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Abstract. Encodings are the main way to compare process calculi. By applying quality criteria to
encodings we analyse their quality and rule out trivial or meaningless encodings. Thereby, operational
correspondence is one of the most common and most important quality criteria. It ensures that processes
and their translations have the same abstract behaviour. We analyse probabilistic versions of operational
correspondence to enable such a verification for probabilistic systems.
Concretely, we present three versions of probabilistic operational correspondence: weak, middle, and
strong. We show the relevance of the weaker version using an encoding from a sublanguage of proba-
bilistic CCS into the probabilistic π-calculus. Moreover, we map this version of probabilistic operational
correspondence onto a probabilistic behavioural relation that directly relates source and target terms.
Then we can analyse the quality of the criterion by analysing the relation it induces between a source
term and its translation. For the second version of probabilistic operational correspondence we proceed
in the opposite direction. We start with a standard simulation relation for probabilistic systems and map
it onto a probabilistic operational correspondence criterion.
This technical report contains the proofs to the lemmata and theorems of [8] as well as some additional
material.

1 Process Calculi and Encodings

Definition 1 (Reductions of Distributions). Let ∆ 7−→ Θ whenever
(a) ∆ =

∑

i∈I piPi, where I is a finite index set and
∑

i∈I pi = 1,

(b) for each i ∈ I there is a distribution Θi such that Pi 7−→ Θi or Θi = Pi,
(c) for some i ∈ I we have Pi 7−→ Θi, and
(d) Θ =

∑

i∈I pi ·Θi.

Definition 2 (Relations on Distributions, [1]).
Let R ⊆ P2 and let ∆,Θ ∈ D(P). Then (∆,Θ) ∈ R if
(a) ∆ =

∑

i∈I piPi, where I is a finite index set and
∑

i∈I pi = 1,
(b) for each i ∈ I there is a process Qi such that (Pi, Qi) ∈ R, and
(c) Θ =

∑

i∈I piQi.

For our proofs it is important that Definition 2 translates preorders into preorders. Accordingly, we prove
that it preserves reflexivity.

Lemma 1 (Preservation of Reflexivity). If R is reflexive, then so is R.

Proof. Assume a reflexive relation R and consider a probability distribution ∆ with ∆ =
∑

i∈I piPi for some

finite index set I with
∑

i∈I pi = 1. We have to prove that (∆,∆) ∈ R, i.e., that for each i ∈ I there is some

Qi such that (Pi, Qi) ∈ R and ∆ =
∑

i∈I piQi. Since R is reflexive, we have (Pi, Pi) ∈ R, i.e., it suffices to
choose Qi = Pi to conclude the proof.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.05218v1
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The preservation of transitivity was already given in [1].

Lemma 2 (Preservation of Transitivity, [1]).
If R is transitive, then so is R.

We inherit the criteria (expect operational correspondence) from [3]:
Compositionality: For every operator op with arity n of LS and for every subset of names N , there exists

a context CN
op
([·]1, . . . , [·]n) such that, for all S1, . . . , Sn with fn(S1) ∪ . . . ∪ fn(Sn) = N , it holds that

Jop (S1, . . . , Sn)K = CNop(JS1K, . . . , JSnK).
Name Invariance w.r.t. a Relation RT ⊆ P2

T: For every S ∈ PS and every substitution σ, it holds that
JSσK ≡α JSKσ′ if σ is injective and (JSσK, JSKσ′) ∈ RT otherwise, where σ′ is such that ϕJ·K(σ(a)) =

σ′
(

ϕJ·K(a)
)

for all a ∈ N .
Divergence Reflection: For every S, JSK 7−→ω implies S 7−→ω.
Success Sensitiveness: For every S, S⇓X iff JSK⇓X.

The formulation of compositionality is rather strict, i.e., it rules out practically relevant translations. Note
that the best known encoding from the asynchronous π-calculus into the Join Calculus in [2] is not composi-
tional, but consists of an inner, compositional encoding surrounded by a fixed context—the implementation of
so-called firewalls—that is parameterised on the free names of the source term. In order to capture this and
similar encodings we relax the definition of compositionality.
Weak Compositionality: The encoding is either compositional or consists of an inner, compositional en-

coding surrounded by a fixed context that can be parameterised on the free names of the source term or
information that are not part of the source term.

Definition 3 (Operational Correspondence, Non-Probabilistic).
An encoding J·K is strongly operationally corresponding w.r.t. RT ⊆ P2

T if it is:
Strongly Complete: ∀S, S′. S 7−→ S′ implies (∃T. JSK 7−→ T ∧ (JS′K, T ) ∈ RT)
Strongly Sound: ∀S, T. JSK 7−→ T implies (∃S′. S 7−→ S′ ∧ (JS′K, T ) ∈ RT)

J·K is operationally corresponding w.r.t. RT ⊆ P2
T if it is:

Complete: ∀S, S′. S Z=⇒ S′ implies (∃T. JSK Z=⇒ T ∧ (JS′K, T ) ∈ RT)
Sound: ∀S, T. JSK Z=⇒ T implies (∃S′. S Z=⇒ S′ ∧ (JS′K, T ) ∈ RT)

J·K is weakly operationally corresponding w.r.t. RT ⊆ P2
T if it is:

Complete: ∀S, S′. S Z=⇒ S′ implies (∃T. JSK Z=⇒ T ∧ (JS′K, T ) ∈ RT)
Weakly Sound: ∀S, T. JSK Z=⇒ T impl. (∃S′, T ′. S Z=⇒ S′ ∧ T Z=⇒ T ′ ∧ (JS′K, T ′) ∈ RT)

1.1 Probabilistic CCS

Probabilistic CCS is introduced in [1] as a probabilistic extension of CCS [4] to study probabilistic barbed
congruence. We omit the operator for non-deterministic choice from [1]; not because it is non-deterministic
but because the summands of this choice are not necessarily guarded, whereas our target language has only
guarded choice. We will also adapt the semantics of recursion, to ensure the unfolding of recursion requires a
step as it is the case in our target language. We denote the resulting calculus as CCSp. Its syntax is given in
the following Definition:

Definition 4 (Syntax of CCSp). The terms PC of CCSp are given by:

P ::= u.
⊕

i∈I

piPi | P1 | P2 | P \A | P [f ] | C〈x̃〉

where A ⊆ N and f : N → N is a renaming function.
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ProbChoiceCCSp

∆(P ) =
∑

{pi | i ∈ I ∧ Pi = P}

u.
⊕

i∈I
piPi

u
−−→ ∆

ParLCCSp

P1

u
−−→ ∆1

P1 | P2

u
−−→ ∆1 | P2

ComLCCSp

P1

a
−−→ ∆1 P2

a
−−→ ∆2

P1 | P2

τ
−−→ ∆1 | ∆2

ResCCSp
P

u
−−→ ∆ u /∈ A ∪A

P \A
u

−−→ ∆ \ A

RelabelCCSp

P
v

−−→ ∆ f(v) = u

P [f ]
u

−−→ ∆[f ]
RecCCSp

C
def
= (x̃)P

C〈ỹ〉
τ

−−→ P{ỹ/x̃}

RedCCSp

P
τ

−−→ ∆

P 7−→ ∆

Fig. 1. Semantics of CCSp.

All names in A are bound in P by P \A and all names in x̃ are bound in P by C
def
= (x̃)P . Names that are

not bound are free. A renaming function can only affect the free names of a term. Let fn(P ) be the set of free
names in P such that fn(Q[f ]) = {f(n) | n ∈ fn(Q)} for all Q ∈ PC .

Following [1] we extend some operations on processes to distributions, because these notions help us to define
the semantics of the respective languages. Let ∆1, ∆2 be distributions on processes. We define the distributions
∆1 | ∆2 (for parallel composition), ∆1 \ A and (νx)∆1 (for restriction), and ∆1[f ] (for a renaming function
f) as:

(∆1 | ∆2)(P ) =

{

∆1(P1) ·∆2(P2) , if P = P1 | P2

0 otherwise

(∆1 \A)(P ) =

{

∆1(P
′) , if P = P ′ \A

0 , otherwise

((νx)∆1)(P ) =

{

∆1(P
′) , if P = (νx)P ′

0 , otherwise

(∆1[f ])(P ) =

{

∆1(P
′) , if P = P ′[f ]

0 , otherwise

The semantics of CCSp is given by the rules in Figure 1, where we start with the labelled semantics of [1],
change the Rule RecCCSp

for recursion, and add the Rule RedCCSp
to obtain a reduction semantics.

Rule ProbChoiceCCSp
reduces a probabilistic choice to a probability distribution over its branches after

performing action u. Rule RecCCSp
instead to [1] makes the unfolding of recursion a separate τ -step. The

remaining rules are standard CCS rules adapted to probability distributions, where the symmetric versions of
the Rules ParLCCSp

and ComLCCSp
are omitted.

1.2 Probabilistic Pi-Calculus

The probabilistic π-calculus (πp) is introduced in [9], as a probabilistic version of the πI-calculus [7], where
output is endowed with probabilities.
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Branchπp

j ∈ I

xΦi∈Iini(ỹi).Pi

{

xinj〈ỹj〉
−−−−−→

1

Pj

} Repπp !x(ỹ).P

{

x〈ỹ〉
−−−→

1

P | !x(ỹ).P

}

Selectπp x⊕i∈I piini(ỹi).Pi

{

xini〈ỹi〉
−−−−−→

pi
Pi

}

i∈I

Outπp x(ỹ).P

{

x〈ỹ〉
−−−→

1

P

}

Resπp

P

{

βi−−→
pi

Pi

}

i∈I

subj(βi) 6= x

(νx)P

{

βi−−→
pi

(νx)Pi

}

i∈I

ParLπp

P

{

βi−−→
pi

Pi

}

i∈I

P | Q

{

βi−−→
pi

Pi | Q

}

i∈I

Comπp

P

{

αi−−→
pi

Pi

}

i∈I

∀i ∈ I. Q
{

βi−−→
1

Qi

}

∀i ∈ I. obj(αi) = ỹi

P | Q

{

αi•βi−−−→
pi

(νỹi)(Pi | Qi)

}

i∈I

Alpπp

P ≡α P ′ P

{

βi−−→
pi

Qi

}

i∈I

P ′

{

βi−−→
pi

Qi

}

i∈I

Redπp

P

{

τ
−−→
pi

Qi

}

i∈I

∆(R) =
∑

{pi | Qi = R}

P 7−→ ∆

Fig. 2. Semantics of πp.

We assume that names in a vector ỹ are pairwise distinct. The names ỹi are bound in Pi by xΦi∈Iini(ỹi).Pi

and x ⊕i∈I piini(ỹi).Pi; x is bound in P by (νx)P ; and the names ỹ are bound in P by !x(ỹ).P . Names that
are not bound are free. Let fn(P ) denote the set of free names in P .

Structural congruence ≡ is defined, similarly to [5], as the smallest congruence containing α-equivalence
≡α that is closed under the following rules:

P | 0 ≡ P P | Q ≡ Q | P P | (Q | R) ≡ (P | Q) | R (νx)0 ≡ 0 (νxy)P ≡ (νyx)P
(νx)(P | Q) ≡ P | (νx)Q if x /∈ fn(P )

We lift structural congruence to distributions, i.e., ∆1 ≡ ∆2 if there is a finite index set I such that ∆1 =
∑

i∈I piPi, ∆2 =
∑

i∈I piQi, and Pi ≡ Qi for all i ∈ I. We obtain the same by applying Definition 2 on ≡ but
do not want to use the symbol ≡.

The semantics of πp is given by the rules in Figure 2, where we start with the labelled semantics of [9] and
add the Rule Redπp

to obtain a reduction semantics.
For the labelled part of the semantics we use Labels of the following form: xini〈ỹi〉, xini〈ỹi〉, x〈ỹ〉, and

x〈ỹ〉. Rule Selectπp
implements the behaviour of a probabilistic selected output, which behaves like one of the

processes Pi, after sending the corresponding output with probability pi. On the contrary, each input within
the branching input is performed with probability 1, and the process behaves like Pj after receiving ỹj for
some j ∈ I as defined in Rule Branchπp

. Rule Comπp
describes the interaction of input and output, where the

passed names are bound. Here the partial operation • on labels is formally defined by: xini〈ỹi〉 • xini〈ỹi〉 =
x〈ỹ〉 • x〈ỹ〉 = τ and undefined in all other cases. The remaining rules are standard π-calculus rules extended
with probabilities, where the symmetric version of ParLπp

is omitted.
In [9] a type system is introduced to ensure some interesting properties of well-typed terms such as linearity.

Here we are only interested in the untyped version of πp and, thus, omit the type system.
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q
x.

⊕

i∈I
piPi

yπp

CCSp
= x.(νzi)

(

zi ⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSp
| zi

)

q
x.

⊕

i∈I
piPi

yπp

CCSp
= x⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSpq
τ.
⊕

i∈I
piPi

yπp

CCSp
= (νzτ )

(

zτ ⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSp
| zτ

)

JP | QKπp

CCSp
= JP Kπp

CCSp
| JQKπp

CCSp

JP \AKπp

CCSp
= (νA) JP Kπp

CCSp

JP [f ]Kπp

CCSp
= JP Kπp

CCSp
{ranf/domf}

JC〈ỹ〉Kπp

CCSp
= C(ỹ)

JXKπp

CCSp
= X

where for each f the ranf = y1, . . . , yn and domf = x1, . . . , xn are vectors of names
such that {x1, . . . , xn} = {x | f(x) 6= x} and f(xi) = yi for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n.

Fig. 3. Inner Encoding.

2 PrOC for a Reasonable Encoding

Definition 5 (Encoding L·Mπp

CCSp
/J·Kπp

CCSp
from CCSp into πp). The encoding of S ∈ PC with the process

definitions C1
def
= (x̃1).S1, . . . , Cn

def
= (x̃n).Sn consists of the outer encoding L·Mπp

CCSp
, where LSMπp

CCSp
is

(νC1, . . . , Cn)
(

JSKπp

CCSp
| !C1(x̃1). JS1Kπp

CCSp
| . . . | !Cn(x̃n). JSnKπp

CCSp

)

and the inner encoding J·Kπp

CCSp
is given in Figure 3.

In Definition 5 the encoding L·Mπp

CCSp
from CCSp into πp is presented. In the following we prove that this

encoding satisfies the criteria given in Section 1 (except for a classical version of operational correspondence)
and the new criterion weak PrOC.

The encoding of a probabilistic choice is split into three cases: the first three cases of Definition 5. For
input guards a single input on x is used, to enable the communication with a potential corresponding output.
In the following such a communication step on a source term name is denoted as α-step. In the continuation of
the input on x a probabilistic selecting output on the reserved name zi composed in parallel with a matching
input is used to encode the probabilities. This step on the reserved channel name zi is denoted as ω-step. The
sequence of these two communication steps on x and zi emulates the behaviour of a single communication step
in the source.

By restricting the scope of the reserved name zi, interactions with other operators communicating on zi
between two translations of inputs are prevented. Further, as the renaming policy ensures that zi does not
appear in LPiMπp

CCSp
, conflicts between the reserved name zi and source term names are avoided.

Definition 6 (α-step). An α-step is a communication step on a translated source term name.

Definition 7 (ω-step). An ω-step is a communication step on an instance of the reserved name zi.

The encoding of an output-guarded probabilistic choice is straight forward, as it is translated using the
probabilistic selecting output.

For the guard τ , an output-guarded probabilistic choice in parallel to a single input on the reserved name
zτ is used. Because of the restriction, interactions with other translations of τ -guarded operators are prevented.
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A communication step of this kind is denoted as ζ-step. This step does not only introduce the probabilities of
a τ -guarded source term choice in the translation but also allows the translated term to do a step whenever
the source term does one and compensates the missing τ in the syntax of the target language.

Definition 8 (ζ-step). An ζ-step is a communication step on an instance of the reserved name zτ .

The application of a renaming function is encoded by a substitution. A call C〈ỹ〉 is encoded by an output,
where the corresponding process definitions are translated into replicated inputs and placed in parallel by the
outer encoding. The remaining translations are homomorphic.

Definition 9 (η-step). An η-step is a communication step that reduces a replicated input.

Example 1 (ζ-Steps). Consider the source term S = τ.
(

1
8P ⊕

7
8Q
)

| τ.
(

3
5R⊕

2
5S
)

of CCSp without process
definitions. S can do the following sequence of steps:

S 7−→ ∆S,1 =

{

1

8

(

P | τ.

(

3

5
R ⊕

2

5
S

))

,
7

8

(

Q | τ.

(

3

5
R⊕

2

5
S

))}

7−→ ∆S,2 =

{

3

40
(P | R),

2

40
(P | S),

21

40
(Q | R),

14

40
(Q | S)

}

By Definition 5 and since S has no process definitions, LSMπp

CCSp
= JSKπp

CCSp
and:

JSKπp

CCSp
= (νzτ )

(

zτ

(

1

8
in1. JP Kπp

CCSp
⊕

7

8
in2. JQKπp

CCSp

)

| zτ

)

|

(νzτ )

(

zτ

(

3

5
in1. JRKπp

CCSp
⊕

2

5
in2. JSKπp

CCSp

)

| zτ

)

.

Thereby, the restriction of the reserved name zτ prevents a communication between the left and right subterm of
the outermost parallel operator. By Figure 2, LSMπp

CCSp
can emulate the steps of S by LSMπp

CCSp
7−→ ∆T,1 7−→ ∆T,2,

where:

∆T,1 =
{

1
8

(

JP Kπp

CCSp
| 0
)

| (νzτ )
(

zτ

(

3
5in1. JRKπp

CCSp
⊕ 2

5in2. JSKπp

CCSp

)

| zτ
)

7
8

(

JQKπp

CCSp
| 0
)

| (νzτ )
(

zτ

(

3
5in1. JRKπp

CCSp
⊕ 2

5in2. JSKπp

CCSp

)

| zτ
)}

∆T,2 =
{

3
40

(

JP Kπp

CCSp
| 0 | JRKπp

CCSp
| 0
)

, 2
40

(

JP Kπp

CCSp
| 0 | JSKπp

CCSp
| 0
)

,

21
40

(

JQKπp

CCSp
| 0 | JRKπp

CCSp
| 0
)

, 14
40

(

JQKπp

CCSp
| 0 | JSKπp

CCSp
| 0
)

}

The distributions ∆T,1 and ∆T,2 are both structural congruent to the encoding of the corresponding source
distributions, i.e., L∆S,1Mπp

CCSp
≡ ∆T,1 and L∆S,2Mπp

CCSp
≡ ∆T,2. As both steps in LSMπp

CCSp
7−→ ∆T,1 7−→ ∆T,2

reduce an instance of zτ—though of course different instances of zτ are reduced—they are both ζ-steps. ⊓⊔

An example of a α-step followed by a ω-step is presented in [8]. To obtain the probability distribution that
results from this sequence of two steps on the target, the probabilities of the ω-step are multiplied with the
probabilities of the corresponding α-step. The resulting probabilities match to the probabilities of the emulated
source term step. This multiplication stems from the rules of probability theory, where the probability of an
event consisting of a sequence of several events has to be calculated by multiplying the probabilities of all the
single events contained in that sequence. Accordingly, if a single source term step is emulated by a sequence
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of target term steps, we compare the probabilities that result from multiplying the probabilities of the target
term steps in the sequence with the probabilities of the source. Fortunately, the multiplication of probabilities
is already covered by Definition 1 in order to define sequences of steps. It remains to ensure that our version
of operational correspondence compares the probabilities of the distribution that results from a single source
term step with the final distribution in the emulating target term sequence (and not with the probabilities of
a distribution in the middle of this sequence).

We already ruled out strong operational correspondence as defined in Definition 3. The other two versions
differ in whether they allow for intermediate states. Another look at the example in [8] tells us, that intermediate
states make sense. ∆T is a finite probability distribution with the probabilities 3

4 and 1
4 , but neither S nor

S′ have cases with these probabilities. However, since there is exactly one source term step and exactly one
sequence of target term steps, ∆T does not mark a partial commitment, because there was nothing to decide.
Indeed the restriction on zi ensures that each α-step enables exactly one ω-step and communication is the
only case that requires two steps to emulate a single source term steps. Hence, also by interleaving with other
emulations, we do not obtain partial commitments. Nonetheless ∆T is an intermediate state; not intermediate
in terms of decisions and commitments but intermediate in terms of probabilities. In the second variant of
operational correspondence in Definition 3 without intermediate states, we would need to find a relation RT

that relates ∆T either to LSMπp

CCSp
or ∆′

T . Such a relation RT is difficult or at least not intuitive, since it has to
relate states with different probabilities. It is easier to allow for intermediate states. So, we want to build a weak
version of operational correspondence (third case of Definition 3) with probabilities. This leads to the version
of probabilistic operational correspondence below denoted as weak probabilistic operational correspondence.

Definition 10 (Weak Probabilistic Operational Correspondence). An encoding J·K : PS → PT is
weakly probabilistic operationally corresponding (weak PrOC) w.r.t. RT ⊆ P2

T if it is:
Probabilistic Complete:

∀S,∆S . S Z=⇒ ∆S implies
(

∃∆T . JSK Z=⇒ ∆T ∧ (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT

)

Weakly Probabilistic Sound: ∀S,∆T . JSK Z=⇒ ∆T implies
(

∃∆S , ∆
′
T . S Z=⇒ ∆S ∧∆T Z=⇒ ∆′

T ∧ (J∆SK, ∆′
T ) ∈ RT

)

Before we analyse the quality of our new version of PrOC in Section 3, we want to check whether it indeed
exactly captures the way our encoding L·Mπp

CCSp
treads source term steps into probability distributions, i.e., we

prove that our encoding satisfies weak PrOC. The Example 1 and the example given in [8] illustrate that steps
on τ -guarded choices and communication steps satisfy weak PrOC w.r.t. ≡. They cover ζ-steps, α-steps, and
ω-steps. The only missing kind of steps, are steps to unfold a recursion in the source and their emulation by
η-steps in the target.

Example 2 (η-Step). Consider S = C〈ỹ〉 with C
def
= ().X in CCSp. By Figure 1, S can perform only one step:

S 7−→ ∆S = X = {1X}. By Definition 5, then:

LSMπp

CCSp
= (νC)

(

JSKπp

CCSp
| !C().X

)

and JSKπp

CCSp
= C(ỹ)

By Figure 2, LSMπp

CCSp
can perform exactly one maximal sequence of steps, namely the η-step LSMπp

CCSp
7−→ ∆T =

{1(νC) (X | !C().X)}. By Definition 5, L∆SMπp

CCSp
= ∆T , because even though ∆S does no longer contain any

process constants its process definition is not consumed in the step S 7−→ ∆S . ⊓⊔

We prove that the encoding in Definition 5 satisfies the quality criteria of Section 1 and weak PrOC. We
start with weak compositionality.
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Lemma 3 (Weak Compositionality, L·Mπp

CCSp
/J·Kπp

CCSp
).

The encoding L·Mπp

CCSp
is weakly compositional.

Proof. Our encoding consists of the outer encoding L·Mπp

CCSp
and the inner encoding J·Kπp

CCSp
. The outer encoding

L·Mπp

CCSp
is a fixed context that is parametrised on the process definitions of the source term, that are not

part of the source term itself. The inner encoding J·Kπp

CCSp
is compositional, because the encoding function in

Definition 5 defines a context for each operator of the source language in that the translations of the subterms
of the respective source term are used. Hence, L·Mπp

CCSp
is weakly compositional.

Name invariance and the different versions of operational correspondence are defined modulo a relation RT

on target terms that is success sensitive. For our encoding L·Mπp

CCSp
we can chooseRT as the structural congruence

≡ on the target language πp. Structural congruence satisfies a stronger version of success sensitiveness with
·↓X instead of ·⇓X.

Lemma 4 (≡ is Success Sensitive). If T1 ≡ T2 then T1↓X ←→ T2↓X.
Moreover, if ∆1 ≡ ∆2 then ∆1↓X ←→ ∆2↓X.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the definition of ≡. All cases are immediate.

α-Equivalence ≡α: In this case T1 ≡α T2. Since X does not contain any names, we have T1↓X iff T2↓X.

P | 0 ≡ P : In this case T1 = T2 | 0. Since 0 does not contain X, then T1↓X iff T2↓X.

P | Q ≡ Q | P : In this case T1 = P | Q and T2 = Q | P . Since T1 contains X iff T2 contains X, then T1↓X iff
T2↓X.

P | (Q | R) ≡ (P | Q) | R: In this case T1 = P | (Q | R) and T2 = (P | Q) | R. Since T1 contains X iff T2

contains X, then T1↓X iff T2↓X.

(νx)0 ≡ 0: In this case T1 = (νx)0 and T2 = 0. Since 0 does not contain X, then T16 ↓X and T26 ↓X.

(νxy)P ≡ (νyx)P : Then T1 = (νxy)P and T2 = (νyx)P . Since T1 as well as T2 contain X iff P contains X,
then T1↓X iff T2↓X.

(νx)(P | Q) ≡ P | (νx)Q: In this case T1 = (νx) (P | Q) and T2 = P | (νx)Q, where x /∈ fn(P ). Since T1

contains X iff T2 contains X, then T1↓X iff T2↓X.

∆1 ≡ ∆2: In this case there is a finite index set I such that ∆1 =
∑

i∈I piPi, ∆2 =
∑

i∈I piQi, and Pi ≡ Qi

for all i ∈ I. Because of Pi ≡ Qi, we have Pi↓X iff Qi↓X for all i ∈ I. Then ∆1↓X iff ∆2↓X. ⊓⊔

The renaming policy ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

of L·Mπp

CCSp
reserves the names zi, zτ and keeps process constants C distinct from

source term names, i.e., |ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

(n)| = 1 and ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

(n) ∩ {(zi) , (zτ ) , (C) | C is a process constant} = ∅ for all

n ∈ N .

Name invariance ensures that the encoding function treads all source term names in the same way. Since the
encoding function L·Mπp

CCSp
does not introduce any free names and because of the rigorous use of the renaming

policy ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

(although we omit it for readability in Definition 5), our encoding satisfies a stronger version of

name invariance, where α-equivalence can be used regardless of whether σ is injective.

Lemma 5 (Name Invariance, L·Mπp

CCSp
/J·Kπp

CCSp
). For every S ∈ PS and every substitution σ, it holds that

LSσMπp

CCSp
≡α LSMπp

CCSp
σ′ and JSσKπp

CCSp
≡α JSKπp

CCSp
σ′, where σ′ is such that ϕL·M

πp

CCSp

(σ(a)) = σ′
(

ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

(a)
)

for all

a ∈ N .
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Proof. Without loss of generality we assume that σ′ behaves as identity for all names that are not in the range
of ϕL·M

πp

CCSp

. The assumption can be replaced by applying alpha conversion such that the names introduced by

the encoding function, i.e., the restricted names that are denoted by zi, zτ , or Ci in Definition 5, are not
affected by applying σ′. The proof is by induction on the encoding function.

LSMπp

CCSp
: Assume without loss of generality that S has the process definitions C1

def
= (x̃1).S1, . . . , Cn

def
= (x̃n).Sn,

where fn(Si) = {x̃i} for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. By the induction hypothesis, JSσKπp

CCSp
≡α JSKπp

CCSp
σ′. The renaming

policy ensures that ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

(n) ∩ {C1, . . . , Cn} = ∅ for all n ∈ N . Then we have:

LSσMπp

CCSp

= (νC1, . . . , Cn)
(

JSσKπp

CCSp
| !C1(x̃1). JS1Kπp

CCSp
| . . . | !Cn(x̃n). JSnKπp

CCSp

)

≡α (νC1, . . . , Cn)
(

JSKπp

CCSp
σ′ | !C1(x̃1). JS1Kπp

CCSp
| . . . | !Cn(x̃n). JSnKπp

CCSp

)

≡α (νC1, . . . , Cn)
(

JSKπp

CCSp
| !C1(x̃1). JS1Kπp

CCSp
| . . . | !Cn(x̃n). JSnKπp

CCSp

)

σ′

= LSMπp

CCSp
σ′

Note that here x̃i is short for the sequence that results from applying ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

on all names in x̃i. Because of

that, the renaming policy ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

ensures that fn

(

!Ci(x̃i). JSiKπp

CCSp

)

= {Ci} and thus that σ′ has no effect

on these terms.q
x.
⊕

i∈I piPi

yπp

CCSp
: In this case S = x.

⊕

i∈I piPi. By the induction hypothesis, JPσKπp

CCSp
≡α JP Kπp

CCSp
σ′. The

renaming policy ensures that ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

(n) ∩ {zi} = ∅ for all n ∈ N . Then we have:

JSσKπp

CCSp
=

t
σ(x).

⊕

i∈I

piPiσ

|πp

CCSp

= σ′(x).(νzi)
(

zi ⊕i∈I piini. JPiσKπp

CCSp
| zi
)

≡α σ′(x).(νzi)
(

zi ⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSp
σ′ | zi

)

≡α x.(νzi)
(

zi ⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSp
| zi
)

σ′ = JSKπp

CCSp
σ′

q
x.
⊕

i∈I piPi

yπp

CCSp
: In this case S = x.

⊕

i∈I piPi. By the induction hypothesis, JPσKπp

CCSp
≡α JP Kπp

CCSp
σ′. Then

we have:

JSσKπp

CCSp
=

t
σ(x).

⊕

i∈I

piPiσ

|πp

CCSp

= σ′(x)⊕i∈I piini. JPiσKπp

CCSp

≡α σ′(x)⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSp
σ′

≡α

(

x⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSp

)

σ′ = JSKπp

CCSp
σ′
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q
τ.
⊕

i∈I piPi

yπp

CCSp
: In this case S = τ.

⊕

i∈I piPi. By the induction hypothesis, JPσKπp

CCSp
≡α JP Kπp

CCSp
σ′. The

renaming policy ensures that ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

(n) ∩ {zτ} = ∅ for all n ∈ N . Then we have:

JSσKπp

CCSp
=

t
τ.
⊕

i∈I

piPiσ

|πp

CCSp

≡α (νzτ )
(

zτ ⊕i∈I piini. JPiσKπp

CCSp
| zτ
)

≡α (νzτ )
(

zτ ⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSp
σ′ | zτ

)

≡α (νzτ )
(

zτ ⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSp
| zτ
)

σ′ = JSKπp

CCSp
σ′

JP | QKπp

CCSp
: In this case S = P | Q. By the induction hypothesis, JPσKπp

CCSp
≡α JP Kπp

CCSp
σ′ and JQσKπp

CCSp
≡α

JQKπp

CCSp
σ′. Thereby, JSσKπp

CCSp
= JPσ | QσKπp

CCSp
= JPσKπp

CCSp
| JQσKπp

CCSp
≡α JP Kπp

CCSp
σ′ | JQKπp

CCSp
σ′ =

(

JP Kπp

CCSp
| JQKπp

CCSp

)

σ′ = JSKπp

CCSp
σ′.

JP \AKπp

CCSp
: In this case S = P \ A. Let γ be obtained from σ by removing all names in A from the domain

of σ. Moreover, let γ′ be such that ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

(γ(a)) = γ′
(

ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

(a)
)

for all a ∈ N . By the induction hypoth-

esis, JPγKπp

CCSp
≡α JP Kπp

CCSp
γ′. Then JSσKπp

CCSp
= JPγ \AKπp

CCSp
= (νA) JPγKπp

CCSp
≡α (νA)

(

JP Kπp

CCSp
γ′
)

=
(

(νA) JP Kπp

CCSp

)

σ′ = JSKπp

CCSp
σ′.

JP [f ]Kπp

CCSp
: In this case S = P [f ]. Let f ′ be such that f ′(σ(n)) = σ(f(n)) for all n ∈ N . By the induction

hypothesis, JPσKπp

CCSp
≡α JP Kπp

CCSp
σ′. Then we have:

JSσKπp

CCSp
= J(Pσ)[f ′]Kπp

CCSp
= JPσKπp

CCSp
{ranf ′/domf ′}

≡α

(

JP Kπp

CCSp
σ′
)

{ranf ′/domf ′}

=
(

JP Kπp

CCSp
{ranf/domf}

)

σ′ = JSKπp

CCSp
σ′

JC〈ỹ〉Kπp

CCSp
: In this case S = C〈ỹ〉. Let z̃ be the result of applying σ on all names in ỹ. Then JSσKπp

CCSp
=

JC〈z̃〉Kπp

CCSp
= C(z̃) = C(ỹ)σ′ = JSKπp

CCSp
σ′.

JXKπp

CCSp
: In this case S = X. Then JSσKπp

CCSp
= JXKπp

CCSp
= X = Xσ′ = JSKπp

CCSp
σ′. ⊓⊔

We introduced in Definition 10 a new variant of operational correspondence, namely weak probabilistic
operational correspondence (weak PrOC), for the encoding L·Mπp

CCSp
. For the completeness part, we have to

prove that the encoding preserves the behaviour of source terms. Therefore, we show how the translations
emulate a source term step.

Lemma 6 (Weak PrOC, Completeness, L·Mπp

CCSp
/J·Kπp

CCSp
).

∀S,∆S . S Z=⇒ ∆S implies
(

∃∆T . LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T ∧ L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆T

)

Proof. We start with a single step S 7−→ ∆S and show that we need in this case a finite and non-empty
sequence of steps LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T in the target such that L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆T . Let C1, . . . , Cn be all process

constants in S and C1
def
= (x̃1).S1, . . . , Cn

def
= (x̃n).Sn the corresponding process definitions. Then LSMπp

CCSp
=



Probabilistic Operational Correspondence (Technical Report) 11

(νC1, . . . , Cn)
(

JSKπp

CCSp
| !C1(x̃1). JS1Kπp

CCSp
| . . . | !Cn(x̃n). JSnKπp

CCSp

)

.

Since the outer restriction on C1, . . . , Cn and the subterms !Ci(x̃i). JSiKπp

CCSp
are not altered by steps of the

target term, we define the context

C([·]) = (νC1, . . . , Cn)
(

[·] | !C1(x̃1). JS1Kπp

CCSp
| . . . | !Cn(x̃n). JSnKπp

CCSp

)

to capture this part of target terms, i.e., LSMπp

CCSp
= C

(

JSKπp

CCSp

)

. By Figure 1, S 7−→ ∆S was derived from the

Rule RedCCSp
, i.e., S

τ
−−→ ∆S . To strengthen our induction hypothesis and to capture labels different from τ

we prove

∀S,∆S . S
u
−−→ ∆S implies

(

∃Ti. LSMπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti

}

i∈I

∧ L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I

piTi

)

where
τ̂

==⇒
pi

is
τ
−−→
pi,1

· · ·
τ
−−→
pi,n

,
x̂

==⇒
pi

is
τ
−−→
pi,1

· · ·
xini〈〉
−−−−→
pi,j

· · ·
τ
−−→
pi,n

,
x̂

==⇒
pi

is
τ
−−→
pi,1

· · ·
xini〈〉
−−−−→
pi,j

· · ·
τ
−−→
pi,n

, and in all three

cases pi = pi,1 · . . . · pi,n. We perform an induction over the derivation of S
u
−−→ ∆S using a case split over the

rules in Figure 1.
ProbChoiceCCSp

: We consider three subcases:
u = x: In this case S = x.

⊕

i∈I piPi as well as ∆S =
∑

i∈I piPi. By Definition 5, then JSKπp

CCSp
=

x.(νzi)
(

zi ⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSp
| zi
)

and we have L∆SMπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

JPiKπp

CCSp

)

. LSMπp

CCSp
can emu-

late the step S
τ
−−→ ∆S using the Rules Resπp

, ParLπp
, Comπp

, Branchπp
, and Selectπp

by:

LSMπp

CCSp

{

xini〈〉
−−−−→

1

τ
−−→
pi

Ti

}

i∈I

where Ti = C
(

(νzi)
(

JPiKπp

CCSp
| 0
))

The renaming policy ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

ensures that zi /∈ fn

(

JPiKπp

CCSp

)

for all i ∈ I. Then L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi.

u = x: In this case S = x.
⊕

i∈I piPi and ∆S =
∑

i∈I piPi. By Definition 5, then JSKπp

CCSp
= x ⊕i∈I

piini. JPiKπp

CCSp
and we have L∆SMπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

JPiKπp

CCSp

)

. LSMπp

CCSp
can emulate the step S

τ
−−→ ∆S

using the Rules Resπp
, ParLπp

, and Selectπp
by

LSMπp

CCSp

{

xini〈〉
−−−−→

pi

Ti

}

i∈I

where Ti = C
(

JPiKπp

CCSp

)

and where the Rules Resπp
and ParLπp

are necessary to do steps in the inner part of the encoding.
Then L∆SMπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piTi and thus L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi.

u = τ : In this case S = τ.
⊕

i∈I piPi as well as ∆S =
∑

i∈I piPi. By Definition 5, then JSKπp

CCSp
=

(νzτ )
(

zτ ⊕i∈I piini. JPiKπp

CCSp
| zτ
)

and we have L∆SMπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

JPiKπp

CCSp

)

. LSMπp

CCSp
can emulate

the step S
τ
−−→ ∆S using the Rules Resπp

, ParLπp
, Comπp

, Branchπp
, and Selectπp

by:

LSMπp

CCSp

{

τ
−−→
pi

Ti

}

i∈I

where Ti = C
(

(νzτ )
(

JPiKπp

CCSp
| 0
))

The renaming policy ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

ensures that zτ /∈ fn

(

JPiKπp

CCSp

)

for all i ∈ I. Then L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi.
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ParLCCSp
: In this case S = P | Q, P

u
−−→ ∆P =

∑

i∈I piPi, and ∆S = ∆P | Q =
∑

i∈I pi(Pi | Q). By Defini-

tion 5, then JSKπp

CCSp
= JP Kπp

CCSp
| JQKπp

CCSp
and L∆SMπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

JPiKπp

CCSp
| JQKπp

CCSp

)

. By the induction

hypothesis, the step P
u
−−→ ∆P implies LP Mπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti,P

}

i∈I

and L∆P Mπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi,P . LSMπp

CCSp
can

emulate the step S
u
−−→ ∆S using the Rules Resπp

and ParLπp
to apply the steps in LP Mπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti,P

}

i∈I

such that:

LSMπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti

}

i∈I

where Ti = C
(

T ′
i,P | JQKπp

CCSp

)

and Ti,P = C
(

T ′
i,P

)

Because L∆P Mπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi,P and L∆P Mπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

JPiKπp

CCSp

)

, then L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi.

ParRCCSp
: In this case S = P | Q, Q

u
−−→ ∆Q =

∑

i∈I piQi, and ∆S = P | ∆Q =
∑

i∈I pi(P | Qi). By

Definition 5, then JSKπp

CCSp
= JP Kπp

CCSp
| JQKπp

CCSp
and L∆SMπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

JP Kπp

CCSp
| JQiKπp

CCSp

)

. By the

induction hypothesis, the step Q
u
−−→ ∆Q implies LQMπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti,Q

}

i∈I

and L∆QMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi,Q.

LSMπp

CCSp
can emulate the step S

u
−−→ ∆S using the Rules Resπp

, ParLπp
, and ParRπp

to apply the steps

in LQMπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti,Q

}

i∈I

such that:

LSMπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti

}

i∈I

where Ti = C
(

JP Kπp

CCSp
| T ′

i,Q

)

and Ti,Q = C
(

T ′
i,Q

)

Because L∆QMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi,Q and L∆QMπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

JQiKπp

CCSp

)

, then L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi.

ComLCCSp
: Here S = P | Q, P

a
−−→ ∆P =

∑

i∈I piPi, Q
a
−−→ ∆Q =

∑

j∈J pjQj , and we have ∆S =

∆P | ∆Q =
∑

i∈I,j∈J pi · pj(Pi | Qj). By Definition 5, then JSKπp

CCSp
= JP Kπp

CCSp
| JQKπp

CCSp
and we have

L∆SMπp

CCSp
= L∆P Mπp

CCSp
| L∆QMπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I,j∈J pi·pjC
(

JPiKπp

CCSp
| JQjKπp

CCSp

)

. By the induction hypothesis, the

step P
a
−−→ ∆P implies LP Mπp

CCSp

{

â
==⇒
pi

Ti,P

}

i∈I

and L∆P Mπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi,P . By the induction hypothesis,

the step Q
a
−−→ ∆Q implies LQMπp

CCSp

{

â
==⇒
pj

Tj,Q

}

j∈J

and L∆QMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

j∈J pjTj,Q. LSMπp

CCSp
can emulate

the step S
τ
−−→ ∆S using the Rules Resπp

, ParLπp
, and ParRπp

to apply the steps in the sequences

LP Mπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti,P

}

i∈I

and LQMπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pj

Tj,Q

}

j∈J

such that:

LSMπp

CCSp

{

τ̂
===⇒
pi·pj

Ti,j

}

i∈I,j∈J

where Ti,j = C
(

T ′
i,P | T

′
j,Q

)

,

Ti,P = C
(

T ′
i,P

)

, and Tj,Q = C
(

T ′
j,Q

)

Because L∆P Mπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi,P and L∆P Mπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

JPiKπp

CCSp

)

and L∆QMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

j∈J pjTj,Q and

L∆QMπp

CCSp
=
∑

j∈J pjC
(

JQjKπp

CCSp

)

, then L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I,j∈J pi · pjTi,j .
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ComRCCSp
: This case is symmetric to the last case for ComLCCSp

.

ResCCSp
: In this case S = P \ A, P

u
−−→ ∆P =

∑

i∈I piPi, u /∈ A ∪ A, and ∆S = ∆P \ A =
∑

i∈I pi(Pi \A).

By Definition 5, then JSKπp

CCSp
= (νA) JP Kπp

CCSp
and L∆SMπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

(νA) JPiKπp

CCSp

)

. By the induction

hypothesis, then P
u
−−→ ∆P implies LP Mπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti,P

}

i∈I

and L∆P Mπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi,P . LSMπp

CCSp
can

emulate the step S
u
−−→ ∆S using the Rules Resπp

and ParLπp
to apply the steps in LP Mπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti,P

}

i∈I

such that:

LSMπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti

}

i∈I

where Ti = C
(

(νA)T ′
i,P

)

and Ti,P = C
(

T ′
i,P

)

Because L∆P Mπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi,P and L∆P Mπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

JPiKπp

CCSp

)

, then L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi.

RelabelCCSp
: In this case S = P [f ], P

v
−−→ ∆P =

∑

i∈I piPi, f(v) = u, and also ∆S = ∆P [f ] =
∑

i∈I pi(Pi[f ]). Further, by Definition 5, it follows JSKπp

CCSp
= JP Kπp

CCSp
{ranf/domf} as well as L∆SMπp

CCSp
=

∑

i∈I piC
(

JPiKπp

CCSp
{ranf/domf}

)

. By induction hypothesis, then P
v
−−→ ∆P implies LP Mπp

CCSp

{

v̂
==⇒
pi

Ti,P

}

i∈I

and L∆P Mπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi,P . LSMπp

CCSp
can emulate the step S

u
−−→ ∆S using the Rules Resπp

and ParLπp

to apply the steps in LP Mπp

CCSp

{

v̂
==⇒
pi

Ti,P

}

i∈I

such that:

LSMπp

CCSp

{

û
==⇒
pi

Ti

}

i∈I

where Ti = C
(

T ′
i,P {ranf/domf}

)

and Ti,P = C
(

T ′
i,P

)

Because L∆P Mπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi,P and L∆P Mπp

CCSp
=
∑

i∈I piC
(

JPiKπp

CCSp

)

, then L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡
∑

i∈I piTi.

RecCCSp
: In this case S = C〈ỹ〉, C

def
= (x̃)P , and ∆S = P{ỹ/x̃}. By Definition 5, then we have JSKπp

CCSp
= C(ỹ)

and L∆SMπp

CCSp
= C

(

JP{ỹ/x̃}Kπp

CCSp

)

. LSMπp

CCSp
can emulate the step S

τ
−−→ ∆S using the Rules Resπp

, ParLπp
,

Repπp
, Outπp

, and Comπp
to reduce the replicated input in the outer encoding such that:

LSMπp

CCSp

{

τ
−−→
1

T
}

where T = C
(

0 | JP Kπp

CCSp
{ϕL·M

πp

CCSp

(ỹ)/ϕL·M
πp

CCSp

(x̃)}
)

By Lemma 5, then L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡ T .

For u = τ we obtain from the above induction that S 7−→ ∆S implies the existence of some ∆T =
∑

i∈I piTi

such that LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T and L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆T , where LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T is a non-empty and finite sequence

of steps. The proof of this lemma then is by induction on the number of steps in the source term sequence
S Z=⇒ ∆S .

For soundness, we have to prove that the encoding does not introduce any new behaviour. Therefore, we
show that every sequence of steps on the target belongs to a matching sequence of steps on the source.

Lemma 7 (Weak PrOC, Weak Soundness, L·Mπp

CCSp
/J·Kπp

CCSp
).

∀S,∆T . LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T implies

(

∃∆′
S , ∆

′
T . S Z=⇒ ∆′

S ∧∆T Z=⇒ ∆′
T ∧ L∆′

SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆′

T

)
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Proof. We strengthen the proof goal for the induction, by assuming that the sequence ∆T Z=⇒ ∆′
T contains

only ω-steps. The proof is by induction on the number of steps in LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T . The base case for zero

steps, i.e., ∆T = LSMπp

CCSp
, holds trivially by choosing ∆S = S and ∆′

T = ∆T such that L∆SMπp

CCSp
= ∆′

T . For

the induction step, assume LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆∗

T 7−→ ∆T . By the induction hypothesis, there are some ∆∗∗
S and

∆∗∗
T such that S Z=⇒ ∆∗∗

S , ∆∗
T Z=⇒ ∆∗∗

T , and L∆∗∗
S Mπp

CCSp
≡ ∆∗∗

T , where the sequence ∆∗
T Z=⇒ ∆∗∗

T contains only
ω-steps. Note that, by Definition 5 and because of the renaming policy ϕL·M

πp

CCSp

, the restriction of zi ensures

that no other step on the target can be in conflict with an ω-step. Because of that, we can combine the steps
in ∆∗

T Z=⇒ ∆∗∗
T and ∆∗

T 7−→ ∆T to the sequence ∆∗
T 7−→ ∆T Z=⇒ ∆∗∗∗

T , where ∆T Z=⇒ ∆∗∗∗
T is the result of

removing the step ∆∗
T 7−→ ∆T from ∆∗

T Z=⇒ ∆∗∗
T if it is contained in this sequence and then reordering the

steps such that the remaining steps in ∆∗
T Z=⇒ ∆∗∗

T are applied after the step ∆∗
T 7−→ ∆T . We have to proof

that there are some ∆′
S and ∆′

T such that S Z=⇒ ∆′
S , ∆T Z=⇒ ∆′

T , and L∆′
SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆′

T , where the sequence

∆T Z=⇒ ∆′
T contains only ω-steps. Therefore, we construct ∆∗∗

S Z=⇒ ∆′
S and the sequence ∆∗∗∗

T Z=⇒ ∆′
T

containing only ω-steps such that S Z=⇒ ∆∗∗
S Z=⇒ ∆′

S , ∆∗
T 7−→ ∆T Z=⇒ ∆∗∗∗

T Z=⇒ ∆′
T , and L∆′

SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆′

T .

By Definition 1, ∆∗
T =

∑

i∈I piT
∗
i , ∆T =

∑

i∈I pi · ∆T,i,
∑

i∈I pi = 1, and T ∗
i 7−→ ∆T,i or ∆T,i = T ∗

i for

all i ∈ I. We perform a case split on the nature of T ∗
i 7−→ ∆T,i for all i ∈ I with ∆T,i 6= T ∗

i to generate the
initially empty sets S and T of source and target term steps. We use S and T to collect the steps that we
need for the sequences ∆∗∗

S Z=⇒ ∆′
S and ∆∗∗∗

T Z=⇒ ∆′
T .

∆∗
T 7−→ ∆T is an α-step: By Definition 6, then ∆∗

T 7−→ ∆T is a communication step on a translated source
term name x. To complete the emulation of the corresponding source term communication on x, we need
to perform the ω-step that was enabled by this α-step. Accordingly, we add the respective source term
step on x to S and the ω-step that was enabled by ∆∗

T 7−→ ∆T to T .

∆∗
T 7−→ ∆T is an ω-step: By Definition 7, then T ∗

i 7−→ ∆T,i is a communication step on an instance of the
reserved name zi. By Definition 5 and Definition 6, all in- and outputs on zi are initially guarded in the
encoding and can only be unguarded by an α-step. Accordingly, LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆∗

T contains the corresponding

α-step that unguarded the input on zi reduced in T ∗
i 7−→ ∆T,i. Since L∆∗∗

S Mπp

CCSp
≡ ∆∗∗

T , then S Z=⇒ ∆∗∗
S

already contains the corresponding communication step in the source, i.e., in this case we do not have to
add any steps to S or T .

∆∗
T 7−→ ∆T is a ζ-step: By Definition 8, then T ∗

i 7−→ ∆T,i is a communication step on an instance of the
reserved name zτ . In this case we add the source term τ -step that is emulated by T ∗

i 7−→ ∆T,i to S and
leave T unchanged.

∆∗
T 7−→ ∆T is a η-step: By Definition 9, then ∆∗

T 7−→ ∆T reduce a replicated input to emulate the unfolding
of recursion. Again we add the source term step to unfold a recursion that is emulated by T ∗

i 7−→ ∆T,i to
S and leave T unchanged.

Otherwise: By Definition 5, all steps of an encoded source term are α-steps, ω-steps, ζ-steps, or η-steps.

We observe that in all cases, we need at most one step in the source and target. Since ∆∗
T Z=⇒ ∆∗∗

T contains only
ω-steps, it can only complete the emulation of source terms steps and not start new such emulations. Because
of L∆∗∗

S Mπp

CCSp
≡ ∆∗∗

T and because the emulations of the source terms steps in S were enabled in ∆∗
T , the source

term steps in S are enabled in ∆∗∗
S . If S = ∅ then we can choose ∆′

S = ∆∗∗
S . Else ∆∗∗

S 7−→ ∆′
S be the result of

applying for each branch i ∈ I in the distribution ∆∗∗
S with a step in S the corresponding step. Similarly, if

T = ∅ then ∆′
T = ∆∗∗∗

T and else let ∆∗∗∗
T 7−→ ∆′

T apply the steps in T on the respective branches in ∆∗∗∗
T . By

Definition 5, L·Mπp

CCSp
may produce 0 or (νx)0 as junk, i.e., as leftovers from a completed emulation. However,

all forms of junk produced by L·Mπp

CCSp
are 0 and superfluous restrictions and are not observable modulo ≡.
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Since all initiated emulation attempts are completed and since ∆′
S results from performing all source term

steps emulated in the target, L∆′
SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆′

T .

Divergence reflection ensures that the encoding cannot introduce new sources of divergence.

Lemma 8 (Divergence Reflection, L·Mπp

CCSp
/J·Kπp

CCSp
).

For every S, LSMπp

CCSp
7−→ω implies S 7−→ω.

Proof. By Lemma 7, for every sequence LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T there are some ∆′

S and ∆′
T such that S Z=⇒ ∆′

S ,

∆T Z=⇒ ∆′
T , and J∆SKπp

CCSp
≡ ∆T , where in the proof of Lemma 7 we additionally show that the sequence

∆T Z=⇒ ∆′
T is a sequence of ω-steps. Moreover, from the construction of S Z=⇒ ∆′

S , this sequence contains
exactly one source term step for every α-step, every ζ-step, and every η-step in LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T . The ω-steps

are initially guarded, can be unguarded only by an α-step, and for each α-step exactly one ω-step is unguarded.
We conclude that α-steps, ω-steps, ζ-steps, and η-steps cannot introduce new loops. Since there are no other
kinds of steps, this ensures divergence reflection.

Success sensitiveness ensures that the translation passes a test if and only if the source term passes this
test.

Lemma 9 (Success Sensitiveness, L·Mπp

CCSp
/J·Kπp

CCSp
).

For every S, S⇓X iff LSMπp

CCSp
⇓X.

Proof. By Definition 5, S∗↓X iff LS∗Mπp

CCSp
↓X for all S∗. Then also ∆∗

S↓X iff L∆∗
SMπp

CCSp
↓X for all distributions

∆∗
S .

– If S⇓X, then S Z=⇒ ∆S and ∆S↓X. By Lemma 6, then LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T and L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆T . By Definition 5,

∆S↓X implies L∆SMπp

CCSp
↓X. By Lemma 4, then L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆T implies ∆T ↓X. Finally, LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T

and ∆T ↓X imply LSMπp

CCSp
⇓X.

– If LSMπp

CCSp
⇓X, then LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T and ∆T ↓X. By Lemma 7, then S Z=⇒ ∆′

S , ∆T Z=⇒ ∆′
T , and L∆′

SMπp

CCSp
≡

∆′
T . Because of ∆T Z=⇒ ∆′

T , ∆T ↓X implies ∆′
T ↓X. By Lemma 4, ∆′

T ↓X and L∆′
SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆′

T imply

L∆′
SMπp

CCSp
↓X. By Definition 5, then ∆′

S↓X. Finally, S Z=⇒ ∆′
S and ∆′

S↓X imply S⇓X. ⊓⊔

Theorem 1. The encoding L·Mπp

CCSp
satisfies weak compositionality, name invariance, weak probabilistic opera-

tional correspondence w.r.t. ≡, divergence reflection, and success sensitiveness.

Proof (Proof of Theorem 1). The proof is by the Lemmata 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, where Lemma 4 proves that ≡
is success sensitive.

3 Weak Probabilistic Operational Correspondence

Definition 11 (Correspondence Simulation, [6]). A relation R is a (weak reduction) correspondence
simulation if for each (P,Q) ∈ R:

– P Z=⇒ P ′ implies ∃Q′. Q Z=⇒ Q′ ∧ (P ′, Q′) ∈ R
– Q Z=⇒ Q′ implies ∃P ′′, Q′′. P Z=⇒ P ′′ ∧Q′ Z=⇒ Q′′ ∧ (P ′′, Q′′) ∈ R

Two terms are correspondence similar if a correspondence simulation relates them.
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A probabilistic version of correspondence simulation for a relation between probability distributions can
be derived straightforwardly from Definition 11.

Definition 12 (Probabilistic Correspondence Simulation). A relation R is a (weak) probabilistic (re-
duction) correspondence simulation if for each (P,Q) ∈ R:
– P Z=⇒ ∆ implies ∃Θ. Q Z=⇒ Θ ∧ (∆,Θ) ∈ R
– Q Z=⇒ Θ implies ∃∆′, Θ′. P Z=⇒ ∆′ ∧Θ Z=⇒ Θ′ ∧ (∆′, Θ′) ∈ R

Two terms are probabilistic correspondence similar if a probabilistic correspondence simulation relates them.

Definition 13 (Probabilistic Correspondence Simulation on Distributions). A relation R on distri-
butions is a (weak) probabilistic (reduction) correspondence simulation if for each (∆,Θ) ∈ R:
– ∆ Z=⇒ ∆′ implies ∃Θ′. Θ Z=⇒ Θ′ ∧ (∆′, Θ′) ∈ R
– Θ Z=⇒ Θ′ implies ∃∆′′, Θ′′. ∆ Z=⇒ ∆′′ ∧Θ′ Z=⇒ Θ′′ ∧ (∆′′, Θ′′) ∈ R

Two terms are probabilistic correspondence similar if a probabilistic correspondence simulation relates them.

If R is a preorder and a probabilistic correspondence simulation then so is R.

Lemma 10 (Preservation of the Correspondence Property).
If the preorder R is a probabilistic correspondence simulation then so is R.

Proof (Proof of Lemma 10). Assume a probabilistic correspondence simulation R that is a preorder and
(∆,Θ) ∈ R. Since R is a preorder and by the Lemmata 1 and 2, R is a preorder. By Definition 2, then there
is some index set I such that ∆ =

∑

i∈I piPi, Θ =
∑

i∈I piQi,
∑

i∈I pi = 1, and for each i ∈ I we have
(Pi, Qi) ∈ R.
– Assume ∆ Z=⇒ ∆′. If ∆′ = ∆ then we can choose Θ′ = Θ such that Θ Z=⇒ Θ′ and (∆′, Θ′) ∈ R. Else,

by Definition 1, then ∆′ =
∑

i∈I pi∆
′
i and for some (at least one) i ∈ I a processes Pi in ∆ performed

a sequence of at least one step Pi Z=⇒ ∆′
i. For all other i we have ∆′

i = Pi. Since R is a probabilistic
correspondence simulation, (Pi, Qi) ∈ R and Pi 7−→ ∆′

i imply Qi Z=⇒ Θ′
i and (∆′

i, Θ
′
i) ∈ R. For the i ∈ I

without a step, we choose Θ′
i = Qi such that Qi Z=⇒ Θ′

i and (∆′
i, Θ

′
i) ∈ R. Then Θ Z=⇒ Θ′ =

∑

i∈I piΘ
′
i

and (∆′
i, Θ

′
i) ∈ R.

– Assume Θ Z=⇒ Θ′. If Θ′ = Θ then we can choose ∆′′ = ∆ and Θ′′ = Θ such that ∆ Z=⇒ ∆′′, Θ′ Z=⇒ Θ′′,
and (∆′′, Θ′′) ∈ R. Else, by Definition 1, then Θ′ =

∑

i∈I piΘ
′
i and for some (at least one) i ∈ I a processes

Qi in Θ performed a sequence of at least one step Qi Z=⇒ Θ′
i. For all other i we have Θ′

i = Qi. Since R
is a probabilistic correspondence simulation, (Pi, Qi) ∈ R and Qi 7−→ Θ′

i imply Pi Z=⇒ ∆′′
i , Θ′

i Z=⇒ Θ′′
i ,

and (∆′′
i , Θ

′′
i ) ∈ R. For the i ∈ I without a step, we choose ∆′′

i = Pi and Θ′′
i = Θi such that Pi Z=⇒ ∆′′

i ,
Θ′

i Z=⇒ Θ′′
i and (∆′′

i , Θ
′′
i ) ∈ R. Then ∆ Z=⇒ ∆′′ =

∑

i∈I pi∆
′′
i , Θ′ Z=⇒ Θ′′ =

∑

i∈I piΘ
′′
i and (∆′′

i , Θ
′′
i ) ∈ R.

We conclude that R is a probabilistic correspondence simulation.

Theorem 2 (Weak PrOC). J·K is weakly probabilistically operationally corresponding w.r.t. a preorder RT ⊆
P2
T that is a probabilistic correspondence simulation iff
∃RJ·K.

(

∀S. (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K

)

∧ RT = RJ·K↾PT
∧
(

∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT

)

∧ RJ·K is a preorder
and a probabilistic correspondence simulation.

One of the condition in Theorem 2 is that the relation RT on the target is obtained from the induced
relation RJ·K between source and target by reduction on target terms, i.e., RT = RJ·K↾PT

. We prove that this
property is preserved by the lift operation in Definition 2.

Lemma 11. If RT = RJ·K↾PT
then RT = RJ·K↾PT

.
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Proof. Assume RT = RJ·K↾PT
. By Definition 2, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K if

(i) ∆ =
∑

i∈I piPi, where I is a finite index set and
∑

i∈I pi = 1,
(ii) for each i ∈ I there is a process Qi such that (Pi, Qi) ∈ RJ·K, and

(iii) Θ =
∑

i∈I piQi.

Then (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K↾PT
if

(i) ∆ =
∑

i∈I piPi in the target, where I is a finite index set and
∑

i∈I pi = 1,
(ii) for each i ∈ I there is a process Qi such that (Pi, Qi) ∈ RJ·K↾PT

, and

(iii) Θ =
∑

i∈I piQi in the target.

Since RT = RJ·K↾PT
and by Definition 2, then RT = RJ·K↾PT

.

The condition RT = RJ·K↾PT
in Theorem 2 allows us to prove that RT is a preorder if RJ·K is a preorder.

Lemma 12. If RJ·K is a preorder and RT = RJ·K↾PT
then RT is a preorder.

Proof. Assume a preorder RJ·K and RT = RJ·K↾PT
.

Reflexivity: Since RJ·K is reflexive, (T, T ) ∈ RJ·K for all target terms T . Because of RT = RJ·K↾PT
, then

(T, T ) ∈ RT.
Transitivity: Assume (T1, T2) ∈ RT and (T2, T3) ∈ RT for some target terms T1, T2, and T3. Because of
RT = RJ·K↾PT

, then (T1, T2) ∈ RJ·K and (T2, T3) ∈ RJ·K. Since RJ·K is transitive, then (T1, T3) ∈ RJ·K.
Because of RT = RJ·K↾PT

, then (T1, T3) ∈ RT.
We conclude that RT is a preorder.

The condition ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT is necessary to ensure (with the remaining properties)
that the encoding satisfies weak PrOC in the ’only if’-case of Theorem 2. Therefore we lift this property to
distributions.

Lemma 13. If ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT then for all distributions ∆S on the source and all

distributions ∆T on the target (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K implies (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT.

Proof. Assume ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT and (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K. By Definition 2, then there

is some index set I such that ∆S =
∑

i∈I piSi, ∆T =
∑

i∈I piTi,
∑

i∈I pi = 1, and for each i ∈ I we have
(Si, Ti) ∈ RJ·K. With ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT, then (JSiK, Ti) ∈ RT for each i ∈ I. By

Definition 2, then (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT.

To prove Theorem 2, it is necessary to ensure that RT is a probabilistic correspondence simulation if RJ·K

is.

Lemma 14. If RJ·K is a probabilistic correspondence simulation and RT = RJ·K↾PT
then RT is a probabilistic

correspondence simulation.

Proof. Assume that RJ·K is a probabilistic correspondence simulation and RT = RJ·K↾PT
. Moreover, assume

(T1, T2) ∈ RT. Because of RT = RJ·K↾PT
, then (T1, T2) ∈ RJ·K.

Case (i): Assume T1 Z=⇒ ∆. Since RJ·K is a probabilistic correspondence simulation, then T2 Z=⇒ Θ and

(∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K. With RT = RJ·K↾PT
and Lemma 11, then (∆,Θ) ∈ RT.

Case (ii): Assume T2 Z=⇒ Θ. Since RJ·K is a probabilistic correspondence simulation, then T1 Z=⇒ ∆′, Θ Z=⇒
Θ′, and (∆′, Θ′) ∈ RJ·K. With RT = RJ·K↾PT

and Lemma 11, then (∆′, Θ′) ∈ RT.
We conclude that RT is a probabilistic correspondence simulation.
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Next we show the main theorem of Section 3. Weak probabilistic operational correspondence induces a
relation between source and target terms that is a probabilistic correspondence simulation. More precisely,
Theorem 2 states:

J·K is weakly probabilistically operationally corresponding w.r.t. a preorder RT ⊆ P2
T that is a proba-

bilistic correspondence simulation iff ∃RJ·K.
(

∀S. (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K

)

∧RT = RJ·K↾PT

∧
(

∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT

)

∧ RJ·K is a preorder and a probabilistic correspondence
simulation.

Proof (Proof of Theorem 2). We prove the two directions of the result separately.

if (−→): Assume that J·K is weakly probabilistically operationally corresponding w.r.t. a preorder RT ⊆ P2
T

that is a probabilistic correspondence simulation. We construct RJ·K from RT by adding (S, JSK) for all
source terms S and then building the reflexive and transitive closure. Accordingly, ∀S. (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K holds
by construction. Since we did not add any pairs of only source terms, i.e., no pairs of the form (S1, S2) where
both S1 and S2 are source terms, and since the only such pairs added by the reflexive and transitive closure
are of the form (S, S), we have RT = RJ·K↾PT

. Next we prove that ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT.
Therefore, fix some S and T and assume (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K. By the construction of RJ·K, (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K and all
pairs relating a source and a target term contain a source term and its literal translation or result from
such a pair, RT, and the transitive closure in the construction of RJ·K. Hence, T = JSK or (JSK, T ) ∈ RT.
In the former case, (JSK, T ) ∈ RT follows from the reflexivity of RT. The latter case directly provides
(JSK, T ) ∈ RT. That RJ·K is a preorder directly follows from the construction of RJ·K, because we used the
reflexive and transitive closure. As last condition we have to show thatRJ·K is a probabilistic correspondence
simulation. By Definition 12, for all (P,Q) ∈ RJ·K and all P Z=⇒ ∆ we have to find Q Z=⇒ Θ such that

(∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K and for all Q Z=⇒ Θ we have to find P Z=⇒ ∆′ and Θ Z=⇒ Θ′ such that (∆′, Θ′) ∈ RJ·K. By
the construction of RJ·K, P may be a source or target term, but Q is a target term.

– Assume P Z=⇒ ∆. If P is a source term, then we have JP K Z=⇒ ∆′ with (∆,∆′) ∈ RT, because of
completeness in weak PrOC in Definition 10. Since Q is a target term and by the construction of RJ·K,
(P,Q) ∈ RJ·K implies (JP K, Q) ∈ RJ·K. Because of RT = RJ·K↾PT

, then (JP K, Q) ∈ RT. Then Q Z=⇒ Θ

and (∆′, Θ) ∈ RT, because RT is a probabilistic correspondence simulation. With the transitivity of
RT and thus RT, (∆,∆′) ∈ RT and (∆′, Θ) ∈ RT imply (∆,Θ) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K follows

from (∆,Θ) ∈ RT, by the construction of RJ·K.
Else, assume that P is a target term. Then (P,Q) ∈ RJ·K implies (P,Q) ∈ RT, because Q is a target
term and RT = RJ·K↾PT

. Since RT is a probabilistic correspondence simulation (see Definition 12),

then P Z=⇒ ∆ implies Q Z=⇒ Θ with (∆,Θ) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K follows from (∆,Θ) ∈ RT,
by the construction of RJ·K.

– Assume Q Z=⇒ Θ. If P is a source term, then (JP K, Q) ∈ RJ·K, by the construction of RJ·K. Because
of RT = RJ·K↾PT

, then (JP K, Q) ∈ RT. Since RT is a probabilistic correspondence simulation (see

second case of Definition 12), then Q Z=⇒ Θ implies JP K Z=⇒ ∆′
T , Θ Z=⇒ Θ′, and (∆′

T , Θ
′) ∈ RT. From

JP K Z=⇒ ∆′
T we obtain P Z=⇒ ∆′′ and ∆′

T Z=⇒ ∆′′
T with (∆′′, ∆′′

T ) ∈ RT, because of soundness in weak
PrOC in Definition 10. By Lemma 10, RT is a probabilistic correspondence simulation. By the first
case of Definition 13, then (∆′

T , Θ
′) ∈ RT and ∆′

T Z=⇒ ∆′′
T imply Θ′ Z=⇒ Θ′′ and (∆′′

T , Θ
′′) ∈ RT.

By transitivity, we obtain (∆′′, Θ′′) ∈ RT and Θ Z=⇒ Θ′′. Finally, (∆′′, Θ′′) ∈ RJ·K follows from

(∆′′, Θ′′) ∈ RT, by the construction of RJ·K.
Else, assume that P is a target term. Then (P,Q) ∈ RJ·K implies (P,Q) ∈ RT, because Q is a target
term and RT = RJ·K↾PT

. Since RT is a probabilistic correspondence simulation (see Definition 12),
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then Q Z=⇒ Θ implies P Z=⇒ ∆′, Θ Z=⇒ Θ′, and (∆′, Θ′) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆′, Θ′) ∈ RJ·K follows from

(∆′, Θ′) ∈ RT, by the construction of RJ·K.
only if (←−): We assume that there is a relation RJ·K such that ∀S. (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K, RT = RJ·K↾PT

,
∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT, and RJ·K is a preorder and a probabilistic correspondence simula-
tion. We start with weak probabilistic operational correspondence.
Completeness: Assume S Z=⇒ ∆S . Since (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K and because RJ·K is a probabilistic correspon-

dence simulation, then JSK Z=⇒ ∆T and (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K. By ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT

and Lemma 13, then (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K implies (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT.
Weak Soundness: Assume JSK Z=⇒ ∆T . Since (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K and because RJ·K is a probabilistic corre-

spondence simulation, then S Z=⇒ ∆S , ∆T Z=⇒ ∆′
T , and (∆S , ∆

′
T ) ∈ RJ·K. By ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→

(JSK, T ) ∈ RT and Lemma 13, (∆S , ∆
′
T ) ∈ RJ·K implies (J∆SK, ∆′

T ) ∈ RT.
By Definition 10, then J·K is weakly probabilistically operationally corresponding w.r.t. RT. Finally, since
RJ·K is a preorder and a probabilistic correspondence simulation and because of the Lemmata 12 and 14,
RT is a preorder and a probabilistic correspondence simulation. ⊓⊔

4 (Strong) Probabilistic Operational Correspondence

Definition 14 (Probabilistic Bisimulation). A relation R is a probabilistic (reduction) bisimulation if
for each (P,Q) ∈ R:
– P Z=⇒ ∆ implies ∃Θ. Q Z=⇒ Θ ∧ (∆,Θ) ∈ R
– Q Z=⇒ Θ implies ∃∆. P Z=⇒ ∆ ∧ (∆,Θ) ∈ R

Two terms are probabilistic bisimilar if a probabilistic bisimulation relates them.

We can reuse several of the auxiliary results derived in Section 3 for the proof of Theorem 3. But we have
to adapt Lemma 14 to probabilistic bisimulation.

Lemma 15. If RJ·K is a probabilistic bisimulation and RT = RJ·K↾PT
then RT is a probabilistic bisimulation.

Proof. Assume that RJ·K is a probabilistic bisimulation and RT = RJ·K↾PT
. Moreover, assume (T1, T2) ∈ RT.

Because of RT = RJ·K↾PT
, then (T1, T2) ∈ RJ·K.

Case (i): Assume T1 Z=⇒ ∆. Since RJ·K is a probabilistic bisimulation, then T2 Z=⇒ Θ and (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K.

With RT = RJ·K↾PT
and Lemma 11, then (∆,Θ) ∈ RT.

Case (ii): Assume T2 Z=⇒ Θ. Since RJ·K is a probabilistic bisimulation, then T1 Z=⇒ ∆ and (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K.

With RT = RJ·K↾PT
and Lemma 11, then (∆,Θ) ∈ RT.

We conclude that RT is a probabilistic bisimulation.

Definition 15 (Probabilistic Operational Correspondence). An encoding J·K : PS → PT is probabilistic
operationally corresponding (PrOC) w.r.t. RT ⊆ P2

T if it is:
Probabilistic Complete:

∀S,∆S . S Z=⇒ ∆S implies
(

∃∆T . JSK Z=⇒ ∆T ∧ (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT

)

Probabilistic Sound:
∀S,∆T . JSK Z=⇒ ∆T implies

(

∃∆S . S Z=⇒ ∆S ∧ (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT

)

Theorem 3 (PrOC). J·K is probabilistically operationally corresponding w.r.t. a preorder RT ⊆ P2
T that is a

probabilistic bisimulation iff
∃RJ·K.

(

∀S. (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K

)

∧ RT = RJ·K↾PT
∧
(

∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT

)

∧ RJ·K is a preorder
and a probabilistic bisimulation.
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Proof (Proof of Theorem 3). We prove the two directions of the result separately.

if (−→): Assume that J·K is probabilistically operationally corresponding w.r.t. a preorder RT ⊆ P2
T that is a

probabilistic bisimulation. We construct RJ·K from RT by adding (S, JSK) for all source terms S and then
building the reflexive and transitive closure. Accordingly, ∀S. (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K holds by construction. Since
we did not add any pairs of only source terms, i.e., no pairs of the form (S1, S2) where both S1 and S2 are
source terms, and since the only such pairs added by the reflexive and transitive closure are of the form
(S, S), we have RT = RJ·K↾PT

. Next we prove that ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT. Therefore, fix
some S and T and assume (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K. By the construction of RJ·K, (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K and all pairs relating
a source and a target term contain a source term and its literal translation or result from such a pair, RT,
and the transitive closure in the construction of RJ·K. Hence, T = JSK or (JSK, T ) ∈ RT. In the former case,
(JSK, T ) ∈ RT follows from the reflexivity of RT. The latter case directly provides (JSK, T ) ∈ RT. That RJ·K

is a preorder directly follows from the construction of RJ·K, because we used the reflexive and transitive
closure. As last condition we have to show that RJ·K is a probabilistic bisimulation. By Definition 14, for
all (P,Q) ∈ RJ·K and all P Z=⇒ ∆ we have to find Q Z=⇒ Θ such that (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K and for all Q Z=⇒ Θ we

have to find P Z=⇒ ∆ such that (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K. By the construction of RJ·K, P may be a source or target
term, but Q is a target term.

– Assume P Z=⇒ ∆. If P is a source term, then we have JP K Z=⇒ ∆′ with (∆,∆′) ∈ RT, because of
completeness in PrOC in Definition 15. Since Q is a target term and by the construction of RJ·K,
(P,Q) ∈ RJ·K implies (JP K, Q) ∈ RJ·K. Because of RT = RJ·K↾PT

, then (JP K, Q) ∈ RT. Then Q Z=⇒ Θ

and (∆′, Θ) ∈ RT, because RT is a probabilistic bisimulation. With the transitivity of RT and thus RT,
(∆,∆′) ∈ RT and (∆′, Θ) ∈ RT imply (∆,Θ) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K follows from (∆,Θ) ∈ RT,
by the construction of RJ·K.
Else, assume that P is a target term. Then (P,Q) ∈ RJ·K implies (P,Q) ∈ RT, because Q is a target term
and RT = RJ·K↾PT

. Since RT is a probabilistic bisimulation (see Definition 14), then P Z=⇒ ∆ implies

Q Z=⇒ Θ with (∆,Θ) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K follows from (∆,Θ) ∈ RT, by the construction of
RJ·K.

– Assume Q Z=⇒ Θ. If P is a source term, then (JP K, Q) ∈ RJ·K, by the construction of RJ·K. Because
of RT = RJ·K↾PT

, then (JP K, Q) ∈ RT. Since RT is a probabilistic bisimulation (see second case of

Definition 14), then Q Z=⇒ Θ implies JP K Z=⇒ ∆T and (∆T , Θ) ∈ RT. From JP K Z=⇒ ∆T we obtain
P Z=⇒ ∆ with (∆,∆T ) ∈ RT, because of soundness in PrOC in Definition 15. By transitivity, we obtain
(∆,Θ) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K follows from (∆,Θ) ∈ RT, by the construction of RJ·K.
Else, assume that P is a target term. Then (P,Q) ∈ RJ·K implies (P,Q) ∈ RT, because Q is a target
term and RT = RJ·K↾PT

. Since RT is a probabilistic bisimulation (see Definition 14), then Q Z=⇒ Θ

implies P Z=⇒ ∆ and (∆,Θ) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K follows from (∆,Θ) ∈ RT, by the construction
of RJ·K.

only if (←−): We assume that there is a relation RJ·K such that ∀S. (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K, RT = RJ·K↾PT
,

∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT, and RJ·K is a preorder and a probabilistic bisimulation. We
start with probabilistic operational correspondence.

Completeness: Assume S Z=⇒ ∆S . Since (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K and because RJ·K is a probabilistic bisimulation,

then JSK Z=⇒ ∆T and (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K. By ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT and Lemma 13,

then (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K implies (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT.
Soundness: Assume JSK Z=⇒ ∆T . Since (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K and because RJ·K is a probabilistic bisimulation,

then S Z=⇒ ∆S and (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K. By ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT and Lemma 13, then

(∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K implies (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT.
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By Definition 15, then J·K is probabilistically operationally corresponding w.r.t. RT. Finally, since RJ·K is
a preorder and a probabilistic bisimulation and because of the Lemmata 12 and 15, RT is a preorder and
a probabilistic bisimulation. ⊓⊔

Definition 16 (Strong Probabilistic Bisimulation). A relation R is a strong probabilistic (reduction)
bisimulation if for each (P,Q) ∈ R:
– P 7−→ ∆ implies ∃Θ. Q 7−→ Θ ∧ (∆,Θ) ∈ R
– Q 7−→ Θ implies ∃∆. P 7−→ ∆ ∧ (∆,Θ) ∈ R

Two terms are strong probabilistic bisimilar if a strong probabilistic bisimulation relates them.

Definition 17 (Strong Probabilistic Operational Correspondence). An encoding J·K : PS → PT is
strongly probabilistic operationally corresponding (strong PrOC) w.r.t. RT ⊆ P2

T if it is:
Strongly Probabilistic Complete:

∀S,∆S . S 7−→ ∆S implies
(

∃∆T . JSK 7−→ ∆T ∧ (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT

)

Strongly Probabilistic Sound:
∀S,∆T . JSK 7−→ ∆T implies

(

∃∆S . S 7−→ ∆S ∧ (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT

)

Again, we adapt Lemma 14 to strong probabilistic bisimulation.

Lemma 16. If RJ·K is a strong probabilistic bisimulation and RT = RJ·K↾PT
then RT is a strong probabilistic

bisimulation.

Proof. Assume that RJ·K is a strong probabilistic bisimulation and RT = RJ·K↾PT
. Moreover, assume (T1, T2) ∈

RT. Because of RT = RJ·K↾PT
, then (T1, T2) ∈ RJ·K.

Case (i): Assume T1 7−→ ∆. Since RJ·K is a strong probabilistic bisimulation, then T2 7−→ Θ and (∆,Θ) ∈

RJ·K. With RT = RJ·K↾PT
and Lemma 11, then (∆,Θ) ∈ RT.

Case (ii): Assume T2 7−→ Θ. Since RJ·K is a strong probabilistic bisimulation, then T1 7−→ ∆ and (∆,Θ) ∈

RJ·K. With RT = RJ·K↾PT
and Lemma 11, then (∆,Θ) ∈ RT.

We conclude that RT is a probabilistic bisimulation.

Then can show Theorem 4:

Theorem 4 (Strong PrOC). J·K is strongly probabilistically operationally corresponding w.r.t. a preorder
RT ⊆ P2

T that is a strong probabilistic bisimulation iff
∃RJ·K.

(

∀S. (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K

)

∧ RT = RJ·K↾PT
∧
(

∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT

)

∧ RJ·K is a preorder
and a strong probabilistic bisimulation.

Proof (Proof of Theorem 4). We prove the two directions of the result separately.
if (−→): Assume that J·K is strongly probabilistically operationally corresponding w.r.t. a preorder RT ⊆ P2

T

that is a strong probabilistic bisimulation. We construct RJ·K from RT by adding (S, JSK) for all source
terms S and then building the reflexive and transitive closure. Accordingly, ∀S. (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K holds by
construction. Since we did not add any pairs of only source terms, i.e., no pairs of the form (S1, S2) where
both S1 and S2 are source terms, and since the only such pairs added by the reflexive and transitive closure
are of the form (S, S), we have RT = RJ·K↾PT

. Next we prove that ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT.
Therefore, fix some S and T and assume (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K. By the construction of RJ·K, (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K and all
pairs relating a source and a target term contain a source term and its literal translation or result from
such a pair, RT, and the transitive closure in the construction of RJ·K. Hence, T = JSK or (JSK, T ) ∈ RT.
In the former case, (JSK, T ) ∈ RT follows from the reflexivity of RT. The latter case directly provides
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(JSK, T ) ∈ RT. That RJ·K is a preorder directly follows from the construction of RJ·K, because we used
the reflexive and transitive closure. As last condition we have to show that RJ·K is strong a probabilistic
bisimulation. By Definition 16, for all (P,Q) ∈ RJ·K and all P 7−→ ∆ we have to find Q 7−→ Θ such that

(∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K and for all Q 7−→ Θ we have to find P 7−→ ∆ such that (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K. By the construction
of RJ·K, P may be a source or target term, but Q is a target term.

– Assume P 7−→ ∆. If P is a source term, then we have JP K 7−→ ∆′ with (∆,∆′) ∈ RT, because of
strong completeness in strong PrOC in Definition 17. Since Q is a target term and by the construction
of RJ·K, (P,Q) ∈ RJ·K implies (JP K, Q) ∈ RJ·K. Because of RT = RJ·K↾PT

, then (JP K, Q) ∈ RT. Then

Q 7−→ Θ and (∆′, Θ) ∈ RT, because RT is a strong probabilistic bisimulation. With the transitivity of
RT and thus RT, (∆,∆′) ∈ RT and (∆′, Θ) ∈ RT imply (∆,Θ) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K follows

from (∆,Θ) ∈ RT, by the construction of RJ·K.
Else, assume that P is a target term. Then (P,Q) ∈ RJ·K implies (P,Q) ∈ RT, because Q is a target
term and RT = RJ·K↾PT

. Since RT is a strong probabilistic bisimulation (see Definition 16), then

P 7−→ ∆ implies Q 7−→ Θ with (∆,Θ) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K follows from (∆,Θ) ∈ RT, by the
construction of RJ·K.

– Assume Q 7−→ Θ. If P is a source term, then (JP K, Q) ∈ RJ·K, by the construction of RJ·K. Because
of RT = RJ·K↾PT

, then (JP K, Q) ∈ RT. Since RT is a strong probabilistic bisimulation (see second

case of Definition 16), then Q 7−→ Θ implies JP K 7−→ ∆T and (∆T , Θ) ∈ RT. From JP K 7−→ ∆T we
obtain P 7−→ ∆ with (∆,∆T ) ∈ RT, because of strong soundness in strong PrOC in Definition 17.
By transitivity, we obtain (∆,Θ) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K follows from (∆,Θ) ∈ RT, by the
construction of RJ·K.
Else, assume that P is a target term. Then (P,Q) ∈ RJ·K implies (P,Q) ∈ RT, because Q is a target
term and RT = RJ·K↾PT

. Since RT is a strong probabilistic bisimulation (see Definition 16), then

Q 7−→ Θ implies P 7−→ ∆ and (∆,Θ) ∈ RT. Finally, (∆,Θ) ∈ RJ·K follows from (∆,Θ) ∈ RT, by the
construction of RJ·K.

only if (←−): We assume that there is a relation RJ·K such that ∀S. (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K, RT = RJ·K↾PT
,

∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT, and RJ·K is a preorder and a strong probabilistic bisimulation. We
start with strong probabilistic operational correspondence.
Strong Completeness: Assume S 7−→ ∆S . Since (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K and because RJ·K is a strong probabilis-

tic bisimulation, then JSK 7−→ ∆T and (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K. By ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT

and Lemma 13, then (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K implies (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT.
Strong Soundness: Assume JSK 7−→ ∆T . Since (S, JSK) ∈ RJ·K and because RJ·K is a strong probabilistic

bisimulation, then S 7−→ ∆S and (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K. By ∀S, T. (S, T ) ∈ RJ·K −→ (JSK, T ) ∈ RT and

Lemma 13, then (∆S , ∆T ) ∈ RJ·K implies (J∆SK, ∆T ) ∈ RT.
By Definition 17, then J·K is strongly probabilistically operationally corresponding w.r.t. RT. Finally, since
RJ·K is a preorder and a strong probabilistic bisimulation and because of the Lemmata 12 and 16, RT is a
preorder and a strong probabilistic bisimulation. ⊓⊔

Similar to Lemma 4, we show that ≡ is barb sensitive.

Lemma 17 (≡ is Barb Sensitive).
If T1 ≡ T2 then T1↓n ←→ T2↓n for all n ∈ N ∪N .
Moreover, if ∆1 ≡ ∆2 then ∆1↓n ←→ ∆2↓n for all n ∈ N ∪N .

Proof. Fix some n ∈ N ∪N . The proof is by induction on the definition of ≡. All cases are immediate.
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α-Equivalence ≡α: In this case T1 ≡α T2. Since barbs via labelled steps on unrestricted names, we have
T1↓n iff T2↓n.

P | 0 ≡ P : In this case T1 = T2 | 0. Since 0 does not contain any barbs, then T1↓n iff T2↓n.
P | Q ≡ Q | P : In this case T1 = P | Q and T2 = Q | P . Then T1↓X iff (P↓n ∨Q↓n) iff T2↓n.
P | (Q | R) ≡ (P | Q) | R: In this case T1 = P | (Q | R) as well as T2 = (P | Q) | R. Thereby, T1↓X iff

(P↓n ∨Q↓n ∨R↓n) iff T2↓n.
(νx)0 ≡ 0: In this case T1 = (νx)0 and T2 = 0. Since 0 does not contain any barbs, then T16 ↓n and T26 ↓n.
(νxy)P ≡ (νyx)P : Then T1 = (νxy)P and T2 = (νyx)P . Since only unrestricted actions can be observed,

then T1↓n iff P↓n iff T2↓n.
(νx)(P | Q) ≡ P | (νx)Q: In this case T1 = (νx) (P | Q) and T2 = P | (νx)Q, where x /∈ fn(P ). Here x /∈ fn(P )

ensures that P6 ↓x and P6 ↓x. Then T1↓n iff ((P↓n ∨Q↓n) ∧ n 6= x ∧ n 6= x) iff T2↓n.
∆1 ≡ ∆2: In this case there is a finite index set I such that ∆1 =

∑

i∈I piPi, ∆2 =
∑

i∈I piQi, and Pi ≡ Qi

for all i ∈ I. Because of Pi ≡ Qi, we have Pi↓n iff Qi↓n for all i ∈ I. Then ∆1↓n iff ∆2↓n. ⊓⊔

Then we can show that the encoding L·Mπp

CCSp
also respects barbs, i.e.,:

Lemma 18 (Barb Sensitiveness, L·Mπp

CCSp
/J·Kπp

CCSp
).

For every S and all n ∈ N ∪N , S⇓n iff LSMπp

CCSp
⇓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n).

Proof (Proof of Lemma 18). By Definition 5, i.e., since the encoding function does not introduce new free
names and because of the rigorous use of the renaming policy ϕL·M

πp

CCSp

, S∗↓n iff LS∗Mπp

CCSp
↓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n) for all S∗.

Then also ∆∗
S↓n iff L∆∗

SMπp

CCSp
↓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n) for all distributions ∆∗
S .

If S⇓n, then S Z=⇒ ∆S and ∆S↓n. By Lemma 6, then LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T and L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆T . By Defi-

nition 5, ∆S↓n implies L∆SMπp

CCSp
↓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n). By Lemma 17, then L∆SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆T implies ∆T ↓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n).

Finally, LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T and ∆T ↓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n) imply LSMπp

CCSp
⇓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n).

If LSMπp

CCSp
⇓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n), then LSMπp

CCSp
Z=⇒ ∆T and ∆T ↓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n). By Lemma 7, then S Z=⇒ ∆′
S , ∆T Z=⇒ ∆′

T , and

L∆′
SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆′

T . Because of ∆T Z=⇒ ∆′
T , ∆T ↓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n) implies ∆′
T ↓ϕL·M

πp
CCSp

(n). By Lemma 17, ∆′
T ↓ϕL·M

πp
CCSp

(n)

and L∆′
SMπp

CCSp
≡ ∆′

T imply L∆′
SMπp

CCSp
↓ϕ

L·M
πp
CCSp

(n). By Definition 5, then ∆′
S↓n. Finally, S Z=⇒ ∆′

S and ∆′
S↓n

imply S⇓n. ⊓⊔
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