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Abstract

It is well known that we can use structural proof theory tonefior generalize, exist-
ing paradigmatic computational primitives, or to discomew ones. Under such a point
of view we keep developing a programme whose goal is eskafjsa correspondence
between proof-search of a logical system and computatioagprocess algebra. We give
a purely logical account of a process algebra operation twhirctly includes the be-
havior of restriction on actions we find in Miln€CS. This is possible inside a logical
system in the Calculus of Structures of Deep Inference eadawmith a self-dual quanti-
fier. Using proof-search of cut-free proofs of such a logsyestem we show how to solve
reachability problems in a process algebra that subsunigsiéiGant fragment of Milner
CCs.

1 Introduction

This is a work in structural proof-theory which builds oh#[56]. Broadly speaking we aim
at using structural proof theory to study primitives of gganatic programming languages,
and to give evidence that some are the natural ones, whiggtivhich we might be used
to think of as “given once for all”, can, in fact, be refined angralized. In our case this
means to keep developing the programmé&in [1] whose goalableshing a correspondence
between proof-search of a logical system, and computatibagrocess algebra. From [1],
we already know that both (i) sequential composition of MIIECS [3] gets modeled by
the non commutative logical operat®eq of BV [2], which is the paradigmatic calculus of
structures in Deep Inference, and (ii) parallel compositibMilner CCS gets modeled by the
commutative logical operat®ar of BV so that communication becomes logical annihilation.
This is done under a logic-programming analogy. It saystthaterms of a calculug” —
which is a fragment of Milne€CS in the case of 1] — correspond to formulas of a logical
system.# — which isBV in the case of[[1] —, and that computations insiéleecast to
searching cut-free proofs i, as summarized ifi{1) here below.

Paradigmatic calculus¢ | Logical system.
term formula )
step of computation logical rule
computation searching a cut-free proof
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Contributions. We show that in[{1l) we can tak&VvQ [4] [5, (€] for ., and CCSgpq for

%. The systenBVQ extendsBV with a self-dual quantifier, whil€CSs, is introduced
by this work (Sectiofi]6). The distinguishing aspectO8fSs, is its operational semantics
which subsumes the one of the fragment of MilG€S that contains sequential, parallel, and
restriction operators, and which we identify @€Ss,. Specifically, the self-dual quantifier
of CCSgyq allows to relax the operational semantics of the restmictiperator inCCSs,
without getting to an inconsistent calculus of processéss iE a direct consequence of (the
analogous of) the a cut-elimination property BvQ [4}[5,[6].

The main step that allows to talB/Q for .2, andCCSgyq for € is proving Soundness
of BVQ with respect taCCSspq (Sectior8). The following example helps explaining what
Soundness amounts to. Let us suppose we want to observe lehfdllowing judgment
describes:

((@bE) | @F))la——= (E | F)L @)

The process.b.E can perform actiong, andb, in this order, before entering. The other
process can performbefore enterindr. In particulara.b.E, anda.F internally communicate
when simultaneously firing, anda. In any case, firing om, or @, would remain private
because of the outermost restrictiog which hides botha, anda to the environment The
actionb is always observable becausdiffers froma. Of course, we might describe one of
the possible dynamic evolutions @fl (2) thanks to a suitadibeled transition system able to
develop a derivation liké{3):

abE—2~bE aF—2>F bE—>E
— € b
(ab.E)|(@F)——(b.E)|F cra (b.E) | F —>b EIF e )
(@b.E) | @F)la — ((0.E) | F)la ((D.E) | F)la —— (E | F)la

(@bE) | @F))la 2% (E | F)la

Soundness says that instead of rewritidyE to a.F, as in [3), we can (i) compile the whole

judgment((a.b.E) | a.F)la b, (E | F)la to a structure, saR, of BVQ, and (ii) search for a
cut-free proof, say? of R, and (iii) if 2 exists, then Soundness assures {fat (2) holds. So,
in general, Soundness recasts the reachability probleinttige thatE - F'toa problem

of proof search. Noticeably, the Soundness we prove posakeneonstraints on the form

of F than those ones we find in Soundness[of [1]. Specifically, tmdysilent proces®

can be the target of the reachability problem(in [1]. Hé&fesan belong to the set aimple
processesvhich containg. Intuitively, every simple processftierent from0 is normal with
respect to internal communication, but is alive if we coesithe external ones. Finally, from

a technical standing point, our proof of Soundness in nettomposed in steps that makes
it reusable for further extensions of bd@WQ, andCCSgp.

Road map. Sectiorf® recall8VvQ and its symmetric versioBBVQ mainly from [6]. Sec-
tion[3 is about two proof-theoretical propertiesBf¥Q which were not proved i 4,15, 6]
but which Soundness relies on. The first one says that @easor-free derivations 0BVQ
has at least correspondistandardone. The second one suppliedigtient conditions for a

1We write something related to Miln€CS. Indeed, hiding botla, andain Milner CCS is laay-



structure oBVQ to be invertible, somewhat internalizing derivability®¥Q. Sectiori’d has
the pedagogical aim of showing, with many examples, why #révdtions ofBVQ embody

a computational meaning. Sectibh 6 introduG&Ss,,, Nnamely the process calculus that
BVQ embodies. Sectidd 7 first formalizes the connections betB&€, andCCSs,q. Then

it shows how computations inside the labeled transitionesgsof CCSgpq recast to proof-
search insidBVQ, justifying the need to prove Soundness. Sediibn 8 proves@wss,
starting with a pedagogical overview of what proving it measectio P points to future
work, mainly focused oi€CSgpq.

2 Recalling the system$BVQ and BVQ

We briefly recallSBVQ, andBVQ from [].

Structures. Leta,b,c,...denote the elements of a countable sepaditive propositional
variables Let3,b,c,... denote the elements of a countable sehegative propositional
variables The set ohameswhich we range over by m, andn, contains both positive, and
negative propositional variables, and nothing else. d_be a constant, ffierent from any
name, which we callinit. The set ofatomscontains both names and the unit, while the set
of structuresidentifies formulas oBBV. Structures belong to the language of the grammar

in ().

Ri=o | I | R| (R®eR) | (R<R | [R2R | [Rla (4)

We useR, T, U, V to range over structures, in whighis aNot, (R® T) is aCoPar, (R<T) is
aSeq, [R=» T]is aPar, and[R|; is a self-dual quantifiegdqg, which comes with the proviso
thata must be a positive atom. NamelR|z is not in the syntax.Sdqg induces obvious
notions offree, andbound namefg].

Size of the structures. Thesize|R| of R is the number of occurrences of atomsRiplus
the number of occurrences 8idq that dfectively bind an atom. For examplga» a]| =
IMa= @ Jol = 2, while|[[a’s 3] Jal = 3.

(Structure) Contexts. We denote them by{ }. A context is a structure with a single
hole{ } init. If SR}, thenRis asubstructureof S. We shall tend to shorte®[R» U]} as
S[R» U] when [R= U] fills the hole{ } of S{ } exactly.

Congruence= on structures. Structures are partitioned by the smallest congruenae
obtain as reflexive, symmetric, transitive and contextleaure of the relatior whose defin-
ing clauses ar¢|5), throudgh{21) here below.



Associativity
Negation Re(TaV)) ~(ReT)sV) (13)
B (R(T<V)) ~ (R=T)<V) (14)
o~o ®) [Re[T»V] ~ [ReT]®V] (15)
R~R (6)
[ReT] ~ (ReT) @ Unit
(ReT) ~ [R®T] 8)
®T ~ RT) © (©oR) ~R (o
E N [ﬁja (10) (0<R) ~ (R<0) ~R (17)
[c®R ~ R (18)
Symmetry
a-rule
[ReT] ~ [T®R| (12)
ReT) ~ TeR) (12) Rla ~ R if a¢ fn(R) (19)
R%}]a ~ IRy if a¢ n(R) (20)
[MRIbla ~ TTRlalb (21)

Contextual closureneans thaBR} ~ ST} whenevelR ~ T. Thanks to[(Z2l1), we abbre-
viate[---[Rla, - - -]a, @S[Rls, where we may also interprétas one of the permutations of

az,...,an.

Canonical structures. We inspire to the normal forms df][2] to define structuresamon-
icalform inside SBVQ. Canonical structures will be used to define environmentcttres
(Sectiorl ¥, page14.) A structuReis canonicalwhen either it is the unit, or the following
four conditions hold: (i) the only negated structures apipgan R are negative propositional
variables, (i) no unib appears irR, but at least one name occurs in it, (iii) the nesting of
occurrences oPar, Tensor, Seq, andSdg build a right-recursive syntax tree 8 and (iv)

no occurrences dddq can be eliminated frorR, while maintaining the equivalence.

Example 2.1 Canonical structure$ The structure § ® b) » [T]c] is not canonical, but it is
equivalent to the canonical ona % (b ® [€]c)] whose syntax tree is right-recursive. Other
non canonical structures afas (o @ b)], and (a= (o @ b)] ® (0 b)), and B s (b ® [lq)].
The first two are equivalent t@ b) which, instead, is canonical. Finally, also§ o] is not
canonical, equivalent to the canonical ane

Fact 2.2 (Normalization to canonical structures Given a structur®&: (i) negations can move
inward to atoms, and, possibly, disappear, thankElto (5),(Z0), (ii) units can be removed

thanks to[(IB), ... [(18), and (iii) brackets can move rigithby [I3), ... ,[(T5).

So, for everyR we can take the equivalent canonical structure which igeithor differ-
ent fromo.

The systemSBVQ. It contains the set of inference rulesni22) here below.rEuge has

.
formp R namep, premise T andconclusion R



o (a®?9)
“rawal R
((R®U]<[T=»V]) ([R®T]e®U) (R«T)Y® (U «V)) 99
“HR-T) % (U-V)] ‘[(ReU)=T] TR U)<(T o V) (22)
. [[R® U]la " (TRla®UJa)
[rRJa? |—UJa] |—(R® U)Ja

Derivations vs. proofs. A derivationin SBVQ is either a structure or an instance of the
above rules or a sequence of two derivations. Batland& will range over derivations. The
topmost structure in a derivation is figgemise The bottommost is itsonclusion Thelength
|2| of a derivationZ is the number of rule instances . A derivationZ of a structureR in
T

SBVQ from a structurel in SBVQ, only using a subsé® € SBVQ is z|s. The equivalent

T R
space-savinfprmis 7 : T +, R. The derivationz|s is aproof wheneveil ~ o. We denote it

o R

o
asz|s, or‘@R ,orZ +, R Both 22, and2 will range over proofs. In general, we shall drop

R

L . T
B when clear from the context. In a derivation, we wgte.omni....np ? whenever we use

the rulesos, . . ., pm to deriveR from T with the help ofny, ..., ny instances of((5), ...[{12).
To avoid cluttering derivations, whenever possible, wdldbad to omit the use of negation
axioms [®), ... ,[(T0), associativity axionis{13),J(1A).)(l&nd symmetry aximo§ (111], (12).
This means we avoid writing all brackets, as Rd [T » U]], in favor of [R» T » U], for
example. Finally if, for exampley > 1 instances of some axiom)(of (@), ..., [21) occurs
amongn, . .., Ny, then we write ).

Up and down fragments of SBVQ. The set{ail,s,ql,ul} is thedown fragmenBVQ of
SBVQ. Theup fragmenis {aif, s, qT, uT}. Sos belongs to both.

Corollary 2.3 ([516]) The up-fragmentaif, qT,ut} of SBVQ is admissible foBVQ. This
means that we can transform any progf: FsBvo Rinto a proof2 : Fevo R free of every
occurrence of rules that belong to the up-fragmerg®Y¥Q.

Remark 2.4 Thanks to Corollary_2]3, we shall always focus on the up+fragtBvQ of
SBVQ.

3 Standardization inside a fragment ofBVQ

Taken a derivatior of BVQ, standardization reorganizésinto another derivatio#” with
the same premise, and conclusionZasThe order of application of the instancesaif in

& satisfies a specific, given constraint which some examglestrinte. Standardization in
BVQ is one of the properties we need to recast reachability prosin a suitable calculus of
communicating, and concurrent processes, to proof-séasicte (a fragment) oBVQ.

Example 3.1 Standard derivations oBVQ) Both (23), and[(24) here below are standard
derivations of the same conclusidaf R) » (b < T) » (a < b)] from the same premis&[= T].



[R®T]
al (0<(o<[R7® T]))
Al (o <([bz b] <_[R5’ )
([a® 3] «([b® b] <[Rz T]))

BB R e E kT
Y Red-om b (awd-[c-R=(bzB-TD
T[Rebw (T (23) (la®d] <[Re (bw bl T (24)

qL([[M’ﬁ] mHR%’([lM’Eld[O_ﬁ’T])])
([[a’2 @] o] <[R7® (b<0)® (b=T)])
([a®awo]<[Rehbw(dT))
" awal <[R9 b))% (0BT
. K[aza]<[Rzb])® (b<T)]
[(@a<Ry®(b<T)» (@<b)]

ail =
qL[([Mﬁl <[Rz b)) ® (b-T)]
[(a<Ry» (b<Ty®» (@a<b)

They are standard because every occurreneg afoes not appear to the right-hand sidé
an instance o$eq.

Remark 3.2 (Proof-thoeretical meaning of standardizatignStandardization says that (i) any
of the structures insidR, andT of (R<T) will never interact, and (ii) all the interactions in-
sideR must occur before the interactions insifie

Our goal isto show that we can transfornsgficiently largeset of derivations iBVQ into
standard ones. We start by supplying the main definitions.

Right-contexts. We rephrase, inductively, and extendB¥Q the namesake definition in
[1]. The following grammar generateight-contextsvhich we denote aS{ }-.

S{lu={}1 @t eR [[S{}) =R | S{}-R (25)
| (ReS{ 1) I [ReS{ ]I TS }]a
Example 3.3 Right-context$ A right-contextis s [[be ({ }<T<d)]lc]-
Instead, &= [[bw (C<{ } <d)]]c] is not.
Left atomic interaction. Recalling it from[[1], theleft atomic interactioris:
o}
“Slawal- (26)

Example 3.4 Some left atomic interaction instancgd_et three proofs oBVQ be given:

IH)a‘****~il [bs B] 27 ﬂ]?[‘—*—*—lL [bs B] 28 ﬂ]?t‘—*—*—lL (a3 29
Fewew @ e @ T@eae @
(fa53 «[b b]) (awd-[bzh) (la»a<[b=b])




The two occurrences @ii| in (24) can correctly be seen as two instancestpf, as outlined
by (28). Instead, the occurrence @f in (29) cannot be seen as an instancegf as it
occurs to the right oSeq, namely in the contexfa a] <{ })» which is not in [2b).

Fact 3.5 By definition, every occurrence af|. is one ofail. The vice versa is false.

Standard derivations of BVQ. LetR, andT be structures. A derivatio® : T Favo R
is standardwhenever all the atomic interactions thatcontains can be labeled ag.. We
notice that nothing forbid¥ ~ o.

3.1 Standardization

We reorganize derivations ¢&t|., ail, ql,ul} c BVQ which operate oensor-free struc-
turesonly.

Tensor-free structures. By definition,Rin BVQ is Tensor-freewhenever it does not con-
tain Ry ®---® Ry), foranyRy, ..., R,, andn > 1.

Our goal is to prove the following theorem, inspiring to the standzaiton in [1]:

Theorem 3.6 Standardization infat|., ail, ql,ul}) LetT, andRbeTensor-free. For every

9:T¢H \ R, there is a standard derivatigh: T + R

{at{v,ail,ql.ul {atle.ql,ul}

It proof relies on the coming lemmas, and proposition.

Lemma 3.7 Existence ofat|.) The topmostinstance af| in a proof” : Fevo Ris always
an instance oét|..

2tatle.ql.ul)
ail’ So}
Proof Let &2 be SERE with ail*® its topmost instance adi] which cannot be
[[:3%e)
R
relabeled aat|.. By contraction, let us assun@d } be a non right-context, name${ } ~
ST «S”{ }) forsomeS’{ },S”{ }, andT such that # o. In this case, to let the names of
2[[tati.alul)
T, and, may be, those ones®f{o}, to disappear frorg, . ST «S"{o})  we would have
ST «S”[a»3d])
to apply at least one instance af which would occur in2, against our assumption on the
position ofail°.

Lemma 3.8 Commuting conversions ifat|., ail,ql,ul}) LetR, T, andSc}beTensor-free.
T

Also, letp € {at|., ql,ul}. Finally, letZ be pS[axa al-, whereail® is the topmost occur-
i
al 7R
T
ail” —

rence ofai| which is notat|.. Then, there is v , whereV, and all the structures
2|(atlv.ail.ql.ul)

R
of 2 areTensor-free, andail* may be an instance af]..



Proof The proof is, first, by cases gn and, then, by cases @ja» a]-. FixedS[as a]-,
the proof is by cases dRwhich must contain a redex af|, q|, orul, that, afterail®, leads
to the choseis[a s a]-. (AppendiXA.)

.
7|

\%
Proposition 3.9 One-step standardization ifat|., ail,ql,ul}) Letai* U be a derivationin

7|
R
{aLLL ail,ql,ul} such thatil® is the topmost instance @i|. There exists a derivatiofi :
Fatcailaluy R whereail® has been eventually moved upward to transform it into an
mstance oht|..

Proof Letnbe the number of rulesi@”. If U ~ S[az a]", with [a’® @] the redex ofail °,
thenail® is already an instance at|., and we are done. Otherwise, we can apply Lemma
[3:8 movingail® one step upward, getting t6 : T FatloailaLul) R, whereail® is no more
thann — 1 rules far fromT. An obvious inductive argument allows to conclude thanks to

Lemmd3.Y.

Proof of Theorem[3.6. Let X4 be the set of all instances af| in 2, that can be directly
seen as instances af|_, andYy the set of all other instances ai] in 2. If Yy, = 0 we
are done becausgis Z where every instance @i| in X4, if any, can be directly relabeled
asat|.. Otherwise, let us pick the topmost occurrenceigfin 2 out of Y4, and apply
Proposition3.Ptoit. We gef : T Fratieailalul] R, whose selY, is strictly smaller tharYy,.
An obvious inductive argument allows to conclude.

Standard fragment BVQ. of BVQ. After Theoren[ 3.6 it is sensible defini@vQ. as
{atlc, ql,ul} c BVQ whose derivations contaifensor-free only structures.

4 Internalizing derivability of BVQ

Roughly, internalizing derivability ilBVQ shows when we can “discharge assumptions”. It
is another of the properties we need to recast reachabitityl@ms in a suitable calculus of
communicating, and concurrent processes, to proof-séasite (a fragment) oBVQ. The
internalization links to the notion of invertible structs:

Invertible, and co-invertible structures. We define them if{30) here below.

T

T isinvertiblewhenever ‘@HBVQ implies @HBVQ, for everyT, andP (30)
[T»P] P

If T is invertible, then, by definitiorT is co-invertible

Remark 4.1 Clearly, definition[[3D) here above omits the implicatioh : T Favo P then
Kz FavQ [T »» P]” on purpose. It always holds becauigds derivable inBVQ. Moreover,
our |nvert|ble structures inspire to the namesake conced] i



The following proposition gives slicient conditions for a structure to be invertible.

Proposition 4.2 (A language of invertible structures The following grammar[(31) gener-
ates invertible structures.

Tu=of[e- L] [(TeT)(T<T)|[Tl

_ 31
wheren > 0, and, forevery ki, j <n, if i # j thenl # ; (31)

Proof LetZ : 1y, [T P] be given withT in (BI). We reason by induction dfT = P]|,
and we buildZ of [@0), proceeding by cases @n (Details in AppendikB.)

5 Intermezzo

We keep the content of this section at an intuitive level. \eatibe how structures &VQ
model terms in a language whose syntax is not formally ifiedtyet, but which is related to
the one of MilnerCCS.

Example 5.1 Modeling internal communication insideBVQ) Derivations ofBVQ model
internal communication if we look at structuresB¥Q as they were terms of MilneZCS,
as in [1]. Let us focus o (32) here below.

[E®» F]
~ (o<[E®F]) aE—2~E aF F

al ——m—— (32) (33)
Lara-EsFD aE|aF —“~E|F
[(a<BE)»(@-<F)]

The instance of)] moves atoms, anda, one aside the other, ara] annihilates them.
Annihilation can be seen as an internal communication batwiiee two components .« E),
and(a-«F) of the structure @< E) » (@<F)]. The usual way to formalize such an internal
communication is[(33), derivation that belongs to the labefransition system of Milner
CCS. The sequential composition ¢f {33) stands $eq, parallel composition foPar, and
bothE, andF in ([32) are represented by corresponding proceSsasdF in (33).

Example 5.2 Modeling external communication insid8VQ) Derivations ofBVQ model
external communication if we look at structuresdfQ as they were terms of MilneZCS,
as in [1]. Let us focus o (34) here below.

E
I8 —
(o-[E=a])
a] ——M 34 —_— 35
"laza-[E=od]) (39 aE_ - E (39)
[Ka<E)=3d

We look at fa < E) » @] as containing two sub-structures withféirent meaning. The struc-
ture(a < E) corresponds to the procea&. Insteada can be seen as an action of the context
“around”(a < E). This means thal{32) formalizes Miln€CS derivation [33).

Remark 5.3 (‘Processes”, and “contexts” are first-citizensThe structureda < E) » @] is equiv-
alent to fa<E)» (@a<o)] in (B4). This highlights a first dierence between modeling the



communication by means of (a sub-systemB¥)Q, instead than with MilneCCS. This
latter constantly separates terms from the contexts thteyaat with. Instead, the structures
of BVQ make no diference, and represent contexts as first-citizens. Nantelpsing which
structures are the “real processes”, and which are “casitéxt somewhat, only matter of
taste. Specifically, in our case, we could have said hab) represents the procead,
instead than the context.

Example 5.4 Hiding communicatior) Derivations inBVQ model hidden communications
of Milner CCS thanks toSdg. So, we strictly extend the correspondence between a DI
system and MilnecCsS, as given in[[1]. We build on Example’.2, placing an instaotce
Sdq around every of the two components ¢ f E) » @] in (B4).

[Ela
a
T e<BE)a a
“fasd-Bl (39 . — (37
m-‘“"f@m (@B)la ——El
[[(a«E)Jas [ala]

We can look aSdg, which bindsa, anda as restricting the visibility of the communication.
The derivation in the labeled transition system of Mil@&S that models[(36) id(37).

Example 5.5 More freedom insideBVQ) Inside [a<E) s (@<(b<(C<F)))» (b~ (c<FM],
of (]3:8)_among others, we can identify the “proces€@s’= (a<E), G, = (@<(b<(C<F))),
Gz = (b<(T<F)), andG, = (b <(c<F)):

E
_ ([az @] <E)
laral[Ex(b-@-F)) 7 (b-(c-EN)
| (awas el [Es B EF) s b-c-FID
o [EF A [E 7 BN 7 (o= (b= (e F)]
Kawa[E s B F)) v (be(c-F)
[(@-E) % @«(b-(C-F)) = (b+(c-F)]

(38)

The lowermost instance af|, predispose$;, andG; to an interaction through, anda.
However, only the instance af| makes the interactiorfiective. Before that, the instance of

il identifiesG,4 as the negation dB3, and annihilates them in a whole. S90.1(38) suggests that
modeling process computations insiBéQ may result more flexible than usual, because it
introduces a notion of “negation of a process” which soursda higher-order ingredient of
proof-search-as-computation.

6 Communication, and concurrency with logic restriction

The correspondences Sectidn 5 highlights, justify thethiction of a calculus of processes
which we identify asCCSgpq. Specifically, CCSsyq is a calculus of communicating, and
concurrent processes, with a logic-based restriction,setoperational semantics is driven
by the logical behavior af rule.
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Remark 6.1 (CCSspq VS. Milner CCS) It will turn out thatCCSgpq is not MilnerCCS [3] .
The concluding Sectidi 9 will discuss on this.

Actions on terms of CCSg,q. Let a,b,c,... denote the elements of a countable set of
names and letd, b, T, ... denote the elements of a countable set@inames The set of
labels which we range over by, m, andn contains both names, and co-names, and nothing
else. Lefk be thesilent, or perfect actiondifferent from any name, and co-name. The (set of)
sequences of actiom®ntains equivalence classes defined on the languagé #)ati¢kls:

si=e | I | S| s;s (39)

By definition, the equivalence relatidn {40) here below icekithe congruenceon (39).

~a S;S~3:9 €;S~S (40)

m

14
m
ol

We shall user, 8, andy to range over the elements in the set of actions sequences.

Processes 0€CSs,q. The terms 0fCCSgy, i.€. processesbelong to the language of the
grammar((4lL) here below.

Ex=0| LE | (E|E) | El (41)

We useE, F, G, andH to range over processes. Tihactive processs 0, theparallel compo-
sition of E, andF is E | F. Thesequential compositionE sets the occurrence of tlaetion
prefixI before the occurrence &:. Logic restriction B, hides all, and only, the occurrences
of a, anda, insideE, which becomes invisible outside

Size of processes. The sizgE| of E is the number of symbols d.

Congruence on processes dECSs,q. We partition the processes GICSg,q up to the
smallest congruence which, by abusing notation, we kedmga¥, and which we obtain
as reflexive, transitive, and contextual closure of theti@ig(42) here below.

a~a E|O~E EIF~F|E E|I(FIG)~(E|F)|G
Elbla ~ Elalb (E{%Nlb ~ Ela El. ~ Eif a¢ fn(E)

(42)

In @2) (i) E{%) denotes a standard clash-free substitutioa &dr both b, andb in E that
we can define as usual, and (ii) n{s the set of free-names of a term @CSs,q, whose
definition, again, is the obvious one. Namely, neitaenora belong to the set fii|,).

Labeled transition system ofCCSgpq. Its rules are in[{43), and they justify whCSpq
is not MilnerCCS.

11



. E—>F F—>F

c

[
LE——E EIF—=FE|F

E|IF—=F|F _ EIF—=F|F _
P - (o € {b,b}) Pe - (a ¢ {b.b}) (43)
Elb [Flo——=FE'lb | F'lb Eb [Flo——=FE'lb | F'lb

E—">F F>r rFrlt.c
rfl‘*—e——— ctx trn
E——E EIG—>F|G E_"". G

In (@3), the rulea implements external communication, by firing the actiorfigre as usual.
The rulec implements internal communication, annihilating two cdenpentary actions. The
rulesp;, andp, allow processes, one aside the other, to communicate, elien hoth are
inside a logic restriction. This is a consequence of thecllgnature ofSdq, which binds
names, and co-names, up to their renaming, indeed. Thetrleaves processes, one aside
the other, to evolve independently. Finaliymakes the relation reflexive.

Example 6.2 Using the labeled transition systemAs a first example, we rewrited(.E) |
a.F)lato (E | F)la, observing the actioh, as follows:

a a 2 a
abE —bE aF — F cix

c P b

(ab.E)|aF |0= (ab.E)|aF — (bE)|F = (b.E)|F|0 a b bE|F|0xbE|F — E|F=E|F]|O bza
Pe pe € e b
. (@b.E)|aF)la = ((@bE)|aF)al0a — (b.E|F)lal0la (D.E[F)lalOa — (E[F)lalOa=(E|F)a

2 b
bE — E

(@b.E) | AF)a — % (E | Fa

(44)

As a second example, we show that the labeled transitioesy§3) allows some
interaction which originates from the logical nature ®fg. In CCSs,q we model that
(a.b.E)la| (&.F)la reduces tok | F)la, observing, unlike in Milner CCS:

a— & — a— 5
abE—2>bE aF—->F N bE — E
c p b
(abE)|aF — (b.E) | F bE|IF— E|F=E|F|O —
Pe - p exa Pe 5 bza
" (@b.E)lal @F)la — (0.E)lal Fla (0.BE)la| Fla — (E1F)lalOaz (E|F)la
— eb=b
(ab~E)|a | (aF)la - (E | F)|a

(45)

Simple processes. They are the last notion we introduce in this section. Theyuseful
for technical reasons which Sectigh 8 will make apparent.récesst is asimple process
whenever it satifies two constraints. Firlstmust belong to the language 67 {46):

Ex=0| 10 | E|E | El (46)
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Second, ifly, ..., 1, are all, and only, the action prefixes that occuEintheni # j implies
[, # 1, foreveryi, j e {1,...,n}.

Example 6.3 Simple processg@sSome are in the following table.

(a.0) | (b.0)
(@0) | (((@.0) | (C.O)la | (0.0 | (2.0)
(((@.0) | €©.0)lc | (0.0)s | (2.0)

Both the second, and the third process are simple becauseetmng to [46), and, b, T is
the list of their pairwise distinct action prefixes.

Remark 6.4 (Aim, and nature of simple processgsn coming Sectiohl7 we shall intuitively
show that simple processes play the role of results of coatipuis when we use derivations
of BVQ to compute what the labeled transition systeniin (43) cafadt) compute by itself.

7 How computing in CCSgpq by means ofBVQ

Given BVQ, andCCSs,q we illustrate how transforming questions about the existeof
computations o€CSs,q into questions about proof-search inside the standardfeatBVQL
of BVQ. LetE, andF, be two processes 6fCSs,q, with F simple. Let us assume we want to

checkE % F . Next we highlight the main steps to answer such a questi@nbwering
a question about proof-search insiBQ, without resuming to computations in the labeled
transition system o€CSgpq.

To that purpose, this section has two parts. The first onedbizes the notions that makes
the link between processes GCSg,q, and structures oBVQ precise. The second part,
i.e. Subsectiof 712, delineates the steps to transform vestign into the other, eventually
justifying also the need to prove the SoundnesBWQL — not BVQ — w.r.t. CCSgpq, in
Sectior[ 8.

7.1 ConnectingCCSs,q, and BVQ

Process structures. They belong to the language of the gramniad (47) here belod;, an
clearly, they ar@ensor-free:

Ri=o | (I«R) | [R®R] | [Rla (47)

Like at pagé¥, we range over variable names of process stasdbyl, m, andn.

Fact 7.1 Processes correspond to process structlir®socesses, and process structures iso-
morphically correspond thanks to the following isomorphiso extending the correspon-
dence in[[1] amon@CS terms, andBV structures.

(48)




Environment structures. Let us recall Exampld_(5.2). It shows that representing an ex
ternal communication as a derivation BYQ requires to assign a specific meaning to the
structures in the conclusion of the derivation. One stmgctapresents a process. The other
one encodes the labels that model the sequence of messagesiiothe process, and an envi-
ronment. So, we need to identify thavironment structuremamely the set of structures that
can fairly represent the sequence of messages. By definitiosay that evergnvironment
structureis acanonicalstructure (pagel4) that the following gramnfar](49) gensrate

Ri=o | I | (<R | [(I<R)]a (49)

If different fromo, we have to think of every environment structure as a lisssjiwy in the
scope of some instance 8fiq, that we can consume from its leftmost component, onward.

Example 7.2 Environment structure¥ Let3d, a;,as, by, by # o.

a example (50)
(@1 <[(@ < [{bz <1} b, ) ]n,) €XamMple (51)
(aq <[(@1 <[(b2 < b1)|n,)Ib,» counterexample (52
(8g +[{o <[(by <b1) |n, ) In,» cOuNterexample (53

(B2) is not an environment structure becahgdoes not occur in the structurg._[53) is not an
environment structure becauseccurs in it.

Fact 7.3 Environment structures map to sequences of actiprehe map[(GK) takes both an
environment structure, and a set of atoms as arguments. apéransforms a given environ-
ment structure to a sequence of actions that may work as bdatransitions in [4B).

[ollx — €
M[Mlx — € (Te X)
Mix » 1T (1gX)

[TRlalx + |[R]]><u(a,€u
PR Ix — [PIx; [RIx (54)

Given an environment structure, the map yields the cormedipg sequence, if its second
argument i€.

Example 7.4 From an environment structure to actionsBoth b;, andb, are internal ac-
tions of [{ay < [(@y <[{(bz <b1)]p, ) 1b,) lo = &1;31; €; € = a; 3@y in (BJ). Intuitively, if a variable
namel that occurs in a structut€ belongs toX in [ E Jix, thenl gets mapped te. The reason
why Lis in X is thatl is not a free name dt.

Trivial derivations. By definition, a derivatior? of BVQ is trivial if (i) 2 only operates
on Tensor-free structures, and (iy does not contain any occurrenceadf. All the others
arenon-trivial derivations

Example 7.5 @ trivial derivation) Itis in (58) here below.
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r<[a?1 (lowb]<[R® T % o])la
[([a@ al<[(b<[R® T]) = (b=o))la
N [([asawm o <[<b<[R?T]>’S’b_]>Ja
[K[a® 3] «(b<[Rz T]))w {0 <b)]Ja
N M2z 2] «(b<[R T]) s b]la
o [[{[a®a] <(b<[R® T]))|a’® [Dla]
[R[a?'] (low o] <[R® T])a® b]
[[([a%‘] [(b<R)y 2 (0<T)])]a e b]
ql[f([aé"]<*[<b<R>é’T]>Jaé’_b]
[[[a<b<R)=»{(@<T)]la7 b]

(55)

Being trivial does not mean without rules. “Trivial” idefiéis a derivation where no commu-
nication, represented by instancesdf occur.

Fact 7.6 (Trivial derivations on process structures are quite simpleet R, andT be pro-
cess structures, ard : T +, Rbe trivial. ThenB = {qg],ul}, and all the instances af] in
(1<[R»R' (R<R")

2 have formal ,0ral , for someR’, R, andl # o.
MR =R YRR ¢

([R»U]eT)
Proof By definition, noail can existinZ. Let us assume an mstam:[e(-m exists

in 2. Since? is Tensor-free, it must bel ~ o and we can eliminate such an Let us

_ o ) (tem] «<[R »R'])
assume one instance @f exists inZ. In general it would be (x), for
[(I<R)® (m<R")]

somel, m, R, andR”. So, let us assume such-g pccurs inZ with I, m # o. In absence
of ail, even though we might havex m, the structurel[z m] could not disappear fronz,
namely fromT. Consequentlyl could not be a process structure, against assumption.

Simple structures. This notion strengthens the idea that “trivial” stands fop‘interac-
tions”. A structureR is asimple structurdf it satisfies two constraints. First, it must belong
to the language of (56).

Ri=o | I | [R®Rl | [Rla (56)

Second, ifly, ..., I, are all, and only, the variable names that occuRjtheni # j implies
i # 1j, foreveryi, j e {1,...,n}

Fact 7.7 Basic properties of simple structurgs e Trivially, by definition, simple struc-
tures are co-invertible, because every of them is the nmgafian invertible structure

(Proposition 4R.)

e Simple structures are the logical counterpart of simple@sses, thanks to the isomor-

phism [48).

Example 7.8 Simple structure} The following table shows some instances of simple struc-
tures which correspond to the simple processes in Exam@g (6

15



Simple structures

[as b

[a=[[[[a®Tlla® bl a]
[M[fa=Tllc® bllb = al

Both the second, and the third structures are simple bedsalsag to[56), and, b, T is the

list of their pairwise distinct variable names. All the sttures are coinvertiblebecause nega-
tion of @® b), and = [([(@® )] b)],®a), and (([(@= c)l. ® b)], ® 3), respectively,
which all are invertible. [

The following fact formalizes that trivial derivations apéing on simple structures only,
represent computations where only instances|afccur. In Sectiofl8 this will allow to see
that a trivial derivation on simple structures stands for@cpss that cannot communicate,
neither internally, nor externally.

Fact 7.9 (Trivial derivations on simple structures contain almost males) For any simple
T,if 2. T ry Ristrivial, thenB = {ul}, andR s simple as well.

Proof Fact[Z.6 implies that the derivatio# only contains instances af], and of very
specific instances aof|. Both kinds of rules neither erase, nor introduce atoms,ew n
occurrences ofSeq in betweenR, andT. Let us assume thav effectively contains an
instance ofgl with reduct(l1<R’), for somel, andR’. Then, the occurrence &eq would
occur inT, as well, making it not simple, against our assumption. Sopccurrence of
gl exists inZ. This, of course, does not prevent the existencé oR') along Z, and, in
particular, insideR. Howeveru| could not eliminate it, and an occurrenceSgq would be
insideT. In that caseT could not be simple, against assumption. But if no occueeafc
(1<RyisinsideZ, then our assumptions imply thgtis a simple structure. ]

7.2 Recasting labeled transitions to proof-search
Once connecteBVQ, andCCSgpq as in the previous subsection, we get back to our initial

reachability problem. Let us assume we want to check™™ F in CCSspq, WhereF is a
simple process. The following steps recast the proble@GS,, into a problem of searching
insideBVQ:

1. First we “compile” bottE, andF into process structurd<€ ), and(F ), where(F ) is
forcefully simple. Then, we fix aR such thaf{R]lyp = Iy; - - ; .

2. Second, it is dficient to look for# : + [(E) = (F] » R] inside BVQ as the up-
fragment ofSBVQ is admissible foBVQ (Corollary(Z.3[[6].) .

3. Finally, if 2 of point (2) here above exists, we can concliEe”™2 F in CCSsgpq-

Point3 rests on some simple observations. The strudfepeis invertible thanks to Faft4.7.
So, itexists?’ : (F) +gy, [(E)® Rl where both(E|), and(F ) areTensor-free because
they are process structures. The same holdRfehich is an environment structure. Conse-

: . (ReU]®o0) : :
guently, every instance afin &, if any, can only be —————, and it can be erased. This
[(R® o) » U]
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means tha#Z only contains rules that belong tail, ql, ul}. Standardization (Theordm 8.6),
which applies tdat|., ail, ql, ul}, implies we can transforr@ in BVQ to a standard deriva-
tion & of BVQL. The only missing step is in the coming section. It showsphabf-search in
BVQvu is sound w.r.t. the computations of the labeled transitimtesn defined fo€CCSgyy.

8 Soundness oBVQL w.r.t. CCSgpq

The goal is proving Soundness whose formal statement iséofBm[(8.P) below. We remark
that our statement generalizes the one’in [1], and our primgfoints many of the details
missing in [1].

Soundness relies on the notions “reduction of a non-trdéaivation”, and “environment
structures that are consumed”, and needs some techniaaldem

Reduction of non-trivial, and standard derivations of BVQL. LetR, andT be process
T

2" ||Bva.

L

structures. LetZ be a non-trivial, and standard derivation Stel
S[a=a]-
7'||Bva.
R
lowermost occurrence aft|. in 2. Thereduction ofZ is the derivation¢ of rules ofBVQL
that we get fromZ by (i) replacinge for all occurrences oé, anda in &’ that, eventually,
form the redex of ), and by (i) eliminating all the fake instances of rulestttiee previous

step may have created.

(x), where §) is the

Fact 8.1 Reduction preserves process structurdset R, andT be process structures. For
every non-trivial, and standard derivation: T Favo, R its reduction’ : T’ Favo, R is
such that bothR’, andT’ are process structures. Moreov&mnay not be non-trivial, namely,
noat|. may remain in5. However, if&” is non-trivial, then it is standard.

Proof The first statement follows from the definition of processaures. If we erase any
sub-structure from a given process structure, we still ggbaess structure which, at least,
is o. Moreover, the lowermost instanceatf. disappears, after a reduction. So, if it was the
only one, none remains. Finally, reduction does not alteotider of rules inz.

Fact 8.2 Preserving right-contexts Let 7 be a trivial derivatior? : S’{a} FaLul) Say, for
someS{ },S’{ }, anda.

1. If Sa} is not a right-context, thef’{a} cannot be a right-context as well.

2. If S’{a} is a right-context, thef{a} is a right-context as well.

Proof 1. If Sa} is not a right-context, then it has forga} ~ Sp (R<Si{a}), withR # o,
for someSy{ }, andS;{ }. Seq is non commutative. So, going upwardn there is
no hope to transforry (R<S1{a}) into someS; (S} {a}- < R')- where the occurrence
of a in the first structure is the same occurrenceaas the second one. Moreover,
[R=T]

(R<T)
someS| [R » Sj{a}]", going upward inz.

is not derivable inlgl,ul} ¢ BVQ. So,Sy(R<S:{a}) cannot transform into

2. By contraposition of the previous poift (1).
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Proposition 8.3 (Process structures, trivial derivations, and right-conts) LetRbe a pro-
cess structure, and be a trivial derivationZ : S[bs b]- + R, for someS{ }-, b, and

b. Then:

{al.ul}

1. R# o, and bothb, b occur in it.

2. The structur®is a right-context for both, andb. Namely,R ~ S’{b}-, andR ~ S”{b}
for someS’{ }-, andS”{ }-.

3. R# 8§ (a<S{b}), andR # §"(a < S”{b}), foranyS’{ },5”{ },S'{ }, andS"{ }.

4. R # [S'{b})- % [S”{b}|p # T], with b € fn(S’{b}-), andR # [[S'{b} | # S”{b}- = T],
with b € fn(S”{b}-), for anyS’{ }-,S”{ }-, and process structufie

5. Letdbe a, possibly empty, sequence of names.TLbe a process structure, possibly

such thafl ~ o. ThenR ~ [[S'{b} » S”{b}- » T] |5 such that either (ib € fn(S’{b}"),
andb € fn(S”{b}-), or (ii) b € bn(S’{b}-), andb € bn(S”{b}-).

6. Let S’{b}- be the one in Poin{5) here above. Hf andF are processes such that

(E) = S’{b}~, and(F | = S’{o}*, thenE L F, wherelise, if b € bn(S’{b}-), and
lisb, if b e fn(S’{b}-). The same holds by replaci®f{ }- for S’{ }-, andb for b.

7. Let S’{b}-, andS”{b}- be the ones in Poin_EKS) here above. HfF, E’, andF’ are

processes such th@E| = S’{b}-, (F|) = S”{b}-, (E’|) = S'{o}-, and(F’) = S”{o}-,
thenE |F ——FE’ | F’.

Proof Concerning poin{{1), since no rule 6f generates atoms bolh andb must already
occur inR.

Concerning point{2), we start from poififl (1), and we loolSf = b]- by first “hiding”
b, which givesSy{b}- = S[b b]-, for someSy{ }-, and then “hiding’b yielding S1{b}- =
S[b» b]-, for someS; { }-. Then, we apply poin{{2) of Fatt 8.2 &{b}-. It implies that
R ~ S'{b} is a right-context, for som&’{ }. Analogously, point[{R) on FaEf 8.2 ®,{b}
implies thatR ~ S”’{b} is a right-context, for soms”{ }.

Point [3), directly follows from poin{{?2).

Point [2) holds because, for exampbegannot enter the scope 8" {b}* Jp.

Poaint [3) follows from [(#).

Point [8) holds by proceeding inductively ¢, and by cases on the form 8f{ }-, or
S”{ }-, respectively. (Details, relative ®{ }-, in AppendiXC.)

Point [7) holds thanks to points](4), ahd (6), by proceedimwictively onE | F|, and by
cases on the form &'{ }-, andS”{ }-. (Details in AppendikD.)

The coming theorem says that the absence of interactioivs gasivial derivation, mod-
els non interacting transitions inside the labeled tramsisystem ofCCSg,q. We include
proof details here, and not in an Appendix, because thisfsrgaplies tha simplest technical
account of what we shall do for proving soundness.

Theorem 8.4 (Trivial derivations model empty computations in labelea@fisition system

Let E, andF be processes, with simple. IfZ : (F) +5,, (EJ is trivial — beware, not

necessarily iBVQL —, thenE ——F.
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Proof Fac{Z.9 impliesthatE| is simple, like( F ) is, and thatZ can only contain instances
of ul, if any rule occurs. We proceed by induction on the nunrbefrinstances ofi] in 2.

If n =0, forcefully (E) = (F). We conclude byfl, i.e. E—"= E. Otherwise, the last

rule of Z is:
, SIED = (E")e
S[[(E" )Ja®(E”]]al
for some contex8({ }, and processel’, andE”, such that{E) ~ S[[(E’)]a® [(E"”)lal-
We can proceed by cases on the forns¢f}.

e LetS{ } = { }. So,E must beE’|y | E”|a, and we can write:
rfl

E/lE// € E/|EHEE/|EH|O

Pi
E'lal E’la—— (E' | E")la| Ola = (E' | E")la (E'|E")la——F

trn

E'la| E'la——F

where (E’ | E”)la—— F holds by induction becaugeF ) Fay THIE") % (E”D]lais
shorter thar.

e LetS{ } ~ [{ }®T]. So,E mustbeE’| | E”|a | F/, with (F’) = T. The case is
analogous to the previous one, with the proviso that annestafctx must precede

the instance of;. In particular,(E’ | E”)|a | F* —==F holds by induction because
(F) Fy [MTCE") # (E”)llas (F’)]is shorter thary.

The third cases{ } ~ (I1<{ }) that we could obtain by assumirgy= [.LE’ cannot occur
becausé would not be simple, against assumptions.

Remark 8.5 (Why do we define simple structures as sughPheoreni 8.4 would not hold if
we used “process structures” in place of “simple structurest us pretend, for a moment,
thatF be any process structure, and not only a simple one, indeleel bdttommost rule in
2 might well be:
LA (E) = (E7 1D
[(E') = (1)~ (E"D)]
for someE’, andE”, such thakE = E’ | (LE”). By induction,.(E’ | E”) —~= F. However,

in the labeled transition system {43)@€Ssp, we cannotdeducE’ | (LE”) —~= L(E’ | E”)
whenever occurs free inE’. So, as we did in the definition of simple processes, we must
eliminate any occurrence &eq structure.

Theorem 8.6 Soundness w.r.t. internal communicationLet E, andF be processes, with

(F)
2" ||Bva.

L

F simple, anckE # o. Let & be the derivatiomau. S[f){ } (*) which, besides being standard,

B L

2'|BvQ.

- . (E) .

we assume to be non-trivial, and such thati$ its lowermost instance aift|.. If, for some
process3, the derivationt” : (F) Fg, (G) is the reduction of7, thenE —>G.

Proof The derivation?’ satisfies the assumptions of Poiht (2) in Proposition 8.3ctwhi
implies (E) ~ S'{b}-, and(E]) ~ S”{b}-, for someS’{b}-, and S”{b}-, which must be
process structures. We proceed on the possible distinosftrat(| E ) can assume. Poirifl(7)

of Propositio 8.8 will help concluding. (Details in AppéxifEl)
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Environment structures that get consumed. Let T, andU be process structures, arRd
be an environment structure. Lét: U Feva. [T »» R] which, since belongs t8VQ., is
standard. We say th& consumes K every atom ofR eventually annihilates with an atom
of T thanks to an instance af|., so that none of them occurslih

Example 8.7 Consuming environment structurgsDerivations that consume the environ-
ment structurea < by that occurs in their conclusion afe {23), ahd (24). If we @bersonly a
part of [23), as here below, we get a standard derivatiordies not consum@ < b):

. [T (b<U)= b
ql[<[a*>?€1]<'[T*a°b]>’>?<5<U>] (57)
[(@a<T)y» (b<U)» (@a<h)

Theorem 8.8 Soundness w.r.t. external communicatipriet E, andF be processes, ail
be an environment structure. Lietbe simple, andt # o. Let Z be a non-trivial, and standard
derivation that assumes one of the two following forms:

(FD (FD

2" |BvQ. 2" |Bva.
o) o)+
Sty o Sy
7'|Bvo. 7'|Bver
[(E) ®(b-R] [(ED = [(b<R)Jo]

such that £) is its lowermost instance ait|., andb in S[b = b] is the same occurrence bf
asthe oneifb<R). If & : (F) Feva. [(G) # Rl is the reduction o7, thenE — =G if

b € bn(E). Otherwise, ifo € fn(E), thenE — 2~ G.

Proof First, 2 necessarily consuméb«R), or [(b<R)]p in either cases. The reason is
twofold. Being( F ) a simple structure implies it cannot contain &wgq structure which, in-
stead, is one of the operators that can comgbs®), or[(b < R)],. Moreover, no occurrence
of binsideR can annihilate with the first occurrencetinside(b < R), or [(b < R) |,

Second,?7’ satisfies the assumptions of Proposition 8.3. So, its P@napplies to
[(E) = (b<R)], and [(E) = [(b<R)Jp]. Sinceb occurs in(b+Ry, for someS’{ }-, it must
be(E) ~ S’{b}- in which the occurrence df we outline is the one that annihilates the given
b. We proceed on the possible forms tlj&| can assume, in relation with the form &f
Point [8) of Proposition 813 will help concluding. (DetaitsAppendiXT.)

Theorem 8.9 Soundnesy Let E, andF be processes witk simple. For every standard
(FD
derivationZ, and every environment structuRe if  2|svo., and 2 consumesR, then
[(E)=R]
LN
Proof As a basic case we assurfiE)) ~ o. This means thaE is 0. Moreover, sinceZ
consume®, and no atom exists ifiE | to annihilate atoms dR, we must havé F )) ~ o, i.e.

F =0, andR ~ o. Since0 —=—= 0, thanks tafl, we are done.

Instead, if( E) # o, in analogy with[[1], we proceed by induction on the numbenubés
in 2, in relation with the two cases wheRe~ o, orR # o.

Since 2 is non-trivial, and standard, we can focus on its lowermasuaence ) of
atl.. Let us assume the redex e pe [b b]. We can have the following cases.
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e LetR~o,andé : (F) kg, (G) be the reduction of.
1. The first case is with’ non-trivial. The inductive hypothesis holds éh and we

getG — b ¢
2. The second case is withtrivial, so we cannot apply the inductive hypothesis on
&. However, Theoref 8.4 holds @f and we geG —— F.

Finally, both, and& satisfy the assumptions of TheorEml8.6, so itimpkes—= G,
and the statement we are proving holds thanksto

e Leto # R ~ [(b<T)J,, for some environment structufe. Let & : (F) FavQ
[(G) ®[{c<T)p] be the reduction of7. Since[{c«T)]y iS an environment struc-
ture, it is canonical, so, necessatiity < T)], ~ [T], ~ T becausd ¢ fn(T). Hence,
& (F) Favo [(G) =» T]. Moreover, sincé disappears along, we forcefully have
b e bn((E)).

1. Let& be non-trivial. The inductive hypothesis holds&nimplying G AT F.
Moreover,Z satisfies the assumptions of Theofem 8.8 which impies~— G
also because, as we satid; bn(( E)). So, the statement holds becali$€] ,5, =

= = [r®T)o 1
€T ]]{b,E} = [[b]]{b,El; [T ]]lb,E} = [[{b<T)]p Ilo, and bytrn we getE L F,

2. The second case is witi trivial, so we cannot apply the inductive hypothesis

oné&. However, Theoref 8.4 holds ef, and we geG —~= F, which implies

T ~ o. Indeed, ifT # o, thenZ’ could not consum&. The reason is that beirg

a trivial derivation, it cannot contain any instanceaqf But a%’ not consuming
T, would meanZ not consumingR, against assumption. Finally, Theorém|8.8
holds onZ, and impliesE —— G, because, as we saioc bn((E)). So, the
statement holds becaupell 5 = € [0 Il ,5 = [b15; [0 1,5 = [T <0} s Tlo,

E«o
and bytrn we getE L

We could proceed in the same way wheg R~ [(b<T)]p.

e Leto # R~ (b-T). Then, both¢ : (F) Fevo [(G)# T], andb € fn(( E)) for the
reasons analogous to the ones given in the previous case.

1. The first case is witl# non-trivial. The inductive hypothesis holds @h and

we getG LA Moreover, Theorein 8.8 holds @n, and impliesE —b.G,

because, as we salde fn((E)). So, the statement holds becaiibdy; [T Tl =

[{b<T) T, and bytrn we getE _ MO e

2. The second case is withtrivial, so we cannot apply the inductive hypothesis on
&. However, Theorefm 8.4 holds @h and we geG —=— F, which impliesT ~
o for reasons analogous to the ones given in the previous bés®over, Theo-
rem[8.8 holds orZ, and impliesE —P . G, because, as we said fn((E)).
So, the statement holds becallsdly = [b1lp; e = [b1o; [o o = [b<0) Ty, and

beo
by trn we getE L)

We could proceed in the same way wheg R~ (b<T).
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8.1 An instance of the proof of Soundness
The derivation[(58) is standard.

(E )= (F )la
[([bsb] <[(E')® (F )l
qlr<[ara~€i|«<[bra~5]«[qE' (F') =2 oa
oAb (E) = (F')]) = (b- oa
o Ja=azol-[b-[(E') = (F)D =Dl
Klasal <b<[(E') s (F D3 (-b)lla
, @@ o< [(E') 5 (F')I) = Blla
[[aza] <(b<[(E') s (F D)Ja® [Dla]
L awd (b o] [(E') 5 F)1))Jas 0]
" a2l <[+ (E ) = (o (F Dla b]
[a=al <[b- (E'))s (F')Dlaw b]
[Ma<b=(E'D)= @<(F ))]la=b]

atl.,

(*)

e
at|,{I0).{87 )

(F
®

(58)

= ||=

Hence, [(BB) is an instance of the assumption (F) Fava. [(E)®R] in Theoren[ 8D
above. The structurfi(a<b<(E’)) = (@<(F’))]la in (B8) plays the role of E ), while b
corresponds td&R. Finally [[(E’) ® (F’)]la plays the role of{F ), for some procesg&’,
andF’. By definition,E = ((ab.E") | (@F"))la, andF = (E’ | F')la. Once identified
the lowermost instance:) of at|., we replaceo> for all those occurrences of atoms that,
eventually, annihilate in«). So, [E8) becomes the structukel(59) which is not a dedmati
because it contains fake instances of rules.

[IE ) ® (F')lla
[(bsb]<[(E")® (F)Dla
[[o® o] «(lowb] <[(E') % (F') % o])]a
[{[o % o] <[b<[(E') % (F')D]) % (b))
[[o® 0 o]«[(b<[(E')® (F)])=b]la
[Klo % o] <(b<[(E') ® (F')])) ® (o <b)]]a (59)

Mo o] <(b<[(E')® (F )] # b]la

[[<[o 8 o] «¢b<[(E') ® (F")]))Ja’s [Dla]
[[<[o® o] <([b® o] <[(E") ® (F’)]))]as b]
[[{[o 5 o] <[(b< (E'))® (o« (F )] a5 b]
[[<[o 5 o] «[(b<(E D)y ® (F' )]s b]

[[{c<b=(E D)= (co<(F ))]Ja=b]

Removing all the fake rules, we get#din (60):
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[IE )= (F')lJa

[{[bsb] < [(E') % (F')a
qlr<[bfa~b]<[q E')= (F)®oDla
[Kb<[(E')# (F')]) = (b<o)]la
qlr<o<[<b«[0E/D?GF’D]mﬁma
b-[(E" )= (F'))®(<b)]la
o, [Lb-[(E") 5 (FDD = blJa
R (ED F')])Ja e Thla]
L b=l -[(E) = (F "M Ja bl
[f[<b (E'))% (o< (F ))]Jas b]
[1<b<(E" ) (F )]la=b]

atl,{I7)

(60)

The lowermost instance)of at|. in (58) has disappeared from {60). The inductive argument
on (60) implies((b.E) | F')|a$- (E’ | F')la. Since we can prove:

abE — 2 sbE aF —fsF o
(abE)|@F)| 0= (@bE)|@EF) —— (bE)|F = [0E)|F |0 ‘a
Pe €
(@bE) | GF))a = (@b.E) | EF))a | O —— (0.E') | F)la| Ola = (0.E) | F')la

by transitivity, we concludé(a.b.E’) | (ﬁF’))Ia*b> (E" | F')la.

9 Final discussion, and future work

This work shows thaBVQ [4],[5,[6], which we can consider as a minimal extensioBW{2],
is expressive enough to model concurrent and communicedimgputations, as expressed by
the languag&€CSspq, Whose logic-based restriction con hide actions to therenwient in
an unusual flexible way, as compared to the restriction oh®&iCCS. The reason why, in
various points, we have kept relati@CSspq with a fragment of MilnerCCs is twofold.
First, we start from the programme 6f [1], that shows the eetions betweeBV and the
smallest meaningful fragment of Miln&CS. Second, it is evident we can defiB&Q~
as follows. We takeBVQ \ {ul} and we forbid clause§ (1L9), arld{20) on its structures. So
defined,BVQ~ would be very close to the fragment of Miln€CS, which we have called
CCSqyr, and which only contains restriction, and both sequerdiadi parallel composition.
The reason is tha&VQ~ could simulate the two standard rules for restriction:
E—>F _ E—>F
[¢{aa) ——1le{ad

Ela —— E'la Ela—— Ela

but not the ruleg;, andpe in (@3). However, in factSdq looks much closer to the hid-
ing operator {a)E of x-calculus[[7]. Clausd(21) “is"@)(vb)E ~ (vb)(va)E. Clause[(IP)
generalizesy@)0 ~ 0. The instance:

ME = Flla

“[[El % F] ©2
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weakly corresponds to scope extrusion)(E | F) ~ (va)E | F which holds, in both direc-
tions, whenevea is not free inF. We postpone the study of semantics and of the relation
betweernCCSgpq, and the corresponding fragmentsetalculus, to future work.

Further future work we see as interesting, is about the gdination of Soundness. We
believe that a version of Soundness where no restrictiomipls processes holds. The reason
is twofold. First, thanks to the Splitting theoremB¥Q [4),[5,[€] it is possible to prove that
everyproof of BVQ can be transformed in a standard prooB®Q. So, no need to restrict to
Tensor-free derivations oBVQ exists to have standard proofs. Second, the reductiongsoce
looks working on standard proofs as well, and no obstaclesée exist to the application of
inductive arguments analogous to those ones we have useoM® qur current Soundness.

We conclude with a remark on the “missing” Completeness. ®aders may have no-
ticed the lack of any reference to a CompletenesBWf, w.r.t. CCSs,q. Completeness
would say thaBVQ has enough derivations to represent any computation iratieddd tran-
sition system ofCCSgpq. Formally, it would amount to:

Theorem 9.1 Completeness d8VQ) For every process structukg andF, if (E) RD_ (F),
then? : F Fevo [E®R].

Ideally, we leave the proof of Theorem (P.1) as an exercise systenBVQ is so flexible
that, proving it complete, amounts to show that every rul€©8s is derivable inBVQ.
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A Proof of commuting conversions irjat|., ail, ql, ul}
(Lemmal3.8, page )

The proof s, first, by cases gnand, then, by cases &ja» a]-. FixedS[a» 3]+, the proof
is by cases omR which must contain a redex @i}, ql, or ul, that, afterail®, leads to the
choserS[a a]-.
We start witho = ail.
e LetS[axra" ~ [awa). So, [as[(@-<[b®b])p], and a=s (@<[b= b])] are the most
relevant forms oR. Others can bed[s (@« [[b b] |v)], and [[a’s @] = [[b = b] Jp], and
([aw@] <[bs b]), and([as @] «[[bs b] Jy).

We fully develop only the first case wiR~ [a» [(@«[b» b])p]. In it the derivation
o

ail.(I9 =
o [[b’s bl
e [ax3d] transforms to " [{[a @] «[b= b])]
ail (@7).@9) = = al. — e
[aw [(@<[b= b])lb] @ lr[a?<a<[b? b1l
LU =
[az [(@<[b® b])]o]
If, instead,S[a» @ ~ [a® (@<[b = b])], then no instances afl, are required, but only
one ofql.
e LetS{ } » [S'{ }-w U'] [R/ ) U//]
— _ t|
— If R~ [S'[a»3]- » S”[b» b]], with U’ ~ S”[b» b], then _la [STaza-=U"]
” ai —
N S [S'[a® 3] 5 S"[bs D]
transforms to [R»S”[bwb]] ,forsomeR,andU”. ===
ato —
[S'Ta=za]-» S”[b=b]] [R = U]

— A
- If R~ [S[a®a]- »U’] = [S”[b»b]»U’], then ! . [S”[a®3a]-» U], for
al —
[S”[bsDb] % U]

someS”’{ }-, whichisS”[b = b] with [b = b] replaced by, andR/, transforms to
[R % U]

[S””[b b] = U’] for someS””’{ } which isS’[a 3], with [a &] replaced

at| —m—m—m———
[STawa-» U’]
by o.

ail

e LetS{ } ~ [S'{ }-]c wherec may also coincide ta, or b. This case is analogous to
the last point of the previous case, beca84a» a]- = S”[b» b], for someS”{ }.

o LetS{ } =(S'{ }-<U’). (R-<U")

- If R~ (S’[a® @] «S”[b= b)), withU’ ~ S”[b = b], then a'm<s'[avg a--U”)
AL " (Slaza S b=b)
transforms tc;m (R <S"”[b®b]) ,forsomeR,andU”.
(S'[awa]-<S”[b=b]) (R <U")
- IfR~(S[awa<U’) =(S"[bwb] <U"), thena:I (S”'[aza]-<U’y, for some
(S”[b®b] <U")
S”’{ }-, which is S”[bs b], with [bs b] replaced byo, andR’, transforms to
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(R-U")
| =
) (S"”[bs b] < U’y for someS””’{ } which isS’[as @], with [a® @] replaced
e STara--U)
by o.
Now we focus on the case with= q.

o LetS{ }- = S/[(U"«S”{ })»(U”<U"”)]. ThenR=~ S'[(U’ «S”[awa]) » (U” <U"")],

and
J{S'([U,)?U"]Q[S"{O})?U",]> all S/<[UI>?U//] <1[S//{C)}>?U///]>
A ! S'[(U" «S"{o})y®» (U” «<U")] transformsto S’([U’» U”]<[S"[awd] ® U"]).
o S'[(U’<S"[a®a]) = (U"” <U")] « S'[(U’ «<S”[awa])» (U”<U")]

e LetS{ J- = S/[(S”{ }<U’)»(U” <U"”)]. This case is analogous to the previous one.
Finally, letp = u]. Thenu| involves the redex ddi| wheneveS{ }-isS’[[S"{ }|a® [U’]a]".
. S'T[S"{o} # U']]a
u
So,R~ S'[[S”[a®d]la® [U’]4], and . S'[[S”"{o}]a®[U’]a] transformsto
al
S'[[S"[awd]la® [U’]d]

al S'T[S"{e} # U']]a
| ST fazal s U .
S'[[S"[aw@]la® U ]a]

B Proof of A language of invertible structure§proposition4.2,
pagel9)
This proof rests on Shallow splitting of|[5] 6] whose statemee recall here.

Proposition B.1 (Shallow Splitting LetR, T, andP be structures, anabe a name, and”
be a proof oBVQ.

1. f2: Fevo [(R<T)® P], thenthere ar& : (P < P3) Fevo P,and#; : Fevo [R® Pq],
and %, : Fevo [T » P,], for somePy, andP5.

2. If & Fevo [(R®T) = P], then there areZ : [P P] Fevo P, and 271 : Fevo
[R=® Pq],and 22, : Favo [T =» P;], for somePy, andP5.

3. LetP iy o [R® Plwith R~ [lp 5 - - % I], such thai # j impliest # [, for every
i,j e {1,...,m},3ndm > 0. Then, for every structurBy, andRy, if R = [Ry» Ry],
there exist¥7 : Ry Favo [Ro s PI.

4. If Z .+ [[Rla® P], thenthere are” : [T |, Favo P, and%?’ : Favg [R=® T], for some
T.

Now, we reason by induction dfil » P]|, proceeding by cases on the formTaf
As afirst casewe assum@ =~ 5, and we cope with a base case. The assumption becomes
&+ [0 % P] which is exactly:
o~ o
2|
[e®Pl~P
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As asecond caseve assumd& =~ [@; % - - - % an], and we cope with another base case.
The assumption become® : + [[a; 2 ---® ay] ® Pl. We conclude by Poirff]3 of Shallow
Splitting (Propositiof BI1) which implies( ® - - - ® an) Favg P.

As athird casewe assumd@ ~ (R; ® Ry). So, the assumption i’ : + [(R; ® Ry) » P].

Point[2 of Shallow Splitting (Propositidn B.1) implieg : [Py P,] + P, and2; : +
[Ry® Py], and 25 : + [Rz ® Py], for somePy, P,.

Both R;, andR; are invertible, and[R; # P1]| < [[(R1® Rx) # P]|, and|[R ® P2]| <
I[(Ry ® Ry) » P]|. So, the inductive hypothesis holds &, and.2,. We get&; © Ry + Py,
andé : Ry + P,. We conclude by:

(R1® Ry)

[Ri# Ry

&

[Ry# Po]
&

[Py P3]
a

@

As afourth casewe assum@& ~ [R], such that, without loss of generalityc bn(R].).
So, the assumption i€ : + [[R]a % P].
Point4 of Shallow Splitting (Propositidn B.1) impliea : [T],+ P, and2 : + [R® T],
for someT.
Both R invertible, and[R s T]| < |[[[Rla’® P]|, imply the induction holds o2. We get
&: RrT.
So, we conclude that: L
[Rla
[Rla
d
[Tla
7
P

C Proving point (@) of Process structures, trivial derivations
and right-contexts(Proposition[8.3, pagé 118)

The proof is by induction on the size Bf proceeding by cases on the formSjf }-, which,
by assumption, is a process structure, so it can assume edyfis forms.

e The base case B'{ }- ~ {{ }<U), forsomeU. So0,S'{o}- ~ (o <U) ~ U. Moreover,
(E) = (b<U) implies thatE is b.E’ for someE’ such that{E’|) = U. Since we can
prove:

a
bE — 2 F

we are done becaugé ) = (c<U) ~ U = (E’).

Afirst remark is that we cannot ha@{ }* ~ (S’{ }+ <F)with $’{ }* % { }. Otherwise
S’{ }- would not be a process structure.
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A second remark is th&d ~ o does not pose any problem. In such a daseb.0, and
we can writeb.0—2 > 0.

LetS'{ }- ~ [S/{ }- » U]. The assumptionéE ) = [S'{b} = U], and(F ) = [S'{o}- 5 U]
imply thatE is E’ | E”, andF is F’ | E”, for someE’, E”, andF’ such thaf(E’ ) =
S’{b}-, and(F’) = S’'{c}-, and(E”|) = U. We can prove:

1

E/ F/
ctx

E/ | E// I F/ | E//
because the premise holds thanks to the inductive hypatha&se assuring the desired
constraints or.

Let S'{ }* ~ [S{ }-la. The assumption$E) = [S'{b}]a, and(F) = [S'{o}]a
imply thatE is E'|a, andF is F|,, for someE’, andF’ such thaf|E’|) = S'{b}-, and
(F’) = S’{o}-. We can prove:
E——F
P ;
E/|a$' F'la

because the premise holds thanks to the inductive argurérttourse we choose,
depending ora. If a = b, thenp must bep;, andl’ = . Otherwise, ifa # b, thenp
must bepe, andl’ = 1.

Poaint [3) of this Proposition excludes any further case.

D

Proving point (7) of Process structures, trivial derivations
and right-contexts(Proposition[8.3, pagé 118)

The proof is by induction on the size &f | F, proceeding by cases on the forms3¥f }-,
andS”{ }-, which, by assumption, are process structures, so theyssame only specific
forms.

The base case h&{ }- =~ {{ }<U’), andS”{ }- =~ {{ } <U”), for someU’, andU”
every of which may well b®. So,S'{o}* ~ (0 <U’) =~ U’, andS”{o}- ~ (0 <U") ~
U”. The assumption§E ) = (b<U’), and(F ) = (b<U"), and(E’) = (c <U’) = U’,
and(F’) = (o <U”) ~ U” imply thatE = b.E’, andF = b.E’. We can write:

a— a

bE 2~ F bE-_—"sF

Cc

(b.E)| (b.F)——=F |F

We remark that neithed'{ }- ~ (S'{ }-<U"ywith S'{ }- % { }, norS'{ }- ~(S"{ }-<U”")
with S”{ }- #{ }, can hold. Otherwise neith&{ }-, nor neithelS”’{ }- could be pro-
cess structures.

[S/b})- » U 1, and(] ') = ’] |mplythatE G1| Gz, andE’ = G | Gy such

Let S'{ - ~ [S{ ?U] So, S'{o}- ~ [S'{o}® U’]. The assumption§E) =
o}- %
that(]Glb andq |) = S0}, and(G;) = U".
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— Let S”{ }- ~ [S"{ }-®U"]. So,S"{o} ~ [S"{o}#U”]. The assumptions
(F) =[S"b)-=2U”],and(F’) = [S"{o}- » U”] imply thatF = H; | Hp, and
F’ =H] | Hz2suchthaf|H; ) = S}, and(H;) = Sfo}, and(Hz) = U”. We
can prove:

Gi|Hi——=G} | H;

ctx

Gi|Hi|H,—=—=Gj|H; | H,

ctx

G1|Gz | Hi|Ho——=G} |Gz | H{ | H,
The premise holds thanks to the inductive hypothesis bechothG; | H; is
smaller tharG, | G, | Hy | H».

— LetS”{ }* ~ (S”{ }-<U”) with S”{ }* ~ { }. OtherwiseS”{ }- could not be
a process structure. S8/{o}- ~ (0 <U”) ~ U”. The assumption$F| =
(b<U"”),and(F’) = (o <U”) ~ U” imply thatF = b.F’. We can prove:

Gi|(b.F)——=G;|F

ctx

GG | (bF)——=G; |G, | F

The premise holds thanks to the inductive hypothesis bedays| (b.F’) is
smaller tharG; | G | (b.F’).

— LetS”{ }- ~ [S"{ }Ia, for anya. So,S"{o} ~ [S”{o} |a. The assumptions
(F) =S"{b}-]a, and(F’) = [S"{o}"|a imply thatF = H|,, andF’ = H’|y, for
someH, andH’ such that|H ) = S{b}-, and(H’) = S{c}-. We can prove:

Gi| ()l ——=G} | (H)l
G1|Gz | (H)lh——=G} G2 | (H)lo

ctx

The premise holds thanks to the inductive hypothesis becauls(H)|, is smaller
thanGl | G2 | (H)|b

o LetS'{ J+ ~ (S{ J-«U’) with §'{ } ~ { }. OtherwiseS’{ }- could not be a process
structure. SoS’{o}- ~ (0 <U’) ~ U’. The assumption$E| = (b-U’), and(E’) =
(o «U’) = U” imply thatE = b.E’.

— We already considered the case w8Hh{ }- ~ [é"{ J-» U”]. Itis enough to
switchS’{ }- andS”{ }-.

— LettingS”{ }+ ~ (S”{ }- <U”), with S”{ } ~ { }, otherwiseS”{ }- could not be
a process structure, becomes the base case, we started with.

— Let S”{ }- ~ [§"{ }la, for anya. So,S”{o}- ~ [S”{o}" ]« Where, thanks to
(@32), we can always be in a situation such that different from every element
in fn(S’{b}-). The assumptionF| = [S(b}* a, and(F’) = S0} |a imply
thatF = Hlp, andF’ = H'|y, for someH, andH’ such that(H ) = S"{b}, and
(H’) = S"{o}-. We can prove:

bEl|H——=FE|H

P

(B.ENla | Hla——=E'la | H'la

wherep can be any betwegn, andp.. The premise holds thanks to the inductive
hypothesis becauseE’ | H is smaller thanlf.E’)|; | Hla.
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o LetS'{ - ~ [S'{ }]afor agivena. So,S'(o} ~ [S'{o} . The assumption$E ) =
[Sb}- |a, and( E:[) =[S0} |a impIy}hatE = Gl,, andE’ = G|, for someG, andG’
such that|G ) = S{b}-, and(G’|) = S/o}".

Q

— We already considered the case w8H{ }- [é"{ J-» U”]. Itis enough to

switchS’{ }- andS”{ }-.

— We already considered the case wah{ }-
switchS’{ }- andS”{ }-.

— Let S”{ }+ ~ [$”{ }*Ic, for anyc. So,S”{o}- ~ [S”{o}]c. The assumptions
(F) = S0} e, and(F’) = [S”o}-]c imply thatF = Hl., andF’ = H’|,
for someH, andH’ such that{H ) = S"{b}-, and(H’) = S{c}-. We need to
consider the following cases where fixan bep;, or pe, and (ii) the premise of
all the given derivations exists thanks to the inductivaeiargnts we have used so
far in this proof.

Q

(8”{ }-<U”). It is enough to

x As afirst case led = ¢, anda, ¢ # b. We can prove:

GIH——=G|H

P

Gla | Hla ——>=G'la | H'la
We can proceed in the same way also wagn= b, the derivation becoming:

GIH——=G|H

P

Glo | Hly —=—=G'lp | H'lo

* As a third case led = b, andc # b. we can prove:

G{%) | Hle —=—=G'{%} | H'l;

P

Gl | Hle = G{%Ma | Hlela ——= G'{%}la | H'lela = Gl | Hlc

whered neither occurs i, nor it occurs inH|; so that we can apply_(#2).

E Proof of Soundness w.r.t. internal communicatio(l heo-
rem[8.8, page 1D)

e As abase case, I¢E) ~ [(b<(E)’) = (b<(E)")], for some procesg’, andE”. So,
Eis (0.E") | (b.E”), andS'{ }- ~ ({ } = (E’)y,andS”{ I ~ ({ }<(E”)). We can take
GtobeE’ | E” because <« (E’)) = (o< (E” )] ~ [(E)’ ® (E)”]. We can write:

a— a

bE —>>FE bE-—°sF
Cc

(b.E)| (bE")——=F |E”

e Let(E) ~ [[S'{b}-]c ® [S”{b}-]c ® (E” )], for someE"’, andc. We remark that is

either diferent fromb in both [S’{b}-];, and[S”{b}-]¢, or it is equal tob in both of
them. Otherwise, we could not get to the premisatpf in 2’. So,E is E'|c | E”|c |

E’”, where(E’) ~ S'{b}-, and(E”|) ~ S”{b}-. We can takeé5 asG'|; | G”|c | E"”,
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because|G) ~ [[S{o}-|c® [S"{o}-]c® (E” )], with (G’ ~ S'{o}-, and(G") ~
S”{o}-. We can write:

E | E” € G’ | G”

P
Ele | E"le ——=G'le [ G"lc

ctx

E/lC | E//lc | E/// %‘G’lc | Glllc | E///
wherep can bepe, or p;. The premise follows from Poinl(7) of Proposition8.3.

Let (E) ~ [[S'{b}~ » S”{b}- % (E”’)]le, for someE”, andc. So,E is (E’ | E” |
E”)le, where(E’) ~ S'{b}-, and(E”)) ~ S”{b}-. We can takeG as G’ | G” |
E"")|c, becauséG) ~ [[S'{o}- # S”{o}- ® (E" )]lc, With (G’ ) ~ S'{o}-, and(G" ) ~
S”{o}-. We can write:

E/ | E” € G’ | G”

ctx

E|E'|0——=G |G |0
(ETE"E")e~ (E'|E" |E”)lc|0c—— (G |G" | E”)lc | 0lc = (G' | G” | E”)le

P

wherep can bepe, or p;. The premise follows from Poinl(7) of Proposition8.3.

Of course, if(E) ~ [S'{b}- » S”{b}- = (E"" )], for someE’”, we can proceed as here
above, dropping.

Assuming that+£) is the lowermost instance att|. of 2 excludes other cases that would
impede getting to the premise &d)(tself in a trivial derivation likeZ’ has to be.

F Proof of Soundness w.r.t. external communicatidit heo-

rem (8.8, pagé 2D)

We proceed on the possible forms tH{d& ) can assume, in relation with the form Bf
Poaint [8) of Proposition 813 will help concluding.

First case. We focus onz concludingwith [ E|) = [(b+«R)p]. Inthe simplest case, Poing (3),

and [4) of Propositiof 813 imply that eithéE) ~ [[S’{b}-],’s (E”])], or (E) =
[(b<(E”))lp, for someE”, andS’{ }-, such thab e fn(S’{b}-).

1. Let(E) = [{(b<(E”))]p. So,E is (b.E”)|. We can takes coinciding toE”,
becausé(c «(E” ))Ip ~ [(E”)]p- We can prove:

a

b. E// Hb- E//

Pi
(0.E")lo ——=E"l

2. Let(E) ~ [[S'{b}-Ib® (E”)]. SO,EisE’l, | E” where(E’]) ~ S’{b}-. We can
takeG asG'lp | E” where(G’|) = [S’{o}-]p. We can prove:

b

E/ H‘G/
e
E'l——=GC'p
ctx

E'lb|E" ——G'lp | E”
Point [8) of Proposition 813 implies that the premise holds.
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In fact, the most general situations that Poihis (3), Bho{®ropositiod 8.8 imply are:
(E) =1l TS{b} Jay - - - Jay ® (E"]] (E)~ T T(b=(E Doy - Jay

whereg; # aj, forevery 1< i, j < m, andb = a;, for some 1< i < m. We can resume to
the situation we have just developed in detalil, by rearmagtfie occurrences &dq,
thanks to congruence (42).

Second caseLet us assume tha? concludes withR ~ (b<R). Points [B), and[{4) of
Proposition 88 imply eithefE) ~ (b<(E’)), or (E) =~ [S'{b}- s (E’)], where
b € fn(S’{b}-). Both combinations are simple sub-cases of the previoes,gunst
developed in detail.
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