Y1|E2) for linear recursive specification Ey and Fs, then (X1|E;) = (Y1|E2).

Let E; consist of recursive equations X =tx for X € X and E5 consists of recursion equations Y = ty
for Y € ). Let the linear recursive specification F consist of recursion equations Zxy =txy, and (X|Ey) ~s
(Y|E2), and txy consists of the following summands:

1. txy contains a summand (ay || = || am)Zxry+ iff tx contains the summand (ay || = || am)X’ and ty
contains the summand (ay || - || am )Y’ such that (X'|Ey) ~5 (Y'|Es);

2. txy contains a summand by | - || b, iff tx contains the summand by || -+ || b, and ty contains the
summand by || -+ || by.

Let o map recursion variable X in E; to (X|E1), and let 7 map recursion variable Zxy in E to (X|E1).
So, o((ar || - || am)X’) = (a1 || = || am)(X'|E1) = 7((a1 || -+ | am)Zxry), so by RDP, we get (X|Ey) =
o(tx) = n(txy). Then by RSP, (X|E1) = (Zxvy|E), particularly, (X1|E1) = (Zx,v,|E). Similarly, we can
obtain (Y1|E2) = (Zx,v,|E). Finally, (X1|E1) = (Zx,v,|F) = (Y1|E2), as desired.

(2) If (X1]E1) ~p (Y1|E2) for linear recursive specification Eq and Es, then (X1|E1) = (Y1]E»).

It can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it.

(3) If (X1|E1) ~np (Y1|E2) for linear recursive specification Eq and Es, then (X1|Eq) = (Y1|E2).
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if test(r,s)

(1:8) > (V> 8)

(r,8) = (Vs 7(s))
Table 38. Transition rule of the silent step

It can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it. O
8.4.5. Abstraction

To abstract away from the internal implementations of a program, and verify that the program exhibits the
desired external behaviors, the silent step 7 and abstraction operator 7; are introduced, where I € Eu G,
denotes the internal events or guards. The silent step 7 represents the internal events or guards, when we
consider the external behaviors of a process, 7 steps can be removed, that is, 7 steps must keep silent. The
transition rule of 7 is shown in Table[38l In the following, let the atomic event e range over Eu{e}u{d}u{r},
and ¢ range over G U {7}, and let the communication function v : Eu{r} x Eu{r} - Eu {4}, with each
communication involved 7 resulting in §. We use 7(s) to denote ef fect(r,s), for the fact that 7 only change
the state of internal data environment, that is, for the external data environments, s = 7(s).

In section[R.4.]] we introduce 7 into event structure, and also give the concept of weakly true concurrency.
In this subsection, we give the concepts of rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences, based
on these concepts, we can design the axiom system of the silent step 7 and the abstraction operator 7;.

Definition 8.41 (Branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special termination predicate |, and
let \/ represent a state with \/ |. Let &, £ be PESs. A branching pomset bisimulation is a relation R
(C(&1),8) x (C(&2),S), such that:
1. if ((Ch,5),(Ca,s)) € R, and (Cy,s) = (C},s') then
o cither X =7°, and ({C1,s'),(Ca,s)) € R with s" € T(s);
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (Ca, s) - (C9, 8%, such that ({C1,s),{CY,5%)) €
R and (C3,5") = (Ch, ') with ((C1,5),(C3,5)) € R

2. if ((C1,8),(Ca,s)) € R, and (Cy,s) ER (C4,s") then
e cither X =77, and ({C1,s),(Cs,s")) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (Cy, s) -, (CY, 8%, such that ((CY,s%),(Ca,s)) €
R and (C9,5°) = (C1, ') with ((C1, '), (Ch, ') € R;

3. Zf % C'l, (Ca,5)) € R and (Cy,s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (Cy,s) —
5, S such that ({C1,s),{CS,5°)) € R and (C3,°) |;

4. zf % C'l, (Ca,5)) € R and (Cy, s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (Cy,s) —
1S such that ({CY,°),(Ca,5)) € R and (CY,s°) |.

We say that £, € are branching pomset bisimilar, written & ~py, Eo, if there exists a branching pomset
bisimulation R, such that ((@,2),(@,2)) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of branching step bisimulation. When
PESs & and & are branching step bisimilar, we write &1 ~ps Es.

Definition 8.42 (Rooted branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special termination predicate
}, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. Let £1, €2 be PESs. A rooted branching pomset bisimulation is a
relation R € (C(&1),S) x(C(&2),S), such that:

1. if ((C1,5),(Ca,8)) € R, and (Ch,s) > (C1, ') then (Ca,s) 2> (Ch, s') with (C1, ") myp (Ch, 8'):
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[\]

i ((C1,8),(Ca,5)) € R, and (C,5) 2> (G4, ') then (C1,5) = (CY, ') with (CY, ') myp (C4,);

. if ((C1,8),(Ca,8)) € R and (C4,s) |, then (Ca,s) |;

if ({(Cq,s8),(Ca,s)) € R and (Ca,s) |, then (C1,s) |.

We say that €1, &2 are rooted branching pomset bisimilar, written €1 ~ppp E2, if there exists a rooted
branching pomset bisimulation R, such that ((@,2),(@,2)) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of rooted branching step bisimulation.
When PESs & and &> are rooted branching step bisimilar, we write 1 ®pps Eo.

= W

Definition 8.43 (Branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). Assume a special termination
predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A branching history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a
weakly posetal relation R < (C(€1),S)x(C(E2),S) such that:

1. if ((C1,s), f,(C2,8)) € R, and (C,s) —=> (C1,s') then
o cither e; =7, and ({(C1,s'), fler = 7],(C2,s)) € R;
e orthere is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (Ca, s) - (CY,8°), such that ((C1,s), f,{C3,5%)) €
R and (CY,5%) 2 (C3, s') with ((C1,s'), fler = e2],(Ch,s')) € R;
2. Zf ((Clas>7f7 <C278>) € R; and <C278> 3) <Céusl> then
o cither es =7, and ({(C1,s), flea = 7],(C4,s")) € R;
e orthereisa sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (C1, s) -, (CY,8°), such that ((CY,s°), f,{Ca,s)) €
R and (C?v O) — (C1,8') with ((C1,5"), flea = e1],(Cy,s")) € R;
3. zf((C ,8), ,{C2,5)) € R and (Cl,sg ), then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (Ca, s) -,
(C3, 8% such that ((C1,s), f,{CY,s")) € R and (CY,s°) |;
)
{

4. if ((C1, 8), f,{Ca,8)) € R and (C3,s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (C1, s) -,
(CY,8°) such that ((CY,s°), f,(Ca,s)) € R and (CY,s°) .

&1, &2 are branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written €1 ~ppp E if there exists a branching
hp-bisimulation R such that ({@,2),,(@,2)) € R.

A branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed branching hp-bisimulation.
&1,&2 are branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written &1 ~ppnp E2.

Definition 8.44 (Rooted branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). Assume a special ter-
mination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A rooted branching history-preserving (hp-)
bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R < (C(&1), S)x(C(E2),S) such that:

Cy, 5) 2> (CY, 8") with (C},5") sy (Ch,8");
Ch,8) = (C4,8") with (C}, 5" spnp (Ch,8");

Cy,s8), f,{Ca,s)) € R, and (Cy,s) SN (C1,s"), then

if ((C1, ), f.{
f ((C1,8), f,{Ca,s)) € R, and (C3,s) 2, (C4,s"), then
f ((C1,8), f,(Ca,8)) € R and (C4,s) |, then (Ca,s) |;
zf (C1,8), f,{Ca,8)) € R and (Ca,s) |, then (Cy,s) |.
&1,&2 are rooted branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written E1 ~ppnp E2 if there exists a
rooted branching hp-bisimulation R such that ((@,2),,(,2)) € R.

A rooted branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed rooted branching
hp-bisimulation. &1,E are rooted branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written

E1 ~rphhp E2.

{
{

FP".‘\’ =
A~ N N~

Definition 8.45 (Guarded linear recursive specification). A linear recursive specification E is guarded if
there does not exist an infinite sequence of T-transitions (X|E) 5 (X'|E) 5 (X"|E) 5 -, and there does
not exist an infinite sequence of e-transitions (X |E) - (X'|E) - (X"|E) —» -

Theorem 8.46 (Conservitivity of APT'Cg with silent step and guarded linear recursion). APTCq with
silent step and guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of APTCq with linear recursion.
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No.  Axiom

B1 e-T=e

B2 e-(t-(z+y)+a)=e-(z+y)
B3 z|T=2

G25 ¢-T7=¢

G266 (7-(z+y)+3) =0 (v +)

Table 39. Axioms of silent step

Proof. Since the transition rules of APTCg with linear recursion are source-dependent, and the transition
rules for silent step in Table contain only a fresh constant 7 in their source, so the transition rules of
APTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of those of APTC¢ with
linear recursion. O

Theorem 8.47 (Congruence theorem of APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Rooted
branching truly concurrent bistimulation equivalences ~,pp,, ~rps and ~pphy are all congruences with respect to
APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion.

Proof. 1t follows the following three facts:

1. in a guarded linear recursive specification, right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be adapted to
the form by applications of the axioms in APT'Cg and replacing recursion variables by the right-hand
sides of their recursive equations;

2. truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~, ~, and ~,, are all congruences with respect to all operators
of APTCg, while truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~j,, ~s and ~p, imply the corresponding
rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulations 4, #rps and ~.ppp, (see Proposition [Z.23)), so rooted
branching truly concurrent bisimulations =4y, ~rps and ~p.pn, are all congruences with respect to all
operators of APTCg;

3. While E is extended to Eu {7}, and G is extended to G U {7}, it can be proved that rooted branching
truly concurrent bisimulations ~,.y,, ®yps and ~.pp, are all congruences with respect to all operators of
APTCgq, we omit it.

O
We design the axioms for the silent step 7 in Table

Theorem 8.48 (Elimination theorem of APTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Each
process term in APTCq with silent step and quarded linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with
E a guarded linear recursive specification.

Proof. By applying structural induction with respect to term size, each process term t; in APTCg with
silent step and guarded linear recursion generates a process can be expressed in the form of equations

ti = (@i | | @iviy ) tix + -+ (@1 | || @ingiy Vtin, + (Dixn ||+ | Diviy ) + -+ (Dagr |- || biti,)

for i € {1,---,n}. Let the linear recursive specification E consist of the recursive equations

Xi=(apnr | | @iy ) Xox + -+ (@ingn |- || @ik ) Xk, + ana ||+ || bingy ) + -+ (baggn || -+ || birgiy)
for i € {1,---,n}. Replacing X; by ¢; for i € {1,--,n} is a solution for E, RSP yields t; = (X;|E). O

Theorem 8.49 (Soundness of APTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let x and y be
APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms. If APTCq with silent step and guarded linear
recursion ~ x =y, then

(1) © ~pps y-

(2) T ~rpp Y.

(3) X NTbhp y
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Proof. (1) Since rooted branching step bisimulation »,,4 is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in
Table [39is sound modulo rooted branching step bisimulation equivalence. We leave them as exercises to the
readers.

(2) Since rooted branching pomset bisimulation »,p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in
Table is sound modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,;,. We leave them as exercises to the
readers.

(3) Since rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,pp, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom
in Table is sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,45,. We leave them as exercises to the
readers. o

Theorem 8.50 (Completeness of APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let p and g be
closed APTC¢q with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms, then,

(1) if p ~pps q then p = q.

(2) if p®rop q then p =gq.

(3) if p ~ronp q then p=q.

Proof. Firstly, by the elimination theorem of APTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion (see
Theorem B8], we know that each process term in APTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion is
equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a guarded linear recursive specification.

It remains to prove the following cases.

(1) If (X1]E1) mrps (Y1]E2) for guarded linear recursive specification Fy and Es, then (X;|E;) = (Y1|E>).

Firstly, the recursive equation W = 7+ -+ 7 with W # X; in F; and Fs, can be removed, and the
corresponding summands aWW are replaced by a, to get E] and E}, by use of the axioms RDP, A3 and Bl,
and (X|Ey) = (X|E7), (Y]E2) = (Y]E3).

Let E; consists of recursive equations X = tx for X € X and E5 consists of recursion equations Y =ty for
Y €Y, and are not the form 7+ ---+ 7. Let the guarded linear recursive specification F consists of recursion
equations Zxy =txy, and (X|E1) ~pps (Y|E2), and txy consists of the following summands:

1. txy contains a summand (ay || = || am)Zxry+ iff tx contains the summand (ay || = || am)X’ and ty
contains the summand (a || =+ || am )Y’ such that (X'|E1) ~pps (Y'|E2);

2. txy contains a summand by || -+ || b, iff tx contains the summand by || -+ || b, and ty contains the
summand by || -+ || by;

3. txy contains a summand 7Zx-y iff XY # X1Y7, tx contains the summand 7X’, and (X'|E1) ~pps (Y|E2);
4. txy contains a summand 7Zxy iff XY # XY7, ty contains the summand 7Y”’, and (X |FE1) ~pps (Y| E2).

Since Fy and Ey are guarded, E is guarded. Constructing the process term uxy consist of the following
summands:

1. uxy contains a summand (a; || - || am){X'|E1) iff tx contains the summand (aq || - || am )X’ and ty
contains the summand (ag || =+ || am )Y’ such that (X'|E1) ~pps (Y'|E2);

2. uxy contains a summand by || - || b, iff tx contains the summand by || -+ || b, and ty contains the
summand by || -+ || by;

3. uxy contains a summand T(X'|E;) iff XY # X;Y7, tx contains the summand 7X', and (X'|E1) ~ps
(Y|E2).
Let the process term sxy be defined as follows:
1. sxy =2 T(X|F1) +uxy iff XY # X Y7, ty contains the summand 7Y”, and (X|E;) ~pps (Y/|E2);
2. sxy £ (X|Ey), otherwise.
So, (X|E1) = (X|E1)+uxy, and (a1 || -+ || am)(T(X|E1)+uxy) = (a1 || = || am) ((T(X[E1)+uxy ) +uxy) =
(a1 || I am) ((X[E1) +uxy) = (a1 || -+ || am){X|E1), hence, (a1 || - || am)sxy = (a1 || - || am)(X|E1).
Let o map recursion variable X in F; to (X|E1), and let m map recursion variable Zxy in FE to sxy.

It is sufficient to prove sxy = w(txy) for recursion variables Zxy in E. Either XY = X3Y; or XY # X Y7,
we all can get sxy = m(txy). So, sxy = (Zxy|E) for recursive variables Zxy in F is a solution for E.
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(z, s) 5 (', s")

(@,5) 5 (V,s)

e € $ I e
(r1(@),8) > (V. 5') (r1(2).8) = (r1(a"). ')
(@5 S (s (@5 S @s)
(r1(2).8) = (V/.7(5)) (r1(2).8) = (1 (2, 7(5))

Table 40. Transition rule of the abstraction operator

No. Axiom

TI1 e¢l 7r(e)=e

TI2 eel tr(e)=T71

TI3 11(8)=9

TI4  7r(z+y) =71(z) +711(Y)
TI5  7(x-y) =71(%) 71 (Y)
TI6  70(x |y) = 11(x) | 7r(y)
GT Gel Ti(d) =

G28 ¢pel T11(d)=T1

Table 41. Axioms of abstraction operator

Then by RSP, particularly, (X;1|F1) = (Zx,v;|E). Similarly, we can obtain (Y1|Ez2) = (Zx,v,|E). Finally,
(X1|E1) = (Zx,v, |E) = (Y1]E2), as desired.
(2) If (X1|E1) ~rbp (Y1|E2) for guarded linear recursive specification By and Es, then (X;|E1) = (Y1]E»).
It can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it.
(3) If (X1|E1) ~pbnp (Y1|E2) for guarded linear recursive specification Fy and Eo, then (X1|E1) = (Y1|E2).
It can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it. O

The unary abstraction operator 77 (I € Eu Gg;) renames all atomic events or atomic guards in I into 7.
APTC¢ with silent step and abstraction operator is called APTCq_ . The transition rules of operator 77 are
shown in Table 40l

Theorem 8.51 (Conservitivity of APTCq_ with guarded linear recursion). APTCq, with guarded linear
recursion is a conservative extension of APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion.

Proof. Since the transition rules of APTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion are source-
dependent, and the transition rules for abstraction operator in Table 40| contain only a fresh operator 7; in
their source, so the transition rules of APTC¢, with guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of
those of APTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion. O

Theorem 8.52 (Congruence theorem of APTC, with guarded linear recursion). Rooted branching truly
concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~rpp, ®rps and xppnp are all congruences with respect to APTCq. with
guarded linear recursion.

Proof. (1) It is easy to see that rooted branching pomset bisimulation is an equivalent relation on APTCg,
with guarded linear recursion terms, we only need to prove that ~,, is preserved by the operators 77. It is
trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(2) The cases of rooted branching step bisimulation ,4s, rooted branching hp-bisimulation »,p5, can be
proven similarly, we omit them. O

We design the axioms for the abstraction operator 7; in Table {11

Theorem 8.53 (Soundness of APTCq,_ with guarded linear recursion). Let © and y be APTCgq, with
guarded linear recursion terms. If APTCgq, with gquarded linear recursion v« x =y, then

(1) © ~pps y.

(2) T ~rpp Y.

(3) T ®rbhp Y-
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Proof. (1) Since rooted branching step bisimulation »,,4 is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTC¢, with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table 1] is sound
modulo rooted branching step bisimulation equivalence. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(2) Since rooted branching pomset bisimulation »,p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTCg, with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table @lis sound
modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,p,. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(3) Since rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,pp, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to APTC¢, with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [41]is sound
modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation #,.,;,. We leave them as exercises to the readers. O

Though 7-loops are prohibited in guarded linear recursive specifications (see Definition [B4H]) in a speci-
fiable way, they can be constructed using the abstraction operator, for example, there exist 7-loops in the
process term 7,y ((X]|X = aX})). To avoid 7-loops caused by 7; and ensure fairness, the concept of cluster
and CF AR (Cluster Fair Abstraction Rule) [I7] are still needed.

Theorem 8.54 (Completeness of APTC¢_ with guarded linear recursion and CFAR). Let p and q be closed
APTCq, with guarded linear recursion and CF AR terms, then,

(1) if p ~rvs q then p=q.

(2) if p®rop q then p =gq.

(3) if p ®ronp q then p=q.

Proof. (1) For the case of rooted branching step bisimulation, the proof is following.

Firstly, in the proof the Theorem R.50, we know that each process term p in APTC¢ with silent step and
guarded linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a guarded linear recursive specification.
And we prove if (X1|E1) ~pps (Y1|E2), then (X;|Eq) = (Y1|E2)

The only new case is p = 77(q). Let ¢ = (X|E) with F a guarded linear recursive specification, so
p =77((X|E)). Then the collection of recursive variables in E can be divided into its clusters C1,--,C for
I. Let

(avir [+ ki) Yin + -+ (@rim, | ] @i ims ) Yo, + brin [+ 1 Drgin + -+ brim, |- || b, i

be the conflict composition of exits for the cluster C;, with ¢ € {1,---, N'}.

For Z € C; with i € {1,---, N}, we define
sz2 (atn || - || ard i) Tr((Ya | B+ +(avim, | I @horim )70 (Vi [BY) 401 ||+ | brggin+e+brimg |-+ || Bty ims

For Z € C; and a1,--,a; e Eu {7} with j € N, we have

(ag || - I aj)mr({Z]E))

= (a1 || - Il ag)r((arir || = || @kt {Yar|E) + o+ (@vim, || || @iy i ) Yim [E) + b1in ||+ || bigyar + - +
blimi || blimiimi)

= (a1 ||+ |l aj)sz

Let the linear recursive specification F' contain the same recursive variables as E, for Z € C;, F' contains
the following recursive equation

Z = (aiin || = || arjyin)Yan + -+ (@rime | 1| @il ime ) Yamg +bria | [ Biyin + -+ i, | | by im,

It is easy to see that there is no sequence of one or more r-transitions from (Z|F) to itself, so F' is
guarded.

For

sz =(ain || aryin)Yar + o+ (@1im, | | @y ima ) Yim, +brat |- 1 Bryan + o+ bram, |-+ || biyy i

is a solution for F. So, (a1 || -+ || ;)71 ({Z|E)) = (a1 || - | aj)sz = (a1 || - || a;){Z|F).

So,
(ZIF) = (ain || = Il ar), i) )(Yar |F) 4ot (@rim, |+ | g i)Yo [FY+b1an - || buyin+e+biim, | | b, ims
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(H1) {wp(e,a)}e{a}ifecE
(H2) {alpla-¢}ifpeG
oy i i
(H4) {&}t{?;}}t.tl{{aﬁ'}}t'{ﬁ}
(#3) e S

{a}t{B}
iy
(HT) @10 (O 77
ajt
(H8)  wymiey
ama’ {a'}t{p'y p'-p
(H9) onE)
(H10) For E ={x =tz|zr € Vg} a guarded linear recursive specification Vy € Vg and z € Vg:
{as}te{Bo} - {ay}ty{By}
{oz }z| EX{B:}

(H10") For E = {z =tz|z € Vg} a guarded linear recursive specification Vy € Vg and z € Vp:

{0‘11 |l Qs }tl‘{ﬁfﬂl -0l Bope} - {ayl -1l Ay }ty{ﬁyl -1 Byny}
{azy |l ez HEAEN B2y [ Il Bzps t

Table 42. The proof system H

Hence, 71 ({X|E) = (Z|F)), as desired.
(2) For the case of rooted branching pomset bisimulation, it can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it.
(3) For the case of rooted branching hp-bisimulation, it can be proven similarly to (1), we omit it. O

8.4.6. Hoare Logic for APTCg

In this section, we introduce Hoare logic for APTCg. We do not introduce the preliminaries of Hoare logic,
please refer to [20] for details.
A partial correct formula has the form

{pre} P{post}
where pre are preconditions, post are postconditions, and P are programs. {pre}P{post} means that pre
hold, then P are executed and post hold. We take the guards G of APTCg as the language of conditions,

and closed terms of APTC¢ as programs. For some condition « € G and some data state s € S, we denote
S e afs] for {a,s) - (\/,s), and SE « for Vs € 5,5 = a[s], SE{a}p{B} forall se S, ucEUG, Sk a[s],

(p,s) 5 (p',s"), S B[s'] with s' € S. Tt is obvious that S = {a}p{B} < ap ~rsp (Frbs, ¥ronp DB

We design a proof system H to deriving partial correct formulas over terms of APTC¢ as Table @2l shows.
Let T be a set of conditions and partial correct formulas, we denote I' - {«}t{5} iff we can derive {a}t{5}
in H, note that ¢ does not need to be closed terms. And we write o« - 3 for SEa =S = 5.

Theorem 8.55 (Soundness of H). Let Trg be the set of conditions that hold in S. Let p be a closed term
of APTCq, with guarded linear recursion and CFAR, and o, 8 € G be guards. Then

Trs+{a}p{B} = APTCq, with guarded linear recursion and CFAR + ap = apf

< QP Ryrps (Nrbpu ”rbhp)apﬁ

< Sk {a}p{B}
Proof. We only need to prove

Trs +{a}p{B} = APTCq, with guarded linear recursion and CFAR + ap = apf
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For H1-H10, by induction on the length of derivation, the soundness of H1-H10 are straightforward. We
only prove the soundness of H10'.
Let FE = {x; =t;(x1, -, 25)|i = 1,---,n} be a guarded linear recursive specification. Assume that

Trs,{{ax || - I o 3ol Bu [l - | Bui i =1, n} = {oa (| || an, dtj(@r, - 2n){By | - || B, }

for j = 1,---;n. We would show that APTC¢, with guarded linear recursion and CFAR + (a1 | - ||
an, ) X = (an |+l an ) X5 (B [l - |l Bn,)-
We write recursive specifications E’ and E” for

E = {yl = (al || || anz)tl(ylvuyn)h = 1,"',7’L}

E" ={zi=(aa | - [l an)ti(z1(Ba |- || Bra)sess 20 (B || - || Bny )i = 1,,m}

and would show that for j=1,--- n,

(1) (o |+ |l oy ) X5 = Y55
(2) Z;(Ba | Nl Bny) = 25
(3) Z; =Y;.

For (1), we have

(o [+ [l ony ) X5 = (an [+ || o, )85 (X0, Xin)
= (ay ||+ [l oy )t (Con |-+ [ ey ) Xy oo (e |-+l @, ) X )
by RDP, we have (ay || - || an,;)X; =Y.

For (2), we have

Zi(Ba -1 Bry) = (o |+ amy )t (Zo(Ba - Nl Bra )y Zn(Ba I+ Ml Bro ) (B Il -+ I Br)
= (041 ” ” A )t](Zl(ﬁl ” ” Bn1)7aZn(ﬁl ” ” ﬁnn))
= (ar || 1 om )t ((Za(Ba = Wl Bra ) (B I+ Ml B )=, (Zn(Ba = Ml Br)) (Bl -+ Il Br.))

by RDP, we have Zj(ﬁl || || ﬁn]) = Zj.
For (3), we have

Zi=(ay | = [ an))t;(Z1(Br | = 1 Bry)s=s Zn(Br |l - || Brn))
= (ay || = | an;)ti (21,0, Zn)

by RDP, we have Z; =Y;. O

9. Axiomatization for Hhp-Bisimilarity

Since hhp-bisimilarity is a downward closed hp-bisimilarity and can be downward closed to single atomic
event, which implies bisimilarity. As Moller [22] proven, there is not a finite sound and complete axiom-
atization for parallelism || modulo bisimulation equivalence, so there is not a finite sound and complete
axiomatization for parallelism || modulo hhp-bisimulation equivalence either. Inspired by the way of left
merge to modeling the full merge for bisimilarity, we introduce a left parallel composition || to model the
full parallelism || for hhp-bisimilarity.

In the following subsection, we add left parallel composition || to the whole theory. Because the resulting
theory is similar to the former, we only list the significant differences, and all proofs of the conclusions are
left to the reader.
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I - CET))

L y€—2>\/ (e1 <e2)

ey {e1,e2} J

e by oy oy (e1<e)

el y {e1,ea} 2

x5! ye—2>y’ (e1 <e2)

sy {e1,e2} Y

Table 43. Transition rules of left parallel operator ||

sy {e1,e2} 2 1y

CE20
CE21
CE22
CE23
U24
U25
U26
U271
U28
U29
U30
U3l
U32
U33
U34
U35
U36

Axiom

r+d=x

d-x=0
riy=zly+z|y
zly=yll=

@l lz==lwl 2

zly=zly+tyl =z

(e1<e2) e | (e2-y)=(er | e2) y
(e1<e2) (er-z)[ea=(e1] e2)
(e1<e2) (er-z) [ (e2-y)=(er |l e2) (= ¥ v)
(z+y)llz=@ L2+ =)

Sl z=6

e1] ez =~(e1,e2)

e1|(ez-y) =v(e1,e2) -y
(e1-z)| ez =~(e1,e2) -z

(er-@)| (e2-y) =v(er,e2) (z 1 v)
(+y)lz=(z|2)+(y| =)
z|(y+2)=(z|y)+(z]|z)
dlz=4¢

z|d=4

Oe)=e

O@)=90
O(z+y)=0(z)dy+O(y)d z
O(z-y) =0(z) - O(y)

Oz |ly)=((O(=)<dy) Ly)+({(O(y) Q=) | =)
O(z y) = ((O(z) < ) [y) +((O(y) < z) | z)
(fle1,e2)) e1<ex=T
(f(e1,e2),e2 <e3) erdes=ex
(4(e1,e2),e2<e3) e3der =71
edd=e

dde=0
(z+y)<z=(z<2)+(yd 2)
(z-y)dz=(x92) (y< 2)
(zlly)<Qz=(z<2)[ (yd2)
(@ly)<z=(z<2)|(yd2)
rd(y+z)=(z<y)d=
zd(y-z)=(z<dy)dz

< (yll2)=(z<y)d 2

zd (ylz)=(z<y)d 2

Table 44. Axioms of parallelism with left parallel composition

9.1. APTC with Left Parallel Composition

105

The transition rules of left parallel composition || are shown in Table With a little abuse, we extend the
causal order relation < on E to include the original partial order (denoted by <) and concurrency (denoted

by =).

The new axioms for parallelism are listed in Table [44]

Definition 9.1 (Basic terms of APTC with left parallel composition). The set of basic terms of APTC),
B(APTC), is inductively defined as follows:
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No. Axiom

D1 e¢H O9du(e)=e

D2 eeH 9y(e)=46

D3  0ou(6)=46

D4 Op(z+y)=0u(z)+0u(y)
D5 Ou(z-y)=0u(z) Ou(y)
D6 0z L v) = On (@) L O ()

Table 45. Axioms of encapsulation operator with left parallel composition

Ec B(APTC);

if eeB,t e BLAPTC) then e-t € BLAPTC);

ift,s € B(APTC) then t+s e B(APTC);

if t,s e BLAPTC) then t| seB(APTC).

Theorem 9.2 (Generalization of the algebra for left parallelism with respect to BATC). The algebra for
left parallelism is a generalization of BATC.

Ll

Theorem 9.3 (Congruence theorem of APTC with left parallel composition). Truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences ~p, ~g, ~np and ~ppp are all congruences with respect to APTC with left parallel composition.

Theorem 9.4 (Elimination theorem of parallelism with left parallel composition). Let p be a closed APTC
with left parallel composition term. Then there is a basic APTC term q such that APTC +p=q.

Theorem 9.5 (Soundness of parallelism with left parallel composition modulo truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences). Let x and y be APTC with left parallel composition terms. If APTC v+ x =y, then

1. z~5y;

2. T~ Y;

3. X ~np Y

4. x ~hhp Y-

Theorem 9.6 (Completeness of parallelism with left parallel composition modulo truly concurrent bisimu-
lation equivalences). Let x and y be APTC' terms.

1. Ifx ~sy, then APTC v+ z =vy;
2. ifx~py, then APTCra=y;
3. ifx ~npy, then APTC - =y;
4. if ¢ ~php y, then APTC - x =y.

The transition rules of encapsulation operator are the same, and the its axioms are shown in

Theorem 9.7 (Conservativity of APTC with respect to the algebra for parallelism with left parallel com-
position). APTC is a conservative extension of the algebra for parallelism with left parallel composition.

Theorem 9.8 (Congruence theorem of encapsulation operator dg). Truly concurrent bisimulation equiva-
lences ~p, ~s, ~np and ~ppp are all congruences with respect to encapsulation operator Op .

Theorem 9.9 (Elimination theorem of APTC). Let p be a closed APTC' term including the encapsulation
operator Oy . Then there is a basic APTC term q such that APTC +p=q.

Theorem 9.10 (Soundness of APTC modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). Let x and y be
APTC terms including encapsulation operator Oi. If APTC v+ x =y, then

1. x~5y;
T~p Y;
T ~hp Y5
T ~hhp Y-

- LN
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Theorem 9.11 (Completeness of APTC modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). Let p and g
be closed APTC terms including encapsulation operator Op,

1. if p~s q then p=gq;
2. ifp~p q then p=gq;
3. if p~np g then p=gq;
4. if p~hhp q then p=gq.

9.2. Recursion

Definition 9.12 (Recursive specification). A recursive specification is a finite set of recursive equations

Xl = tl(Xlu'"aX’ﬂ)

Xn = tn(Xla"'vXn)

where the left-hand sides of X; are called recursion variables, and the right-hand sides t;(X1,---, X,,) are
process terms in APTC with possible occurrences of the recursion variables X1,---, X,,.

Definition 9.13 (Solution). Processes p1,:,pn are a solution for a recursive specification {X; = t;(X1,--+, Xp)|i €
{1,--,n}} (with respect to truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~s(~p, ~hp, ~nhp)) if Di ~s (~p, ~hp,~

hhp)tz(plu7pn) for 1€ {1,,”}

Definition 9.14 (Guarded recursive specification). A recursive specification

Xl = tl(Xlu'"aX’ﬂ)

Xn = tn(Xla"'vXn)

s guarded if the right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be adapted to the form by applications of
the axioms in APTC and replacing recursion variables by the right-hand sides of their recursive equations,

(a1 [L |l @riy)-s1( X,y X )+t (ana (Lo (L anig )5k (X1, X )+ (ba [L o | bajy )4+ (bugy L 1L bugy)

where a1, Q14,5 k1, 5 kg, 011, 5 0151, 01415+, by, € B, and the sum above is allowed to be empty, in
which case it represents the deadlock 6.

Definition 9.15 (Linear recursive specification). A recursive specification is linear if its recursive equations
are of the form

(a1 |L - L avi) Xy + -+ (agn [ L ariy ) Xe + (ban L -+ L Dajy) + oo+ (bugy (L L bujy)

where ai1,-, @iy, Qk1, - Qi s 011, 7, b1, , 014,55 by, € B, and the sum above is allowed to be empty, in
which case it represents the deadlock 6.

Theorem 9.16 (Conservitivity of APTC with guarded recursion). APTC with guarded recursion is a
conservative extension of APTC.

Theorem 9.17 (Congruence theorem of APTC with guarded recursion). Truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences ~p, ~s, ~hp, ~hhp 0re all congruences with respect to APTC with guarded recursion.

Theorem 9.18 (Elimination theorem of APTC with linear recursion). Each process term in APTC with
linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a linear recursive specification.

Theorem 9.19 (Soundness of APTC with guarded recursion). Let x and y be APTC with guarded recursion
terms. If APTC with guarded recursionv x =y, then

1. z~5y;
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No. Axiom

B1 e-T=e

B2 e (t-(z+y)+ax)=e-(z+vy)
B3 z|T=x

Table 46. Axioms of silent step

2. T ~p Y
3. X ~np Y5
4. x ~hhp Y-

Theorem 9.20 (Completeness of APTC with linear recursion). Let p and q be closed APTC with linear
recursion terms, then,

1. if p~s q then p=gq;
2. ifp~p q then p=gq;
3. if p~np q then p=gq;
4. if p~hhp q then p=gq.

9.3. Abstraction

Definition 9.21 (Guarded linear recursive specification). A recursive specification is linear if its recursive
equations are of the form

(arr [+ L ari) X+ + (apn (L L ki ) Xi + (b1n Lo [L b1jy) + o+ (bagy [L -+ 1L buji)
where @11, -+, G1iy s Gkls s Qhig » 011, D14y, 01415+, b1, € BEU{T}, and the sum above is allowed to be empty,
in which case it represents the deadlock 6.
A linear recursive specification E is guarded if there does not exist an infinite sequence of T-transitions

(X|E) 5 (X'|E) 5 (X"|E) S -,
The transition rules of 7 are the same, and axioms of 7 are as Table [40] shows.

Theorem 9.22 (Conservitivity of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion). APTC with silent
step and guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of APTC with linear recursion.

Theorem 9.23 (Congruence theorem of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Rooted
branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~ppp, ®rps, ®rphp, and =peppnp are all congruences with
respect to APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion.

Theorem 9.24 (Elimination theorem of APT'C with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Each process
term in APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a
guarded linear recursive specification.

Theorem 9.25 (Soundness of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let x and y be APTC
with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms. If APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion
Fx =y, then

1. x~ps y;
2. TR Y
3. X ~ppnp Y;
4. x Nrbhhp Y-

Theorem 9.26 (Completeness of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let p and q be
closed APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms, then,

1. pr Rrbs 4 then b=qg;



Draft of Algebraic Laws for True Concurrency 109

No.  Axiom

TI1 e¢l Tr(e)=e

TI2 eel 7r(e)=T7

TI3 717(8) =46

T4 1(z+y) =7(x)+71(y)
TI5 7r(x-y)=71r(x) 11(Y)
TI6 7(z || y)=71(z) || 71(y)

Table 47. Axioms of abstraction operator

No. Axiom
CFAR If X isin a cluster for I with exits

{(ar1 L Il @14)Y1, (am1 [L = [l @mi)Ym,b11 [L = L b1jbnr Il -+ L bnj ),
then 7- 77 ((X|E)) =

7orr((aan [ L ) (YA E) + -+ (am1 [ |L ami {Ym|E) +b11 | -+ |l b1+ +bn1 [L - L bnj)

Table 48. Cluster fair abstraction rule

2. if p~rvp q then p=gq;
pr Rrbhp 4 then p=9q;
4. if p~rprnp q then p =q.

@

The transition rules of 77 are the same, and the axioms are shown in Table 7]

Theorem 9.27 (Conservitivity of APTC, with guarded linear recursion). APTC; with guarded linear
recursion is a conservative extension of APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion.

Theorem 9.28 (Congruence theorem of APTC, with guarded linear recursion). Rooted branching truly
concurrent bisimulation equivalences ®ypp, ®rbs, Mrphp aNA pppnp are all congruences with respect to APTC
with guarded linear recursion.

Theorem 9.29 (Soundness of APTC,. with guarded linear recursion). Let © and y be APTC, with guarded
linear recursion terms. If APTC; with quarded linear recursion v+ x =y, then

1. s y;
2. T~y Y5
3. x Nrbhp Y5
4. x Nrbhhp Y-

Definition 9.30 (Cluster). Let E be a guarded linear recursive specification, and I ¢ E. Two recursion
bi1,,b1s
variable X andY in E are in the same cluster for I iff there exist sequences of transitions (X|E) Lonbiad,
b1, ,bmi C11,C15 Cnl,Cnj
o i) 5By and (v|BY S0, IO B where biy, e, by a1, o € LU {7}
ay || |l ax or (ar || - || ar)X is an exit for the cluster C iff: (1) a1 || - || ax or (a1 || - | ax)X is a
summand at the right-hand side of the recursive equation for a recursion variable in C, and (2) in the case

of (ar || = || ar)X, either aj ¢ Tu{r}(le{1,2,--,k}) or X ¢ C.

Theorem 9.31 (Soundness of CFAR). CFAR is sound modulo rooted branching truly concurrent bisimu-
lation equivalences ®rps, ®rpp, ®rphp ONA Rpphhp-

Theorem 9.32 (Completeness of APT'C, with guarded linear recursion and CFAR). Let p and q be closed
APTC, with guarded linear recursion and CF AR terms, then,

1. if p ~pps q then p=q;
2. if prpyp q then p=gq;
3. if p ®rbhp q then p=q;
4. if p ®rbhnp q then p=q.
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10. Conclusions

Now, let us conclude this paper. We try to find the algebraic laws for true concurrency, as a uniform logic
for true concurrency [I4] [I5] already existed. There are simple comparisons between Hennessy and Milner
(HM) logic for bisimulation equivalence and the uniform logic for truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences,
the algebraic laws [I], ACP [4] for bisimulation equivalence, and what for truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences, which is still missing.

Following the above idea, we find the algebraic laws for true concurrency, which is called APTC, an
algebra for true concurrency. Like ACP, APTC also has four modules: BATC (Basic Algebra for True
Concurrency), APTC (Algebra for Parallelism in True Concurrency ), recursion and abstraction, and we prove
the soundness and completeness of their algebraic laws modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences.
And we show its applications in verification of behaviors of system in a truly concurrent flavor, and its
modularity by extending a new renaming operator and a new shadow constant into it.

Unlike ACP, in APTC, the parallelism is a fundamental computational pattern, and cannot be steadied
by other computational patterns. We establish a whole theory which has correspondences to ACP.

In future, we will pursue the wide applications of APTC' in verifications of the behavioral correctness of
concurrent systems.
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