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Abstract. Distributive laws are important for algebraic reasoning in arithmetic
and logic. They are equally important for algebraic reasoning about concurrent
programs. In existing theories such as Concurrent Kleene Algebra, only partial
correctness is handled, and many of its distributive laws are weak, in the sense
that they are only refinements in one direction, rather than equalities. The focus of
this paper is on strengthening our theory to support the proof of strong distributive
laws that are equalities, and in doing so come up with laws that are quite general.
Our concurrent refinement algebra supports total correctness by allowing both
finite and infinite behaviours. It supports the rely/guarantee approach of Jones
by encoding rely and guarantee conditions as rely and guarantee commands. The
strong distributive laws may then be used to distribute rely and guarantee com-
mands over sequential compositions and into (and out of) iterations. For handling
data refinement of concurrent programs, strong distributive laws are essential.

1 Introduction

Rely/guarantee concurrency. The concurrent refinement algebra is intended to support
the rely/guarantee style of reasoning of Jones [15,16,17]. To provide a compositional
approach to reasoning about concurrent programs, Jones makes use of a rely condition,
r, a binary relation between states, that corresponds to an assumption that any inter-
ference on a thread from its environment, satisfies r. Complementing this, each thread
has a guarantee condition g, also a binary relation between states, and the thread must
ensure every program transition it makes satisfies g. Figure 1 gives an execution trace
that satisfies a rely/guarantee specification. For a set of parallel threads, the guarantee
of each thread must imply the rely condition of every other thread.

Refinement. The sequential refinement calculus [2,20] encodes Floyd/Hoare precon-
ditions and postconditions [7,12] via an assertion command, {p}, and a specification
command,

[
q
]
, respectively. It uses a refinement relation,1 c1 ⪰ c2, meaning c1 is re-

fined (or implemented by) c2. The Hoare triple,2 p{c}q, is encoded as the refinement,
{p} ;

[
q
]
⪰ c.

1 In the program algebra literature [14] refinement is written, c1 ⪰ c2, but in the refinement
calculus literature it is written, c1 ⊑ c2. We follow the former convention in this paper.

2 Note that the use of braces in a Hoare triple differs from their use for an assertion command.
This is the only place where we use a Hoare triple.
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Fig. 1. An execution trace (of a program in an environment) consisting of states σ0 through σ7.
Transitions of the program are labeled π and transitions of its environment are labeled ϵ. A trace
satisfies a specification with pre-condition p, post-condition q, rely condition r and guarantee
condition g, if whenever the initial state satisfies p and all environment transitions satisfy r, the
post-condition q (a binary relation between states) holds between the initial and final states, and
every program transition satisfies g. Importantly, a trace of a thread includes transitions of both
itself (π) and its environment (ϵ) [1].

For rely and guarantee conditions we follow the same approach as for preconditions
and postconditions, and encode them as the commands, rely r and guarπ g, respectively.
A guarantee command, guarπ g, ensures every program (π) transition from state σ to
state σ′ satisfies the binary relation between states g, that is, (σ, σ′) ∈ g. It puts no
constraints on environment (ϵ) transitions. A rely command, rely r, represents an as-
sumption that every environment (ϵ) transition from σ to σ′ satisfies the binary relation
r, that is (σ, σ′) ∈ r. In the sequential refinement calculus, an assertion command, {p},
either acts as a no-operation if p holds or irrecoverably aborts if p does not hold, where
aborting behaviour corresponds to Dijkstra’s abort command [5,6]. The same approach
is used for a rely command: it allows any transitions unless the environment makes a
transition not satisfying r, in which case the rely command then aborts.

Weak conjunction. The satisfaction of a rely/guarantee specification with precondition
p, postcondition q, guarantee condition g, and rely condition r by a command, c, is
written using the weak conjunction operator, ⋒, as the refinement,

rely r ⋒ guarπ g ⋒ {p} ;
[
q
]
⪰ c. (1)

where each transition of the weak conjunction of two commands, c1 ⋒ c2, must be a
transition of both c1 and c2, unless either c1 or c2 aborts, in which case c1 ⋒ c2 aborts.
For example, the command rely r ⋒ c behaves as c unless the environment makes a
transition not satisfying r, in which case the rely command aborts, and hence the whole
command, rely r ⋒ c, irrecoverably aborts, so that any behaviour whatsoever is possible
from that point on.

Commands form a lattice for which the lattice join, c1 ∨ c2, is (non-deterministic)
choice, that can behave as either c1 or c2, and the lattice meet, c1 ∧ c2, is a strong
form of conjunction that has the common behaviours of c1 and c2. Dijkstra’s abort
command, written  here, allows any behaviour whatsoever and hence it is the top
command in the lattice, and hence  ∧ c = c for any command c, so that c1 ∧ c2 can
only abort if both c1 and c2 agree to abort. When combining a rely command, which
may abort, with the remainder of a specification, one needs to ensure that if the rely
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command aborts the whole specification aborts (i.e. when an assumption is not met,
the remaining commitments are no longer obliged to be fulfilled). This is achieved
by using weak conjunction operator, c1 ⋒ c2. In particular,  ⋒ c =  , as compared
with strong conjunction where  ∧ c = c. If neither c1 nor c2 aborts, every behaviour
of c1 ⋒ c2 is both a behaviour of c1 and a behaviour of c2, that is weak and strong
conjunction coincide for commands that never abort. Weak conjunction is associative,
commutative and idempotent. To illustrate the difference between weak (⋒) and strong
(∧) conjunction of commands, consider combining two specifications in the sequential
refinement calculus [25,8].

{p1} ;
[
q1
]
⋒ {p2} ;

[
q2
]
= {p1 ∩ p2} ;

[
q1 ∩ q2

]
(2)

{p1} ;
[
q1
]
∧ {p2} ;

[
q2
]
= {p1 ∪ p2} ;

[
(p1 =⇒ q1) ∩ (p2 =⇒ q2)

]
(3)

For weak conjunction, if both preconditions p1 and p2 hold initially, both postconditions
must hold on termination, whereas for strong conjunction, if either precondition holds
initially, then if p1 holds initially, q1 must hold on termination, and if p2 holds initially,
q2 must hold on termination. The property for strong conjunction follows from the fact
that it is the lattice meet, and hence it must refine both specification commands.

Naming conventions and syntactic precedence of operators. Commands are represented
by c and d, sets of commands by C, atomic commands by a and b, pseudo-atomic com-
mands by x, sets of states by p, and binary relations between states by g, r and q. The
above naming conventions also apply to subscripted forms of the above names. We as-
sume the binary operator ∨ has the lowest precedence and sequential composition (;)
has the highest precedence but otherwise make no assumptions about operator prece-
dence and use parentheses to disambiguate.

Distributive laws for rely/guarantee concurrency. In mathematics, distributive laws are
important in algebraic reasoning, for example, in arithmetic, x ∗ (y + z) = x ∗ y + x ∗ z,
and in logic, p∧ (q∨ r) = (p∧ q)∨ (p∧ r). Distributive laws hold an equally important
place in algebraic reasoning about programs [13], for example,

d ∥ (c1 ∨ c2) = d ∥ c1 ∨ d ∥ c2, (4)

where ∥ is parallel composition and ∨ is non-deterministic choice.
Both parallel composition and weak conjunction of a guarantee command distribute

over sequential composition (5–6), as does a rely command (7–8).

guarπ g ∥ c1 ; c2 = (guarπ g ∥ c1) ; (guarπ g ∥ c2) (5)
guarπ g ⋒ c1 ; c2 = (guarπ g ⋒ c1) ; (guarπ g ⋒ c2) (6)

rely r ∥ c1 ; c2 = (rely r ∥ c1) ; (rely r ∥ c2) (7)
rely r ⋒ c1 ; c2 = (rely r ⋒ c1) ; (rely r ⋒ c2) (8)

The abstract synchronisation operator. In our theory, parallel composition and weak
conjunction are both synchronous operators [19,10,11], meaning they synchronise by
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combining the first transitions of each operand to give a transition of their composi-
tion before synchronising the continuations of the two operand commands. Parallel and
weak conjunction share many axioms, so in our theory we introduce an abstract syn-
chronisation operator, ⊗, that has just their shared axioms. For example, ⊗ is associative
and commutative and, abstracting (4), the abstract synchronisation operator distributes
over choice,

d ⊗ (c1 ∨ c2) = d ⊗ c1 ∨ d ⊗ c2 (9)

and hence ⊗ is monotone in both arguments. Any laws that are proven for ⊗ can be ap-
plied to either parallel or weak conjunction. For example, (5) and (6) are both instances
of (10), and (7) and (8) are both instances of (11).

guarπ g ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (guarπ g ⊗ c1) ; (guarπ g ⊗ c2) (10)
rely r ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (rely r ⊗ c1) ; (rely r ⊗ c2) (11)

One of the challenges addressed in this paper is to devise suitable restrictions on a
command d to ensure,

d ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (d ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) (12)

so that (10) and (11) are instances of (12).

Weak distributive laws. It is straightforward to show the weak distributive law,

d ⊗ c1 ; c2 ⪰ (d ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) if d ⪰ d ; d (13)

because synchronisation satisfies a weak interchange axiom with sequential composi-
tion,3 similar to that in Concurrent Kleene Algebra [14]:

d1 ; d2 ⊗ c1 ; c2 ⪰ (d1 ⊗ c1) ; (d2 ⊗ c2). (14)

Law (13) follows from the assumption (d ⪰ d ; d), monotonicity of ⊗, and (14):

d ⊗ c1 ; c2 ⪰ d ; d ⊗ c1 ; c2 ⪰ (d ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2).

Fixed iteration, ci, of a command c, i times for i ∈ N, is defined inductively by,

c0 = τ (15) ci+1 = c ; ci (16)
where τ is the command that terminates immediately from any state; it is the identity of
sequential composition, that is, τ ;c = c = c;τ for any command c. Weakly distributing
d into a fixed iteration holds for all i ∈ N as follows.

d ⊗ ci ⪰ (d ⊗ c)i if d ⊗ τ ⪰ τ and d ⪰ d ; d (17)

The proof is by induction on i: the base case for i zero is handled by the first assumption,
d ⊗ τ ⪰ τ , and the inductive case uses (16), (13) using the second assumption, the
inductive hypothesis and finally (16):

d ⊗ ci+1 = d ⊗ c ; ci ⪰ (d ⊗ c) ; (d ⊗ ci) ⪰ (d ⊗ c) ; (d ⊗ c)i = (d ⊗ c)i.

3 Both ∥ and ⋒ satisfy this weak interchange axiom with sequential composition.
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Finite iteration of a command c, zero or more times, corresponds to the choice over
all the fixed iterations, ci, for i ∈ N,

c⋆ =
∨
i∈N

ci. (18)

Weakly distributing d into a finite iteration holds under the same assumptions as for
fixed iteration.

d ⊗ c⋆ ⪰ (d ⊗ c)⋆ if d ⊗ τ ⪰ τ and d ⪰ d ; d. (19)

The proof decomposes c⋆ using (18), distributes the synchronisation into the choice,
applies (17) for each i ∈ N, and then combines the results using (18).

d ⊗ c⋆ = d ⊗
∨
i∈N

ci =
∨
i∈N

(d ⊗ ci) ⪰
∨
i∈N

(d ⊗ c)i = (d ⊗ c)⋆. (20)

Strong distributive laws for finite sequential compositions. While (13), (17) and (19)
are refinements, there are situations where one needs the following stronger distributive
laws that are equalities rather than refinements.

d ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (d ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) (21)

d ⊗ ci = (d ⊗ c)i (22)
d ⊗ c⋆ = (d ⊗ c)⋆ (23)

The main contribution of this paper is to investigate the restrictions on d that allow
these laws (and other distributive laws detailed below) to be strengthened to equalities.
If both

d ⊗ τ = τ (24)
d ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (d ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) for any commands c1 and c2 (25)

then it is straightforward to show both (22) and (23) hold using proofs similar in struc-
ture to the proofs of (17) and (19) — see Sect. 3.

Atomic commands. The concurrent refinement algebra [10,11] includes a subset of
commands, know as atomic commands, that can only perform a single transition and
then terminate. Possibly infinite iteration of a command c, zero or more times, is de-
noted cω; it includes both finite and infinite iterations of c, where c∞ gives the infinite
iteration of c.

cω = c⋆ ∨ c∞ (26)

It turns out that if d is either a finite iteration, a⋆, or a possibly infinite iteration, aω , of
an atomic command a, then (24) and (25) both hold, for example,

aω ⊗ τ = τ (27)
aω ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (aω ⊗ c1) ; (aω ⊗ c2) for any commands c1 and c2. (28)
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Hence (22) and (23) both hold for d as either a⋆ or aω . A program guarantee com-
mand, guarπ g, can be defined as a possibly infinite iteration of an atomic command
that can perform a program transition from state σ to state σ′ provided it satisfies g, (i.e.
(σ, σ′) ∈ g), or any environment transition. Therefore laws (21), (22) and (23) hold for
d a guarantee command, guarπ g — see Sect. 5.

Pseudo-atomic commands. While an atomic command can make a single transition and
terminate, a pseudo-atomic command can make a single transition and either terminate
or abort. Any pseudo-atomic command, x, can be written in the form a ∨ b ;  , where a
and b are atomic commands. Such a command can make a single transition (of a) and
terminate or make a single transition (of b) and abort. Pseudo-atomic commands share
many properties with atomic commands.

It turns out that if d is either a finite iteration, x⋆, of a pseudo-atomic command x or
a possibly infinite iteration, xω , then (24) and (25) both hold and hence (22) and (23)
both hold. A rely command, rely r, is defined as a possibly infinite iteration of a pseudo-
atomic command that can make any program transition or any environment transition
satisfying r and terminate, or any environment transition not satisfying r and abort.
Therefore laws (21), (22) and (23) hold for d a rely command, rely r — see Sect. 5.

The everywhere infeasible command, magic, is considered to be a (degenerate)
atomic command, and magic is a left annihilator for sequential composition, that is,
magic ; c = magic, for any command c, and hence the atomic command a is a special
case of a pseudo-atomic command because a ∨ magic ;  = a ∨ magic = a, as magic
is the identity of non-deterministic choice. That is, atomic commands are a subset of
pseudo-atomic commands.

Pseudo-atomic fixed points. Finite iteration, c⋆, of a command c is the least fixed point
of the function, (λy . τ ∨ c ; y), and possibly infinite iteration, cω , is the greatest fixed
point of the same function. As a further generalisation, it turns out that if d is any fixed
point of the function, (λy . τ ∨ x ; y), where x is a pseudo-atomic command, that is,

d = τ ∨ x ; d, (29)

both (24) and (25) hold, and hence (22) and (23) also hold — see Sect. 4. We refer to
commands, d, satisfying (29) as pseudo-atomic fixed points. Clearly, x⋆ and xω are both
pseudo-atomic fixed points if x is a pseudo-atomic command, and hence so are the spe-
cial case forms a⋆ and aω , for an atomic command a. The commands term representing
the most general command that can perform only a finite number of program transitions
but does not constrain its environment, and fair representing the most general command
that disallows preemption by the environment forever, are both pseudo-atomic fixed
points and hence both satisfy (24) and (25), and hence (22) and (23) — see Sect. 5.

Overview. Sect. 2 gives details of the synchronous algebra. Sect. 3 gives general laws
for distributing into a finite iteration. Sect. 4 tackles proving the (strong) distributive
laws (21), (22) and (23) for d a pseudo-atomic fixed point, with the obvious corollaries
that all three laws also hold for d of the form x⋆ or xω for x a pseudo-atomic command,
and hence for d of the form a⋆ or aω for an atomic command a. Sect. 5 applies these the-
orems to the rely/guarantee approach of Jones [15,16,17] as encoded in our concurrent
refinement algebra.
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2 Synchronous algebra

Our approach is based on a synchronous algebra [23,10,11], which has been formalised
in Isabelle/HOL [22].4 It distinguishes two subsets of commands:

– instantaneous test commands, of the form τ p, that terminate immediately if the
initial state is in the set of states p but are infeasible otherwise; these are similar to
tests in Kozen’s Kleene Algebra with Tests (KAT) [18], and

– atomic commands, denoted by a and b, that may take a single transition and termi-
nate; transitions are labeled as either program (π) or environment (ϵ).

The everywhere infeasible command, magic, that has no behaviours at all, corresponds
to both the (least) test, τ ∅, that fails in every state; magic also corresponds to the atomic
command that can make no transitions whatsoever. The (greatest) test that succeeds ter-
minating immediately in every state is the identity of sequential composition, τ . An
additional command is Dijkstra’s abort command [5,6], denoted  here, that represents
catastrophic failure; after aborting no further assumptions can be made about the be-
haviour of the program — any behaviour is possible. Abort is a left annihilator for
sequential composition, i.e.  ; c =  , for any command c, in particular,  ;magic =  ,
unlike some other theories [14], in which, c;magic = magic, for any command c. Abort
is also an annihilator for ⊗ and hence ∥ and ⋒.

An assertion, {p}, acts as a no-operation unless its initial state does not satisfy p,
in which case it aborts (30), where p denotes the set of states not in p. A test absorbs a
following assertion on the same set of states p (31). Tests and assertions satisfy a Galois
connection that allows an assertion on the left side of a refinement to be replaced by the
corresponding test on the right side (32).

{p} =̂ τ ∨ τ p ;  (30)
τ p ; {p} = τ p (31)

{p} ; c ⪰ d if and only if c ⪰ τ p ; d (32)

The abstract synchronisation operator, ⊗, is assumed to be associative and com-
mutative, with atomic identity ι (33), and (command) identity ιω (34). Atomic steps
are closed under synchronisation, as are tests, where the synchronisation of two tests
corresponds to their conjunction (35). A test distributes into a synchronisation (36).
If synchronising c1 with τ is infeasible, so is synchronising any extension of c1 (37).
An atomic command cannot synchronise with τ and hence their synchronisation cor-
responds to the everywhere infeasible command magic (38). The synchronisation of
two commands that both start with atomic commands first synchronises their respec-
tive atomic commands and then synchronises their continuations (39).5 Synchronisation

4 A trace model of the algebra [4] has been developed in Isabelle/HOL and the axioms of our
theory have been shown to be consistent with it.

5 Axiom (39) is the main axiom that signifies that ⊗ is synchronous, for example, c ∥ d syn-
chronises a program transition of c with a matching environment transition of d, or vice versa,
to give a program transition of c ∥ d, and matching environment transitions of both c and d to
give an environment transition of c ∥ d. For a non-synchronous parallel operator there are no
environment transitions and program transitions are interleaved.
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distributes over a non-deterministic choice over a non-empty set of commands (40). Se-
quential composition distributes over a non-deterministic choice from the right (41) and
from the left provided the set of commands is non-empty (42). Synchronisation is abort
strict (43).

ι⊗ a = a if a is an atomic command (33)
ιω ⊗ c = c (34)

τ p1 ⊗ τ p2 = τ(p1 ∩ p2) (35)
τ p ; (c1 ⊗ c2) = τ p ; c1 ⊗ τ p ; c2 (36)

τ ⊗ c1 ; c2 = magic if τ ⊗ c1 = magic (37)
τ ⊗ a = magic (38)

a1 ; c1 ⊗ a2 ; c2 = (a1 ⊗ a2) ; (c1 ⊗ c2) (39)

(
∨
c∈C

c)⊗ d =
∨
c∈C

(c ⊗ d) if C ̸= {} (40)

(
∨
c∈C

c) ; d =
∨
c∈C

(c ; d) (41)

d ; (
∨
c∈C

c) =
∨
c∈C

(d ; c) if C ̸= {} (42)

 ⊗ c =  (43)

From (38) one can deduce (44) because τ ⪰ τ p, for any test τ p. From (40) with C as
{c1, c2} one can deduce (9), and similarly (45) from (41). From (40) one can deduce
(46), with its side condition handling the case when C is empty. A test on a branch of
a synchronisation may be pulled out as a test on the whole, if the other branch is not
immediately aborting (47), i.e. if c1 ⊗ magic = magic [11]. A test at the end of either
branch of a synchronisation can be pulled out as a final test (48). An assertion at the
start of either branch of a synchronisation can be pulled out of the synchronisation (49).

τ p ⊗ a = magic (44)
(c1 ∨ c2) ; c = (c1 ; c) ∨ (c2 ; c) (45)

(
∨
c∈C

c)⊗ d =
∨
c∈C

(c ⊗ d) if magic⊗ d = magic (46)

c1 ⊗ t ; c2 = t ; (c1 ⊗ c2) if magic⊗ c1 = magic (47)
c1 ; t ⊗ c2 = (c1 ⊗ c2) ; t (48)

c1 ⊗ {p} ; c2 = {p} ; (c1 ⊗ c2) (49)

A pseudo-atomic command, x, has laws similar to (33), (38) and (39). The following
laws can be shown by expanding x to the form (a ∨ b ;  ) for some atomic commands
a and b and simplifying using the above axioms and laws.

ι⊗ x = x (50)
τ ⊗ x = magic (51)

x1 ; c1 ⊗ x2 ; c2 = (x1 ⊗ x2) ; (c1 ⊗ c2) (52)
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Expanded form. An important axiom is that the behaviour of any command, c, can be
decomposed into,

– an immediately aborting behaviour from initial states not in some set pn,
– an immediately terminating behaviour from initial states in some set pt, or
– c performs a transition of some atomic command, a, and then behaves as some

continuation command, c′.

In the final case above, the continuation behaviour, c′, depends on which atomic com-
mand, a, is taken, and hence a choice over a set, C, of pairs of a and c′ is required. In
summary, for any command c, there exist sets of states pn and pt and a set C of pairs of
atomic command and command, such that,6

c = {pn} ; (τ pt ∨
∨

(a,c′)∈C

(a ; c′)) (53)

Note that aborting allows any possible behaviour and thus subsumes the other two al-
ternatives. The set pt can be ∅, if no immediately terminating behaviours are possible
for c, pa can be the set of all states, if no immediately aborting behaviours are possible
for c, and the set of pairs C can be empty if c cannot make any transitions.

Straightforward calculations give that, if c corresponds to the expanded form in
(53), the following laws hold.

τ ⊗ c = {pn} ; τ pt (54)

ak+1
1 ⊗ c = {pn} ;

∨
(a,c′)∈C

((a1 ⊗ a) ; (ak
1 ⊗ c′)) for k ∈ N (55)

3 Distributing into finite iteration

In this section we show that, if a command d satisfies the following two properties,

d ⊗ τ = τ (56)
d ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (d ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) (57)

it distributes into fixed and finite iteration. Sect. 4 then focuses on properties of d that
ensure it satisfies the above two properties.

Theorem 1 (distrib-fixed-iter). For all i ∈ N,

d ⊗ c0 = (d ⊗ c)0 if d ⊗ τ = τ (58)

d ⊗ ci+1 = (d ⊗ c)i+1 if ∀c1, c2 . d ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (d ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) (59)
6 For readers familiar with labeled transition systems, pn represents the set of states in which c

aborts, pt the set of states in which c can terminate, and for an pair of commands (a, c′) in C, c
can do a transition of a and then behave as c′. The main difference is that a pair (a, c′) groups
together transitions (of a) that have the same continuation, c′. We also include the special
command  , which is not usually available in labelled transition systems but is necessary to
represent failure of assertions and rely commands.
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Proof. For (58), using (15) and the assumption, d⊗c0 = d⊗τ = τ = (d⊗c)0. Property
(59) is shown by induction on i. It holds trivially for i = 0. Assuming the property for
i, we show it holds for i + 1 using (16), the assumption, the induction hypothesis and
finally (16): d ⊗ ci+2 = d ⊗ c ; ci+1 = (d ⊗ c) ; (d ⊗ ci+1) = (d ⊗ c) ; (d ⊗ c)i+1 =
(d ⊗ c)i+2.

The same two assumptions also ensure d distributes into a finite iteration.

Theorem 2 (distrib-finite-iter). If d ⊗ τ = τ and d ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (d ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2)
for any commands c1 and c2 then, d ⊗ c⋆ = (d ⊗ c)⋆.

Proof. The proof decomposes c⋆ using (18), distributes over the choice using (40),
applies Theorem 1 for each i using the assumptions, and composes the results using
(18): d ⊗ c⋆ = d ⊗

∨
i∈N ci =

∨
i∈N(d ⊗ ci) =

∨
i∈N(d ⊗ c)i = (d ⊗ c)⋆.

4 Pseudo-atomic fixed point distributive laws

Theorem 1 (distrib-fixed-iter) and Theorem 2 (distrib-finite-iter) both assume d satisfies
(56) and (57). A general property of d that implies both (56) and (57) is that d is a
pseudo-atomic-fixed point, that is,

d = τ ∨ x ; d (60)

for some pseudo-atomic command x. Pseudo-atomic fixed points satisfy the following
basic properties.

Lemma 3 (pafp-basic-properties). If a is an atomic command and, for some pseudo-
atomic command x, d is a pseudo-atomic fixed point such that, d = τ ∨ x ; d, then,

d ⊗ τ p = τ p for any set of states p (61)
d ⊗ a ; c = (x⊗ a) ; (d ⊗ c) (62)

d ⊗ a = x⊗ a (63)
d ⊗ a ; c = (d ⊗ a) ; (d ⊗ c) (64)

Proof. For (61), the proof follows by expanding d using (60), and then simplifying
using (9), (35), (51), (37), and the fact that magic is the identity of non-deterministic
choice: d ⊗ τ p = (τ ∨ x ; d)⊗ τ p = (τ ⊗ τ p) ∨ (x ; d ⊗ τ p) = τ p ∨magic = τ p.

To verify (62) we reason as follows.

d ⊗ a ; c

= expanding d using (60) and distributing using (9)
(τ ⊗ a ; c) ∨ (x ; d ⊗ a ; c)

= applying (51) and (37) to show τ ⊗ a ; c = magic

x ; d ⊗ a ; c

= using (52) noting that a is atomic and hence also pseudo-atomic
(x⊗ a) ; (d ⊗ c)
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Property (63) follows by using the fact that τ the unit of sequential composition,
applying (62), and then (61): d ⊗ a = d ⊗ a ; τ = (x⊗ a) ; (d ⊗ τ ) = x⊗ a.

Property (64) then follows by applying (62) and (63).

The proof that a pseudo-atomic fixed point distributes over a sequential composition
(57), that is, d⊗ c1 ; c2 = (d⊗ c1) ; (d⊗ c2), makes use of the fact that the command c1
can be decomposed into its finite behaviours of length k for all k ∈ N, plus its infinite
behaviours. The finite behaviours of length k are given by, ιk ⊗ c1, recalling that ι is the
atomic identity of ⊗ and hence ιk allows exactly k transitions. The infinite behaviours
of c1 correspond to ι∞ ⊗ c1. We first show the distributive law holds if c1 is restricted
to its finite traces of length k.

Lemma 4 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-length). For pseudo-atomic fixed point d and k ∈ N,

(d ⊗ ιk ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) = d ⊗ (ιk ⊗ c1) ; c2. (65)

Proof. The proof is by induction on k using the properties of pseudo-atomic fixed
points. We use the expanded form for c1, that is, c1 = {pn} ; (τ pt ∨

∨
(a,c′)∈C(a ; c′)),

for some sets of states pn and pt, and set of pairs of of atomic command and commands
C. For k = 0.

(d ⊗ ι0 ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2)

= as ι0 = τ by (15) and d ⊗ τ = τ by (61)
(τ ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2)

= by (54) using the expanded form of c1
{pn} ; τ pt ; (d ⊗ c2)

= distributing by (47) (as d ⊗magic = magic by (61)) and (49)
d ⊗ ({pn} ; τ pt ; c2)

= by (54) and τ = ι0 by (15)

d ⊗ ((ι0 ⊗ c1) ; c2)

For the inductive case, we assume (65) for k and show it holds for k + 1.

(d ⊗ ιk+1 ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2)

= by (55) using the expanded form for c1 and ι⊗ a = a by (33)d ⊗

{pn} ;
∨

(a,c′)∈C

(a ; (ιk ⊗ c′))

 ; (d ⊗ c2)

= distributing assertion by (49), then distributing by (46) and (41)

{pn} ;

 ∨
(a,c′)∈C

(d ⊗ (a ; (ιk ⊗ c′))) ; (d ⊗ c2)


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= distributing d by (64)

{pn} ;

 ∨
(a,c′)∈C

(d ⊗ a) ; (d ⊗ (ιk ⊗ c′)) ; (d ⊗ c2)


= using the induction hypothesis

{pn} ;

 ∨
(a,c′)∈C

(d ⊗ a) ; (d ⊗ ((ιk ⊗ c′) ; c2))


= distributing d by (64)

{pn} ;

 ∨
(a,c′)∈C

d ⊗ (a ; (ιk ⊗ c′) ; c2)


= distributing by (41) and then (46), and then (49)

d ⊗

{pn} ;
∨

(a,c′)∈C

a ; (ιk ⊗ c′)

 ; c2


= by (55) using the expanded form for c1 and ι⊗ a = a by (33)

d ⊗ (ιk+1 ⊗ c1) ; c2

Lemma 4 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-length) can then be generalised to the case where
c is restricted any finite number of steps.

Lemma 5 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-fin). For pseudo-atomic fixed point d,

(d ⊗ ι⋆ ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) = d ⊗ ((ι⋆ ⊗ c1) ; c2). (66)

Proof. We have

(d ⊗ ι⋆ ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2)

= using (18) and distributing using (40) and (41)∨
k∈N

(d ⊗ ιk ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2)

= by Lemma 4 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-length)∨
k∈N

d ⊗ ((ιk ⊗ c1) ; c2)

= distributing using (40) and (41) and then (40) a second time

d ⊗ ((
∨
k∈N

ιk)⊗ c1) ; c2

= using (18)
d ⊗ (ι⋆ ⊗ c1) ; c2

For the case where c is restricted to take an infinite number of steps, our distribution
property hold trivially because ι∞ left annihilates.
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Lemma 6 (inf-annihilates). (c∞0 ⊗ c1) ; c2 = c∞0 ⊗ c1

Proof. From the fact that c∞0 left annihilates, c∞0 = c∞0 ; magic and as magic is a
degenerate test, we can apply (48), and the fact that magic is a left annihilator, and then
reverse the steps: (c∞0 ⊗ c1) ; c2 = (c∞0 ; magic ⊗ c1) ; c2 = (c∞0 ⊗ c1) ; magic =
c∞0 ;magic⊗ c1 = c∞0 ⊗ c1.

Lemma 7 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-inf). For pseudo-atomic fixed point d,

(d ⊗ ι∞ ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) = d ⊗ ((ι∞ ⊗ c1) ; c2). (67)

Proof. Applying Lemma 6 (inf-annihilates) twice, we get: (d ⊗ ι∞ ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) =
d ⊗ (ι∞ ⊗ c1) = d ⊗ ((ι∞ ⊗ c1) ; c2).

The command ιω is the identity of ⊗ (34), and so from properties (26) and (9) we
have for any command c,

c = ιω ⊗ c = (ι⋆ ∨ ι∞)⊗ c = (ι⋆ ⊗ c) ∨ (ι∞ ⊗ c). (68)

and so distribution of pseudo-atomic-fixed points over sequential composition follow
from Lemma 5 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-fin) and Lemma 7 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-inf).

Theorem 8 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-seq). If d is a pseudo-atomic fixed point, for any
commands c1 and c2, d ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (d ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2).

Proof.

(d ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2)

= using decomposition (68) and distributing using (45)
(d ⊗ ι⋆ ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2) ∨ (d ⊗ ι∞ ⊗ c1) ; (d ⊗ c2)

= by Lemma 5 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-fin) and Lemma 7
d ⊗ ((ι⋆ ⊗ c1) ; c2) ∨ d ⊗ ((ι∞ ⊗ c1) ; c2)

= distributing using (9) and (45)
d ⊗ ((ι⋆ ⊗ c1 ∨ ι∞ ⊗ c1) ; c2)

= using decomposition (68)
d ⊗ (c1 ; c2)

Corollaries of Theorem 8 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-seq) and (61) using Theorem 1
(distrib-fixed-iter) and Theorem 2 (distrib-finite-iter) are the following.

Corollary 9 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-fixed-iter). If d is a pseudo-atomic fixed point then,
for all i ∈ N, d ⊗ ci = (d ⊗ c)i.

Corollary 10 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-finite-iter). If d is a pseudo-atomic fixed point
then, d ⊗ c⋆ = (d ⊗ c)⋆.

Two pseudo-atomic fixed points synchronise to give a pseudo-atomic fixed point.
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Lemma 11 (pseudo-atomic-conjunction). If both d1 and d2 are pseudo-atomic fixed
points, so is d1 ⊗ d2.

Proof. Because d1 and d2 are pseudo-atomic fixed points, for some pseudo-atomic
commands x1 and x2, d1 = τ ∨ x1 ; d1 and d2 = τ ∨ x2 ; d2. Hence using (35),
(37), (51) and (52), d1 ⊗ d2 = (τ ∨ x1 ; d1)⊗ (τ ∨ x2 ; d2) = τ ∨ (x1 ; d1 ⊗ x2 ; d2) =
τ ∨ (x1 ⊗ x2) ; (d1 ⊗ d2), and it is straightforward to show x1 ⊗ x2 is a pseudo-atomic
command by expanding x1 to a1∨b1 ; and x2 to a2∨b2 ; , for some atomic commands
a1, b1, a2 and b2, and simplifyling.

5 Application to rely/guarantee concurrency

To support rely/guarantee concurrency we follow the approach of Aczel [1] and record
both the transitions made by a thread T (called program or π transitions) and transitions
made by the environment of T (called environment or ϵ transitions) in the traces of T .
The environment transitions record transitions made by any thread running in parallel
with T . We make use of two atomic commands that represent transitions by the thread,
π r, and transitions by the environment of T , ϵ r, for r a relation between program states.
More precisely,

π r is an atomic command that can perform a single program (π) transition from state
σ to state σ′, if (σ, σ′) ∈ r, and then terminate, and

ϵ r is an atomic command that can perform a single environment (ϵ) transition from σ
to σ′, if (σ, σ′) ∈ r, and then terminate.

The universal relation between states is denoted univ. The atomic command π can per-
form any single program transition (69), the atomic command ϵ can perform any single
environment transition (70), the atomic command α r can perform any single transition
(program or environment) satisfying r, and the atomic command α can perform any
single transition (72). Note the bold fonts on the left for π, ϵ and α.

π =̂ π univ (69)
ϵ =̂ ϵ univ (70)

α r =̂ π r ∨ ϵ r (71)
α =̂ α univ (72)

Distributing guarantees and relies. A program guarantee condition g, where g is a
relation between states, requires that all program transitions from σ to σ′ are in g, i.e.
(σ, σ′) ∈ g. It places no constrains on environment transitions. A program guarantee
can be encoded as a command, guarπ g, that is defined as an iteration of the atomic
command π g ∨ ϵ (73).

guarπ g =̂ (π g ∨ ϵ)ω (73)

A rely condition r corresponds to an assumption that all environment transitions sat-
isfy r. It is encoded as the command, rely r, that allows any transitions but aborts if
the environment makes a transition not satisfying r. It is defined as an iteration of the
pseudo-atomic command α ∨ ϵ r ;  , where r is the complement of the relation r (74).
The rely command has an alternative equivalent form (75) because α = π ∨ ϵ r ∨ ϵ r
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and ϵ r ;  ⪰ ϵ r, so that ϵ r ∨ ϵ r ;  = ϵ r ;  .

rely r =̂ (α ∨ ϵ r ;  )ω (74) rely r = (π ∨ ϵ r ∨ ϵ r ;  )ω (75)
The use of abort to represent failure of a rely command is similar to the use of abort
in the sequential refinement calculus to represent failure of an assertion command, {p}.
Both commands encode assumptions: the assertion command encodes the assumption
that p holds initially, and the rely command encodes the assumption that environment
transitions satisfy r.

Both guarπ g and rely r are possibly infinite iterations of pseudo-atomic commands
and hence the distributive laws detailed in the previous sections apply for distributing
them with a synchronisation operator over a sequential composition (giving (10) and
(11)) and hence parallel (giving (5) and (7)) and weak conjunction (giving (6) and (8)),
and hence they distribute via synchronisation (and hence parallel or weak conjunction)
into a fixed or finite iteration.

Other pseudo-atomic fixed points. The command term is the most general command
that performs only a finite number of program transitions but does not constrain en-
vironment transitions (76), and the command fair is the most general command that
disallows an infinite contiguous sequence of environment transitions (77).

term =̂ α⋆ ; ϵω (76) fair =̂ ϵ⋆ ; (π ; ϵ⋆)ω (77)
While neither of these commands is expressed as an iteration of a (single) pseudo-
atomic command, both term and fair are pseudo-atomic fixed points because they sat-
isfy the following fixed point equations.

term = τ ∨α ; term (78) fair = τ ∨α ; fair (79)
Hence both term and fair distribute over sequential composition and into fixed and finite
iterations.

The command idle allows a finite number of program transitions that do not change
the program state (i.e. they satisfy the identity relation on states, id) but does not con-
strain environment transitions.

idle =̂ guarπ id ⋒ term (80)

Because both guarπ id and term are pseudo-atomic fixed points, by Lemma 11 (pseudo-
atomic-conjunction) so is idle, and hence it distributes over sequential compositions and
into fixed and finite iterations.

Evolution invariants. The command, evolve r, represents an evolution invariant [3],
which is useful when every transition of a command, both program and environment, is
expected to satisfy a relation r. It guarantees program transitions satisfy r and relies on
environment transitions satisfying r (81). It may be written in the form of an iteration
of the pseudo-atomic command, π r ∨ ϵ r ∨ ϵ r ;  (82).

evolve r =̂ guarπ r ⋒ rely r (81) evolve r = (π r ∨ ϵ r ∨ ϵ r ;  )ω (82)
Evolution invariants are pseudo-atomic fixed points and hence they distribute over se-
quential composition and into fixed and finite iterations.
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Generalised invariants. A generalised invariant is a property that, if it holds initially,
holds in every state of an execution trace [24]. The invariant command, inv p, is defined
in terms of an evolution invariant with a relation p′ that ensures p holds in the final state
for all possible initial states (84). The evolution invariant is prefixed by an assumption,
{p}, that the initial state is in p (85).

‵p =̂ {(σ, σ′) . σ ∈ p} (83)
p′ =̂ {(σ, σ′) . σ′ ∈ p} (84)

inv p =̂ {p} ; evolve p′ (85)

It can be shown that,

{p} ; evolve p′ = {p} ; evolve(‵p ∪ p′) = {p} ; evolve(‵p ∩ p′) (86)

where ‵p ∪ p′ can be read as if p holds before, it holds after. Any of these three alter-
natives can then be used for reasoning about invariants. In fact, any of the alternatives
could be used as the definition of a generalised invariant; we chose (85) because it
makes reasoning in the theorems below simpler.

A generalised invariant command, inv p, is not a pseudo-atomic fixed point (due to
the assertion at its beginning) but it is defined in terms of evolve p′, which is a pseudo-
atomic fixed point and hence in proving distributive laws for inv p, one can make use of
the distributive laws for evolution invariants.

As possibly infinite iteration, cω , of a command c is the greatest fixed point of
(λy .τ ∨c ;y), it satisfies the following standard unfolding (87) and fixed point induction
(88) laws.

cω = τ ∨ c ; cω (87)
cω ; d ⪰ x if d ∨ c ; x ⪰ x (88)

If a command, c, maintains a test τ p, then so does cω .

Lemma 12 (maintain-inv). If τ p ; c ; τ p = τ p ; c then, {p} ; cω ; τ p = {p} ; cω .

Proof. Refinement from right to left holds trivially as one can always introduce a test
because τ ⪰ τ p, for any test τ p. For the refinement from left to right we first apply the
Galois connection between tests and assertions (32), so that we are required to show:
cω ; τ p ⪰ τ p ; {p} ; cω , or as the test absorbs the following assertion (31), cω ; τ p ⪰
τ p ; cω , which holds by iteration induction (88) if, τ p ∨ c ; τ p ; cω ⪰ τ p ; cω , which
we show by introducing a second occurrence of τ p, using the assumption, distributing
by (42), and then folding the iteration (87): τ p ∨ c ; τ p ; cω ⪰ τ p ∨ τ p ; c ; τ p ; cω =
τ p ∨ τ p ; c ; cω = τ p ; (τ ∨ c ; cω) = τ p ; cω .

That lemma can be applied to show that a generalised invariant, inv p, establishes p.

Lemma 13 (inv-establish). For any set of states p, inv p ; τ p = inv p.

Proof. The definition of a generalised invariant (85) expands inv p to {p} ; evolve p′,
and by (82), {p} ; evolve p′ = {p} ; (π p′ ∨ ϵ p′ ∨ ϵ p′ ;  )ω and hence we can apply
Lemma 12 (maintain-inv) with c as (π p′ ∨ ϵ p′ ∨ ϵ p′ ;  ). The proviso for Lemma 12
(maintain-inv) requires us to show,

τ p ; (π p′ ∨ ϵ p′ ∨ ϵ p′ ;  ) ; τ p = τ p ; (π p′ ∨ ϵ p′ ∨ ϵ p′ ;  ),
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which holds because the commands π p′ and ϵ p′ both establish p (i.e. π p′ ; τ p = π p′

and ϵ p′ ;τ p = ϵ p′) and  is an annihilator from the left so that, ϵ p′ ; ;τ p = ϵ p′ ; .

Lemma 14 (inv-sync-establish). inv p ⊗ c = (inv p ⊗ c) ; {p}.

Proof. The proof uses Lemma 13 (inv-establish) then (48) and (31) then reverses (48)
and Lemma 13 (inv-establish): inv p ⊗ c = inv p ; τ p ⊗ c = (inv p ⊗ c) ; τ p ; {p} =
(inv p ; τ p ⊗ c) ; {p} = (inv p ⊗ c) ; {p}.

The above lemma can then be used to show that a generalised invariant distributes
over a sequential composition.

Theorem 15 (inv-distrib-sync-seq). inv p ⊗ c1 ; c2 = (inv p ⊗ c1) ; (inv p ⊗ c2)

Proof. The proof makes use of the fact that evolve is a pseudo-atomic fixed point be-
cause it can be expressed as the iteration of a pseudo-atomic command (82).

inv p ⊗ c1 ; c2
= definition of inv (85) and pull out assertion using (49)

{p} ; (evolve p′ ⊗ c1 ; c2)

= by Theorem 8 (pseudo-atomic-distrib-seq)
{p} ; (evolve p′ ⊗ c1) ; (evolve p′ ⊗ c2)

= move assertion in by (49); rewrite as an invariant (85); apply Lemma 14
(inv p ⊗ c1) ; {p} ; (evolve p′ ⊗ c2)

= push assertion in using (49) and then rewrite as an invariant (85)
(inv p ⊗ c1) ; (inv p ⊗ c2)

An invariant distributes into a fixed iteration but requires an initial assertion, {p},
on the right in the following lemma to cope with the zero iterations case.

Lemma 16 (inv-distrib-fixed-iter). inv p ⊗ ci = {p} ; (inv p ⊗ c)i

Proof. The proof is by induction on i. For i = 0, inv p ⊗ c0 = {p} ; (evolve p′ ⊗ τ ) =
{p} ; τ = {p} ; (inv p ⊗ c)0. We assume for i and show it holds for i + 1.

inv p ⊗ ci+1

= by (16) and Theorem 15 (inv-distrib-sync-seq)

(inv p ⊗ c) ; (inv p ⊗ ci)

= inductive hypothesis

(inv p ⊗ c) ; {p} ; (inv p ⊗ c)i

= by Lemma 14 (inv-sync-establish)

(inv p ⊗ c) ; (inv p ⊗ c)i

= as inv p = {p} ; inv p from (85); pull out {p} using (49)

{p} ; (inv p ⊗ c) ; (inv p ⊗ c)i

= by (16)

{p} ; (inv p ⊗ c)i+1
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Distribution over a fixed iteration can then be lifted to distribution over a finite
iteration.

Lemma 17 (inv-distrib-finite-iter). inv p ⊗ c⋆ = {p} ; (inv p ⊗ c)⋆

Proof. The proof uses the decomposition of a finite iteration as a choice over all fixed it-
erations (18), applies Lemma 16 (inv-distrib-fixed-iter) to each, distributes the assertion
out of the choice (42), and recomposes the iteration (18): inv p⊗c⋆ = inv p⊗

∨
i∈N ci =∨

i∈N(inv p⊗ci) =
∨

i∈N{p};(inv p⊗c)i = {p};
∨

i∈N(inv p⊗c)i = {p};(inv p⊗c)⋆.

6 Conclusions

Distributive laws are important in algebraic reasoning in arithmetic and logic, and they
are equally important for reasoning about programs [13]. In Concurrent Kleene Alge-
bra [14] and our earlier theory [9,10,11], laws for distributing over sequential compo-
sition and into iterations were only refinements in a single direction. The current paper
strengthens the distributive laws to be equalities. Such strengthening requires the ability
to decompose a command into an expanded form (53) in terms of its immediately termi-
nating behaviours, its immediately aborting behaviours, and its behaviours consisting
of an atomic transition followed by a continuation command. In addition, the ability to
partition the reasoning about a command into its behaviours of a given length is crucial.
The proofs of the strengthened distributive laws are somewhat more complex than the
corresponding weak versions; they require the full power of the synchronous algebra.

The current paper focuses on distributing the abstract synchronisation operator, ⊗,
over sequential compositions and into fixed and finite iterations. As ⊗ is an abstraction
of both parallel composition (∥) and weak conjunction (⋒), we immediately gain the
distributive laws for both these operators.

The strong distributive laws are shown to hold provided the command, d, being dis-
tributed is a pseudo-atomic fixed point. This is a sufficient condition but not a necessary
condition, for example, a generalised invariant command, inv p, is not a pseudo-atomic
fixed point but it does distribute over sequential compositions and into fixed and finite
iterations. However, the proof of the laws for a generalised invariant makes use of the
fact that it is defined in terms of an evolution invariant, evolve p′, which is a pseudo-
atomic fixed point, and hence the proofs of the laws for generalised invariants depend
on those for pseudo-atomic fixed points.

While CKA [14] and Synchronous Kleene Algebra [23] only consider partial cor-
rectness, our concurrent refinement algebra handles total correctness, and hence in-
cludes infinite iteration as well as finite iteration. Further these approaches only pro-
vide weak (i.e. refinement) distributive laws, whereas our approach provides strong
(i.e. equality) laws.

Our generalised invariant command was inspired by that of Morgan and Vickers
[21], who introduced an invariant command in the sequential refinement calculus, with
essentially the same semantics as here, that is, the invariant p is assumed initially and
maintained automatically within the scope of the command. The main difference is that
our generalised invariant command needs to deal with fine-grained concurrency. Their
command has the syntax |[inv p . c]|, and is defined in terms of an extended weakest
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precondition semantics that takes an invariant (a predicate) as an additional parameter,
whereas our invariant command is defined in terms of our language primitives and com-
bined with a command using weak conjunction, an operator that is not available in their
theory.

An important application of the strengthened distributive laws is for performing
data refinements, where an abstract representation of a data structure is replaced by a
lower-level, more efficient implementation state. The invariant command (85) can be
used to encode a coupling invariant for a data refinement: it relates the abstract state of
a data type to the concrete implementation state. As part of proving a data refinement
a (coupling) invariant is distributed into construct being data refined, then the construct
refined in that context, and finally distributing the invariant is reversed; this requires the
distributive laws to be applicable in both directions.

Future work. The iteration xω , in which x is a pseudo-atomic command, is a pseudo-
atomic fixed point, in fact, the greatest fixed point. We believe that xω also satisfies both
the following laws.

xω ⊗ c∞ = (xω ⊗ c)∞ (89)
xω ⊗ cω = (xω ⊗ c)ω (90)

Note that these do not hold in general with xω replaced by x⋆ because with x⋆, the left
sides only allow a finite number of transitions because x⋆ does, whereas the right sides
allow an infinite number of transitions because (x⋆ ⊗ c)ω allows an infinite number of
iterations of x⋆ ⊗ c. Rely and guarantee commands are both defined in the form xω for
x a pseudo-atomic command and hence they both satisfy (89) and (90).

Similar laws can be developed for distributing ⋒ over ∥,

d ⋒ (c1 ∥ c2) = (d ⋒ c1) ∥ (d ⋒ c2). (91)

We believe this distributive law holds if d is restricted to an iteration of a pseudo-
atomic command, x, for which x = x ∥ x. Suitable commands for d are thus guarπ g
and evolve r, but not rely r.
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