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Complete Dynamic Logic of Communicating Hybrid Programs
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This article presents a relatively complete proof calculus for the dynamic logic of communicating hybrid programs dLCHP. Beyond

traditional hybrid systems mixing discrete and continuous dynamics, communicating hybrid programs feature parallel interactions of

hybrid systems. This not only compounds the subtleties of hybrid and parallel systems but adds the truly simultaneous synchronized

evolution of parallel hybrid dynamics as a new challenge. To enable compositional reasoning about communicating hybrid programs

nevertheless, dLCHP combines differential dynamic logic dL and assumption-commitment reasoning. To maintain the logical essence

of dynamic logic axiomatizations, dLCHP’s proof calculus presents a newmodal logic view onto ac-reasoning. This modal view drives

a decomposition of classical monolithic proof rules for parallel systems reasoning into new modular axioms, which yields better

flexibility and simplifies soundness arguments. Adequacy of the proof calculus is shown by two completeness results: First, dLCHP

is complete relative to the logic of communication traces and differential equation properties. This result proves the new modular

modal view sufficient for reasoning about parallel hybrid systems, and captures modular strategies for reasoning about concrete

parallel hybrid systems. The second result proof-theoretically aligns dLCHP and dL by proving that reasoning about parallel hybrid

systems is exactly as hard as reasoning about hybrid systems, continuous systems, or discrete systems. This completeness result

reveals the possibility of representational succinctness in parallel hybrid systems proofs.

CCS Concepts: • Theory of computation→ Timed and hybrid models; Proof theory; Modal and temporal logics; Process

calculi; Programming logic.

Additional KeyWords and Phrases: Parallel hybrid systems, Parallel programs, hybrid systems, Differential dynamic logic, Assumption-

commitment reasoning, CSP, Completeness

1 INTRODUCTION

Hybrid systems combine discrete and continuous dynamics following discrete jumps and differential equations. Paral-

lel systems simultaneously run subsystems tied together by communication. Both system classes interlock dynamical

behavior in a way that their sum becomes more complex than their pieces making each—the verification of hybrid

[1, 2, 19, 39] and parallel systems [3, 12, 28, 36]—significant challenges. This article studies parallel interactions of

hybrid systems, leading to the combined discrete, continuous, and parallel dynamics of parallel hybrid systems. The

combination of hybrid and parallel dynamics poses genuinely new challenges including the simultaneous synchro-

nization of subsystems in a global time. While different variants of parallel actions are considered in parallel program

verification [7, 8], parallel hybrid systems require true simultaneous parallel composition, because not even interleav-

ing is enough to represent the fact that hybrid systems composed in parallel truly evolve at the same shared time and

that it would be counterfactual in classical mechanics to have a simultaneous parallel composition whose subsystems

take a different amount of time from the initial state to the final state. The study of parallel hybrid systems safety is

important, because cyber-physical systems (CPSs) naturally feature parallel hybrid systems stemming from separate

subsystems.

This article follows the logic of multi-dynamical systems principle [45, 48] in order to tame the analytic complex-

ity and disentangle the mixed effects of discrete, continuous, and parallel system dynamics, which would otherwise

Authors’ addresses: Marvin Brieger, marvin.brieger@sosy.ifi.lmu.de, LMUMunich, Germany; Stefan Mitsch, DePaul University, Illinois, USA, smitsch@

depaul.edu; Andŕe Platzer, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, Germany, platzer@kit.edu.

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2408.05012v1


2 M. Brieger, S. Mitsch, and A. Platzer

be overwhelming. The article studies the dynamic logic of communicating hybrid programs dLCHP [6], which extends

differential dynamic logic dL for hybrid systems [39, 46, 48] with the ability to model and verify parallelism. Commu-

nicating hybrid programs (CHPs) are a compositional model for parallel interactions of cyber-physical systems (CPSs).

Given programs U, V , e.g., modeling individual cars or robots, the parallel compositionU ‖ V models their simultaneous

evolution during which U and V may communicate via lossless instantaneous channels (others can be modeled). Every

parallel program that contains a channel has to participate in communication along that channel, i.e., needs to agree

with the other participants on a common value and time for each communication. For compositional verification of

parallelism, dLCHP blends the dynamic logic [16, 17, 52] setup of dL [39, 46, 48] with assumption-commitment (ac) rea-

soning [12, 34, 56]. The ac-box modality [U] {A,C}k introduced for this purpose complements the reachability modality

[U]k stating that the promise k is true of all worlds reachable by program U . The assumption A limits all possible

incoming communication while the commitment C is a promise about all outgoing communication. The main subject

of this article is a modular, compositional, and sound Hilbert-type proof calculus for dLCHP . We prove completeness

and stress the modal logic perspective taken to achieve a graceful embedding of ac-reasoning into dynamic logic.

Sound and Compositional Calculus. Compositional reasoning reduces the proof of a composite system to the proof of

its pieces. This truly reduces the complexity of the verification tasks, but only if proof rules reason solely based on spec-

ifications of the subsystems without needing knowledge of their internal implementation [12]. This article only refers

to this only-by-specification style of compositional verification. dLCHP allows genuine compositional reasoning about

parallel systems. This is in stark contrast with Hybrid Hoare-logics (HHLs)1 [14, 30, 55], which are non-compositional

because they do not attempt to be [30], or because they always explicitly enumerate the exponentially many runs of

all parallel interactions using an explicit interleaving operator [55] or encoding in the Duration Calculus [14]. This

exhaustive unfolding [14, 55] simply moves the state space explosion to the base logic, thus, leaves no room for local

abstractions only based on the relevant program behavior. Utilizing the compositionality of the denotational semantics

of CHPs and ac-reasoning [34, 56], dLCHP does not have to specifymore observable behavior than strictly necessary for

reasoning about parallel hybrid systems but can always specify enough to be complete. Unlike HHL, dLCHP is closed

under all operators, and unlike our previous work on dLCHP [6], we present an axiomatization that can deal with the

ac-diamond 〈U〉{A,C}k , the modal dual of the ac-box.

(i) We present a Hilbert-type proof calculus for dLCHP and prove its soundness. Using assumption-commitments,

the calculus truly achieves only-by-specification compositional reasoning for parallel hybrid systems, which

is imperative to disentangle their different dynamics in a way truly taming their complexity.

Modal Logic View. Ac-reasoning is the conceptual basis for compositional reasoning about parallelism in dLCHP but

had only been supported for discrete Hoare-logic previously [56, 57]. We develop a novel modal view of ac-reasoning

enabling its graceful blending into dLCHP’s dynamic logic setup. Graceful means that dLCHP’s axioms reflect gener-

alizations of the Pratt-Segerberg axiom system [16, 52, 53] for dynamic logic whenever possible. The Hoare-style ac-

specification (A,C):{i}U {k } combines an ordinary Hoare-triple {i}U{k } with an assumption A about the incoming

communication and a commitment C about the outgoing communication. The logical cornerstone of dLCHP’s devel-

opment replaces this ad-hoc construct with a modal perspective: For the ac-box [U] {A,C}k , the pair (A, U) is a modal

action: It denotes the worlds reachable by the transitions of program U whose incoming communication agrees with

1Assume-guarantee reasoning as a generic concept embraces a wide variety of techniques. It has also been applied to Hybrid Hoare-logic [14] but must
not be confused with assumption-commitment reasoning, which is the specific proof technique for message-passing concurrency that we use in dLCHP .
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assumption A. Commitment and postcondition (C,k ) are promises, where C is evaluated in intermediate worlds cor-

responding to the communication of U and wherek is the postcondition in final worlds.2 It is the stringent application

of this modal viewpoint to Pratt-Segerberg axioms that drives their generalization to ac-reasoning in dLCHP .

(ii) dLCHP’s axiomatization develops a modal logic perspective onto ac-reasoning. It is the key behind its graceful

blending into dynamic logic, thereby providing for ac-reasoning dynamic logic’s flexibility of being closed

under all logical operators. This development is also relevant for parallel systems independent of hybridness.

Sticking to stringency, dLCHP develops a new modularization of parallel systems reasoning into axioms whose

conceptual simplicity is superior to highly composite proof rules in Hoare-style ac-reasoning [56, 57]. This enables a

modular separation of concerns in both reasoning and soundness proofs. The highlight of this development is the paral-

lel injection axiom [U]k → [U ‖ V]k , which is sound if V has no influence on the truth ofk [6]. Despite its asymmetry,

it surprisingly suffices to reason about the safety of parallel hybrid systems once combined with fundamental modal

logic principles that enable the suitable combination of the insights from the injection of properties about successive

projections onto the parallel subsystems. The completeness results reveal that parallel systems do not need complex

highly composite proof rules but can be based on parallel injection and carefully generalized modal logic principles.

(iii) The logical purity of dynamic logic compared to Hoare-logic gives rise to parallel injection and other carefully

designed new axioms. These axioms are insightful due to their convincing simplicity, provide flexibility due to

their modular separation of concerns, and in consequence simplify soundness arguments compared to highly

composite proof rules in ac-reasoning. This also supports implementation in theorem prover microkernels [6].

Relative Completeness. The subtle dependency between discrete and continuous change in hybrid systems and be-

tween subprograms of parallel systems makes their completeness a nontrivial challenge. Complete compositional rea-

soning about parallel hybrid systems needs a proof calculus that can disentangle all these phenomena while they are

additionally interlocked in the global evolution of time that all communication and computations need to agree upon

to respect physical reality. Our completeness proof tackles this combining and extending ideas from dL [39, 43, 46],

ac-reasoning [12, 57], and differential game logic dGL [44], while solving the technical challenge to reconcile the inher-

ently different ingredients necessary for discrete, continuous, and communication dynamics, e.g., in expressiveness of

the transition semantics of CHPs.

(iv) dLCHP’s axiomatization is proven complete relative toΩ-FOD, the first-order logic of communication traces and

differential equations. This proves that the modal view onto parallel systems reasoning in dLCHP successfully

modularizes parallel systems reasoning without losing completeness. The proof itself indicates how to combine

dLCHP’s axioms in a modular and idiomatic way to obtain complete reasoning about parallel hybrid systems.

(v) Building on top of item (iv), dLCHP is proven complete relative to FOD, the first-order logic of differential

equations. Now, the results (
new
= ) proof-theoretically fully align dLCHP and dL, and show that reasoning about

parallel hybrid systems is possible to the same extent as reasoning about differential equation properties:

dLCHP
new
= Ω-FOD

new
= FOD

[39]
= dL (proof-theoretically)

Summary. The article presents dLCHP, a dynamic logic for reasoning about parallel interactions of communicating

hybrid systems. The core contribution is dLCHP’s compositional, sound, and complete proof calculus based on a graceful

emebdding of ac-reasoning into Pratt-Segerberg’s well-established proof system for dynamic logic. This development

2That is, dLCHP is a two-dimensional multi-modal logic whose modalities denote two universes (sets of worlds). dLCHP ’s modal actions are assumption-
program pairs, and commitment and postcondition are promises evaluated over the two different universes of intermediate and final worlds, respectively.
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enables purely specification-based compositional reasoning but also intensifies the question whether the calculus is

strong enough to prove all properties of parallel hybrid systems. Beyond previous work [6] this article gives a positive

answer and proves completeness. To the best of our knowledge, dLCHP is the first complete and compostional logic for

parallel hybrid systems, and the first complete dynamic logic, i.e., covering liveness modalities, for ac-reasoning.

Outline. The article is structured follows: Section 2 introduces the dynamic logic of communicating hybrid pro-

grams dLCHP, in particular, its syntax, semantics, and static semantics. Section 3 presents a Hilbert-style proof calculus

for dLCHP and proves its soundness. Section 4 contains the main result of this article and gives two complementary

completeness results for the calculus in Section 3. Section 5 discusses related work, and Section 6 draws conclusions.

2 DYNAMIC LOGIC OF COMMUNICATING HYBRID PROGRAMS

This section presents dLCHP, the dynamic logic of communicating hybrid programs (CHPs) [6] and introduces its

syntax, semantics, and static semantics. CHPs are a compositional model of parallel interactions of cyber-physical sys-

tems. They extend hybrid programs [39] with communication and parallelism in the style of communicating sequential

processes (CSP) [21]. For specifying communication behavior, dLCHP embeds ac-reasoning [12, 34, 56, 57] into dL’s dy-

namic logic setup. A convoy of two cars safely adjusting their speed despite lossy communication [5] serves as running

example.

2.1 Syntax

The syntax builds upon real variables +R and trace +T variables, and + = +R ∪ +T are all variables. Differential

variables are included in +R, i.e., G
′ ∈ +R for every unprimed G ∈ +R. For I ∈ +M, define C~?4 (I) = M to be the type

of I. Channel names Ω = N complete the signature. By convention, G,~ ∈ +R and ℎ ∈ +T , and ch, dh ∈ Ω, and I ∈ +

has an arbitrary type. Channel sets .,� ⊆ Ω are always assumed to be (co)finite. Boolean variables can be modeled

and are conventionally denoted X. Expression vectors 4̄ are written with a bar. Two vectors are compatible if they have

the same length and the same types per component. The variable vector Ī is fresh if each of its components is a fresh

variable.

CHPs model distributed hybrid systems, i.e., the subprograms U, V of the parallel program U ‖ V may not share

state, but they synchronize in time and can interact by instantaneous communication along channels. The global time

` ∈ +R and its differential `
′ ∈ +R have a special role being the only real variables that may be shared between parallel

programs. By convention, ¯̀ = (`, `′). In parallel U ‖ V , the subprograms U and V have to agree on the time ` of

each joint communication, and the final states need to agree on the global time ¯̀,3 where `′ needs consideration to

determine its final value unambiguously. Used as a global clock, ` can model time-synchronous parallelism. Channels

are not limited to unidirectional communication between exactly two processes, although this is a common use case.

Instead, communication takes place whenever a program can agree with the environment on the value and time.

CHPsmodel hybrid systems over a real-valued state. Trace variables record the communication of CHPs and provide

the interface to reason about it, but they are not part of what is being modeled. Therefore, apart from recorder variables,

CHPs only operate on real variables. In particular, CHPs cannot read the recorded history. Integer terms for specifying

trace properties are not explicitly included as in previous work [6], which simplifies concepts for the completeness

proof, but is no restriction because integer arithmetic can be defined in dL, so in dLCHP , anyway [46].

3Unlike in previous work on dLCHP [6], the global time ` no longer silently evolves with every continuous evolution in CHPs. This renders the global
passage of time a modeling problem but ultimately simplifies concepts as it abolishes implicit continuous behavior.
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Definition 2.1 (Terms). The terms of dLCHP are real terms TrmR and trace terms TrmT defined by the following

grammar, where 2 ∈ Q, and ch ∈ Ω, and \, \1, \2 ∈ Q[+R] ⊂ TrmR are polynomials in +R:

TrmR : [1, [2 ::= G | 2 | [1 + [2 | [1 · [2 | (\)
′ | chan(C4) | val(C4) | time(C4) | |C4 |

TrmT : C41, C42 ::= ℎ | n | 〈ch, \1, \2〉 | C41 · C42 | C4 ↓. | C4 [[]

The terms combine real-arithmetic as in dL with abilities to specify communication traces, which are adapted from

ac-reasoning [12, 57] to hybrid systems. In programs, only polynomials Q[+R] ⊂ TrmR in real variables +R including

differential terms (\)′ occur as the program state is purely real valued. By convention, \ ∈ Q[+R]. Real terms TrmR are

polynomials Q[+R] plus the operators chan(C4), val(C4), and time(C4) accessing the channel name, value, and time,

respectively, of the last communication in the trace C4 , and |C4 | denotes the length of C4 . If the trace C4 is empty, the

operators val(C4), time(C4) and chan(C4) evaluate to 0 as default value.

Trace terms TrmT are variables ℎ, the empty trace n, communication items 〈ch, \1, \2〉, concatenation of traces

C41 ·C42, projection C4 ↓. onto channel set . , and access C4 [[] to the ⌊[⌋-th communication item in trace C4 , where ⌊·⌋ is

rounding. If access C4 [[] is out-of-bounds, it yields the empty trace n. The item 〈ch, \1, \2〉 represents a communication

event with value\1 at time\2 on channel ch. Value and time come from programs, thus are real polynomials\8 ∈ Q[+R].

The projection C4↓. is obtained from C4 by removing all items whose channel name is not in. . For example, val(ℎ↓ch)

asks for the value of the last communication along channel ch recorded byℎ, and time(ℎ↓dh)−time((ℎ↓dh)[ |ℎ↓dh|−1])

is the time difference between the last two dh-communications.

Programs (Def. 2.2) and formulas (Def. 2.6) have a mutually dependent syntax as programs occur in formulas via

modalities and formulas as tests in programs. Their context-sensitive grammars presume notions of free variables

FV(·) and bound variables BV(·), which are formally introduced later in Section 2.3.

Definition 2.2 (Programs). Communicating hybrid programs are defined by the grammar below, where \ ∈ Q[+R] is a

polynomial in+R and j ∈ FOLR is a formula of first-order real-arithmetic, i.e., a first-order formula over Q[+R]-terms.

In U ‖ V , the subprograms must not share state, i.e., BV(U) ∩ BV(V) ⊆ { ¯̀} ∪ +T . Every program U has at most one

recorder, which is denoted ℎU ∈ +T , i.e., BV(U) ∩+T ⊆ {ℎ
U }. If U has no recorder, ℎU ∈ +T is arbitrary but fixed.

U, V ::= G := \ | G := ∗ | ?j | {G′ = \ & j} | U ; V | U ∪ V | U∗

︸                                                                ︷︷                                                                ︸
hybrid programs from dL

| ch(ℎ)!\ | ch(ℎ)?G | U ‖ V
︸                           ︷︷                           ︸

CSP extension

CHPs combine hybrid programs from dL [39] with CSP-style [21] communication primitives and a parallel operator.

Assignment G := \ updates G to \ , nondeterministic assignment G := ∗ sets G to any value, and the test ?j does nothing

if j is satisfied and aborts execution otherwise. Continuous evolution G′ = \ & j follows the differential equation

G′ = \ for any duration but only as long as the domain constraint j is not violated. Terms \ and tests j in programs

are limited toQ[+R]-polynomials and first-order real arithmetic FOLR, respectively, as CHPs operate over a real-valued

state. Sequential composition U ; V first executes U and then V , nondeterministic choice U ∪ V either executes U or V ,

and repetition U∗ repeats U for zero or more times.

The send statement ch(ℎ)!\ instantaneously communicates the value \ along the channel ch if at the current time `,

the environment can agree with \ on ch. However, a program in parallel only needs to agree on communication

attempts on the channels that the program contains, i.e., these channels are the program’s interface. Sending has no

effect on the local state but aborts execution if communication is not possible. The receive statement ch(ℎ)?G writes any

value into the variable G that the environment can communicate. For both communication primitives, the trace variable
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ℎ records the communication for later reasoning about the program. Parallel composition U ‖ V executes U and V truly

simultaneously if they agree at the same times on the communication along their joint channels and on a common

final time. Parallel programs cannot share state, because CHPs model distributed systems with parallel interactions via

communication. This excludes the global time ¯̀, on which the subprograms in return can never disagree.

Example 2.3 (Communication). Communication channels are not unidirectional and do not connect only two-processes.

For example, the program ch!\ ‖ ch?G1 ‖ . . . ‖ ch?G; has runs where every G8 is assigned with the value of \ . This

broadcast communication has useful applications such as the simultaneous announcement of a velocity threshold to

all participants in a vehicle convoy. The program ch!\1 ‖ ch!\2 also has runs if the values of \1 and \2 agree.

Example 2.4 (Continuous parallel dynamics). First of all, parallel CHPs do not synchronize in time, e.g., the semantics

of G′ = 1 ‖ ~′ = 4 equals any sequential composition its subprograms because ¯̀ is not bound by G′ = 1 and ~′ = 4,

so the subprogram agree on final time ¯̀ no matter how long the runs of G′ = 1 and ~′ = are. Synchronous time needs

explicit modeling, which, however, can be done following a generic pattern: Add `′ = 1 to advance the global time ` to

every continuous evolution while not binding ¯̀ elsewhere. For example, in (E := ∗; {`′ = 1, G′ = E})∗ ‖ {`′ = 1, ~′ = 4},

the loop can repeat and change E arbitrarily often, but the parallel subprograms run for the same amount of time.

Analogous to the distinct history variable in Hoare-style ac-reasoning [25], every program U is assigned one trace

variable ℎU as the designated interface for reasoning about its communication. A unique recorder ensures that the total

order of communication is observable, which is necessary for completeness. A globally distinct recorder, however, is

not sufficient as modalities can refer to different execution stages relative to a joint origin history (see Remark 2.8). The

notation ℎU determines a fixed recorder for U even if BV(U) ∩ +T = ∅ avoiding special treatment of the no-recorder

case.

Example 2.5 (Communicating cars [5]). Fig. 1 models a convoy of two cars safely adjusting their speed. From time to

time, the leader changes its speed E; in the range 0 to+ and notifies this to the follower. This communication, however,

is lossy (vel(ℎ)!E; ∪ skip). As a safety mechanism, the follower measures its distance 3 to the leader at least every n

time units. This is modeled by receiving the leader’s position on channel pos in dist. If the distance 3 fell below n+ ,

the follower slows down in dist to avoid collision before the next measurement. Regularly, the follower adopts speed

updates in velo, but crucially refuses if the last known distance 3 is unsafe (¬(3>n+ )). Even though the speed update

is perfectly fine at the moment, an unsafe distance can cause a future collision if a future slow down of the leader gets

lost (see Fig. 2). Then only a subsequent position measurement can reliably tell if it is safe to obey the leader’s speed

again.

velo ≡ vel(ℎ)?EC0A ; if (3>n+ ) E5 := EC0A fi

dist ≡ pos(ℎ)?<; 3 :=< − G 5 ; if (3≤n+ ) {E5 := ∗; ?0≤ E5 <3/n} fi;F := 0

plant5 ≡ {G
′
5 = E5 , F

′
= 1 & F ≤ n }

follower ≡
(
(velo ∪ dist) ; plant5

)∗

comm ≡ E; := ∗; ?0≤E; ≤+ ; (vel(ℎ)!E; ∪ skip)

upd ≡ pos(ℎ)!G;

plant; ≡ {G
′
; = E; }

leader ≡
(
(comm ∪ upd) ;plant;

)∗

Fig. 1. Models of two moving cars (follower and leader) forming the convoy follower ‖ leader by parallel composition. All contin-
uous evolutions are assumed to contain `′ = 1 modeling time-synchronous parallel behavior (Example 2.4). As usual if (i ) U fi ≡

?i ;U ∪ ?¬i .



Complete Dynamic Logic of Communicating Hybrid Programs 7

Definition 2.6 (Formulas). The formulas of dLCHP are defined by the grammar below for relations ∼, terms 41, 42 ∈

Trm of equal sort, and I ∈ + . The relations ∼ include equality = on all sorts, greater-equals ≥ on real and integer terms,

and the prefix relation � on traces. The ac-formulas are unaffected by state change in U i.e., FV(A,C) ∩ (BV(U) ∪ { ¯̀}) ⊆

+T .

i,k,A,C ::= 41 ∼ 42 | ¬i | i ∧k | ∀I i | [U]k | [U] {A,C}k | 〈U〉k | 〈U〉{A,C}k

time

position

×

×

 

veloX

dist |↔|

veloX\

c
o
m

m

c
o
m

m

u
p

d

c
o
m

m

c
o
m

m

G5

G;

n n

controller

comm.

Fig. 2. �alitative plot of example positions
G 5 and G; of the cars over time. First, speed
update is accepted (X). The next update is lost
( ×). A�er reliably measuring the position
( |↔|), the follower adjusts its speed. Crucially,
it conservatively rejects the speed update (X\)
when a crash ( ) with a slowing leader is
possible since speed communication may fail
( ×) until the next reliable position mea-
surement is expected, see dashed trajectory
( ).

The formulas of dLCHP combine first-order dynamic logic [16] with ac-

reasoning [34, 56] by adding ac-modalities. As usual, the box [U]k holds if

the postconditionk holds in all states reachable by program U , and the dia-

mond 〈U〉k holds ifk holds in some state reachable by U . Let an (A, U)-run

be an U-run whose incoming communication satisfies the assumption A.

Then the ac-box [U] {A,C}k states that for all (A, U)-runs, the outgoing

communication fulfills the commitment C and if a final state is reached,

the postcondition k holds there. Dually, the ac-diamond 〈U〉{A,C}k holds

if there exists an (A, U)-run that either satisfies C or reaches a final state

where k holds. Indeed, the dynamic modalities [U]k and 〈U〉k are special

cases [U] {T,T}k and 〈U〉{T, T

}k , respectively, of the ac-modalities.

From the included relations (= on all types, ≥ on real and integer terms,

and the prefix relation � on trace terms), more can be defined. Other first-

order connectives, e.g., ∨ and ∃I i , are definable as usual. The formulas

T

(falsity) and T (truth) are definable. Where useful, we write ∀I:M with

explicit typeM = C~?4 (I) instead of ∀I for emphasis.

Let 〈[U]〉 be a unifying notation for [U] and 〈U〉. The realization that the

assumption-program pair (A, U) induces the reachability relation of the

modality 〈[U]〉{A,C}k constitutes the cornerstone of our modal logic view-

point onto ac-reasoning. In turn, commitment and postcondition (C,k ) are both promises. However, it is also aptly

to refer to (A,C) as the communication contract of 〈[U]〉{A,C}k . For a formula j and a program U , call (j, U) commu-

nicatively well-formed if they obey FV(j) ∩ (BV(U) ∪ { ¯̀}) ⊆ +T . In particular, (A, U) and (C, U) are communicatively

well-formed if 〈[U]〉{A,C}k is a well-formed formula (Def. 2.6). The communication contract (A,C) of 〈[U]〉{A,C}k must

not depend on state variables BV(U) ∪{ ¯̀} of U because compositional reasoning needs specifications only based on the

externally observable behavior [12]. The time of communication can be obtained in (A,C) by accessing the timestamp

of the event, thus excluding the global time ¯̀ from (A,C) is not a limitation.4 In turn, exclusion of ¯̀ simplifies concepts

in our proof calculus.

Example 2.7. Example 2.5 models a convoy consisting of a follower and a leader car. Now, the formula below spec-

ifies when to consider their parallel interaction safe. If they start with a distance >3 , and if the follower has a speed

E 5 ≤3/n that prevents it from colliding with the leader within the first n time units, and if the leader does not drive

backward initially (E; ≥ 0), then the cars do never collide (G5 < G; ) when run in parallel.

n ≥ 0 ∧F = 0 ∧ 0≤E 5 ≤3/n ∧ E 5 ≤ + ∧ E; ≥ 0 ∧ G5 + 3 < G; → [follower ‖ leader] G5 < G;

4The initial state of U can always be accessed in A and C by appropriate ghost variables.
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Remark 2.8 (Dynamic Histories). In Hoare-style ac-reasoning, a globally distinguished variable sufficiently repre-

sents the communication history [25]. Dynamic logic adds flexibility over Hoare-logic being closed under all logical

operators. Axiomatic proof calculi use this advantage and axiomatize programs by expressing how they relate possible

worlds symbolically, e.g., the formula [ch(ℎ)!\]k (ℎ) ↔ ∀ℎ0 (ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉 → k (ℎ0)) assigns the fresh name ℎ0

to the world reached by ch(ℎ)!\ and relates it with the initial world ℎ via ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉. If k (ℎ) ≡ [dh(ℎ)!\]i (ℎ),

the dh-communication takes place in the world ℎ0, so that k (ℎ0) ≡ [dh(ℎ0)!\]i (ℎ0). This exemplifies the need for

explicit renameable recorder variables, which enable the history to keep up with the flexible reasoning about multi-

ple worlds via their symbolic relations that is inherent in dynamic logic and key to its modularity. Nevertheless, the

restriction to one recorder variable per modality keeps track of the total order of communication events as necessary

for completeness.

2.2 Semantics

A (communication) event 〈ch, 3, B〉 ∈ Ω×R×R occurs on a channel ch, and carries a value 3 and a timestamp B . A trace

is a finite sequence of events.5 The set of traces is denoted T = (Ω × R × R)∗ . For traces g, g1, g2 and channels . ⊆ Ω,

the trace g1 · g2 is the concatenation of g1, g2, and the projection g ↓ . is obtained from g by removing all events whose

channel is not in . . We write g ↓U for g ↓�#(U), where�#(U) are the channels occurring in U syntactically. A recorded

trace g = (ℎ,g0) ∈ +T×T declares, along with the trace g0, the trace variableℎ that recorded it. Equivalently, a recorded

trace is a map g ∈ +T → T with g (ℎ0) = n for all ℎ0 ∈ +T but the fixed recorder ℎ ≠ ℎ0. Then concatenation and

projection lift to recorded traces by point-wise application, where concatenation requires traces with equal recorder.

Overloading the symbol n ∈ T and n = (ℎ,n) ∈ +T ×T denote the empty (recorded) trace. For g ∈ T and 3 ∈ R, access

g [3] returns the ⌊3⌋-th item of g , which is n if ⌊3⌋ is out-of-bounds. For g = (ℎ,g0) ∈ +T × T , define g [3] = (ℎ,g0 [3]).

A state is a mapping a : + → R ∪ T from variables to values such that a (I) ∈ C~?4 (I) for all I ∈ + . If 3 ∈ C~?4 (I),

the update a3I is defined by a3I (I) = 3 and a3I = a on {I}∁. State-trace concatenation a · g with recorded trace g = (ℎ,g0)

is defined by (a · g)(ℎ) = a (ℎ) · g0 and a · g = a on {ℎ}∁. For - ⊆ +T , the state projection a ↓- . applies to every trace

variable, i.e., (a ↓- . )(ℎ) = a (ℎ) ↓. for all ℎ ∈ - ∩+T and a ↓- . = a elsewhere. If - = +T , write a ↓. for a ↓- . .

The semantics of terms (Def. 2.9) evaluates variables by the state, constants as themselves, and built-in operators

evaluate by their semantic counterparts. The differential (\)′ describes the local rate of change of \ [46].

Definition 2.9 (Term semantics). The valuation a [[4]] ∈ R ∪ T of the term 4 in the state a is defined as follows:

a [[I]] = a (I)

a [[op(41, . . . , 4: )]] = op(a [[41]], . . . , a [[4: ]]) for built-in op ∈ {· + ·, · ↓., . . .} including constants 2 ∈ Q

a [[(\)′]] =
∑

G ∈+R

a (G′)
ma [[\]]

mG

Since programs and formulas are mutually dependent in their syntax, Def. 2.10 and Def. 2.12 define the semantics

by a mutual recursion on their structure. The denotational semantics of CHPs [6] embeds dL’s Kripke semantics [39]

into a linear history semantics for communicating programs [56]. Additionally, parallel hybrid dynamics synchronize

in the global time, i.e., joint communication needs to agree on the time ` and the final states on all shared real variables

¯̀.

5The events are not necessarily assumed to be chronological, e.g., the program ch(ℎ)!\ ; ` := `−1; ch(ℎ)!\ produces non-chronological communication.
However, models resulting from real-world applications commonly feature chronological communication.
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The denotation [[U]] ∈ D of a CHP U is drawn from a domain D ⊆ P(S × (+T × T ) × S⊥) with S⊥ = S ∪ {⊥},

where P(·) is the powerset. Each run (a, g, l) ∈ S × (+T × T ) × S⊥ starts in an initial state a , emits communication

g , and either finally approaches a state l ≠ ⊥, or if l = ⊥, the run is an unfinished computation. If unfinished, the run

either can be continued or failed a test (including the domain constraint of continuous evolution) such that execution

aborts. For a run (a, g, l), call the concatenation a · g an intermediate state, and if l ≠ ⊥, call l · g a final state.

The linear order of communication events imposes two natural properties on the domain: Prefix-closedness com-

prises that if a program has the communication history g , all of its prefixes g ′ � g were already observable. Totality

is that computation can start from every state even if it immediately aborts. To make this precise, we lift the prefix

relation � on traces to trace-state pairs as follows: If (g ′, l′) = (g,l), or g ′ � g and l′ = ⊥, then (g ′, l′) � (g,l).

Now, define a denotation � ∈ D to be (1) prefix-closed and (2) total as follows: (1) If (a, g, l) ∈ � and (g ′, l′) � (g,l),

then (a, g ′, l′) ∈ � . (2) For every state a , there is some (a, g, l) ∈ � . In particular, (a, n,⊥) ∈ � for every a . Finally, we

define the computational domainD of CHPs exactly as the prefix-closed and total subsets of P(S × (+T × T ) × S⊥).

On the domain D, the subset relation ⊆ is a partial order with least element ⊥D = S × {n} × {⊥}.

The semantics of composite programs is given by semantical operators on the denotations: For �," ∈ D, define

lowering �⊥ = {(a, g,⊥) | (a, g, l) ∈ �} and define continuation� ⊲" such that (a, g, l) ∈ � ⊲" if there are (a, g1, ^) ∈

� and (^,g2, l) ∈ " with g = g1 ·g2. Lowering and continuation define (prefix-closed) sequential composition� ◦̂" =

�⊥ ∪ (� ⊲"). Let IS = S × {n} × S. Then ID = ⊥D ∪ IS is the neutral element of sequential composition. Notably,

⊥D = (IS)⊥, i.e., IS becomes neutral by making it prefix-closed. Semantical iteration �= is inductively defined by

�0 = ID and �=+1 = � ◦̂ �= . Analogously, U0 ≡ ?T and U=+1 = U ;U= defines syntactical iteration, and indeed,

[[U]]= = [[U=]] for each =. For programs U, V and states lU , lV ∈ S⊥, themerged state lU ⊕lV is ⊥ if at least lU or lV

is ⊥. Otherwise, define lU ⊕lV = lU on BV(U), and define lU ⊕lV = lV on BV(U)∁ . Merging ⊕ will be commutative

if lU , lV are the final states of parallel programs because parallel programs do not share bound variables.

Definition 2.10 (Program semantics). The semantics [[U]] ∈ D of a communicating hybrid program U with recorder

ℎ = ℎU is defined below, where � denotes the satisfaction relation (Def. 2.12):

[[G := \]] = ⊥D ∪ {(a, n, l) | l = a3G where 3 = a [[\]]}

[[G := ∗]] = ⊥D ∪ {(a, n, l) | l = a3G where 3 ∈ R}

[[?j]] = ⊥D ∪ {(a, n, a) | a � j}

[[G′ = \]] = ⊥D ∪
{
(a, n, i (B)) | a = i (0) on {G′}∁, and i (Z ) = i (0) on {G, G′}∁ , and

i (Z ) � G′ = \ for all Z ∈ [0, B] and a solution i : [0, B] → S with i (Z )(G′) =
3i (C)(G)

3C
(Z )

}

[[ch(ℎ)!\]] = {(a, (ℎ,g), l) | (g,l) � 〈ch, 3, a (`)〉 where 3 = a [[\]]}

[[ch(ℎ)?G]] = {(a, (ℎ,g), l) | (g,l) � 〈ch, 3, a3G (`)〉 where 3 ∈ R}

[[U ∪ V]] = [[U]] ∪ [[V]]

[[U ; V]] = [[U]] ◦̂ [[V]]
def
= [[U]]⊥ ∪ ([[U]] ⊲ [[V]])

[[U∗]] =
⋃

=∈N

[[U]]= =

⋃

=∈N

[[U=]] where U0 ≡ ?T and U=+1 = U ;U=
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[[U ‖ V]] =

{

(a, g, lU ⊕ lV )

����
(a, g ↓W, lW ) ∈ [[W]] for W ∈ {U, V}, and

lU = lV on { ¯̀}, and g ↓ (U ‖V) = g

}

The denotation [[U]] is indeed prefix-closed and total for each program U , which can be shown by induction on the

structure of U .6 As all programs sharing a channel need to agree on the communication along this channel, communi-

cation g can be observed from the parallel U ‖ V if the subtraces g ↓ W , i.e., the communication in g along channels of

W , can be observed from W . The guard g ↓ (U ‖V) = g excludes non-causal communication on channels not belonging

to either program. This implicit characterization of the trace g via projections avoids its cumbersome construction

by enumerating all possible interleavings of traces of the subprograms and importantly aligns with the coincidence

properties (Section 2.3) mediating between the communication of U and U ‖ V in proving soundness of the parallel

injection axiom. By lU = lV on { ¯̀}, parallel computations need to agree on a common final time and the states lU

and lV unambiguously determine the final value of ¯̀.

Remark 2.11. The program `′ := 2; (`′ = 1 ‖ skip) does not terminate because `′ = 1 sets `′ to 1 but remains 2

in skip, and `′ = 1 ‖ skip can only terminate starting from states where `′ = 1. This is because parallel programs

need to agree on ` and `′ to determine the final state unambiguously. To avoid empty models, the pattern for time-

synchronization suggested in Example 2.4 requires that every parallel program contains at least a vacuous continuous

evolution.

In semantics of formulas (Def. 2.12), the first-order constructs are standard, while the dynamic modalities adapt their

semantics from dynamic logic [16] to communicating programs. The ac-box adapts its semantics from Hoare-style ac-

reasoning [56, 57], and the ac-diamond is made the modal dual of the ac-box. Both dynamic modalities become special

cases of the respective ac-modality.

Definition 2.12 (Formula semantics). The satisfaction a � q of a dLCHP formula q in state a is inductively defined

below. For a set of states * ⊆ S and any formula i , write * � i if a � i for all a ∈ * . Trivially, ∅ � i .

(1) a � 41∼42 if a [[41]] ∼ a [[42]] where ∼ is any relation symbol

(2) a � i ∧k if a � i and a � k

(3) a � ¬i if a 2 i , i.e., it is not the case that a � i

(4) a � ∀I i if a3I � i for all 3 ∈ C~?4 (I)

(5) a � [U]k if l · g � k for all (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]] with l ≠ ⊥

(6) a � [U] {A,C}k if for all (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]] the following conditions both hold:

{a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A implies a · g � C (commit)
(
{a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A and l ≠ ⊥

)
implies l · g � k (post)

(7) a � 〈U〉k if l · g � k for some (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]] with l ≠ ⊥

(8) a � 〈U〉{A,C}k if there is a (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]] such that at least one of the following conditions holds:

{a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A and a · g � C (commit)
(
{a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A and l ≠ ⊥

)
and l · g � k (post)

6The only remarkable cases are sequential composition, which is prefix-closed thanks to the inclusion of [[U ]]⊥ , and parallel composition U ‖ V , which
is prefix-closed because projection is a congruence on the prefix relation such that g ′ � g implies g ′ ↓ W � g ↓ W for W ∈ {U, V } .
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The explicit communication traces in the program semantics [[U]] in Def. 2.10 come in handy in the implicit defini-

tion of parallel communication by projections, but [[U]] ⊆ S × (+T × T ) × S⊥ is not a simple accessibility relation.

To reobtain a modal logic viewpoint, consider the communicatively well-formed formula-program pairs A as modal

actions. Def. 2.13 lifts the program semantics to these actions. Then Remark 2.14 provides a traditional Kripke-frame

as alternative semantical foundation of dLCHP, which underpins dLCHP’s modal logic nature.

Definition 2.13 (Semantics of modal actions). The semantics [[·]]∼ : A → P(S × (+T × T ) × S⊥) of modal actions

A is defined as follows, where ∼ ∈ {≺, �}:

[[A, U]]∼ =
{
(a, g, l) | (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]] and {a · g ′ | g ′ ∼ g} � A

}

Remark 2.14 (Kripke semantics for dLCHP). TheKripke frame 〈S, [[·]]I, [[·]]F〉 provides an alternative basis for dLCHP’s

semantics. The states S are the possible worlds, and there are two accessibility relations [[·]]I and [[·]]F denoting the

reachable intermediate and final states, respectively. Both relations are mappings A → P(S × S) defined as follows:

[[A, U]]I =
{
(a, a · g) | (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]≺

}
[[A, U]]F =

{
(a,l · g) | (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]� and l ≠ ⊥

}

Then the semantics of the ac-box [U] {A,C}k turns into: a � [U] {A,C}k iff ^ � C for all (a,^) ∈ [[A, U]]I and ^ � k for

all (a,^) ∈ [[A, U]]F. Notably, the two relations [[·]]I and [[·]]F correspond to the two promises of the ac-box. Overall,

this suggests that dLCHP is a multi-modal logic with a two-dimensional space of modal actions and two promises.

2.3 Static Semantics

The previous section gave the dynamic semantics of dLCHP, which precisely captures the valuation of terms, truth of

formulas, and transition behavior of CHPs. This section introduces dLCHP’s static semantics, which determines free

names, i.e., the variables and channels expressions and programs depend on, and bound names, i.e., the variables and

channels written by programs. The coincidence properties given in this section are based on the static semantics and

are an essential tool for our soundness arguments. Def. 2.15 gives a precise definition of the static semantics based on

the dynamic semantics [6]. This precise notion is not computable but for implementation sound overapproximations

can be computed along the syntactical structure of the expressions [5]. The static semantics of terms and formulas can

be treated uniformly if formulas are considered truth-valued, i.e., a [[q]] = tt if a � q and a [[q]] = ff if a 2 q .

Definition 2.15 (Static semantics). For term or formula 4 , and program U , free variables FV(4) and FV(U), bound vari-

ables BV(U), accessed channels CN- (4) of the trace variables - ⊆ +T , and written channels CN(U) form the static

semantics. If - = +T , write CN(4) for - = +T .

FV(4) = {I ∈ + | ∃a, ã such that a = ã on {I}∁ and a [[4]] ≠ ã [[4]]}

CN- (4) = {ch ∈ Ω | ∃a, ã such that a ↓- {ch}
∁
= ã ↓- {ch}

∁ and a [[4]] ≠ ã [[4]]}

FV(U) = {I ∈ + | ∃a, ã, g, l such that a = ã on {I}∁ and (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]],

and there is no (ã, g̃, l̃) ∈ [[U]] such that g̃ = g and l = l̃ on {I}∁}

BV(U) = {I ∈ + | ∃(a, g, l) ∈ [[U]] such that l ≠ ⊥ and (l · g)(I) ≠ a (I)}

CN(U) = {ch ∈ Ω | ∃(a, g, l) ∈ [[U]] such that g ↓ {ch} ≠ n}

The set of names + ∪ Ω are all variables and channels. Then define free names as FN- (·) = FV(·) ∪CN- (·), and bound

names as BN(·) = BV(·) ∪ CN(·). Further, define FV(41, . . . , 4=) =
⋃=

9=1 FV(4 9 ) and likewise for BV(·) and CN(·).
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Based on the static semantics, the bound effect property (Lemma 2.16) and coincidence properties for terms and

formulas (Lemma 2.17), and programs (Lemma 2.18) are given in the following. Proofs are in previous work [6].

Lemma 2.16 (Bound effect property). The sets BV(U) andCN(U) are the smallest sets with the bound effect property

for program U . That is, a = l on +T , and a = l · g on BV(U)∁ if l ≠ ⊥, and g ↓CN(U)∁ = n for all (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]].

As usual, a variable is free in an expression if its value affects the evaluation, e.g., the trace variable ℎ is free in

ℎ ↓ ch = n. Accessed channels CN- (4) enable a more precise analysis of trace variables as exploited by the following

coincidence property (Lemma 2.17). For example, ℎ ↓ ch = n does not depend on communication in ℎ ↓ ch∁ . This

precision is crucially used in the soundness argument of the parallel injection axiom, which can drop a subprogram of

a parallel composition if the surrounding formula does not depend on the subprogram’s channels.

Refining previous work [6] accessed channels CN- (4) specifically ask for the channels influencing the expression 4

via the trace variables- . For example, C4 ≡ ℎ ↓ch = n depends on ch-communication in ℎ but not in ℎ0, so CN{ℎ} (C4) =

{ch} but CN{ℎ0 } (C4) = ∅. This further increase in precision is necessary for completeness: The parallel injection axiom

[U]k → [U ‖ V]k is sound if V has no influence on any channels k depends on. But under this side condition parallel

injection cannot prove the valid formula [skip]ℎ0 ↓ ch = n → [skip ‖ ch(ℎ)!\]ℎ0 ↓ ch = n because it considers all

channelsk depends on via any trace variable. The refinement CN- (4) of accessed channels allows a refined coincidence

property (Lemma 2.17), which in turn contributes to the soundness argument of a parallel injection axiomwith a relaxed

side condition (see Def. 3.1). While still sound this axiom now proves all instances necessary for completeness.

Lemma 2.17 (Coincidence for terms and formulas). The sets FV(4) and CN(4) are the smallest sets with the coin-

cidence property for term or formula 4 . That is, for - ⊆ +T , if a ↓- CN- (4) = ã ↓- CN- (4) on FV(4), then a [[4]] = ã [[4]].

In particular, for formula q , this implies a � q iff ã � q .

In Lemma 2.17, the state a ↓- CN- (4) equals a except that for each trace variable ℎ ∈ - only the communication

a (ℎ) ↓CN- (4) is kept that has influence on the evaluation of 4 via the trace variables - . Likewise, for ã ↓- CN- (4).

Lemma 2.18 (Coincidence for programs). The set FV(U) is the smallest set with the coincidence property for pro-

gram U . That is, if a = ã on - ⊇ FV(U) and (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]], then a state l̃ exists such that (ã, g, l̃) ∈ [[U]] and l = l̃ on

- , and (l = ⊥ iff l̃ = ⊥).

For a well-formedmodality [U] {A,C}k , the pairs (A, U) and (C, U) are communicatively well-formed, i.e., the commu-

nication contract (A,C) cannot read what U writes (except for trace variables). This suggests the following coincidence

property, which is a simple consequence of well-formedness, Lemma 2.16, and Lemma 2.17:

Corollary 2.19 (Communicative coincidence). Let (j, U) be communicativelywell-formed. Then for every (a, g, l) ∈

[[U]] with l ≠ ⊥, the states a and l coincide on j , i.e., a = l on FV(j). In particular, a · g � j iff l · g � j .

Interpreting assumption-program pairs as modal actions (Def. 2.13) suggests the following useful coincidence prop-

erty about modal actions as a whole, which is a simple consequence of Lemma 2.17 and Lemma 2.18.

Corollary 2.20 (Coincidence for modal actions). The set of free variables FV(A, U) has the coincidence property

for the assumption-program action (A, U): If ã = a on - ⊇ FV(A, U) and (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]∼, then (ã, g, l̃) ∈ [[A, U]]∼

exists such that l = l̃ on - , and (l = ⊥ iff l̃ = ⊥).
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3 AXIOMATIZATION

Fig. 4 presents a Hilbert-style proof calculus for dLCHP, which is sound and complete. Fig. 6 presents derivable axioms

and rules. The calculus generalizes dL’s proof calculus for hybrid systems [39, 43] to handle communicating hybrid

systems. Therefore, dLCHP embeds ac-reasoning [34, 56] into the dynamic logic setup of dL. Our development puts

value in reconciling these two bases of dL and ac-reasoning in a graceful way: This manifests itself in the clear modal

logic understanding that ac-reasoning receives through our calculus and in a new modularization of reasoning about

communication and parallelism. The modal logic viewpoint onto ac-reasoning, however, is not a by-product of our

development, but actually drives it. Only the stringent thinking in modal logic terms paves the way for a seamless

interplay of ac-reasoning and dynamic logic. Overall the axiom system is designed with the following thoughts in

mind:

(1) We consistently consider ac-reasoning as modal logic. Where applicable, axioms generalize the Pratt-Segerberg

[52, 53] proof system for dynamic logic with assumption-program pairs as modal actions and commitment-

postcondition pairs as promises. Pratt-Segerberg’s axioms become special cases. The proof outline of classical

derived rules transfers to a proof of the ac-version of the rule.

(2) Each axiommodularly captures a small conceptual idea. Compared toHoare-style ac-reasoning [56], the axioms

put new emphasis on the logical essence of parallel systems reasoning. This leads to more modular soundness

arguments and supports our efforts to develop minimalistic proof calculi for parallel hybrid systems [6], which

together with uniform substitution constitute prover micro-kernels of small soundness-critical size.

(3) The axioms are compositional and combine in idiomatic ways to facilitate reasoning about complex systems.

Our completeness results show that this idiomatic reasoning strategy is enough. Thanks to the modularity of

our axiomatization, in practice, unused parts of the complete reasoning strategy can be dropped.

[U] {A,C}k

C∧(A→[U]k )

〈U〉{A,¬C}¬k

¬C∨A∧〈U〉¬k

〈·〉AC

[&]AC 〈&〉AC

〈·〉

if CN(U ) = ∅

[U] {T,T}k

[U]k

¬〈U〉{T, T

}¬k

¬〈U〉¬k

〈·〉AC

[]⊤,⊤ 〈〉⊤,⊥

〈·〉

Fig. 3. The four modalities are related by
duality 〈·〉AC , 〈·〉, fla�ening [& ]AC, 〈& 〉AC ,
and emebedding [ ]⊤,⊤, 〈〉⊤,⊥ . The arrows
are axiomatic ( ) and derived ( )
equivalences, and logical opposite ( ).

The calculus (Fig. 4) is a first-order Hilbert-system based on the proof rules

modus ponens MP and ∀-generalization. Additionally, we consider dLCHP’s

calculus contain a complete axiomatization of first-order logic (rule FOL),

which, in particular, contains all instances of valid propositional formulas

(rule P). If a formula q can be proven in the calculus, write ⊢ q . Where

convenient, proofs are presented in sequent-style and use derivable proof

rules for sequents [48], where a sequent Γ ⊢ Δ abbreviates the formula
∧

i∈Γ i →
∨
k ∈Δk .

Predominantly, each program statement is axiomatized by only one of

the four modality types. Switching between dynamic and ac-reasoning, and

safety and liveness fills the gap to the othermodalities (Fig. 3), thusminimizes

the need for axioms: Non-communicating atomic programs are sufficiently

captured in boxes as axiom [&]AC can flatten an ac-box with these programs.

Conversely, axiom []⊤,⊤ transfers any axiom on ac-boxes to boxes. Axioms

〈·〉AC and 〈·〉 bridge safety and liveness modalities. Only repetition and par-

allelism have separate axioms for safety and liveness.

The following paragraph contains preliminaries. The paragraphs after that discuss the axiomatization in detail.
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Noninterference and Parallel Injection. Parallel injection [U] {A,C}k → [U ‖ V] {A,C}k by axiom [‖ ]AC [6] enables

safety reasoning about parallel CHPs. It is sound if the program V that is injected into the safety contract [U] {A,C}k

does not interfere (Def. 3.1) with the communication contract (A,C) and postconditionk , i.e., if V has no influence on

the truth of (A,C) and k . On U , the program V has no influence due to the semantics of parallelism.

Definition 3.1 (Noninterference). Given an ac-box [U ‖ V] {A,C}k , the program V does not interfere with its surround-

ing contract [U ‖ _ ] {A,C}k if the following conditions hold for all j ∈ {A,C,k }, where ℎU ‖V is the recorder of U ‖ V :

FV(j) ∩ BV(V) ⊆ { ¯̀} ∪ {ℎU ‖V } (1)

CN{ℎU ‖V } (j) ∩ CN(V) ⊆ CN(U) (2)

Using the unifying notation (see Def. 2.15) FN- (q) = FV(q) ∪ CN- (q) for all free names of a formula q and BN(U) =

BV(U)∪CN(U) for all bound names of a programU , (1) and (2) are equal to FN{ℎU ‖V } (A,C,k )∩BN(V) ⊆ CN(U)∪{ ¯̀, ℎU ‖V }.

Def. 3.1 ensures that V has no influence on the truth of j ∈ {A,C,k } if injected in [U ‖ _ ] {A,C}k . Therefore, V must

not write variables and channels j depends on except if V’s behavior cannot disagree from U , which is the case for the

global time ¯̀. Further, V must not write channels accessed in the formula j via the recorder ℎU ‖V of U ‖ V except if V’s

communication cannot disagree from U , because on this communication, j is already proven by premise [U] {A,C}k .

On channels which j only depends on via trace variables different from ℎU ‖V , the program V cannot influence j

as V only writes its unique recorder ℎU ‖V . In this respect, Def. 3.1 is less restrictive than in previous work [6] such that

the parallel injection axiom [‖ ]AC proves more instances. This closes a subtle gap regarding ghost variables hindering

completeness, e.g., [skip]ℎ0 = n → [skip ‖ ch(ℎ)!\]ℎ0 = n derives by [‖ ]AC but not under the more restrictive side

condition CN(j) ∩ CN(V) ⊆ CN(U) in previous work because CN(ℎ0 = n) = Ω, i.e., ℎ0 = n depends on all channels.

Atomic Hybrid Programs. Axioms [:=], [:∗], and [?] are as in dL. For continuous evolution, dL’s complete axiomatiza-

tion of differential equation properties [50] can be used since dLCHP conservatively generalizes dL. The there and back

axiom [&] [29] eliminates evolution domain constraints by checking them backwards along the differential equation.

Composite Hybrid Programs. Ac-composition [;]AC and ac-choice [∪]AC are straight-forward generalizations from

dL.7 Ac-iteration [∗]AC unrolls a loop once. The so-called ac-kernel [U0] {A,C}k is provably equivalent to C∧ (A→ k )

by [&]AC and [?]. This reveals the commitment C as unconditional promise but also assumes A fork . Ac-induction IAC

carefully considers that assumption-program pairs are the modal actions: The induction step k → [U] {A,C}k needs a

proof in all worlds reachable by (A, U∗)-runs, but no further commitment (T). As a result, the ac-induction rule indAC

is derivable using Gödel generalization GAC, which in turn enables derivation of the ac-loop rule loopAC.

Axiom IA lifts convergence [29, 39] to repetition over assumption-program actions but only if the commitment

is unsatisfiable (

T

) so that the ac-diamonds’s postcondition is assessed instead. The ac-version 〈∗〉AC⊥ of the arrival

axiom [44] is the derivable dual of ac-induction IAC . By ac-arrival 〈
∗〉AC⊥, convergence IA can prove commitment by

iterating them along the simpler action (A, U) in the postcondition.

Communication Primitives. Ac-unfolding [ch!]AC expands the communication-contract (A,C) into ac-kernels [?T] {A,C}
before and after a single communication event. In contrast, axiom [&]AC expands the ac-box for non-communicating

programs. The send axiom [ch!] collects communication in the recorder ℎ and distinguishes the new world by the fresh

7The prefix-closed program semantics is for reasoning about non-terminating reactive systems [56] but further renders axiom [ ;]AC an equivalence as
proving the commitment of [U ]{A,C} [V ]{A,C}k from [U ; V ]{A,C}k needs that all U -prefixes are in the semantics of U ; V .
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[ :=] [G := \ ]k (G ) ↔ k (\ )

[ :∗] [G := ∗]k ↔ ∀Gk

[?] [?j ]k ↔ (j → k )

[ ]⊤,⊤ [U ]k ↔ [U ]{T,T}k

〈·〉 〈U 〉k ↔ ¬[U ]¬k

〈·〉AC 〈U 〉{A,C}k ↔ ¬[U ]{A,¬C}¬k

[ ;]AC [U ; V ]{A,C}k ↔ [U ]{A,C} [V ]{A,C}k

[∪]AC [U ∪ V ]{A,C}k ↔ [U ]{A,C}k ∧ [V ]{A,C}k

[∗ ]AC [U∗ ]{A,C}k ↔ [U
0 ]{A,C}k ∧ [U ]{A,C} [U

∗ ]{A,C}k
a

IAC [U∗ ]{A,C}k ↔ [U
0 ]{A,C}k ∧ [U

∗ ]{A,T} (k → [U ]{A,C}k )
a

[�]AC ℎ0 = ℎU ↓ . → [U ]{T,ℎU ↓. �ℎ0}ℎ
U ↓ . � ℎ0

bc

[ ]ACl ℎ0 = ℎU ↓ . → [U ]
{A,�.≺ A}

�.�A ∧
(
[U ]{A,C}k ↔ [U ]{T,�.≺ A→C} (�

.
�A→ k )

)
bc

[& ]AC [U ]{A,C}k ↔ C ∧ (A→ [U ]k ) (CN(U ) = ∅)d

[ch!] [ch(ℎ)!\ ]k (ℎ) ↔ ∀ℎ0
(
ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉 → k (ℎ0 )

)
b

[ch!]AC [ch(ℎ)!\ ]{A,C}k ↔ [?T]{A,C} [ch(ℎ)!\ ] [?T]{A,C}k

[ch?]AC [ch(ℎ)?G ]{A,C}k ↔ [G := ∗] [ch(ℎ)!G ]{A,C}k

WA [U ]{T,C∧B→A}T ∧ [U ]{A,C}k → [U ]{B,C}k

KAC [U ]{A,C1→C2} (k1 → k2 ) →
(
[U ]{A,C1 }k1 → [U ]{A,C2 }k2

)

MP
i i → k

k

GAC
C ∧k

[U ]{A,C}k

∀
k

∀Ik

[&] [G ′ = \ & j ]k ↔ ∀60=6 [6
′ = 1, G ′ = \ ]

(
[6′ = −1, G ′ = −\ ] (6≥60 → j ) → k

)
b

IA [U∗ ]{A,T}∀E>0
(
i (E) → 〈U 〉{A, T

}i (E − 1)
)
→ ∀E

(
i (E) → 〈U∗ 〉{A, T

}∃E≤0i (E)
)
b

[ ‖ ]AC [U ]{A,C}k → [U ‖ V ]{A,C}k (FN
{ℎU ‖V }

(A,C,k ) ∩ BN(V ) ⊆ CN(U ) ∪ { ¯̀, ℎU ‖V }, also see Def. 3.1)c

〈‖〉AC ∃ℎ0, ℎUV , ~̄U , ~̄V , 6̄,X
(
ℎ0 = ℎU ‖V ∧ ℎUV ↓ (U ‖V ) = ℎUV ∧ 〈U 〉{T,CU }kU ∧ 〈V 〉{T,CV }

kV

)
→ 〈U ‖ V 〉{T,C}k

bc

�.∼A ≡ ∀ℎ
′ (ℎ0 � ℎ′ ∼ ℎU ↓ . → Aℎ

′

ℎU ) (. ⊇ CN(A) and ∼ ∈ {≺, �})

CW ≡ ¬X ∧ ℎ
U ‖V

= ℎ0 · ℎUV ↓ W ∧ C
ℎ0 ·ℎUV

ℎU ‖V

kW ≡ X ∧ ℎ
U ‖V

= ℎ0 · ℎUV ↓ W ∧ ~̄W = ḠW ∧ ¯̀ = 6̄ ∧ ((k
~̄U
ḠU
)
~̄V
ḠV
)
ℎ0 ·ℎUV

ℎU ‖V
(where ḠW = V(W ) ∩+R and ¯̀ = (`, `′ ))

aRemember that [U 0 ]{A,C}k ≡ [?T]{A,C}k since U 0 ≡ ?T, and note that [?T]{A,C}k ↔ C ∧ (A→ k ) by [& ]AC and [?].
b The variables ℎ0, 6 and quantified variables are assumed to be fresh.

cRemember that ℎU denotes the unique recorder of program U (see Def. 2.2).
dCare must be taken, e.g., when [& ]AC is applied from right to left, that resulting ac-boxes are well-formed.

Fig. 4. dLCHP proof calculus

recorder ℎ0. Receiving ch(ℎ)?G obtains some value and binds it to the variable G . The receive axiom [ch?]AC equates

this with testing whether the environment can agree on a non-deterministically chosen value for G by sending.

Parallel Composition. Proving safety of parallel composition can already be handled completely by the convincingly

simple parallel injection axiom [‖ ]AC . It injects an additional program into a safety contract if it does not interfere

with the contract (Def. 3.1). Since parallel composition commutes, the program V can be injected to the right and to

the left of U . A dLCHP instance [‖]AC of the classical symmetric parallel proof rule with built-in mutual assumption

weakening as in Hoare-style ac-reasoning [56] can be derived from our minimalistic axioms (see Fig. 5).

For completeness, history invariance [�]AC and assumption closure []ACl prove properties of the communication

history that are inherently global, thus, not the sum of properties of the subprograms (see Remark 3.2). Assumption
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closure []ACl internalizes that the assumption is actually a premise of the promises. The notation �.∼A reminds that the

assumption is made for all (strict) prefixes of U’s communication. Notably, [U] {A,�.≺A}
�.�A, i.e., the assumption holds

in the promises, is what can be found in the literature [12, Rule 7.14] and is actually stronger than the implication←

of↔ in []ACl . Implication→ goes beyond the literature but importantly entails the dual of []ACl for the ac-diamond.

History invariance [�]AC [12, Rule 7.13] proves that all programs extend their initial history.

Together [U] {A,�.≺A}
�.�A and [�]AC prove [U] {A,T}A for every U . This allows to assume A in the premise A∧ I→ k

of the loopAC rule, which is necessary for completeness because the assumption A is guaranteed by the environment,

but there needs not to be an invariant I that entails it as the assumption needs not hold in the local initial state.

Close to the semantics, 〈‖〉AC proves existence of a parallel run if there are runs of the subprograms either to

intermediate states (X =

T

) or to final states (X = T), which match as follows: There is a history ℎUV for U ‖V whose

W-communication is observable from W by ℎU ‖V = ℎ0 · ℎUV ↓ W , and a joint final time 6̄ on which the subprograms

agree by ¯̀ = 6̄. Redundantly, the postconditionskW provek by presuming the reached state ~̄W of the respective other

subprogram. Likewise, the history ℎ is updated to the overall global history ℎ0 · ℎUV . Axiom 〈‖〉AC only allows the

vacuous assumption T but the derivable dual of []ACl can shift the assumption to the promises beforehand.

Remark 3.2 (Global history properties). History invariance [�]AC sorts out alternative semantical models in which

the initial communication of a subprogram in a parallel composition is shifted against the communication of the other

subprogram [57]. Assumption closure []ACl is necessary because the assumption can impose global properties on the

communication history, which are inaccessible in each subprogram alone, e.g., if the assumption fixes the relative

communication order on unconnected channels.

[ ‖ ]AC

[ ]AC∧

M[ · ]AC

GACKAC WA

[ ]WA

[ ‖ ]AC

dLCHP axioms

Fig. 5. Axioms Ax are included in
dLCHP’s proof calculus. A filled back-
ground Ax denotes derived axioms.

The dashed frame Ax labels axioms
corresponding to a rule in Hoare-style
ac-reasoning [56]. Arrows point to ax-
ioms for whose derivation they were
used.

Modal Logic Principles. Axiom KAC is the ac-version of modal modus ponens

covering monotony of both promises. Assumptions are antitone as they refine

the reachable worlds just like preconditions do, but obey the even stronger ax-

iom WA weakening the assumption by what is already guaranteed by commit-

ment. This clearly indicates why the circular reasoning that would come with

non-strictly prefixed assumptions in condition (commit) of Def. 2.12 is problem-

atic: One could prove whatever assumption to be available by strengthening the

commitment, which is easily proven using circularity and the assumption. The

Gödel rule generalizes to ac-reasoning in rule GAC by covering both promises.

Modal duality 〈·〉 and its ac-version 〈·〉AC only affect the promises and not the

assumption. Axiom []⊤,⊤ mediates between dynamic and ac-reasoning.

From the fundamental axioms KAC , GAC, and WA other basic principles

of modal logic derive (see Fig. 6): Ac-monotonicity M[·]AC combines KAC for

monotony of the promises and WA for antitony of assumptions, and drops the

box by GAC . Distribution of conjunctive promises over ac-boxes by axiom []AC∧

derives. That 〈U〉{A,C}k either requires the commitment or the postcondition to hold is most apparent in the derivable

axiom 〈·〉∨. AxiomWA overcomes axiom []WA [6] weakening the assumption of parallel programs by mutual usage of

their commitments. Ac-monotonyM〈·〉AC for ac-diamonds derives. Notably, assumptions becomemonotone inM〈·〉AC

because a run whose incoming communication satisfies the assumption A1 also satisfies the weaker assumption A2.
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Theorem3.3 shows that dLCHP’s proof calculus (Fig. 4) is sound. This is an indispensable property of meaningful

proof calculi for analyzing safety-critical cyber-physical systems. Corollary 3.4 establishes soundness of additional

helpful axioms and proof rules (Fig. 6) by deriving them in the calculus. Soundness proofs are in AppendixA.

Theorem 3.3 (Soundness). The proof calculus presented in Fig. 4 is sound.

Corollary 3.4 (Derived axioms and rules). The axioms and rules in Fig. 6 derive in dLCHP’s proof calculus.

To illustrate dLCHP’s proof calculus in action, we revisit the convoy of cars example (Example 2.5). The safety con-

tract for the convoy (Example 2.7) has a derivation (Fig. 8) explained in Example 3.5 The proof in Fig. 8 follows an

idiomatic pattern for decomposing a safety contract [U ‖ V]k for a parallel CHP into safety contracts for the sub-

programs U, V : (1) Introduce verification conditions for the subprograms that are independent (Def. 3.1) of the other

subprogram using monotony M[·]AC. (2) Distribute these conditions by axiom []AC∧ according to the envisioned sub-

proofs. (3) In each subproof, drop the subprogram not belonging to the verification conditions by the parallel injection

axiom [‖ ]AC .

While this is a canonical use of the interplay of M[·]AC, []AC∧, and [‖ ]AC to prove parallel hybrid systems their

individual responsibilities increase modularity, simplify soundness arguments, and can be used in other combinations

aswell. This alreadymanifests in the verification conditions introduced in step (1): For completeness, it can be necessary

to globalize the assumption by []ACl (cf. Remark 3.2) as done by the proof of Theorem4.7. But in practice we can often

do better and use mutual contribution of the commitments to the assumption of the other subprogram by []WA. Non-

modular calculi [56] prove soundness of the latter strategy monolithically while in our modular setup the strategy

derives as rule [‖]AC without any further semantical soundness arguments (cf. Fig. 5).

Example 3.5. Fig. 8 begins a derivation of the safety contract in Example 2.7 about the convoy of cars in Example 2.5.

The proof implements the idiomatic strategy described above for the parallel composition convoy ≡ follower ‖ leader,

where the verification conditions are in Fig. 7. The proof fixes the initial value of the recorder ℎ and of the leader’s po-

sition in ghost variables ℎ0, G0. By comparison of ℎ0 with ℎ, out-of-bounds access in op(ℎ↓ch), where op ∈ {val, time},

can be distinguished from actual communication of the convoy along ch. Access with default op\ (ℎ ↓ ch) evaluates

to \ if there was no actual ch communication yet. Formally, for context formula q and op ∈ {val, time}, define:

q (op\ (ℎ ↓ ch)) ≡
(
ℎ ↓ ch = ℎ0 ↓ ch ∧ q (\)

)
∨
(
ℎ ↓ ch ≠ ℎ0 ↓ ch ∧ q (op(ℎ ↓ ch))

)

〈〉⊤,⊥ 〈U 〉k ↔ 〈U 〉{T, T

}k

〈·〉∨ 〈U 〉{A,C}k ↔ 〈U 〉{A,C}

T

∨ 〈U 〉{A, T

}k

〈& 〉AC 〈U 〉{A,C}k ↔ C ∨ A ∧ 〈U 〉k

[ ]AC∧ [U ]{A,C1∧C2} (k1 ∧k2 ) ↔ [U ]{A,C1 }k1 ∧ [U ]{A,C2 }k2

〈∗〉AC⊥ 〈U∗ 〉{A,C}k ↔ 〈U
0 〉{A,C}k ∨ 〈U

∗ 〉{A, T

} (¬k ∧ 〈U 〉{A,C}k )

[ ]WA [U ]{T,WA}
T ∧ [U ]{A1∧A2,C1∧C2}k → [U ]{A,C1∧C2}k

M[ · ]AC
A2 → A1 C1 → C2 k1 → k2

[U ]{A1 ,C1}k1 → [U ]{A2 ,C2}k2
M〈·〉AC

A1 → A2 C1 → C2 k1 → k2

〈U 〉{A1 ,C1 }k1 → 〈U 〉{A2 ,C2 }k2

indAC
k → [U ]{A,C}k

C ∧k → [U∗ ]{A,C}k
loopAC

Γ ⊢ C ∧ �, Δ � ⊢ [U ]{A,C} � A ∧ � ⊢ k

Γ ⊢ [U∗ ]{A,C}k,Δ

[ ‖ ]AC
⊢ WA Γ ⊢ [U1 ]{A1 ,C1}k1 Γ ⊢ [U2 ]{A2,C2 }k2

(FN
{ℎU ‖V }

(A9 ,C9 ,k 9 ) ∩ BN(U3− 9 ) ⊆ CN(U 9 ) ∪ { ¯̀, ℎ
U ‖V } for 9 = 1, 2)

Γ ⊢ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{A,C1∧C2} (k1 ∧k2 ), Δ

Fig. 6. Derived axioms and proof rules, where WA ≡ (A ∧ C1 → A2 ) ∧ (A ∧ C2 → A1 )
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The verification conditionsk 5 andk; in Fig. 7 establish that the follower always stays behind the last known position

of the leader, while the leader never falls behind this last known position.

i ≡ n ≥ 0 ∧F = 0 ∧ 0≤E 5 ≤3/n ∧ E 5 ≤ + ∧ E; ≥ 0 ∧ G5 + 3 < G; (precondition convoy)

k 5 ≡ G5 < valG0 (ℎ ↓ pos) (postcondition follower)

k; ≡ valG0 (ℎ ↓ pos) ≤ G; (postcondition leader)

A ≡ C ≡ 0 ≤ val0 (ℎ ↓ vel) ≤ + (ac-formulas)

Fig. 7. Verification conditions used in Fig. 8, where the follower assumes A while the leader guarantees the commitment C.

∗

⊢ (C ∧ T→ A) ∧ T
GAC

Γ ⊢ [convoy]{T,C∧T→A}T

Fig. 13

Γ ⊢ [follower]{A,T}k5
[ ‖ ]AC

Γ ⊢ [convoy]{A,T}k5

Fig. 15

Γ ⊢ [leader]{T,C}k;
[ ‖ ]AC

Γ ⊢ [convoy]{T,C}k;
[ ]AC∧, ∧R

Γ ⊢ [convoy]{A,C} (k5 ∧k; )
∧R

Γ ⊢ [convoy]{T,C∧T→A}T ∧ [convoy]{A,C} (k5 ∧k; )
WA

Γ ⊢ [convoy]{T,C} (k5 ∧k; )
M[·]AC + ⊲1 + ⊲2

Γ ⊢ [convoy]{T,T}G 5 < G;
→R, FOL, [ ]⊤,⊤

⊢ i → [convoy]G 5 < G;

Fig. 8. Decomposition (Example 3.5) of the safety contract (Example 2.7) about a follower and a leader car (Example 2.5), where
convoy ≡ follower ‖ leader and Γ ≡ ℎ0 = ℎ, G0 = G; , i with fresh ghost variables ℎ0, G0. The premises ⊲1 ≡ C → T and
⊲2 ≡ k5 ∧k; → G 5 < G; derive by first-order reasoning FOL, and→R and ∧R are derivable standard rules for sequent calculi [48].

4 COMPLETENESS

Theorem3.3 shows that dLCHP’s proof calculus is sound, i.e., can only prove valid formulas. This section is concerned

with the converse question whether every valid dLCHP formula is provable in the calculus. Since integer arithmetic is

definable in dLCHP’s subset dL [39, Theorem 2], Gödel’s incompleteness theorem [15] stands in the way of a complete

and effective axiomatization. The standard way to evaluate the deductive power of a proof calculus nevertheless is to

prove completeness relative to an oracle logic [11, 18].

Completeness is already challenging for hybrid systems [40, 43]. The completeness of dLCHP becomes even more

challenging due to parallel interactions of hybrid systems that are subtly interlocked in synchronized communication

and time. Further, dLCHP is a modal logic for ac-reasoning, and modularly builds proof principles for parallel systems

from modal logic fundamentals and the parallel injection axiom. This promising development, however, would be of

deceptive insight if the modal logic perspective and modularity were only possible due to incompleteness. The central

contribution of this article is a positive answer to the completeness question: We prove dLCHP complete relative to

two oracle logics including that parallel hybrid systems are proof-theoretically equivalent to hybrid systems. Neither

parallelism nor ac-reasoning add to dLCHP in a waymaking reasoning truly harder than for hybrid systems. The modal

logic viewpoint onto ac-reasoning cannot only remain because of completeness but is ultimately justified.

Theorem 4.7 in Section 4.1 shows that dLCHP is complete relative to the first-order logic of communication traces and

differential equation properties Ω-FOD. This result importantly proves the adequacy of dLCHP’s calculus to deconstruct

every valid statement about CHPs into statements about communication traces and continuous change. This includes
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that modal ac-reasoning and the parallel injection axiom are indeed enough for safety of parallel CHPs and that we

correctly lifted induction and convergence from dynamic logic to ac-reasoning. For non-parallel program constructs,

the proof successfully lifts standard reasoning [46] to ac-modalities. For parallel CHPs, the proof adds a complete and

modular reasoning pattern. Thanks to modularity unnecessary parts of this pattern may be dropped while reasoning

on concrete formulas making the pattern a practical reasoning strategy.

Theorem4.9 in Section 4.2 shows that dLCHP is even complete relative to the subset of Ω-FOD without communi-

cation traces, the first-order logic of differential equation properties [39] FOD. As a major consequence, dLCHP proof-

theoretically aligns with dL, which is complete relative to FOD as well [39, Thoerem 3]. Intuitively speaking, parallel

hybrid systems can be proven correct whenever hybrid systems and continuous systems can be proven correct. Fur-

ther, completeness relative to discrete systems [43, Theorem 8] and relative decidability results carry over to dLCHP [43,

Theorem 11]. The proof of Theorem4.9 modularly builds on top of Theorem 4.7 only proving equiexpressiveness of

Ω-FOD and FOD (Proposition 4.8 in Section 4.2). This modular structure of Theorem4.9 separates the rather technical

encoding of traces as properties of continuous systems in Theorem 4.9 from the construction of sufficient invariants

and variation for loops and verification conditions for parallel CHPs in Theorem 4.7.

The base logic FOD [39] is first-order real arithmetic FOLR, i.e., dL’s first-order fragment, plus differential equation

properties, i.e., safety [G′ = \]k and liveness 〈G′ = \〉k constraints k ∈ FOLR on differential equations. Ω-FOD is

the first-order fragment of dLCHP plus differential equation properties as for FOD. That is, Ω-FOD extends FOD with

capabilities to specify communication such that sufficient verification conditions for the proof of Theorem4.7 become

expressible but without the need to encode traces in properties of differential equations. The ability of FOD to provide

R-Gödel encodings [39] is a central ingredient of both completeness results (see Appendix B). Theorem4.7 uses R-

Gödel encodings to compress the real-valued part of transitions of unbounded repetitions into a single real number.

Theorem4.9 packs the unbounded traces into R-Gödel encodings. Ω-FOD extends an oracle for discrete parallelism

[57], which does not include FOD, but is also insufficient to deal with the real-valued part of the state.

4.1 Completeness Relative to Ω-FOD

This section proves that dLCHP is complete relative toΩ-FOD. The proof of Theorem 4.7 only succeeds by a combination

of strategies from dL [39, 43, 46] for expressiveness results, dGL [44] to obtain an induction order, and ac-reasoning

[12, 57] to lift expressiveness to parallel programs. Analogous to dL [39], we first prove that Ω-FOD can express the

now multi-typed transition relation of CHPs (Lemma 4.1), and then that Ω-FOD is expressible for dLCHP (Lemma 4.2).

This renders Ω-FOD expressive enough to state sufficient loop invariants and variants. For parallel CHPs, however,

the parallel injection axiom [‖ ]AC—and compositionality for parallelism in general—ask for a characterization of U’s

transitions that is receptive for V’s local behavior in the parallel composition U ‖ V . For receptiveness, Section 4.1.2

introduces state-variations expressible in Ω-FOD generalizing ideas from ac-reasoning [12, 57] to the hybrid setup.

However, we achieve better modularity building on top of the transition relation of Lemma 4.1.

At the core of our proof of Theorem 4.7 is an effective and fully constructive reduction of any valid dLCHP formulaq

in dLCHP’s calculus to Ω-FOD tautologies. Unlike dL’s original completeness proof [39, Theorem 3], our proof of The-

orem 4.7 does not stick to the classical structure of Harel’s completeness proof for dynamic logic [16, Theorem 3.1]:

For a valid dL formula q , extract safety i → [U]k and liveness i → 〈U〉k constraints by propositional recombina-

tion. Then conclude separately for safety and liveness by induction on the structure of the program U . This approach,

however, is not well-behaved w.r.t. liveness of parallel CHPs because the premise of the parallel liveness axiom 〈‖〉AC

inherently assumes existence of a joint history for the subprograms. Since the ∃ quantifier does not distribute over
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conjunctions, the premise does not easily split into liveness constraints on the subprograms. Instead, we embark on a

strategy successfully applied for dGL [44] and dL’s uniform substitution calculus [46] that uses a well-founded order

on all formulas.

4.1.1 Expressiveness of Ω-FOD. Lemma 4.1 generalizes an expressiveness result from dL [46] and characterizes the

transition semantics of CHPs in Ω-FOD. Unlike the rendition of hybrid programs in dL [39, Lemma 5], Lemma 4.1

characterizes transitions over a multi-typed state. As in dL, R-Gödel encodings capture the real-valued part of the

unboundedlymany intermediate states of repetitions. However, a trace variable represents the ongoing communication.

This requires a partition of the trace into subsequences for the individual loop passes, which can be done using another

trace variable to denote the endpoints of the passes. The rendition is further complicated since CHPs have a prefix-

closed semantics whose transitions can reach not only final but also intermediate states (Remark 2.14).

For each CHP U , Lemma 4.1 gives a Ω-FOD formulaSU (Ī, Ē,X) exactly satisfied by the U-runs from an initial state

described by U’s variables Ī to a reached state described by fresh variables Ē . The boolean variable X tells whether Ē

is intermediate (X =

T

) or final (X = T). Considering final states only, i.e., X = T, the precise meaning of the rendition

S(Ī, Ē, T) is 〈U〉Ē = Ī as in dL. The full renditionSU (Ī, Ē,X) is captured by ∀D̄=Ī 〈U〉{T,¬X∧Ē=D̄ℎU

ℎD
}
(X∧ Ē = Ī) using that

the ac-diamond holds if either the commitment holds in an intermediate state or the postcondition in a final state. In

intermediate states only communication is observable. Hence, Ē = D̄ℎ
U

ℎD
correctly compares the reached state Ē with the

initial state Ī via the ghost variables D̄ except that the initial history ℎD gets replaced with the current history ℎU . The

ghost variables hide variables bound by U from the commitment, which is necessary for well-formedness (Def. 2.6).

Lemma 4.1 (Rendition of programs). Let U be a CHP with recorder ℎ = ℎU and let Ī = I1, ..., I: be all variables of U

including ℎ. Moreover, let Ē = E1, ..., E= and D̄ = D1, ..., D= be fresh variables compatible with Ī, and let ℎD ∈ D̄ correspond

to ℎ, and let X be a fresh boolean variable. Then there is a Ω-FOD formulaSU (Ī, Ē,X) such that the following is valid:

SU (Ī, Ē,X) ↔ ∀D̄=Ī 〈U〉{T,¬X∧Ē=D̄ℎ
ℎD
} (X ∧ Ē = Ī)

Proof. W.l.o.g. assume that `, `′ are in Ī by prefixing the program U with no-ops as follows ` := `; `′ := `′;U .

Fig. 9 gives an inductive definition of the formulaSU (Ī, Ē,X) along the structure of program U . Notably, the resulting

definition ofSU (Ī, Ē,X) is indeed a Ω-FOD formula.

The formulaSU (Ī, Ē,X) is supposed to be satisfied in exactly those states, where the state Ē is reachable by U from

the state Ī. The boolean variable X decides whether Ē describes an intermediate or final state. Prefix-closedness goes

down in the disjunctive structure ofSU (Ī, Ē,X) if U is sequential composition or an atomic program: Particularly, the

initial state is an intermediate state, which is captured by if-then-else and Ī = Ē , i.e., the state has not changed yet, for

atomic-programs. The ghost variables D̄ do not occur in the resulting Ω-FOD representation of SU (Ī, Ē,X) because

they are only required to ensure well-formedness of the ac-diamond. Now, detailed explanations are given for involved

cases:

(1) In case ch(ℎ)!\ and ch(ℎ)?G , the history ℎ is extended with the new communication 〈ch, \, `〉 and 〈ch, G, `〉,

respectively. In case ch(ℎ)?G , the quantifiers ∃~ , ∃G express that some value is obtained from the environ-

ment. Since G only gets assigned its new value in the final state, ~ is fresh for the intermediate state after

communication.

(2) In case U ; V , if (Ī, Ē) is an unfinished U-computation, it has not reached a final state yet, so ¬X holds and U’s

run is to an intermediate state by

T

inSU (Ī, Ē,

T

). Otherwise, if (Ī, Ē) is a computation of U ; V beyond U , then

there must be an final state F̄ reachable by U from which V continues as ensured by T inSU (F̄, Ē, T).
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(3) In case U∗, a finite formula needs to capture unboundedly many multi-typed intermediate states. The real part

of this sequence is compressed into a single real variableWR by R-Gödel encoding (Ω-FOD by Lemma B.1).

To deal with the different type of communication, the trace variableWT stores the overall communication

history, and the trace variable � denotes the endpoints of the loop passes inWT . CombiningWR andWT , the

vectorW
(=)
8 describes the 8-th intermediate multi-typed state in a sequence of length =. The access (WR)

(=)
8

retrieves the 8-th position of the R-Gödel encoding and trace slicingWT [0, � [8 − 8]] obtains the history up to

the 8-th loop pass. By predicate nat(·) (Ω-FOD by LemmaB.3), the real variables =, 8 represent natural numbers.

Existence∃W (=) of amulti-typed state sequenceW (=) of length= needs existence of aR-Rödel encodingWR,

a historyWT , and a partition � ofWT into = loop passes, i.e., = = |� |. By 1 ≤ 8 < = − 1 ∨ X, all but the last

iteration must reach a final state.

(4) In case U ‖ V , there is a (Ī, Ē)-run if U and V have runs from Ī to individual states ĒU and ĒV , respectively.

The formula ΦW encodes the requirements for these subruns to combine to a run of U ‖ V . Since parallel

programs need matching communication on joint channels, the rendition stipulates existence of the overall

communication ℎUV for U ‖ V , which has to agree with the subprograms on their channels by ℎW = ℎ · (ℎUV ↓W)

in ΦW . The overall history ℎE ∈ Ē after execution is the history ℎ ∈ Ī before plus the communication ℎUV by

ℎE = ℎ · ℎUV . However, ℎUV must not contain events not communicated by U ‖ V , i.e., ℎUV ↓ (U ‖V) = ℎUV . The

reached state ĒW of subprogramW has to match the overall reached state Ē onW ’s real variables by ĒW |R =W Ē |R in

ΦW . Both subprograms synchronize in time via ¯̀U = ¯̀V , and match ¯̀’s value in the final state Ē by ĒW |R =W Ē |R.

The (Ī, Ē)-run is to a final state iff both subruns (Ī, ĒW ) are to final states, which is encoded in X ↔ XU ∧XV . �

Using the Ω-FOD encoding of the transition semantics of CHPs (Lemma 4.1), Lemma 4.2 shows that every formula

of dLCHP is expressible in Ω-FOD.

Lemma 4.2 (Expressiveness). The logic dLCHP is expressible in Ω-FOD. That is, for every dLCHP formula q , there is a

Ω-FOD formula q# over the same free variables such that � q ↔ q# .

Proof. The proof is by induction on the structure of q . It generalizes a result for dL [39, Lemma 6] to ac-modalities.

W.l.o.g. q contains no dynamic modalities rewriting them into ac-modalities using the equivalences [U]k ↔ [U] {T,T}k

and 〈U〉k ↔ 〈U〉{T, T

}k .

(1) If q is a Ω-FOD formula, then define q# ≡ q .

(2) If q ≡ i ∧k , by IH, i#,k # exist such that � i ↔ i# and � k ↔ k #. Now, define q# ≡ i# ∧k #. Then � q ↔ q#.

(3) Other propositional connectives and quantifiers (¬,∀) are handled analogous to item 2.

(4) If q ≡ [U] {A,C}k , then by IH, A#, C#, andk # exist, which are equivalent to A, C, andk , respectively. To express

U’s transition semantics in Ω-FOD, the renditionSU (Ī, Ē,X) from Lemma 4.1 is used. The formulaSU (Ī, Ē,X)

holds if the vectors Ī, Ē describe an U-run from a state Ī to a state Ē , where X tells whether Ē is intermediate

or final. Let ℎU be the recorder of U and ℎE corresponds to ℎ
U in Ē . To capture the assumption A between U’s

initial history ℎU and its reached history ℎE , let A∼ ≡ ∀ℎU�ℎ′∼ℎE Aℎ
′

ℎ
, where ℎ′ is fresh and ∼∈ {≺, �}. Then

q# is defined as follows, where ∀Xq (X) is short for q (

T

) ∧ q (T) with

T

and T being bottom and top:

q# ≡ ∀Ē ∀X
(
SU (Ī, Ē,X) →

(
(A#)≺ → (C

#)
ℎE
ℎU

)
∧
(
X ∧ (A#)� → (k

#) ĒĪ
))

(3)
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∃W (=) q ≡ ∃WR:R∃WT :T ∃� :T (= = |� | ∧ q) ΦW ≡SW (Ī, ĒW ,XW ) ∧ ĒW |R =W Ē |R ∧ ℎW = ℎ · (ℎUV ↓W)

W
(=)
8 ≡

(
(WR)

(=)
8 ,WT [0, � [8 − 1]]

)
q (C4 [0, ~]) ≡ ∃ℎ

(
|ℎ | = ⌊~⌋ ∧ ∀0≤:<⌊~⌋ ℎ[:] = C4 [:] ∧ q (ℎ)

)

(a) Auxiliary expressions used in Fig. 9b below. The restriction 4̄ |R is the subvector of the expression 4̄ containing exactly the real
terms. Then the equality ĒW |R =W Ē |R compares every real-valued component of Ē, which corresponds to a variable in Ī that occurs
in W or ¯̀ with its correspondent in ĒW . The variables ℎU and ℎV are the correspondents of ℎ ∈ Ī in ĒU and ĒV , respectively. For a
trace term C4, the slice C4 [0, ~ ] is the subtrace of C4 from the 0-th up to the ⌊~ ⌋-th item (exclusive). The floor function ⌊ · ⌋ is Ω-FOD
definable as follows: q (⌊G ⌋ ) ≡ ∃= (nat(=) ∧ G−1<=≤G ∧ q (=) ) , where nat( · ) is FOD definable (LemmaB.3).

SG :=\ (Ī, Ē,X) ≡ if ¬X then Ē = Ī else Ē = Ī\G

SG :=∗ (Ī, Ē,X) ≡ if ¬X then Ē = Ī else ∃G Ē = Ī (note that G ∈ Ī)

S?j (Ī, Ē,X) ≡ if ¬X then Ē = Ī else
(
j ∧ Ē = Ī

)

S{G ′=\ } (Ī, Ē,X) ≡ if ¬X then Ē = Ī else 〈G′ = \〉Ē = Ī

S{G ′=\&j } (Ī, Ē,X) ≡ if ¬X then Ē = Ī else ∃6=0 〈G′ = \, 6′ = 1〉
(
Ē = Ī ∧ [G′ = −\, 6 = −1] (6≥0→ j)

)

Sch(ℎ)!\ (Ī, Ē,X) ≡ if ¬X then
(
Ē = Ī ∨ Ē = Ī

ℎ·〈ch,\,` 〉
ℎ

)
else Ē = Ī

ℎ·〈ch,\,` 〉
ℎ

Sch(ℎ)?G (Ī, Ē,X) ≡ if ¬X then
(
Ē = Ī ∨ ∃~ Ē = Ī

ℎ·〈ch,~,` 〉
ℎ

)
else ∃G Ē = Ī

ℎ·〈ch,G,` 〉
ℎ

SU∪V (Ī, Ē,X) ≡SU (Ī, Ē,X) ∨SV (Ī, Ē,X)

SU ;V (Ī, Ē,X) ≡ ¬X ∧SU (Ī, Ē,

T

) ∨ ∃F̄
(
SU (Ī, F̄, T) ∧SV (F̄, Ē,X)

)

SU ∗ (Ī, Ē,X) ≡ ∃=
(
nat(=) ∧ ∃W (=)

(
W
(=)
1

= Ī ∧W
(=)
= = Ē

∧ ∀8
(
nat(8) ∧ 1≤ 8 <=→SU (W

(=)
8 ,W

(=)
8+1 , 1≤ 8 <= − 1 ∨ X)

) ))

SU ‖V (Ī, Ē,X) ≡ ∃ℎUV, ĒU , ĒV ,XU ,XV

(
ℎE = ℎ · ℎUV ∧ ΦU ∧ ΦV ∧ ¯̀U = ¯̀V ∧ ℎUV ↓ (U ‖V) = ℎUV ∧ (X↔ XU ∧ XV )

)

(b) Recursive definition of the renditionSU (Ī, Ē,X) . Letℎ = ℎU be the recorder of U . The vectors ĒU and ĒV are fresh and compatible
with Ī. The vectors ¯̀U and ¯̀V correspond to ¯̀ ∈ Ī in ĒU and ĒV , respectively, and the variableℎE coressponds toℎ ∈ Ī in Ē. Auxiliary
expressions are defined in Fig. 9a above, and if-then-else (if i then q1 else q2) is short for (i ∧ q1 ) ∨ (¬i ∧ q2 ) . The nested
modality in case {G ′ = \ & j } can be avoided with appropriate care [46, Lemma 5].

Fig. 9. Encoding of the transition semantics of CHPs in Ω-FOD (Lemma4.1)

The subformulas of the conjunction in equation (3) straightforwardly reflect (commit) and (post). Hence, for

the commitment C#, only the history ℎU gets updated while for the postcondition k #, the overall state Ī is

updated.

(5) If q ≡ 〈U〉{A,C}k , then A
#, C#, andk # exist by IH that are equivalent to A, C, andk , respectively. To express U’s

transitions in Ω-FOD, use the rendition SU (Ī, Ē,X) from Lemma 4.1 as in case [U] {A,C}k . Moreover, use A∼

from case [U] {A,C}k to capture the assumption. Then q# is defined as follows, where ∃Xq (X) ≡ q (

T

) ∨q (T):

q# ≡ ∃Ē ∃X
(
SU (Ī, Ē,X) ∧

( (
(A#)≺ ∧ (C

#)
ℎE
ℎU

)
∨
(
X ∧ (A#)� ∧ (k

#) ĒĪ
) ))

�

4.1.2 Expressiveness of Ω-FOD for state-variations. Compositional reasoning about safety i → [U ‖ V]k of parallel

CHPs naturally asks for splitting the postconditionk into valid postconditionskU andkV ofU and V , respectively, which

entail k , i.e., kU ∧kV → k is valid. If the subprograms do not interfere with each other’s postcondition (Def. 3.1), the

parallel injection axiom [‖ ]AC is complete because it can embed [U]kU and [V]kV to [U ‖ V] (kU ∧kV ). The challenge



Complete Dynamic Logic of Communicating Hybrid Programs 23

is to findkU andkV . They need to capture sufficiently much of U’s and V’s behavior to entailk but also need to satisfy

noninterference. The transition relation of U and V (Lemma 4.1), however, does not suffice forkU and kV , respectively,

because U ‖ V merges into a joint final state, which generally is neither reachable by U nor V alone. Hence, kU ∧ kV

would be rarely satisfiable in the final states of U ‖ V and consequently cannot entail k .8

To obtain appropriate specifications, we adapt an approach from Hoare-style ac-reasoning [57] to hybrid systems

and dynamic logic. The idea is to widen the state set represented bykW to its neighborhood, including all states varying

fromW ’s reachable states on potential parallel computation. ThenkU andkV also cover each other’s final states such that

their intersection contains the final states of U ‖ V . Def. 4.3 introduces intermediate and final state-variations enabling

convenient reasoning on the semantic level. This carries over to reasoning in the calculus by their expressibility in

Ω-FOD (Lemma 4.4). By building Lemma 4.4 on top of the program rendition (Lemma 4.1), we achieve better modularity

than Hoare-style ac-reasoning [57]. Throughout the section concepts are explained referring to final state-variations

but similar arguments apply to intermediate state-variations. All proofs for this section are in Appendix C.

Definition 4.3 (Intermediate and final state-variations). The intermediate state-variations I.,i (A, U) ⊆ S and final

state-variations F.,i (A, U) ⊆ S of the action (A, U) w.r.t. a precondition i and environmental channels . are defined

as follows, where Ī = FV(i,A) ∪ V(U) are the local variables.

I.,i (A, U) =
{
a · g4 | a � i and ∃g,l : (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]≺ and g4 ↓ (U ∪ .

∁) = g
}

F.,i (A, U) =
{
l4 · g4 | ∃a : a � i and ∃g,l : (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]� and l4 = l on Ī and g4 ↓ (U ∪ .

∁) = g
}

The state-variations of Def. 4.3 cover all variations of the reachable intermediate and final states of an action (A, U)

on non-local variables and channels, i.e., stemming from potential computation in the environment. For an (A, U)-run

(a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]� with a � i , the final state-variations F.,i (A, U) contain every state l4 · g4 , where the variation l4

equals l on local variables Ī and the variation g4 equals g on channels U ∪ .∁ . The constraint .∁ whose purpose

will be explained shortly restricts the receptiveness for environmental communication, i.e., limits the channels whose

communication may interleave with g . Consequently, I.,i (A, U) and F.,i (A, U) are monotone in . .

Lemma 4.4 (State-variations in Ω-FOD). For (co)finite . ⊆ Ω, there are formulas Υ.,i,A,U (strongest commitment)

and Ψ.,i,A,U (strongest postcondition) characterizing the state-variations I.,i (A, U) and F.,i (A, U) (Def. 4.3), respectively.

That is, > ∈ I.,i (A, U) iff > � Υ.,i,A,U , and > ∈ F.,i (A, U) iff > � Ψ.,i,A,U for every state >. By Lemma 4.1, the formulas

are expressible in Ω-FOD. For a program V and Φ ∈ {Υ,Ψ}, write ΦV,i,A,U for ΦCN(V ),i,A,U . Further, FV(Φ.,i,A,U ) ⊆

FV(i,A) ∪ V(U) and CN{ℎU ‖V } (Φ.,i,A,U ) ⊆ CN{ℎU ‖V } (i,A) ∪ CN(U) ∪ .
∁ , where ℎU ‖V is the recorder of U ‖ V .

Lemma 4.5 proves that the strongest promises are indeed strong enough to entail any valid promise (item 1) but not

so strong as to cease being valid promises themselves (item 2). Since satisfaction of C andk is only assumed for states

reachable by U-runs in item 1, Ψ.,i,A,U is only strong enough fork if Ψ.,i,A,U exactly determines U’s communication

(. = ∅).9 If . * �#(U), then Ψ.,i,A,U contains states with communication parallel to U along environmental channels.

Still Ψ.,i,A,U is a valid promise (item 2) because those states are just not reachable by U , but importantly, ΨV,i,A,U also

becomes satisfied in all final states of (U ‖ V)-runs, i.e., ΨV,i,A,U is receptive for communication on channels exclusive

to V . In summary, . adapts for how much environment the strongest postcondition Ψ.,i,A,U shall account for.

8Let Φi,U denote all states reachable by an U -run from any state satisfying i . Then i → [ch(ℎ)!0]Φi,ch(ℎ) !\ is valid, where i ≡ ℎ ↓ dh = n , but

i → [ch(ℎ)!0 ‖ 3ℎ (ℎ)?G ]Φi,ch(ℎ) !0 is not valid because no state captured by Φi,ch(ℎ) !0 contains communication along channel dh. Nevertheless,

noninterference suggests that i → [ch(ℎ)!\ ‖ 3ℎ (ℎ)?G ]Φi,ch(ℎ) !0 should be valid, too, because Φi,ch(ℎ) !0 locally describes the behavior of ch(ℎ)!0.
9For example, consider � i → [dh(ℎ)!\ ]k , where i ≡ k ≡ ℎ ↓ ch = n . Then Ψ{ch},i,T,dh(ℎ) !\ does not entail the postcondition k because

Ψ{ch},i,T,dh(ℎ) !\ captures reachable states, where channel ch is written during the (dh(ℎ)!\ )-run after channel dh. But in these statesk is not valid!
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Lemma 4.5 (Correct reachableworlds characterization). The notions of intermediate and final state-variations

(Def. 4.3) are correct, i.e., the strongest promises (Lemma4.4) fulfill the following properties, where hiding∀Ḡ=~̄ of variables

Ḡ ⊇ (BV(U) ∩+R) ∪ { ¯̀} in the commitment with fresh and compatible variables ~̄ ensures well-formedness of the ac-box

(Def. 2.6):

(1) If � i → [U] {A,C}k , then (i) � Υ∅,i,A,U → C and (ii) � Ψ∅,i,A,U → k

(2) � ~̄ = Ḡ ∧ i → [U] {A,∀Ḡ=~̄ Υ.,~̄=Ḡ∧i,A,U }Ψ.,~̄=Ḡ∧i,A,U

Lemma 4.5 resorts from reasoning about a valid promise to reasoning about the strongest promise. Then Lemma 4.6

enables to split the strongest promises into strongest promises for the subprograms. The intuition behind Lemma 4.6 is

that if a state > satisfiesΨV,�U ,T,U∧ΨU,�V ,T,V , then > is a variation (Def. 4.3) of a state reachable byU in the environment V

and vice versa from states satisfying the local precondition �U and �V , respectively. Thus, lying at the intersection

FV,�U (T, U) ∩ FU,�V (T, V), the variation > already contains the computation result of each other’s program. Further,

by the constraint ¯̀0 = ¯̀ ∧ ℎ0 ↓ c̄hW = ℎ ↓ c̄hW in �U , �V both programs reached this result from the same global

time and from compatible initial histories. Consequently, > is reachable by U ‖ V from an initial state resulting from

merging the local initial states such that the global precondition � is satisfied. Global properties (see Remark 3.2) need

separate consideration: History invariance > � ℎ ↓ c̄h � ℎ0 rejects certain inadmissible interleavings of U’s and V’s

communication (cf. axiom [�]AC) such that > � Ψ∅,� ,T,U ‖V . Finally, the assumption > � �c̄h� A yields > ∈ Ψ∅,� ,A,U ‖V (cf.

axiom []ACl).

Lemma 4.6 (Decomposition of strongest promises). Let (A, U ‖ V) be communicatively well-formed, let ℎ = ℎU ‖V

be the recorder of U ‖ V , and let U◦ = V and V◦ = U . For each W ∈ {U, V} and formula iW , let FV(iW ) ∩V(W◦) ⊆ { ¯̀, ℎ}, and

let CN{ℎ} (iW ) ∩ CN(W
◦) ⊆ CN(W), and let BV(W) ∩ V(W◦) ⊆ { ¯̀, ℎ}.

Further, let c̄hW = CN{ℎ} (iW ) ∪ CN(W) and c̄h = c̄hU ∪ c̄hV ∪ CN(A), and ¯̀0, ℎ0 be fresh variables. Then the following

formulas splitting the strongest promises (see Lemma 4.4) about a parallel program are valid, where �W ≡ ¯̀0 = ¯̀ ∧ iW ∧

ℎ0 ↓ c̄hW = ℎ ↓ c̄hW , and � ≡ ¯̀0 = ¯̀ ∧iU ∧iV ∧ ℎ0 = ℎ ↓ c̄h, and �c̄h∼ A ≡ ∀ℎ
′ (ℎ0 � ℎ′ ∼ ℎ ↓ c̄h→ Aℎ

′

ℎ
), where ℎ′ is fresh.

� ΥV,�U ,T,U ∧ ΥU,�V ,T,V ∧ ℎ ↓ c̄h � ℎ0 → (�
c̄h
≺ A→ Υ∅,� ,A,U ‖V )

� ΨV,�U ,T,U ∧ ΨU,�V ,T,V ∧ ℎ ↓ c̄h � ℎ0 → (�
c̄h
� A→ Ψ∅,� ,A,U ‖V ),

Moreover, the program W◦ ∈ {U, V} does not interfere (Def. 3.1) with the strongest promises ΥW◦,�U ,T,W and ΨW◦,�U ,T,W .

Different from well-formedness BV(U) ∩ BV(V) ⊆ { ¯̀} ∪ +T (Def. 2.2), Lemma 4.6 requires the stronger separation

BV(W) ∩ V(W◦) ⊆ { ¯̀, ℎ} for each W , where the limitation from +T to {ℎ} is no new restriction as U ‖ V has the unique

recorder ℎ. This is necessary so that W does not interfere (Def. 3.1) with the strongest promises ΥW◦,�U ,T,W and ΨW◦,�U ,T,W ,

thus, enables usage of the parallel injection axiom [‖ ]AC . Luckily this separation can be ensured by renaming the

variables BV(W) ∩ FV(W◦) ∩ { ¯̀, ℎ}∁ appropriately as done in the proof of Theorem 4.7.

4.1.3 Ω-FOD Completeness Theorem. This section proves Theorem 4.7, our first completeness result providing an

effective and fully constructive reduction of any valid dLCHP formula to Ω-FOD tautologies in dLCHP’s proof calculus

(Fig. 4). To denote that a formulaq derives in dLCHP’s calculus from Ω-FOD tautologies, write ⊢Ω q . We assumed dLCHP

contains a complete axiomatization of first-order logic (Section 3). To make this precise, Theorem 4.7 uses the axioms
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∀i, ∀→, and V∀ and all propsitional tautologies P, and derivable introduction of ghost variables iG and substiution =R:

∀i ∀Ik (I) → k (4) ∀→ ∀I (i → k ) → (∀I i → ∀Ik ) V∀ k → ∀Ik (where I ∉ FV(k ))

iG ∀I0 (I0 = 4 → k ) → k =R I0 = I → (k (I0) → k (I))

Theorem 4.7 (Completeness relative to Ω-FOD). dLCHP’s proof calculus is complete relative to Ω-FOD, i.e., every

valid dLCHP formula q can be derived in dLCHP’s calculus (Fig. 4) from Ω-FOD tautologies. In short, if � q , then ⊢Ω q .

Proof. The formula q is assumed to contain only ac-modalities using the equivalences [U]k ↔ [U] {T,T}k (axiom

[]⊤,⊤) and 〈U〉k ↔ 〈U〉{T, T

}k (axiom 〈〉⊤,⊥). Further, the formula q is assumed to be in conjunctive normal form with

negations pushed inside over modalities and quantifiers using the provable equivalences ¬[U] {A,C}k ↔ 〈U〉{A,¬C}¬k

and ¬〈U〉{A,C}k ↔ [U] {A,¬C}¬k (axiom 〈·〉AC, and monotonicity M[·]AC to get rid of double negations), and ¬∀Ik ↔

∃I ¬k and ¬∃Ik ↔ ∀I ¬k . Unlike in dL’s completeness proof [39], which encodes quantification over real variables as

differential equation transitions, this proof handles quantifiers explicitly to cover quantification over non-real variables.

The proof is by induction along a well-founded partial order ⊏ on dLCHP formulas. The order ⊏ is defined analogous

to the order used in the completeness proof of differential game logic [44] , which induces an order on all formulas

by the lexicographic ordering of the overall structural complexity of the programs in the formula and the structural

complexity of the formula itself. More precisely, define i ⊏ k if k is not a Ω-FOD formula, and the overall structural

complexity of programs in i is lower than in k or the complexity of the programs in i is the same than in k but the

formulai is structurally less complex thank in the usual sense. Consequently, ifi ⊏ k , the formulai might even have

a more complex structure (e.g., more quantifiers) than k if all its programs are simpler. The order ⊏ is well-founded

because the Ω-FOD formulas are placed at its bottom and the complexity of programs can shrink only finitely often.

Now, let � q . Then the proof is by well-founded induction along the order ⊏. Since negations are assumed to be

pushed inside, any formula beginning with a negation is in Ω-FOD, so subject to the first case.

(1) If q contains no program, then q is a Ω-FOD formula, thus derivable in ⊢Ω .

(2) q ≡ q1 ∧ q2, then ⊢Ω q1 and ⊢Ω q2 by IH since � q1 and � q2 , combining to ⊢Ω q1 ∧ q2 propositionally.

(3) q ≡ ∀Ik , or q ≡ ∃Ik , or q ≡ 〈[U]〉{A,C}k , where 〈[U]〉 is a unifying notation for [U] and 〈U〉, then obtain

⊢Ω

T

∨ q via case 4, 5, or 6, respectively, which yields ⊢Ω q by propositional reasoning.

In case q ≡ q1 ∨ q2 , w.l.o.g. assume q2 ≡ ∀I� , or q2 ≡ ∃I � , or q2 ≡ 〈[U]〉{A,C}� by derivable associativity and

commutativity, and the assumption that q only contains ac-modalities. In the remainder, abbreviate ¬q1 as � , so � q

implies � � → q2, and show that � → q2 derives in ⊢Ω . Without further notice, the proof uses that (� → _) ⊏ (� → j)

if _ ⊏ j for any formula j .

(4) q ≡ � → ∀I� , then � �I0I → ∀I� for a fresh variable I0. Hence, � �
I0
I → � . Since (�I0I → �) ⊏ (� → ∀I�),

because� has less quantifiers than∀I� , obtain ⊢Ω �
I0
I → � by IH. By∀-generalization, obtain ⊢Ω ∀I (�

I0
I → �).

Then ⊢Ω ∀I �
I0
I → ∀I� by ∀→, which yields ⊢Ω �

I0
I → ∀I� by V∀ . By bound variable renaming, ⊢Ω � → ∀I� .

(5) q ≡ � → ∃I � , then by Lemma 4.2, there are � # and �# in Ω-FOD such that � � ↔ � # and � � ↔ �#.

Hence, ⊢Ω � # → ∃I�# since � # → ∃I �# is a valid Ω-FOD formula. Moreover, the formulas � → � # and

�# → � derive in ⊢Ω if � ∈ Ω-FOD and � ∈ Ω-FOD, respectively, as they are valid. If � ∉ Ω-FOD, then

(� → � #) ⊏ q such that ⊢Ω � → � # by IH. If � ∉ Ω-FOD, then (�# → �) ⊏ q such that ⊢Ω�# → �

by IH. Since ⊢Ω�# → � , by ∀-generalization, ∀I (�# → �). Then ∃I�# → ∃I � by the deriveable dual of
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∀→. The latter and ⊢Ω � # → ∃I �# yield ⊢Ω � # → ∃I � propositionally, and this combines with ⊢Ω � → � # to

⊢Ω � → ∃I � propositionally.

(6) q ≡ � → 〈[U]〉{A,C}� , then the proof is by an induction on the structure of modality and program 〈[U]〉.

Missing ac-diamond cases derive by their ac-box counterpart and duality 〈·〉AC of ac-box and ac-diamond. For

� → 〈U∗〉{A,C}� , the special case � → 〈U
∗〉{A, T

}� is proven first and then used for the general case.

(a) � � → [G := \] {A,C}� , then � � → C∧ (A→ �\
G ) by [&]AC and [:=]. Since there are less programs, obtain

(C ∧ (A→ �\
G )) ⊏ [G := \] {A,C}� . Hence, ⊢Ω � → C ∧ (A→ �\

G ) by IH. Hence, ⊢Ω � → [G := \] {A,C}�

using [:=] and [&]AC .

(b) � � → [G := ∗] {A,C}� , then � � → C∧(A→ ∀G �) by [&]AC and [:∗]. Since there are less programs, obtain

(C∧(A→ ∀G �)) ⊏ [G := \] {A,C}� . Hence, ⊢Ω � → C∧(A→ ∀G �) by IH. Hence, ⊢Ω � → [G := ∗] {A,C}�

by [:∗] and [&]AC .

(c) � � → [?j] {A,C}� , then � � → q0 by [&]AC and [?], where q0 ≡ C ∧ (A → (j → �)). Since q0 ⊏

[?j] {A,C}� , as q0 has less programs, ⊢Ω � → q0 by IH. Hence, ⊢Ω � → [?j] {A,C}� using [?] and [&]AC .

(d) � � → [G′ = \ & j] {A,C}� , then by [&]AC , � � →
(
C ∧ (A→ [G′ = \ & j]�)

)
. The differential equaiton

G′ = \ can be assumed to contain the clock 6′ = 1 as it can be always added as differential ghost [46].

Now, by [&], � → q0 is valid, where q0 is as follows:

q0 ≡ C ∧
(
A→ ∀60=6 [G

′
= \]

(
[G′ = −\] (6≥60 → j) → �

))

The nested modalities in q0 support better readability but can be eliminated with appropriate care [46,

Lemma 5]. Hence, q0 ⊏ [{G
′ = \ & j}] {A,C}� because C, A, and k contain less programs than [{G′ =

\ & j}] {A,C}� and q0 only adds Ω-FOD formulas around C, A, andk . Therefore, ⊢Ω � → q0 by IH, which

in turn implies ⊢Ω � →
(
C ∧ (A→ [G′ = \ & j]�)

)
by [&]. Finally, ⊢Ω � → [G′ = \ & j] {A,C}� by [&]AC .

(e) � � → [U ; V] {A,C}� , then by [;]AC, � � → [U] {A,C} [V] {A,C}� . As the programs U and V are simpler

than U ; V , obtain [U] {A,C}� [V] {A,C}� ⊏ [U ; V] {A,C}� . Hence, ⊢Ω � → [U] {A,C} [V] {A,C}� by IH. Finally,

⊢Ω � → [U ; V] {A,C}� by [;]AC .

(f) � � → [U∪V] {A,C}� , then � � → [U] {A,C}�∧[V] {A,C}� using [∪]AC . As the programsU and V are simpler

than U ∪ V , obtain ([U] {A,C}� ∧ [V] {A,C}�) ⊏ [U ∪ V] {A,C}� . Hence, ⊢Ω � → [U] {A,C}� ∧ [V] {A,C}� by

IH. Finally, ⊢Ω � → [U ∪ V] {A,C}� by axiom [∪]AC .

(g) � � → [U∗] {A,C}� , then use I ≡ ([U∗] {A,C}�)
# as invariant for the rule loopAC. By (commit) and totality

of the program semantics, i.e., (a, n,⊥) ∈ [[U∗]] for every state a , the commitment C holds in every state

where [U∗] {A,C}� holds. Hence, � → C ∧ I is valid. Since I ∈ Ω-FOD and C contains less programs than

[U∗] {A,C}� , obtain (C ∧ I) ⊏ [U∗] {A,C}� . Hence, the premise � → C ∧ I of loopAC derives in ⊢Ω by IH.

By [∗]AC , � I → [U] {A,C} [U
∗] {A,C}� such that � I → [U] {A,C} I. Since I ∈ Ω-FOD and U is simpler than

its repetition U∗, obtain (I → [U] {A,C} I) ⊏ q . Hence, the premise I → [U] {A,C} I of loopAC derives in ⊢Ω

by IH. By [∗]AC again, � I→ [U0] {A,C}� , thus, � A∧ I→ � by [&]AC and [?] as U0 ≡ ?T. Since I ∈ Ω-FOD,

and A and� have less programs than q , obtain (A∧ I→ �) ⊏ q . Hence, the premise A∧ I→ � of loopAC

derives in ⊢Ω by IH. In summary, all premises of loopAC derive such that ⊢Ω � → [U∗] {A,C}� by loopAC.

(h) � � → [ch(ℎ)!\] {A,C}� , then � � → [?T] {A,C} [ch(ℎ)!\] [?T] {A,C}� by [ch!]AC . Then by [ch!],

q0 ≡ � → [?T] {A,C}∀ℎ0 (ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉 → ([?T] {A,C}�)
ℎ0
ℎ
)
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is valid. By [&]AC and [?], the ac-kernels [?T] {A,C} · in q0 are equivalent to C∧ (A→ ·). Hence, w.l.o.g. q0

can be considered to contain less programs than q such that q0 ⊏ q . Hence, ⊢Ω q0 by IH. Then ⊢Ω � →

[?T] {A,C} [ch(ℎ)!\] [?T] {A,C}� by [ch!], and finally, ⊢Ω � → [ch(ℎ)!\] {A,C}� by [ch!]AC .

(i) � � → [ch(ℎ)?G] {A,C}� , then by [?x]AC and [:∗], � � → ∀G [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}� , which implies � �
~
G →

∀G [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}� for a fresh variable ~. Since ~ is fresh, obtain � �
~
G → [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}� . By item

6h above, ⊢Ω �
~
G → [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}� . which yields ⊢Ω ∀G (�

~
G → [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}�) by ∀-generalization.

Then ⊢Ω ∀G �
~
G → ∀G [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}� by ∀→, so ⊢Ω �

~
G → ∀G [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}� by V∀ . By bound variable

renaming, ⊢Ω � → ∀G [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}� . Finally, ⊢Ω � → [ch(ℎ)?G] {A,C}� derives by [:∗] and [?x]AC .

(j) For � � → [U ‖ V] {A,C}� , Fig. 10 derives ⊢Ω � → [U ‖ V] {A,C}� , where Fig. 10a introduces abbreviations

used. By well-formedness (Def. 2.2), BV(U) ∩BV(V) ⊆ { ¯̀}∪+T , thus, BV(U) ∩BV(V) ⊆ { ¯̀, ℎ
U ‖V } as ℎU ‖V is

the unique recorder of U ‖ V . W.l.o.g. assume that BV(W) ∩V(W◦) ⊆ { ¯̀, ℎU ‖V } for each W , where U◦ = V and

V◦ = U . Therefore, rename the real variables ḠW = FV(W) ∩BV(W◦) ∩ { ¯̀, ℎU ‖V }∁ with fresh and compatible

variables ~̄W as follows: q0 ≡ ~̄U = ḠU ∧ ~̄V = ḠV ∧ � → [U
~̄U
ḠU
‖ V

~̄V
ḠV
] {A,C}� . Since � q ↔ q0, obtain � q0.

Then derive ⊢Ω q0 such that ⊢Ω q by substitution =R.

The overall idea is to split the promises C and� into promises for the subprograms U and V , which are not

interferred (Def. 3.1) by the respective other subprogram, such that the parallel injection axiom [‖ ]AC

becomes applicable. Using Lemma 4.6, the split is actually done on the strongest commitment ΥUV and

postcondition ΨUV , which are expressible in Ω-FOD (Lemma 4.4), into strongest commitments ΥU and ΥV ,

and postconditionsΨU andΨV for the subprograms. Lemma 4.6 needs assumption closure []ACl and history

invariance [�]AC proving non-local properties of the communication history (see Remark 3.2).

Fig. 10b fixes the initial state in ghost variables and shadows it in the precondition � obtaining �UV . The

formula �UV can be split into preconditions �U and �V that do not mention variables of the respective other

subprogram as required by Lemma 4.6 to ensure noninterference. Next, reasoning resorts to the strongest

promises by Lemma 4.5, and assumption closure []ACl shifts the assumption A into commitment and post-

condition. Fig. 10c actually splits the promises using Lemma 4.6. History invariance is a by-product and is

proven by axiom [�]AC. Finally, Fig. 10d distributes the strongest promises to subproofs each dropping the

subprogram not interfering with the promises at hand by the parallel injection axiom [‖ ]AC . Importantly,

noninterference is guaranteed by Lemma 4.6.

(k) If � � → 〈U ‖ V〉{A,C}� , then � � → (ℎ0 = ℎU ‖V → 〈U ‖ V〉{A,C}�) for a fresh variable ℎ0. Hence,

� � → (ℎ0 = ℎU ‖V → 〈U ‖ V〉{T,CA}�
A) by the deriveable dual ℎ0 = ℎU ‖V → (〈U ‖ V〉{A,C}� ↔ 〈U ‖

V〉{T,CA}�
A) of axiom []ACl , where CA ≡ �Ω≺A ∧ C and �A ≡ �Ω�A ∧ � (see Fig. 4 for the definition of

�.∼A) Then � → (ℎ = ℎU ‖V → q0) is valid by the semantics of the ac-diamond and of parallelism, where

q0 is as follows with CA
W and �A

W being defined as in Fig. 4:

q0 ≡ ∃ℎ0, ℎUV, ~̄U , ~̄V , 6̄,X
(
ℎ0 = ℎ ∧ ℎUV ↓ (U ‖V) = ℎUV ∧ 〈U〉{T,CA

U }
�A
U ∧ 〈V〉{T,CA

V
}�

A
V

)

Since U and V are simpler than U ‖ V , and CA
W and �A

W only add Ω-FOD formulas around A, C, and � ,

obtain (ℎ0 = ℎU ‖V → q0) ⊏ (ℎ0 = ℎU ‖V → 〈U ‖ V〉{A,C}�). Then ⊢Ω � → (ℎ0 = ℎU ‖V → q0)

by IH, so ⊢Ω � → (ℎ0 = ℎU ‖V → 〈U ‖ V〉{T,CA}�
A) by axiom 〈‖〉AC. By the derivable dual of []ACl ,

⊢Ω � → (ℎ0 = ℎU ‖V → 〈U ‖ V〉{A,C}�), so � → 〈U ‖ V〉{A,C}� by iG.
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(l) In the special case � � → 〈U∗〉{A, T

}� with unsatisfiable commitment

T

, deriveability ⊢Ω � → 〈U∗〉{A, T

}�

holds by an adoption of the reasoning for dL [39]: First, define i (E) as the variant required for the conver-

gence axiom IA by combining the Ω-FOD representation (〈U∗〉{A, T

}�)
# (Lemma 4.2) and the reachability

rendition (Lemma 4.1) for program U . Since only runs to final states are relevant, the marker X is set to T

in the rendition and the formula is simplified accordingly.

i (= − 1) ≡ ∃Ē
(
(A#)� ∧ (�

#) ĒĪ ∧ nat(=) ∧ ∃W (=) (W (=)
1 = Ī ∧W

(=)
= = Ē

∧ ∀8 (nat(8) ∧ 1≤ 8 <=→SU (W
(=)
8 ,W

(=)
8+1 , T))

) )

The variant i (E) expresses that if i (E) is satisfied in an initial state Ī, where Ī are the variables of

〈U∗〉{A, T

}� , a final state Ē satisfying � is reachable by an (A, U)-run in E iterations. Moreover, observe

that i (E) ⊏ q since i (E) ∈ Ω-FOD. Then the following formulas derive in ⊢Ω :

(i) q0 ≡ ∃E i (E) → 〈U
∗〉{A, T

}∃E≤0i (E): If i (E) is satisfied for some E , by the definition of i (E), a

final state Ē satisfying � is reachable by an (A, U)-run in E iterations. Hence, this state is reachable

in E − 1 iterations after on (A, U)-run such that j ≡ E > 0 ∧ i (E) → 〈U〉{A, T

}i (E − 1) is valid.

Since j ⊏ q , because i (E) ∈ Ω-FOD and U is simpler than its repetition U∗, obtain ⊢Ω j by IH. Then

⊢Ω [U
∗] {A,T}∀E>0 (i (E) → 〈U〉{A, T

}i (E−1)) by ∀-generalization and Gödel generalization GAC. Fur-

ther, ⊢Ω ∀E (i (E) → 〈U
∗〉{A, T

}∃E≤0i (E)) by convergence IA. Finally, ⊢Ω q0 by first-order reasoning.

(ii) q1 ≡ � → ∃E i (E): First, � → ∃E i (E) is valid because � → 〈U∗〉{A, T

}� is. Moreover, ∃E i (E) ⊏ q

since ∃E i (E) ∈ Ω-FOD. Hence, ⊢Ω � → ∃E i (E) by IH.

(iii) q2 ≡ 〈U
∗〉{A, T

}∃E≤0i (E) → 〈U
∗〉{A, T

}� derives in ⊢Ω from ∃E≤0i (E) → � by monotony M〈·〉AC,

and ∃E≤0i (E) → � derives as follows: First, (∃E≤0i (E) → �) ⊏ q since ∃E≤0i (E) ∈ Ω-FOD

and� has less programs than q . Moreover, ∃E≤0i (E) → � is valid because if ∃E≤0i (E) holds, then

i (E) is saftisfied for some E ≤ 0, and even E = 0 as i (E) only holds for natural numbers. Then i (0)

implies� by the definition of i (E). Hence, ⊢Ω ∃E≤0i (E) → � by IH.

Now, combine ⊢Ω q0 and ⊢Ω q1 by MP and propositional reasoning into ⊢Ω � → 〈U∗〉{A, T

}∃E≤0i (E). The

latter and ⊢Ω q2 combine into ⊢Ω � → 〈U∗〉{A, T

}� by MP and propositional reasoning again.

(m) In the general case � � → 〈U∗〉{A,C}� , either � � → 〈U
0〉{A,C}� or � � → 〈U∗〉{A, T

}q0 by the derivable

axiom 〈∗〉AC⊥ (Fig. 6), where q0 ≡ ¬� ∨ 〈U〉{A,C}� . Since 〈U
0〉{A,C}� ⊏ 〈U

∗〉{A,C}� , because U
0 ≡ T

is simpler than the repetition U∗ , obtain ⊢Ω � → 〈U0〉{A,C}� by IH if � � → 〈U0〉{A,C}� . Otherwise, if

� � → 〈U∗〉{A, T

}q0, then ⊢Ω � → 〈U∗〉{A, T

}q0 derives by item 6l above. In summary, ⊢Ω � → 〈U0〉{A,C}� ∨

〈U∗〉{A, T

}q0 by MP and propositional reasoning, which yields ⊢Ω � → 〈U∗〉{A,C}� by axiom 〈∗〉AC⊥. �

4.2 Completeness Relative to FOD

This section shows that dLCHP is complete relative to FOD (Theorem4.9). The proofmodularly builds on top of dLCHP’s

completeness relative to Ω-FOD (Theorem 4.7) from Section 4.1. In particular, Proposition 4.8 proves that Ω-FOD and

FOD are equiexpressive. Completeness of dLCHP relative to FOD immediately follows from Theorem4.7.

Equiexpressiveness of Ω-FOD and FOD (Proposition 4.8) resolves the challenge of dealing with the list-like struc-

ture of communication in FOD, which only supports first-order real arithmetic and differential equation properties.

Proposition 4.8 also isolates this challenge from the actual reasoning about CHPs in Theorem4.7, which yields a more

modular proof strucutre. The translation (·)# in Proposition 4.8 from Ω-FOD to FOD encodes communication traces
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ΥW ≡ ΥW◦,�W ,T,W

ΨW ≡ ΨW◦,�W ,T,W

ΥUV ≡ Υ∅,�UV ,A,U ‖V

ΨUV ≡ Ψ∅,�UV ,A,U ‖V

�0 ≡ � { ¯̀, ḠU , ḠV , ℎ ↦→ ¯̀0, ~̄U , ~̄V , ℎ0}

�W ≡ �0 ∧ ¯̀0 = ¯̀ ∧ ~̄W = ḠW ∧ ℎ ↓ c̄hW = ℎ0 ↓ c̄hW

�UV ≡ �0 ∧ ¯̀0 = ¯̀ ∧ ~̄U = ḠU ∧ ~̄V = ḠV ∧ ℎ0 = ℎ ↓ c̄h

A∼ ≡ �
c̄h
∼ A∀ℎ

′ (ℎ0 � ℎ′ ∼ ℎ ↓ c̄h→ Aℎ
′

ℎ
) (cf. axiom []ACl)

(a) Abbreviations used in Fig. 10b–10c, where W ∈ {U, V } is either program and ℎ = ℎU ‖V is the recorder of U ‖ V . The formulas ΥW ,
ΨW , ΥUV , and ΨUV are strongest promises (Lemma4.4). Then let ḠW = V(W ) ∩+R be W ’s real variables and let Ḡ = ḠU ∪ ḠV . Let the
ghost variables ¯̀0, ~̄W , ℎ0 be fresh and let ¯̀, ~̄W be compatible with ¯̀, ḠW . Further, c̄hW = CN{ℎ} (�0 ) ∪ CN(W ) and c̄h = c̄hU ∪ c̄hV .

Fig. 10c

�UV → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ (A≺→ΥUV ) } (A� → ΨUV )
M[·]AC + ⊳3 + ⊳4

�UV → [U ‖ V] {A,A≺→∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥUV } (A� → ΨUV )

∗
[ ]ACl

ℎ0 = ℎ ↓ c̄h→ [U ‖ V] {A,A≺ }A�
P

�UV → [U ‖ V] {A,A≺ }A�
MP, KAC

�UV → [U ‖ V] {A,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥUV }ΨUV
M[·]AC + ⊲1 + ⊲2

�UV → [U ‖ V] {A,C}�
iG, =R

� → [U ‖ V] {A,C}�

(b) By iG and =R, fix the initial state in fresh ghost variables. Since � �UV → [U ‖ V ]{A,C}� , because � � → [U ‖ V ]{A,C}� , obtain
that ⊲1 ≡ ∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥUV → C and ⊲2 ≡ ΨUV → � are valid by Lemma4.5. Further, C and � have less programs than q , and ΥUV and
ΨUV are Ω-FOD formulas (Lemma 4.4), so ⊲9 ⊏ q for 9 = 1, 2. Hence, ⊢Ω ⊲1 and ⊢Ω ⊲2 by IH. Assumption closure [ ]ACl transfers the
assumption to the promises. Premise ⊳3 ≡ A→ T derives trivially, and ⊳4 ≡ ∀Ḡ=~̄ (A≺ → ΥUV ) → (A≺ → ∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥUV ) derives by
V∀ and ∀→ because Ḡ is not free in A≺ .

Fig. 10d

�UV → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥU∧∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥV } (ΨU ∧ ΨV )

∗
[� ]AC

ℎ0 = ℎ ↓ c̄h→ [U ‖ V] {T,� }�
P, M[·]AC + ⊲3

�UV → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ � }�
MP, P

�UV → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥU∧∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥV } (ΨU ∧ ΨV ) ∧ [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ � }�
[ ]AC∧

�UV → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥU∧∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥV∧∀Ḡ=~̄ � } (ΨU ∧ ΨV ∧ � )
M[·]AC + ⊲1 + ⊲2

�UV → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ (A≺→ΥUV ) } (A� → ΨUV )

(c) The strongest promises ΥUV , ΨUV are split into promises tailored to the subprograms, where � ≡ ℎ ↓ c̄h � ℎ0 . By Lemma4.6, the
premise ⊲1 ≡ ∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥU ∧ ∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥV ∧ ∀Ḡ=~̄ � → ∀Ḡ=~̄ (A≺ → ΥUV ) is valid. Since A ⊏ q and A is surrounded by Ω-FOD formulas
in ⊳1, obtain ⊲1 ⊏ q , so ⊢Ω ⊲1 by IH. The premise ⊲2 ≡ ΨU ∧ ΨV ∧ � → (A� → ΨUV ) is valid by Lemma 4.6, and again ⊲2 ⊏ q , thus,
⊢Ω ⊲2 by IH. Moreover, ⊲3 ≡ � → ∀Ḡ=~̄ � by V∀ since Ḡ is not free in � . Finally, history invariance [�]AC proves � .

⊳U

Lemma 4.5 + IH
�U → [U] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥU }ΨU

[ ‖ ]AC
�U → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥU }ΨU

MP, P
�UV → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥV }ΨV

⊳V

Lemma 4.5 + IH
�V → [V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥV }ΨV

[ ‖ ]AC
�V → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥV }ΨV

MP, P
�UV → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥV }ΨV

MP, P
�UV → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥU }ΨU ∧ [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥV }ΨV

[ ]AC∧
�UV → [U ‖ V] {T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥU∧∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥV } (ΨU ∧ ΨV )

(d) Parallel injection [ ‖ ]AC reduces contracts about U ‖ V to contracts about the subprograms, where [ ‖ ]AC is applicable because
Lemma 4.6 ensures that W does not interfere (Def. 3.1) with ΥW◦ and ΨW◦ , where U

◦ = V and V◦ = U . Since (�UV → �W ) ⊏ q , because
� ⊏ q , and �W and �UV only add Ω-FOD surroundings to � , obtain ⊢Ω �UV → �W by IH. The premises �W → [W ]{T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥW }ΨW derive
by IH, because �W → [W ]{T,∀Ḡ=~̄ ΥW }ΨW is valid by Lemma4.5 and simpler than q .

Fig. 10. Induction case q ≡ � → [U ‖ V ]{A,C}� about safety of parallel CHPs in the completeness proof (Theorem 4.7)
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into real variables by R-Gödel encoding (Appendix B). Since it supposed to represent traces by R-Gödel encoding, the

translation (·)# cannot maintain the free trace variables.y Instead, the trace variables of a formulaq become represtend

by fresh but fixes real variables in q#. To align the semantical evaluation with the change of free variables by the syn-

tactical transformation (·)#, the FOD-dual state a#
q
w.r.t. formulaq (Def. D.3 in AppendixD) evaluates each representant

of a trace variable by the R-Gödel encoding of the original trace.

Proposition 4.8 (Eqiexpressiveness of Ω-FOD and FOD). For each Ω-FOD formula q , there is effectively an

equivalent FOD formula q#, i.e., a � q iff a#
q
� q# for each state a . In particular, � q iff � q#. The proof is in AppendixD.

To prove relative completeness of dLCHP, we use Proposition 4.8 to come up with the necessary oracle logic: The

calculus ⊢FOD combines dLCHP’s calculus (Fig. 4) with an oracle rule proving theΩ-FOD formulaq if the FOD formulaq#

obtained by equiexpressiveness (Proposition 4.8) is valid. This rule is sound by Proposition 4.8.

Theorem 4.9 (Continuous completeness). dLCHP is complete relative to FOD, i.e., each valid dLCHP formula q , can

be proven in the calculus ⊢FOD from FOD tautologies.

Proof. Let q be a valid dLCHP formula. By Theorem4.7, there are Ω-FOD tautologies q1, . . . , q= from which q

derives in dLCHP’s calculus (Fig. 4). These formulas derive from FOD formulas q#1 , . . . q
#
:
in ⊢FOD, which are valid by

equiexpressiveness (Proposition 4.8). In summary, this yields a derivation of q in ⊢FOD from FOD tautologies. �

This concludes our second completeness result. While Theorem4.7 provides a practical strategy to come up with

sufficient verification conditions and reasoning patterns to prove properties of parallel hybrid systems, Theorem4.9

establishes the full proof-theoretical alignment of dLCHP with reasoning about hybrid systems.

5 RELATED WORK

For clarity, the discussion is structured in paragraphs:

Modeling. Unlike CHPs, Hybrid CSP (HCSP) [26] extends CSP [21] with lazily terminating continuous evolution,

which ends deterministically only at the single point in time at which the evolution constraint is violated. That is

why parallel HCSP programs only have common runs and agree on a common duration if they all leave their domain

constraints simultaneously. Otherwise HCSP has empty behavior resulting in vacuous proofs. Instead of exploiting

their compositional models as in dLCHP, hybrid process algebras are verified non-compositionally by combinatorial

translation to model checking [10, 33, 54]. Unlike dLCHP, which can simply model a variety of communication patterns

by CHPs, e.g., loss and delay of communication, and reason about them thanks to completeness, meta-level compo-

nents [4, 13, 20, 27, 31, 32, 35] need to be designed from scratch for different communication models such as lossy

communication.

Quantified differential dynamic logic QdL [41, 42] can express parallel dynamics of an unbounded number of dis-

tributed CPSs but only if they all have a homogeneous structure. By contrast, dLCHP can model parallel interactions

of entirely different subsystems and puts emphasis on the separation of the parallel components, where QdL models

networks of parallel agents monolithically. Fundamentally different from dLCHP’s execution model, parallelism U ∩ V

in concurrent dynamic logic (CDL) [38] continues execution in all states reachable by U and V without ever merging

the states again, and the parallel programs cannot interact. In CDL with communication [37], programs can commu-

nicate but no continuous behavior nor a proof calculus for verification are supported, and even axioms self-evident in

dynamic logic such as [U ; V]k ↔ [U] [V]k become unsound in CDL [37, p. 34].
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Hoare-logics. Hybrid Hoare-logic (HHL) for HCSP [30] inherits themodeling challenges ofHCPS and is non-compositional

[55]. Wang et al. [55] extend it with assume-guarantee reasoning (AGR) in a way that, unlike dLCHP, becomes non-

compositional again. Their parallel composition rule explicitly unrolls all interleavings in the postcondition for commu-

nication traces reflecting the structure of all subprograms. Similarly, Guelev et al. [14] encode the semantics of parallel

composition in the postcondition using the extended duration calculus [9] as assertion language. Externalizing the

complete observable behavior (and program structure) in this way is said to devalue the whole point of compositional-

ity [12, Section 1.6.2] and merely postpones reasoning about the exponentially many interleavings. Assumptions and

guarantees in HHL [55] cannot specify the communication history but fulfill the different purpose of reasoning about

deadlock freedom.

HHL approaches lack completeness results [30, 55] or prove completeness [14] relative to the extended duration

calculus. It remains open whether the proof theory of parallel interactions of hybrid systems aligns with that of hy-

brid systems as it does in dLCHP . Moreover, completeness is not astonishing if a proof calculus externalizes the whole

semantics of parallelism. The actual challenge solved by dLCHP is the development of minimal proof principles that in

the extreme case can capture all parallel behavior but usually flexibly adapt to the simpler parallel interaction patterns

in practice. Further, dLCHP solves the completeness challenge being a dynamic logic featuring liveness modalities in

addition to safety in Hoare-logics. Unlike dLCHP, which has a global flow of time to model physical reality, calculi for

distributed real-time computation [22, 25] consider time-consuming discrete statements or do not impose time synchro-

nization upon parallel programs [24]. Calculi for distributed real-time computation [22, 24, 25] and their completeness

results [23] fundamentally lack support for continuous change. In contrast, dLCHP proves completeness for the inter-

twined hybrid and parallel behavior in CHPs, which requires verification conditions that express a combination of

discrete, continuous, and communication dyanmics that is beyond real-time computation.

Differential dynamic logics. Unlike other dL approaches with components [27, 31, 35], dLCHP has a parallel operator

as first-class citizen that can be arbitrarily nested with other hybrid programs, rather than parallel composition of fixed-

structure meta-level components. Time-synchronization by the parallel operator can be used to model a global time if

need be, in contrast to explicit time requirements of component-based approaches [27, 31, 35]. Modeling of parallelism

by nondeterministic choice additionally requires extra care to ensure execution periodicity [31]. In contrast to first-

order constraints relating at most consecutive I/O events [27, 31, 35], dLCHP can reason about invariants of the whole

communication history. Orthogonally to our integrated reasoning about discrete, hybrid, and communication behavior,

Kamburjan et al. [27] separates reasoning about communication from hybrid systems reasoning in entirely different

programming languages. Meta-level approaches do not study completeness [27, 31, 35] but this may become possible

via their encoding in dLCHP with its completeness results.

In QdL , structural and dimensional change of distributed networks of agents are an additional source of incom-

pleteness [42] besides discrete and continuous change in hybrid systems. Unlike, dLCHP which is complete relative

to properties of continuous systems, QdL is complete relative to properties of quantified continuous systems [42],

i.e., systems with simultaneous change of unboundedly many continuous systems at once. Unlike dLCHP’s uniform

substitution calculus [6], in this article, dLCHP’s calculus relies on schematic axioms to put the spotlight on the com-

pleteness results (Section 4). These completeness results are the major building blocks for completeness of the uniform

substitution calculus but tackling both at once would make a comprehensible presentation of either result infeasible.
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Automata. Different from the denotational semantics of CHPs, parallel composition of hybrid automata [4, 13, 20,

32], just like Hoare-style reasoning about HCSP [14, 55], always fall back to the combinatorial exponentiation of paral-

lelism. Consequently, even AGR approaches [4, 13, 19, 32] for hybrid automata that mitigate the state space explosion

for subautomata, eventually resort to large product automata later. In contrast, dLCHP’s proof rule for parallel compo-

sition exploits the built-in compositionality of its semantics enabling verification of subprograms truly independently

of their environment except via their local communication interface. Unlike ac-formulas in dLCHP, which can capture

change, rate, delay, or noise for arbitrary pairings of communication channels, overapproximation is limited to coarse

abstractions by timed transition systems [13], components completely dropping knowledge about continuous behavior

[20], or static global contracts [4]. Where dLCHP inherits dL’s complete reasoning about differential equation invariants

[51], automata approaches are often limited to linear continuous dynamics [13, 20].

6 CONCLUSION

This article studies completeness of the dynamic logic of communicating hybrid programs dLCHP, which is for model-

ing and verification of parallel interactions of hybrid systems. These interactions go beyond the mere sum of hybrid

and parallel systems because only their combination faces the challenge of true parallel synchronization in real time.

Despite this complexity dLCHP’s compositional proof calculus disentangles the subtly intertwined dynamics of par-

allel hybrid systems into atomic pieces of discrete, continuous, and communication behavior. The calculus supports

truly compositional reasoning, i.e., the decomposition of parallel hybrid systems is along specifications of their ex-

ternal behavior only, which can always express enough to be complete but which are not cluttered with exponential

parallel overhead when simple properties suffice. Therefore, dLCHP embeds assumption-commitment (ac) reasoning

into dynamic logic, and further replaces classical monolithic Hoare-style proof rules with far-reaching modularization

of deductions about parallel systems that is driven by a stringent modal view onto ac-reasoning. At the core of this

development is the parallel injection axiom, which proves properties of a parallel subprogram from its projection onto

the subprogram alone. Classical proof rules for parallel systems derive, but their soundness simply follows from the

soundness of dLCHP’s small modular reasoning principles, simplifying side conditions that are notoriously subtle for

parallel system verification.

The increased compositionality and modularity would be counterproductive if they were to miss phenomena in

parallel hybrid systems. The two constructive completeness results show that this is not the case and prove adequacy

of the calculus: First, completeness is proven relative to the first-order logic of communication traces and differential

equations Ω-FOD. This shows that dLCHP has all axioms and proof rules necessary to reduce valid dLCHP formulas

to properties of traces and differential equations. At the core of the proof is a complete reasoning pattern for safety

of parallel hybrid systems. This pattern points out all steps that can be necessary but in stark contrast with classical

monolithic reasoning can be reduced whenever shortcuts are sufficient. Further, completeness is proven relative to

the first-order logic of differential equations FOD. This result proof-theoretically aligns dLCHP with reasoning about

hybrid systems in dL, which is complete relative to FOD as well. Consequently, properties of parallel hybrid systems

can be verified whenever properties of hybrid systems, continuous, and discrete systems can be verified.

An interesting direction for futurework considers the aspect that uniform substitution [6] gets rid of subtle soundness-

critical side conditions, which otherwise cause overwhelming implementations of theorem provers. Uniform substi-

tution is a subtle challenge on its own [46, 49], so needs its own careful presentation, but completeness of dLCHP’s

schematic calculus proven in this article is a major step toward its completeness.
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APPENDIXES

A SOUNDNESS OF THE CALCULUS

This appendix proves soundness ofdLCHP’s proof calculus (Theorem 3.3) and its derived axioms (Corollary 3.4). LemmaA.1

is the central building block for proving soundness of the parallel injection axiom [‖ ]AC.

Lemma A.1 (Noninterference retains safety). Let the program V not interfere with [U] {A,C}k (Def. 3.1). Moreover,

let (a, g, l) ∈ [[U ‖ V]], i.e., (a, g ↓ U, lU ) ∈ [[U]] and (a, g ↓ V,lV ) ∈ [[V]] with l = lU ⊕ lV , and l = lU = lV on { ¯̀}

if l ≠ ⊥, and g ↓ (U ‖V) = g , i.e., g only contains (U ‖V)-communication. Then for _ ∈ {A,C}, the following holds:

(1) a · (g ↓ U) � _ iff a · g � _

(2) l ≠ ⊥ implies
(
lU · (g ↓ U) � k iff l · g � k

)

Proof. Letℎ = ℎU ‖V be the recorder ofU ‖ V . Hence, g = (ℎ,g0) for some trace g0. First, show that j ∈ {A,C,k } only

depends onU-communication g↓U , i.e., (g↓U)↓� = g↓� , where� = CN{ℎ} (j). This holds if only a communication event

d = 〈ch, 3, B〉 in g0, which is not removed by ↓� , is also not removed by ↓U . So, let d ↓� = d . Then ch ∈ � . If ch ∉ CN(V),

then ch ∈ CN(U) because d is emitted by U ‖ V . Otherwise, if ch ∈ CN(V), then ch ∈ CN(U) by noninterference

(Def. 3.1). Hence, ch ∈ CN(U) such that d is not removed by ↓U . Since (g ↓ U) ↓� = g ↓� , for ^ ∈ {a,lU }, obtain

(
^ · (g ↓ U)

)
↓� = (^ ↓�) ·

(
(g ↓ U) ↓�

)
= (^ ↓�) · (g ↓�) = (^ · g) ↓� . (4)

Then item 1 holds by coincidence (Lemma 2.17) using equation (4). For item 2, assume l ≠ ⊥. Then lU ≠ ⊥ and

lV ≠ ⊥ by the definition of ⊕ in Section 2.2. First, observe that lU = l on BV(U) by the definition of ⊕, so lU = l

on BV(U) ∩ BV(V)∁ . Second, lU = a on BV(U)∁ and a = lV on BV(V)∁ by the bound effect property (Lemma 2.16),

and lV = l on BV(U)∁ by the definition of ⊕, so chaining yields lU = l on BV(U)∁ ∩ BV(V)∁ . Third, lU = l on { ¯̀}.

Fourth, since lU = a = lV on+T by the bound effect property, it is lU = lU ⊕lV = l on+T . In summary, lU = l on

(BV(U) ∩ BV(V)∁) ∪ (BV(U)∁ ∩ BV(V)∁) ∪ { ¯̀} ∪+T = BV(V)∁ ∪ { ¯̀} ∪+T . (5)

Since V does not interfere with [U] {A,C}k (Def. 3.1), obtain FV(k ) ⊆ BV(V)∁ ∪ { ¯̀, ℎ}. Hence, lU = l on FV(k ) by

equation (5). Therefore, (lU · (g ↓U)) ↓�
(4)
= (lU ·g) ↓� = (l ·g) ↓� on FV(k ). Finally, item 2 holds by coincidence. �

Theorem3.3. We prove soundness of the novel ac-axioms and rules. Since dLCHP is a conservative extension of

dL [5, Proposition 1], we can soundly use the dL proof calculus for reasoning about dL formulas in dLCHP . Hence, we

point to the literature for soundness of the axioms and rules adopted from dL [39, 46, 48].

[]⊤,⊤: One implication uses that the commitment holds trivially and the other that the assumption is trivially enabled.

〈·〉AC: The axiom is a simple consequence of the semantics of ac-box and ac-diamond.

[]ACl: Let a � ℎ0 = ℎU ↓ . , where . ⊇ CN(A), and (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]]. Further, let ℎ = ℎU be U’s recorder. Then for

a � [U] {A,�.≺A}
�.�A and for a � [U] {A,C}k ↔ [U] {T,�.≺A→C} (�

.
�A → k ) it suffices that {a · g ′ | g ′ ∼ g} � A iff

a ·g � �.∼A for all (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]], where ∼ ∈ {≺, �}, to transfer the assumption using the semantics of (commit) and

(post). Note that if l ≠ ⊥, then even l · g � �.∼A by Corollary 2.19. Now, {a · g ′ | g ′ ∼ g} � A, iff a
(a ·g ′ ) (ℎ)

ℎ
� A for

all g ′ ∼ g , iff ag
′

ℎ
� A for all g ′ with a (ℎ) � g ′ ∼ a (ℎ) · g (ℎ), iff, by coincidence as . ⊇ CN(A), ag

′

ℎ
� A for all g ′ with

a (ℎ) ↓. � g ′ ∼ (a · g)(ℎ) ↓. , iff, by substitution, ag
′

ℎ′
� Aℎ

′

ℎ
for each g ′ with a (ℎ) ↓. � g ′ ∼ (a · g)(ℎ) ↓. , iff, using

a (ℎ0) = a (ℎ) ↓. , yields ag
′

ℎ′
� Aℎ

′

ℎ
for each g ′ with a (ℎ0) � g ′ ∼ (a · g)(ℎ) ↓. , iff a · g � ∀ℎ′ (ℎ0 � ℎ′ ∼ ℎ ↓. → Aℎ

ℎ′
).
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[&]AC: Let a � [U] {A,C}k . Then a � C by (commit) since (E, n,⊥) ∈ [[U]] by totality and preifx-closedness. Now,

let (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]], and assume l ≠ ⊥ and a � A. Then g = n because CN(U) = ∅. Hence, the precondition

{a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A of (post) holds, which implies l � k . Conversely, let a � C ∧ (A → [U]k ) and (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]].

Then g = n by CN(U) = n. Hence, (commit) holds since a � C by precondition. For (post), assume l ≠ ⊥ and

{a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A, which contains a � A. Then a � A→ [U]k implies l � k .

WA: Let a � [U] {T,C∧B→A}T and a � [U] {A,C}k . First, observe that for every (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]], the weak assumption

{a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � B implies {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A. This is proven by induction on the structure of g :

(1) g = n, then {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A holds trivially since {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} = ∅.

(2) g = g0 · d with |d | = 1, then assume {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � B. Hence, a · g0 � B and {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g0} � B, where the

latter implies {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g0} � A by IH. Since (a, g0,⊥) ∈ [[U]] by prefix-closedness and a � [U] {A,C}k , obtain

a · g0 � C. This, and a · g0 � B, and a � [U] {T,C∧B→A}T together imply a · g0 � A. Thus, {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g0} � A

extends to {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A.

To prove a � [U] {B,C}k , let (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]]. For (commit), assume {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � B, which implies {a · g ′ |

g ′ ≺ g} � A. Hence, a · g � C by a � [U] {A,C}k . For (post), assume l ≠ ⊥ and {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � B, which implies

{a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A. Then a · g � C by a � [U] {A,C}k again. Since {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � B contains a · g � B, obtain

a · g � A by a � [U] {T,C∧B→A}T. In summary, {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A. Finally, a � [U] {A,C}k implies l · g � k .

[;]AC Let a � [U ; V] {A,C}k . To show a � [U] {A,C} [V] {A,C}k , let (E, g1, ^) ∈ [[U]]. For (commit), assume {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺

g1} � A and observe that (E, g1,⊥) ∈ [[U]]⊥ ⊆ [[U ; V]]. Then a · g1 � C by a � [U ; V] {A,C}k . For (post), assume ^ ≠ ⊥

and {a · g ′ | g ′ � g1} � A. Then ^ · g1 � [V] {A,C}k is to be shown. Therefore, w.l.o.g. let (^ · g1, g2, l · g1) ∈ [[V]].

Generality is preserved because for all (^ · g1, g2, l̃) ∈ [[V]], it is ^ · g1 = l̃ on +T by the bound effect property

(Lemma 2.16), so there is a state l such that l̃ = l · g . Further, (^, g2, l) ∈ [[V]] by coincidence (Lemma 2.18).

(1) For (commit), assume {^ · g1 · g
′ | g ′ ≺ g2} � A. Then {a · g1 · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g2} � A by communicative coincidence

(Corollary 2.19), which implies {a ·g ′ | g ′ ≺ g1 ·g2} � A by assumption {a ·g ′ | g ′ � g1} � A. Hence, a ·g1 ·g2 � C

because (E, g1 · g2, l) ∈ [[U]] ⊲ [[V]] ⊆ [[U ; V]]. Finally, ^ · g1 · g2 � C, using Corollary 2.19 again.

(2) For (post), assume l ≠ ⊥ and {^ · g1 · g
′ | g ′ � g2} � A. Then {a · g ′ | g ′ � g1 · g2} � A using {a · g ′ | g ′ � g1} � A

and Corollary 2.19. Since (E, g1 · g2, l) ∈ [[U ; V]], we obtain l · g1 · g2 � k by assumption.

Conversely, let a � [U] {A,C} [V] {A,C}k and (a, g, l) ∈ [[U ; V]]. If (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]]⊥, (commit) holds by the assumption,

and (post) holds trivially because l = ⊥. Otherwise, if (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]] ⊲ [[V]], runs (a, g1, ^) ∈ [[U]] and (^, g2, l) ∈

[[V]] with g = g1 · g2 exist, and by coincidence, (^ · g1, g2, l · g1) ∈ [[V]]. Now, (commit) and (post) are proven

separately:

(1) For (commit), assume {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A. If g2 = n, (commit) holds because (a, g,⊥) ∈ [[U]]⊥. If g2 ≠ n, then

{a · g ′ | g ′ � g1} � A. Hence, ^ · g1 � [V] {A,C}k by (post). By Corollary 2.19, {^ · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g1 · g2} � A, which

implies {^ · g1 · g
′ | g ′ ≺ g2} � A. By ^ · g1 � [V] {A,C}k and (^,g2, l) ∈ [[V]], obtain ^ · g1 · g2 � C. Using

Corollary 2.19 again, a · g1 · g2 � C.

(2) For (post), assume {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A and l ≠ ⊥. Then ^ · g1 � [V] {A,C}k as above. Finally, l · g � k because

{^ · g1 · g
′ | g ′ � g2} � A by Corollary 2.19.

[∪]AC: The axiom follows directly from the semantics [[U ∪ V]] = [[U]] ∪ [[V]] of choice.
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[∗]AC Since [[U∗]] =
⋃

=∈N[[U
=]], the formula [U∗] {A,C}k ↔ [U

0] {A,C}k ∧ [U ;U
∗] {A,C}k is valid. From this formula,

the axiom [∗]AC follows by axiom [;]AC.

IAC: Let a � [U
∗] {A,C}k . Then a � [U0] {A,C}k ∧ [U ;U

∗] {A,C}k by axioms [∗]AC and [;]AC . Since [[U ;U
∗]] = [[U∗ ;U]],10

a � [U∗] {A,C} [U] {A,C}k by axiom [;]AC . Finally, a � [U
∗] {A,T} (k → [U] {A,C}k ) by rule M[·]AC.

Conversely, let a � [U0] {A,C}k ∧ [U
∗] {A,T} (k → [U] {A,C}k ). For proving a � [U

∗] {A,C}k , let (a, g, l) ∈ [[U
∗]]. Then

(a, g, l) ∈ [[U=]] for some = ∈ N. Now, prove (commit) and (post) by induction on =:

(1) = = 0, then (commit) and (post) by a � [U0] {A,C}k .

(2) = > 0, then (a, g, l) ∈ [[U=]] = [[U ; U=−1]]. By associativity of sequential composition, (a, g, l) ∈ [[U=]] =

[[U=−1;U]] = [[U=−1]]⊥ ∪ [[U
=−1]] ⊲ [[U]]. In case [[U=−1]]⊥ ⊆ [[U

=−1]], (commit) and (post) hold by IH. Other-

wise, if (a, g, l) ∈ [[U=−1]] ⊲ [[U]], there are (a, g1, ^) ∈ [[U
=−1]] and (^, g2, l) ∈ [[U]] with g = g1 · g2. Further,

(^ · g1, g2, l · g1) ∈ [[U]] by coincidence (Lemma 2.18).

(a) If g2 = n, (commit) holds by IH since (a, g,⊥) ∈ [[U=−1]]. If g2 ≠ n, assume {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A,

which implies {a · g ′ | g ′ � g1} � A. Hence, ^ · g1 � k by IH. Moreover, ^ · g1 � k → [U] {A,C}k by

a � [U∗] {A,T} (k → [U] {A,C}k ) since [[U
=−1]] ⊆ [[U∗]]. Therefore, ^ · g1 � [U] {A,C}k . By Corollary 2.19

and assumption {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A, obtain {^ · g1 · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g2} � A. Thus, ^ · g1 · g2 � C, which implies

a · g � C by Corollary 2.19 again.

(b) For (post), assume l ≠ ⊥ and {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A. Then {a · g ′ | g ′ � g1} � A and {a · g1 · g
′ | g ′ � g2} � A.

As in case (commit), obtain ^ · g1 � [U] {A,C}k . Now, Corollary 2.19 implies {^ · g1 · g
′ | g ′ � g2} � A such

that l · g � k .

[‖ ]AC: Let a � [U] {A,C}k and (a, g, l) ∈ [[U ‖ V]]. Then (a, g ↓ U, lU ) ∈ [[U]] with l = lU ⊕ lV for some lV ∈ S⊥.

For (commit), assume {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A. Observe that if g ′U ≺ g ↓ U , then g ′ ≺ g exists such that g ′U = g ′ ↓ U . Thus,

(a, g ′,⊥) ∈ [[U ‖ V]] and (a, g ′U ,⊥) ∈ [[U]] by prefix-closedness. Since V does not interfere with [U] {A,C}k (Def. 3.1),

obtain {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g ↓ U} � A by LemmaA.1. Hence, a · (g ↓ U) � C by a � [U] {A,C}k , which implies a · g � C

using LemmaA.1 again. For (post), assume l ≠ ⊥ and {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A. Then lU ≠ ⊥ by the definition of ⊕ in

Section 2.2. Moreover, {a · g ′ | g ′ � g ↓ U} � A by LemmaA.1 as above. Hence, lU · (g ↓ U) � k by a � [U] {A,C}k .

Finally, l · g � k by LemmaA.1.

[ch!]AC: The proof uses that [?T] {A,C}q ↔ C ∧ (A→ q) is valid for every q by axiom [&]AC and axiom [?].

Let a � [ch(ℎ)!\] {A,C}k . For a � [?T] {A,C} [ch(ℎ)!\] [?T] {A,C}k , prove a � C ∧ (A → [ch(ℎ)!\] [?T] {A,C}k ). First,

a � C since (a, n,⊥) ∈ [[ch(ℎ)!\]]. Moreover, assume a � A and let (a, g, l) ∈ [[ch(ℎ)!\]] with l ≠ ⊥. Hence,

a · g � C by a � [ch(ℎ)!\] {A,C}k , which transfers to l · g � C by Corollary 2.19. Moreover, assume l · g � A, which

implies a · g � A by Corollary 2.19 again. The latter and a � A result in {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A. Hence, l · g � k by

a � [ch(ℎ)!\] {A,C}k . In summary, l · g � C ∧ (A→ k ) such that l · g � [?T] {A,C}k .

Conversely, let a � [?T] {A,C} [ch(ℎ)!\] [?T] {A,C}k . To prove a � [ch(ℎ)!\] {A,C}k , let (a, g, l) ∈ [[ch(ℎ)!\]]. For

(commit), let {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A. If g = n, then a � C because a � [?T] {A,C}T. Otherwise, if g ≠ n, then a � A such

that a � [ch(ℎ)!\] [?T] {A,C}k because a � A → [ch(ℎ)!\] [?T] {A,C}k . W.l.o.g. l ≠ ⊥ since ch(ℎ)!\ can terminate

from every a . Hence, l · g � [?T] {A,C}k such that l · g � C. By Corollary 2.19, obtain a · g � C. For (post), assume

l ≠ ⊥ and {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A. As in case (commit), l · g � [?T] {A,C}k such that l · g � A→ k . Since a · g � A by

assumption, which implies l · g � A by Corollary 2.19, obtain l · g � k .

10This fact can be formally proven by an induction using the fact that sequential composition is associative.
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[ch!]: Let a � ∀ℎ0 (ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉 → k (ℎ0)) and (a, g, l) ∈ [[ch(ℎ)!\]] with l ≠ ⊥. Instantiating ∀ℎ0 with

g0 = a [[ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉]] to ^ = a
g0
ℎ0

yields ^ � ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉. Therefore, ^ � k (ℎ0). By substitution, ^
^ [[ℎ0 ]]

ℎ
� k (ℎ).

Since ℎ0 ∉ FV(\) as \ ∈ Q[+R], by coincidence (Lemma 2.17), ^ [[ℎ0]] = ^ [[ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉]] = a [[ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉]] = g0.

Therefore, ^g0
ℎ
� k (ℎ), which implies ag0

ℎ
� k (ℎ) by coincidence because ℎ0 is fresh, thus, ℎ0 ∉ FV(k (ℎ)). Since

g = 〈ℎ, ch, a [[\]], a (`)〉, obtain a · g = a
g0
ℎ
. Finally, l · g � k (ℎ) because l = a .

Conversly, let a � [ch(ℎ)!\]k (ℎ). For proving the quantifier ∀ℎ0 , let g0 ∈ T , and assume ag0
ℎ0
� ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉.

Now, observe that (a, g, a) ∈ [[ch(ℎ)!\]] with g = 〈ℎ, ch, a [[\]], a (`)〉 such that a ·g � k (ℎ). Since a ·g = a
a [[ℎ·〈ch,\,` 〉 ]]
ℎ

and a [[ℎ · 〈ch, \, `〉]] = a [[ℎ0]] = g0, we obtain a
g0
ℎ0
� k (ℎ0) by substitution.

[ch?]AC: First, observe that [[ch(ℎ)?G]] = [[G := ∗]] ⊲ [[ch(ℎ)!G]].

Now, let a � [ch(ℎ)?G] {A,C}k and w.l.o.g. (a, n, ^) ∈ [[G := ∗]] with ^ ≠ ⊥. To prove ^ � [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}k , let

(^,g, l) ∈ [[ch(ℎ)!G]]. Then (a, g, l) ∈ [[G := ∗]]⊲[[ch(ℎ)!G]] = [[ch(ℎ)?G]]. For (commit), assume {^ ·g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A.

Since [ch(ℎ)?G] {A,C}k is well-formed, (j, G := ∗) is well-formed for j ∈ {A,C}. Hence, {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A by

Corollary 2.19, so a · g � C by a � [ch(ℎ)?G] {A,C}k . By Corollary 2.19, ^ · g � C. For (post), assume l ≠ ⊥ and

{^ · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A. As for (commit), {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A. By a � [ch(ℎ)?G] {A,C}k again, l · g � k .

Conversely, let a � [G := ∗][ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}k . To prove a � [ch(ℎ)?G] {A,C}k , let (a, g, l) ∈ [[ch(ℎ)?G]], so (a, n, ^) ∈

[[G := ∗]] and (^,g, l) ∈ [[ch(ℎ)!G]] exist. Then ^ � [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}k . For (commit), assume {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A.

By Corollary 2.19, {^ · g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A. Hence, ^ · g � C by ^ � [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}k , so a · g � C by Corollary 2.19.

For (post), assume l ≠ ⊥ and {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A. By Corollary 2.19, {^ · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A. Finally, l · g � k by

^ � [ch(ℎ)!G] {A,C}k .

GAC: If C ∧k is valid, (commit) and (post) for a � [U] {A,C}k hold trivially in any state a .

[�]AC: Let a � ℎ0 = ℎ↓. and (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]]. Since U has the recorderℎ, obtain g (ℎ0) = n. For (commit), a ·g � ℎ↓. � ℎ0

because (a · g)(ℎ) ↓ . � a (ℎ) ↓ . = a (ℎ0) = (a · g)(ℎ0). For (post), assume l ≠ ⊥. By the bound effect property

(Lemma 2.16), a � ℎ0 = ℎ ↓. implies l � ℎ0 = ℎ ↓. . Then (l · g)(ℎ) ↓. � l (ℎ) ↓. = l (ℎ0) = (l · g)(ℎ0) such that

l · g � ℎ ↓. � ℎ0.

〈‖〉AC: Let ã � ∃Ī,X q , where Ī ≡ ℎ0, ℎUV, ~̄U , ~̄V , 6̄ and q ≡ ℎ0 = ℎ ∧ ℎUV ↓ (U ‖V) = ℎUV ∧ 〈U〉{T,CU }kU ∧ 〈V〉{T,CV }kV

with ℎ ≡ ℎU ‖V being the recorder of U ‖ V . Then a � q , where a = (ã3̄Ī )
b
X
for some 3̄, b. Hence, (a, gW , lW ) ∈ [[W]]

exists such that either a · gW � CW for both W if b = ff or lW · gW � kW for both W if b = tt. Now, let g = a (ℎUV) be

a candidate for the (U ‖V)-communication. If b = tt, obtain a · gW � ℎ = ℎ0 · ℎUV ↓ W from l · gW � kW by the bound

effect property (Lemma 2.16). Hence, a (ℎ) · gW (ℎ) = a (ℎ0) · g ↓W in any case, so gW = g ↓W using a � ℎ0 = ℎ. Moreover,

g ↓ (U ‖V) = g by a � ℎUV ↓ (U ‖V) = ℎUV . In case b = tt, the states lW synchronize in global time by lW · gW � ¯̀ = 6̄.

In summary, (a, g, lU ⊕ lV ) ∈ [[U ‖ V]] for any b.

For ã � 〈U ‖ V〉{T,C}k , by coincidence (Lemma 2.17), a � 〈U ‖ V〉{T,C}k suffices as Ī,X are fresh. Since gW is recorded

by ℎ, obtain (a · gW )
a (ℎ0 ) ·a (ℎUV )

ℎ
= a · g using a � ℎ0 = ℎ. If b = ff, prove (commit): Then a · gW � C

ℎ0 ·ℎUV

ℎ
implies

(a ·gW )
a (ℎ0 ) ·a (ℎUV )

ℎ
� C by substitution, so a ·g � C. Otherwise, if b = tt, prove (post): SincelW ·gW � ((k

~̄U
ḠU
)
~̄V
ḠV
)
ℎ0 ·ℎUV

ℎ
,

by substitution, ((lW · gW )
3̄U
ḠU
)
3̄V
ḠV
� k

ℎ0 ·ℎUV

ℎ
, where 3̄U = (lW · gW )(~̄U ) and 3̄V = (lW · gW )(~̄V ). By lW · gW � ~̄W = ḠW

for any W , this simplifies to (lW · gW )
3̄W◦

ḠW◦
� k

ℎ0 ·ℎUV

ℎ
, where U◦ = V and V◦ = U . Again by lW · gW � ~̄W = ḠW for both W ,

obtain 3̄W◦ = (lW ·gW )(~̄W◦ )
BEP
= a (~̄W◦)

BEP
= lW◦ (~̄W◦ ) = lW◦ (ḠW◦ ), where

BEP
= uses the bound effect property (Lemma 2.16).
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Since lU and lV agree on ¯̀, obtain lU ⊕ lV = (lW )
lW◦ (ḠW◦ )

ḠW◦
= (lW )

3̄W◦

ḠW◦
. Hence, (lU ⊕ lV ) · gW � k

ℎ0 ·ℎUV

ℎ
. Since

lU ⊕ lV = a on +T by the bound effect property, obtain (lU ⊕ lV ) · g � k analogous to case (commit).

IA: Let a � [U
∗] {A,T}∀E>0 (i (E) → 〈U〉{A, T

}i (E − 1)). It is shown that if a � i (E), then there is an (A, U∗)-run

(a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U∗]]� such that l · g � ∃E≤0i (E). This proves a � ∀E (i (E) → 〈U∗〉{A, T

}∃E≤0i (E)) as E is neither

free nor bound in U∗ and A. Now, the proof is by a well-founded induction on 3 = a (E):

If 3 ≤ 0, then choose (a, n, a) ∈ [[U0]] ⊆ [[U∗]]. The assumption holds trivially as {a · g ′ | g ′ ≺ n} = ∅, and

a · n � ∃E≤0i (E) because a � i (E).

Otherwise, if 3 > 0, then for 30 = 3 − 1, by IH, there is a run (a30E , g0, l0) ∈ [[U
∗]] such that l0 · g0 � ∃E≤0i (E). By

coincidence (Lemma 2.18), (a, g0, (l0)
3
E ) ∈ [[U

∗]]. Since (l0)
3
E ·g0 � E > 0∧i (E), there is a run (l0 ·g0, g1, l1) ∈ [[U]]

such that l1 ·g1 � i (E − 1). Moreover, the induciton is well-founded as the value of E decreases at least by one. Thus,

l1 · g1 � ∃E≤0i (E) for some (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U∗]]� . �

Proof of Corollary 3.4. The axioms and proof rules in Fig. 6 are sound as they derive in dLCHP’s calculus: Ac-

monotony M[·]AC derives combining ac-modal modus ponens KAC for monotony of the promises with assumption

weakening WA for antitony of the assumption.11 Ac-distribution []AC∧ derives from ac-modal modus ponens KAC and

ac-monotony M[·]AC applying a standard argument for modal logic to all promises [6]. For 〈〉⊤,⊥, chain the axioms

〈·〉, []⊤,⊤, and 〈·〉AC (see Fig. 3).12 The axioms 〈&〉AC, 〈
∗〉AC⊥, and 〈·〉∨ and the rule M〈·〉AC derive from their ac-

box counterpart [&]AC , IAC , []AC∧, and M[·]AC, respectively, by ac-duality 〈·〉AC. Mutual assumption weakening []WA

derives from assumption weakening WA. The parallel proof rule [‖]AC derives from []WA and two uses of the parallel

injection axiom [‖ ]AC.

Due to their importance in the completeness proof (Theorem 4.7), we derive the rules indAC and the loopAC explicitly.

The proofs use derivable standard rules→R,→L, and ∧R for sequent calculi [48]. First, indAC derives as follows:

∗
P

C ∧k ⊢ (C ∧ (A→ (T→ k ) ) )
[& ]AC , [?]

C ∧k ⊢ [U0 ]{A,C}k

⊢ k → [U ]{A,C}k
P

⊢ T ∧ (k → [U ]{A,C}k )
GAC

C ∧k ⊢ [U∗ ]{A,T} (k → [U ]{A,C}k )
∧R

C ∧k ⊢ [U0 ]{A,C}k ∧ [U
∗ ]{A,T} (k → [U ]{A,C}k )

→R, IAC
⊢ C ∧k → [U∗ ]{A,C}k

The proof of the loopAC rule below uses that [U] {A,T}A derives: By history invariance [�]AC and ac-monotony

M[·]AC, ℎ0 = ℎ → [U] {A,T}ℎ � ℎ0 derives. By assumption closure []ACl and M[·]AC, derive ℎ0 = ℎ → [U] {A,T}�
Ω

�A.

Then derive ⊢ ℎ0 = ℎ → [U] {A,T} (ℎ � ℎ0 ∧ �
Ω

�A) by ac-distribution []AC∧. Since first-order reasoning yields ℎ �

ℎ0 ∧ �
Ω

�A→ A, obtain ℎ0 = ℎ → [U] {A,T}A by M[·]AC. Finally, derive [U] {A,T}A by first-order reasoning again.

⊢ I→ [U ]{A,C} I
indAC

⊢ C ∧ I→ [U∗ ]{A,C} I

Γ ⊢ C ∧ I,Δ

∗
P

C ⊢ T→ C

A, I ⊢ k
→R

I ⊢ A→ k
M[·]AC

Γ, [U∗ ]{A,C} I ⊢ [U
∗ ]{A,T→C} (A→ k ), Δ

∗

⊢ [U ]{A,T}A
MP, KAC

Γ, [U∗ ]{A,C} I ⊢ [U
∗ ]{A,C}k,Δ

→L
Γ,C ∧ I→ [U∗ ]{A,C} I ⊢ [U

∗ ]{A,C}k,Δ
MP, P

Γ ⊢ [U∗ ]{A,C}k, Δ

11An alternative derivation [6] uses mutual assumption weakening [ ]WA but requires a contextual equivalence rule.
12The syntactical negation ¬

T

actually required by 〈·〉AC as commitment instead of truth T obtained by [ ]⊤,⊤ can be introduced by ac-monotony
M[ · ]AC.
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�

B R-GÖDEL AND OTHER ENCODINGS

This section presents results about R-Gödel encodings and the FOD-encoding of natural numbers from the literature:

Lemma B.1 (R-Gödel encoding [39, Lemma 4]). The predicate at(/, =, 9, I) over real variables /, =, 9, I, which holds

iff / represents a Gödel encoding of a sequence of = real numbers such that I is the number at position 9 is definable in

FOD. Given a formula q (I), write q (/
(=)
9 ) to abbreviate ∃I (at(/,=, 9, I) ∧ q (I)).

Lemma B.2 (Infinite R-Gödel encoding [47, Corollary A.2]). The predicate at(/,∞, 9, I) over real variables/, 9, I,

which holds iff / represents a Gödel encoding of an l-infinite sequence of real numbers such that I is the number at

position 9 is definable in FOD. Given a formula q (I), write q (/
(∞)
9 ) to abbreviate ∃I (at(/,∞, 9, I) ∧ q (I)).

Lemma B.3 (Natural numbers in FOD [39, Theorem 2]). The predicate nat(·) characterizing if a real variable G

contains a natural number, i.e., a � nat(G) iff a (G) ∈ N, is definable in FOD.

C INTERMEDIATE AND FINAL STATE-VARIATIONS IN Ω-FOD

This appendix reports proofs for Section 4.1.2 about strongest promises, which are used for complete safety reasoning

about parallel CHPs. Correctness (Lemma 4.5) and decomposition (Lemma 4.6) internally argue semantically about

state-variations (Def. 4.3). These results transfer to the strongest promises by expressibility (Lemma 4.4).

Proof of Lemma4.4. Let Ī = FV(i,A) ∪ V(U) and ℎ = ℎU be the recorder of U . Moreover, Ē is fresh and compatible

with Ī, and ℎE , ℎ0, ℎU , and ℎ4 are fresh. Further, let c̄h = CN{ℎ} (i,A) ∪ CN(U) ∪ .
∁ . Then the formula Υ.,i,A,U below

characterizes the set of intermediate state-variations I.,i (A, U), i.e., > � Υ.,i,A,U iff > ∈ I.,i (A, U), and the formula

Ψ.,i,A,U characterizes the set of final state-variations F.,i (A, U), i.e., > � Ψ.,i,A,U iff > ∈ F.,i (A, U).

Υ.,i,A,U ≡ ∀ℎE=(ℎ↓c̄h) ∃ℎ
(
i ∧ ∀ℎ0=ℎ 〈U〉{A,∀ℎU (ℎ=ℎ0 ·ℎU→∃ℎ4 (ℎE=ℎ0 ·ℎ4∧ℎ4 ↓(U∪.∁ )=ℎU ) }

T)

Ψ.,i,A,U ≡ ∀Ē=(Ī
ℎ↓c̄h
ℎ
) ∃Ī

(
i ∧ ∀ℎ0=ℎ 〈U〉{A, T

}

(
∀ℎU (ℎ = ℎ0 · ℎU → ∃ℎ4 (Ē = Ī

ℎ0 ·ℎ4
ℎ

∧ ℎ4 ↓ (U ∪ .
∁) = ℎU )

) )

The formulas closely mirror Def. 4.3 using an ac-diamond for the existence requirement of an (A, U)-run, and utilize

that commitment and postcondition of ac-modalities reflect the intermediate and final states of (A, U), respectively,

matching that Υ.,i,A,U and Ψ.,i,A,U characterize intermediate and final states. To obtain U’s communication g and its

variation g4 on the environment (see Def. 4.3) in trace variables ℎU and ℎ4 , respectively, the ghost variable ℎ0 stores the

initial history such that ℎU and ℎ4 can be obtained as suffix of the overall history ℎ and as suffix of the overall history

variation ℎE , respectively. Since Υ.,i,A,U and Ψ.,i,A,U describe reachable states, the ghost variables ℎE and Ē remember

ℎ ↓ c̄h and Ī
ℎ↓c̄h
ℎ

, respectively, for their comparison with the state reached by (A, U), which potentially writes ℎ and

Ī. The projection ↓c̄h ensures by definition of c̄h that CN{ℎ} (Φ.,i,A,U ) ⊆ CN{ℎ} (A, i) ∪ CN(U) ∪ .∁ as promised by

the lemma, but is no restriction of the characterization because CN(U) ∪ .∁ ⊆ c̄h, so that ℎ4 ↓ (U ∪ .
∁) = ℎU is not

evaluated on a projection to small to guarantee g4 ↓ (U ∪ .
∁) = g in Def. 4.3. �

Proof of Lemma4.5. Throughout the proof let Ī = FV(i,A) ∪ V(U).

(1) Let � i → [U] {A,C}k . For (i), assume > � Υ∅,i,A,U . Then by Lemma 4.4 and Def. 4.3, there are a, g4 with > = a ·g4

satisfying the following properties: a � i and there is a run (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]≺ with g4 ↓ (U ∪ ∅
∁ ) = g . Hence,

g4 = g . Then a · g � C since � i → [U] {A,C}k , which implies > � C.
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For (ii), assume > � Ψ∅,i,A,U . By Lemma 4.4 and Def. 4.3, there arel4 , g4 with > = l4 ·g4 satisfying the following

properties: there is a state a such that a � i and there is a run (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]� with l4 = l on Ī, and

g4 ↓ (U ∪ ∅
∁ ) = g . Hence, g4 = g . Now, define a state ã = a on Ī and ã = l4 on Ī∁ . By definiton, ã = a on

FV(i,A, U). Therefore, ã � i by coincidence (Lemma 2.17) and there is (ã, g, l̃) ∈ [[A, U]]� with l̃ = l on Ī

by coincidence again (Corollary 2.20). Then l̃ · g = l · g = l4 · g4 on Ī and l̃ · g
BEP
= ã · g = l4 · g = l4 · g4

on Ī∁ , thus, l̃ · g = l4 · g4 everywhere. Finally, l̃ · g � k since � i → [U] {A,C}k , which implies l4 · g4 � k by

l̃ · g = l4 · g4 .

(2) Let a � ~̄ = Ḡ∧i and (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]]. For (commit), assume {a ·g ′ | g ′ ≺ g} � A, i.e., (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]≺ . Since g

is U-communication, obtain g ↓ (U ∪.∁) = g . Hence, a ·g ∈ I.,i (A, U) by Def. 4.3, which implies a ·g � Υ.,i,A,U

by Lemma 4.4. Since a � ~̄ = Ḡ , obtain a � ∀Ḡ=~̄ Υ.,i,A,U . For (post), assume l ≠ ⊥ and {a · g ′ | g ′ � g} � A,

i.e., (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]� . Again g ↓ (U ∪ .∁) = g . Moreover, trivially, l = l on Ī. Hence, l · g ∈ F.,i (A, U) by

Def. 4.3, which implies l · g � Ψ.,i,A,U by Lemma 4.4. �

The proof of Lemma 4.6 is prepared by Lemma C.1 and C.2 dealing with history invariance (cf. axiom [�]AC) and

assumption closure (cf. axiom []ACl), respectively. History invariance ensures that parallel programs W simultaneously

extend an initial history ℎ0, which is not already ensured if each program extends its local initial history ℎ0 ↓ W (see

Remark 3.2). Lemma C.1 generally proves this for arbitrarily many parallel programs.

Lemma C.1 (History invariance). Let ℎ be the common recorder of programs W 9 and ℎ0 be fresh. For initial states a 9

and channels� 9 ⊇ CN(W 9 ), let (PRE) a 9 � ℎ0 ↓� 9 = ℎ ↓� 9 . Moreover, let (a 9 , g 9 , l 9 ) ∈ [[W 9 ]] be runs for each 9 , and let g4 9

be a variation of g 9 such that (COM) g 9 = g4 9 ↓� 9 . Further, for a state >, let at least one of the following conditions hold:

(1) for all 9 , (VAR) > = a 9 · g4 9 , or

(2) for all 9 , (VAR) > = l4 9 · g4 9 for some variation l4 9 of l 9 such that (STA) l4 9 = l 9 on {ℎ0, ℎ} (i.e., l 9 ≠ ⊥)

Then if in state > the initial history ℎ0 is extended on all channels . ⊇
⋃

9 CN(W 9 ) simultaneously, i.e., if > � ℎ ↓ . � ℎ0

holds, there is a suffix gℎ of > (ℎ), i.e., > (ℎ) = dℎ · gℎ for some dℎ , that contains the communication of of all W 9 exactly, i.e.,

gℎ ↓W 9 = g 9 (ℎ) for all 9 , and > (ℎ) ↓. = > (ℎ0) · (gℎ ↓. ).
13

Proof. First, fix some 9 . By (COM), g4 9 inherits the recorder ℎ from g 9 , so g4 9 (ℎ0) = n. If item 1 holds, then a 9 (ℎ) ↓

W 9
PRE
= a 9 (ℎ0) ↓ W 9

VAR
= > (ℎ0) ↓ W 9 using � 9 ⊇ CN(W 9 ). Otherwise, if only item 2 holds, obtain l 9 (ℎ) ↓ W 9 = l 9 (ℎ0) ↓ W 9

from (PRE) by the bound effect property (Lemma 2.16). Hence, l 9 (ℎ) ↓W 9 = l 9 (ℎ0) ↓W 9
STA
= l4 9 (ℎ0) ↓W 9

VAR
= > (ℎ0) ↓ W 9 .

In summary, (★) ^ 9 (ℎ) ↓W 9 = > (ℎ0) ↓W 9 , where ^ 9 = a 9 if item 1 holds and ^ 9 = l 9 otherwise.

Since g 9
COM
= g4 9 ↓� 9 and � 9 ⊇ CN(W 9 ), obtain (★★) g 9 = g 9 ↓ W 9 = g4 9 ↓ W 9 . Then the following holds for (^4 9 , ^ 9 ) =

(a 9 , a 9 ) if item 1 holds, and for (^4 9 , ^ 9 ) = (l4 9 , l 9 ) otherwise, where (STA) only applies to ^4 9 (D) = l4 9 (ℎ):

> (ℎ) ↓W 9
VAR
= ^4 9 (ℎ) ↓W 9 · g4 9 (ℎ) ↓W 9

STA
= ^ 9 (ℎ) ↓W 9 · g4 9 (ℎ) ↓W 9

★★
= ^ 9 (ℎ) ↓W 9 · g 9 (ℎ)

★
= > (ℎ0) ↓W 9 · g 9 (ℎ) (6)

Now, let > � ℎ↓. � ℎ0. Then g̃ exists such that > (ℎ)↓. = > (ℎ0) ·g̃ . Since. ⊇ CN(W 9 ), obtain> (ℎ)↓W 9 = > (ℎ0)↓W 9 ·g̃↓W 9 .

Hence, g̃ ↓ W 9 = g 9 (ℎ) by equation (6). Finally, choose gℎ as the shortest suffix of > (ℎ) such that gℎ ↓ . = g̃ . Hence,

gℎ ↓W 9 = g̃ ↓W 9 = g 9 (ℎ) as . ⊇ CN(W 9 ) and > (ℎ) ↓. = > (ℎ0) · (gℎ ↓. ). �

13The fact that eachW ∈ {U, V } independently extends the initial history, i.e., that> (ℎ) ↓W has suffix gW (ℎ) , alone does not imply existence of a suffix gℎ
of > (ℎ) such that gℎ ↓W = gW (ℎ) for eachW . Considering channel names only, a simple counterexample is> (ℎ) = 〈ch〉 · 〈dh〉 · 〈dh〉, and gU (ℎ) = 〈ch〉,
and gV (ℎ) = 〈dh〉. The problem is that 〈ch〉 is placed before the first 〈dh〉, i.e., gU (ℎ) interleaves with V ’s initial communication (cf. Remark3.2).
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Assumption closure []ACl makes the assumption available in the promises of an ac-box for proving global properties

of the communication history (Remark 3.2). By LemmaC.2, assumption closure distributes with the strongest promises.

Lemma C.2 (Assumption closure for state-variations). Let (A, U) be communicatively well-formed, let ℎ = ℎU be

the recorder of program U , and let ℎ0 be a fresh variable. Moreover, let c̄h ⊇ CN(A) and �c̄h∼ A ≡ ∀ℎ
′ (ℎ0 � ℎ′ ∼ ℎ ↓ c̄h→

Aℎ
′

ℎ
), where ℎ′ is fresh. For (V,∼) ∈ {(I,≺), (F , �)}, if > ∈ V∅,� (T, U) and > � �c̄h∼ A, then > ∈ V∅,� (A, U), where

� ≡ ℎ0 = ℎ ↓ c̄h ∧ i for some i andV parameterizes the kind of state-variation (Lemma4.4).

Proof. Let (V,∼) ∈ {(I,≺), (F , �)}, and let Ī = FV(�,A) ∪ V(U) and let c̄h = CN(�,A, U). Then let > ∈ Φ∅,� ,T,U

and > � �c̄h∼ A. By Def. 4.3, there are a, g4 such that (PRE) a � � and there is a run (a, g, l) ∈ [[U]] such that g4 =

g4 ↓ (U ∪ ∅
∁ ) = g . Further, ifV ≡ I, then > = a · g4 = a · g , and ifV ≡ F , there is a l4 such that > = l4 · g4 = l4 · g

and l4 = l on Ī. Now, prove {a · g ′ | g ′ ∼ g} � A. Therefore, let g ′ ∼ g and define g̃ = (a · g ′)(ℎ). In case V ≡ F ,

obtain > = l · g on {ℎ0, ℎ} from > = l4 · g since l4 = l on Ī. Hence, > = a · g on {ℎ0, ℎ} by the bound effect property

(Lemma 2.16). Therefore, for any V , obtain > (ℎ) = (a · g)(ℎ) and > (ℎ0) = a (ℎ0), so > (ℎ0) = a (ℎ0)
PRE
= a (ℎ) ↓ c̄h. Then

> (ℎ0) � g̃ ↓ c̄h ∼ > (ℎ) ↓ c̄h by > (ℎ0) = a (ℎ) ↓ c̄h � g̃ ↓ c̄h ∼ (a · g)(ℎ) ↓ c̄h = > (ℎ) ↓ c̄h.

Hence, > � �c̄h∼ A implies >g̃
ℎ′
� Aℎ

′

ℎ
, which implies >g̃

ℎ
� A by substitution. Observe that a = > on FV(A) ∩ {ℎ}∁: If

V ≡ I, then a = > on FV(A) ∩ {ℎ}∁ because > = a on {ℎ}∁. If V ≡ F , then a = l on BV(U)∁ by the bound effect

property, and l = l4 = > on Ī ∩ {ℎ}∁, thus, a = > on BV(U)∁ ∩ Ī ∩ {ℎ}∁. Since FV(A) ⊆ BV(U)∁ ∪ {ℎ}, because (A, U)

is communicatively well-formed, obtain a = > on FV(A) ∩ {ℎ}∁ as FV(A) ⊆ Ī. Hence, ag̃
ℎ
= >g̃

ℎ
on FV(A) for any V .

Further, ag̃
ℎ
↓A = (a ·g ′) ↓A since c̄h ⊇ CN(A), so >g̃

ℎ
↓A = (a ·g ′) ↓A. Therefore, by coincidence (Lemma 2.17), a ·g ′ � A.

Since g̃ is arbitrary, obtain {a · g ′ | g ′ ∼ g} � A. Then (a, g, l) ∈ [[A, U]]∼ such that by Def. 4.3, > � Φ∅,� ,A,U . �

Now, 4.6 is proven using Lemma C.1 and Lemma C.2:

Proof of Lemma4.6. The proof argues semantically about state-variations (Def. 4.3), which transfers to the strongest

promises by expressibility (Lemma 4.4). Throughout the proofW ranges over {U, V}. Let ĪW = FV(�W ) ∪V(W). Other sym-

bols are define in the premises of Lemma 4.6. Usage of the bound effect property (Lemma 2.16) is marked with
BEP
= , and

equality of final states by the coincidence property for programs (Lemma 2.18) with
COI
= .

Let (V,∼,Φ) ∈ {(I, ≺, Υ), (F , �,Ψ)} to parameterize the proof in the kind of state-variation. Then for a state >,

let > � ΦW◦,�W ,T,W , and > � ℎ ↓ c̄h � ℎ0, and > � �c̄h∼ A. From > � ΦW◦,�W ,T,W obtain > ∈ VW◦,�W (T,W) by Lemma 4.4. The

remaining proof shows > ∈ V∅,� (T, U). Since > � �
c̄h
∼ A, obtain > ∈ V∅,� (A, U ‖ V) by Lemma C.2. Finally, > � Φ∅,� ,A,U ‖V

by Lemma 4.4. Now, unfold > ∈ VW◦,�W (T, W) using Def. 4.3:

• ForV ≡ I, there are aW , g4W with (VAR) > = aW · g4W and (PRE) aW � �W , and there is a run (aW , gW , lW ) ∈ [[W]] such

that (COM) g4W ↓ (W ∪ (W
◦)∁) = gW and w.l.o.g. lW = ⊥ by prefix-closedness. By (COM), g4W has the recorder ℎ

of gW .

• For V ≡ F , there are l4W , g4W with (VAR) > = l4W · g4W . Moreover, there is a aW such that (PRE) aW � �W and

a run (aW , gW , lW ) ∈ [[W]] with lW ≠ ⊥ such that (STA) l4W = lW on ĪW , and (COM) g4W ↓ (W ∪ (W
◦)∁) = gW By

(COM), g4W has the recorder ℎ of gW . Further, (★) lW = > on ĪW ∩ {ℎ}
∁ because lW

STA
= l4W = l4W · g4W

VAR
= >

on ĪW ∩ {ℎ}
∁. Then the programs start at the same time, i.e., aU ( ¯̀) = aV ( ¯̀) and aU ( ¯̀0) = aV ( ¯̀0), because

aW ( ¯̀)
PRE
= aW ( ¯̀0)

BEP
= lW ( ¯̀0)

★
= > ( ¯̀0).

The remaining proof shows > ∈ V∅,� (T, U ‖ V) via Def. 4.3, by constructing an initial state a and a (U ‖ V)-run

starting from a that reaches >. By > ∈ VW◦,�W (T, W), the state > is a variation of states reachable by U and V from initial
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states aU and aV , respectively. Intuitively, as > is at the intersection of U’s and V’s variations, it also a variation for

U ‖ V , where > � ℎ ↓ c̄h � ℎ0 necessarily rejects certain inadmissible interleavings of U’s and V’s communication (see

Remark 3.2). Therefore, construct a by merging aU , aV , and > such that > becomes directly reachable from a by U ‖ V :

Using > � ℎ ↓ c̄h � ℎ0 and Lemma C.1, choose gℎ as the shortest suffix of > (ℎ) containing U’s and V’s communication

exactly, i.e., gℎ ↓ W = gW (ℎ). Then let dℎ be the remaining prefix, i.e., > (ℎ) = dℎ · gℎ . Since > (ℎ) ↓ c̄h = > (ℎ0) · (gℎ ↓ c̄h)

by LemmaC.1, obtain > (ℎ0) = dℎ ↓ c̄h. Finally, define a (ℎ) = dℎ and a (ℎ0) = > (ℎ0), and for each I ∈ {ℎ,ℎ0}
∁, define a

on the local variables ĪW by the local state aW and by > elsewhere as follows:

a (I) =





aU (I) if I ∈ ĪU (note that ¯̀, ¯̀0 ∈ ĪU )

aV (I) if I ∈ Ī∁U ∩ ĪV

> (I) if I ∈ Ī∁U ∩ Ī
∁
V

Now, collect some facts about the communication traces: Every event in g4W ↓ (iW ∪ W) is in g4W ↓ (W ∪ (W
◦)∁) by

premise CN{ℎ} (iW ) ⊆ CN(W) ∪ CN(W◦)∁ and every event in g4W ↓ (W ∪ (W
◦)∁) is W-communication by (COM), so the

event is in g4W ↓ (iW ∪ W). Hence, g4W ↓ c̄hW = gW by g4W ↓ c̄hW = g4W ↓ (iW ∪ W) = g4W ↓ (W ∪ (W
◦)∁)

COM
= gW . Since

> (ℎ) has the suffix gℎ and by (VAR) the suffix g4W (ℎ), and g4W ↓ (U
∁ ∩ V∁) = n by (COM), every possible (U∁ ∩ V∁)-

communication in suffix gℎ lies before both g4W in > (ℎ). But since gℎ is the shortest trace with gℎ ↓ W = gW (ℎ) and

g4W ↓ W = gW by (COM), consequently, (★★) there is no (U∁ ∩ V∁)-communication in gℎ at all. Then every event in

gℎ ↓ (W ∪ (W
◦)∁) = gℎ ↓ (W ∪ (U

∁ ∩ V∁)), is W-communication by gℎ ↓ (W ∪ (W
◦)∁) = gW (ℎ), so the event is in gℎ ↓ (iW ∪W),

and again by premise CN{ℎ} (iW ) ⊆ CN(W) ∪CN(W◦)∁ , every event in gℎ ↓ (iW ∪W) is in gℎ ↓ (W ∪ (W
◦)∁). Hence, (★★★)

g4W (ℎ) ↓ c̄hW = gℎ ↓ c̄hW because gℎ ↓ c̄hW = gℎ ↓ (iW ∪ W) = gℎ ↓ (W ∪ (W
◦)∁)

COM
= gW

★★
= g4W ↓ c̄hW .

For later usage of coincidence properties, the following shows a ↓ c̄hW = aW ↓ c̄hW on ĪW ⊇ FV(�W , W):

• ForV ≡ I, first, prove a = aW on ĪW ∩ {ℎ}
∁, which implies a ↓ c̄hW = a ↓ c̄hW on ĪW ∩ {ℎ}

∁. On ĪU ∩ {ℎ}
∁, obtain

a = aU by definition. On Ī∁U ∩ ĪV ∩ {ℎ}
∁, obtain a = aV . Finally, on On ĪU ∩ ĪV ∩ {ℎ}

∁, obtain a = aU = > = aV .

Since gℎ ↓ c̄hW = g4W (ℎ) ↓ c̄hW by (★★★), the following yields a (ℎ) ↓ c̄hW = aW (ℎ) ↓ c̄hW :

(a (ℎ) · gℎ) ↓ c̄hW = (dℎ · gℎ) ↓ c̄hW
VAR
= > (ℎ) ↓ c̄hW

STA
= (aW · g4W )(ℎ) ↓ c̄hW

• For V ≡ F , first, show that a = aW on ĪW ∩ {ℎ,ℎ0}
∁, which implies a ↓ c̄hW = aW ↓ c̄hW on ĪW ∩ {ℎ,ℎ0}

∁ . On

ĪU ∩{ℎ,ℎ0}
∁, obtain a = aU by definition. Likewise, by definition, a = aV on Ī∁U ∩ ĪV ∩{ℎ,ℎ0}

∁. Then show a = aV

on ĪU∩ĪV∩{ℎ,ℎ0}
∁ . Since the programs start at the same time, obtaina ( ¯̀, ¯̀0) = aU ( ¯̀, ¯̀0) = aV ( ¯̀, ¯̀0). On {ℎ,ℎ0}

∁ ,

it remains to show a = aV on ĪU ∩ĪV ∩- , where- = {ℎ,ℎ0, ¯̀, ¯̀0}
∁ . Since FV(iW )∩V(W◦) ⊆ { ¯̀, ℎ} by precondition,

obtain FV(iW ) ∩ - ⊆ V(W◦)∁ ∩ - ⊆ BV(W◦)∁ ∩ - . Further, ĪW ∩- = (FV(�W ) ∪ V(W)) ∩ - = (FV(iW ) ∪ V(W)) ∩ - .

Hence, the variables

ĪU ∩ ĪV ∩ - =

⋂

W

(
FV(iW ) ∪ V(W)

)
∩ - ⊆ BV(U)∁ ∩ BV(V)∁ ∩ - ,

are not bound by either program. Thus, on ĪU ∩ ĪV ∩ - , one obtains a = aU
BEP
= lU

★
= >

★
= lV

BEP
= aV .

Then a (ℎ) ↓ c̄hW = aW (ℎ) ↓ c̄hW by the following because g4W (ℎ) ↓ c̄hW = gℎ ↓ c̄hW by (★★★):

a (ℎ) · gℎ = dℎ · gℎ = > (ℎ)
VAR
= (l4W · g4W )(ℎ)

STA
= (lW · g4W )(ℎ)

BEP
= (aW · g4W )(ℎ) (7)

Finally, a (ℎ0) ↓ c̄hW = > (ℎ0) ↓ c̄hW
★
= lW (ℎ0) ↓ c̄hW

BEP
= aW (ℎ0) ↓ c̄hW .
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Since a ↓ c̄hW = aW ↓ c̄hW on ĪW ⊇ FV(�W , W), by (PRE) and coincidence (Lemma 2.17), a � �W , so a � ¯̀0 = ¯̀ ∧ iU ∧ iV .

Further, a (ℎ) ↓ c̄h = dℎ ↓ c̄h = > (ℎ0) = a (ℎ0) such that a � ℎ0 = ℎ ↓ c̄h. In summary, a � � .

Next, a (U ‖ V)-run is constructed: Therefore, let g = (ℎ,gℎ ↓(U ‖V)) be the joint communication obtained by limiting

the global communication to U ‖ V . Indeed, g ↓ (U ‖V) = g and g ↓ W = (ℎ,gℎ ↓ W) = (ℎ,gW (ℎ)) = gW . For V ≡ I, obtain

(a, g,⊥) ∈ [[U ‖ V]] since there are W-runs (a, gW ,⊥) ∈ [[W]]. For V ≡ F , by coincidence (Lemma 2.18), there are

W-runs (a, gW , l̃W ) ∈ [[W]] with l̃W ≠ ⊥ and l̃W = lW on ĪW ∩ +R∪N since a = aW on ĪW ∩ +R∪N ⊇ FV(W). Moreover,

l̃U ( ¯̀)
COI
= lU ( ¯̀)

★
= > ( ¯̀)

★
= lV ( ¯̀)

COI
= l̃V ( ¯̀). In summary, (a, g, l̃U ⊕ l̃V ) ∈ [[U ‖ V]].

Now, prove that the constructed runs indeed reach the state >:

• For V ≡ I, prove > ∈ I∅,� (A, U ‖ V). Therefore, first, prove > = a · g4 with g4 = (ℎ,gℎ), and second, prove

a · g4 ∈ I∅,� (A, U ‖ V). For > = a · g4 , on {ℎ}
∁, it suffices to prove a = >. On (ĪU ∪ ĪV ) ∩ {ℎ,ℎ0}

∁ , obtain a = aW = >

for some W , and on (ĪU ∪ ĪV )
∁ ∩ {ℎ,ℎ0}

∁, obtain a = >. Further, for ℎ0, obtain a (ℎ0) = a (ℎ0). Finally, for ℎ, obtain

(a · g4 )(ℎ) = dℎ · gℎ = > (ℎ). Second, for a · g4 ∈ I∅,� (A, U ‖ V), recap that there is a such that a � � , and there

is (a, g,⊥) ∈ [[A, U ‖ V]]≺ . Then g4 ↓ ((U ‖ V) ∪ ∅∁) = g4 = (ℎ,gℎ)
★★
= (ℎ,gℎ ↓ (U ‖ V)) = g . In summary,

a · g4 ∈ I∅,� (A, U ‖ V).

• For V ≡ F , let l4 = l̃U ⊕ l̃V and g4 = (ℎ,gℎ). Remember that a � � . Moreover, g4 ↓ ((U ‖ V) ∪ ∅
∁ ) = g as for

V ≡ I. Hence, l4 · g4 ∈ F∅,� (A, U ‖ V) such that > ∈ F∅,� (A, U ‖ V) if only > = l4 · g4 , which is shown in the

following: On - = {ℎ,ℎ0}
∁ , proving l̃U ⊕ l̃V = > suffices as g4 has the recorder ℎ ∉ - : On U’s bound variables

- ∩ BV(U) and on the variables - ∩ BV(U)∁ ∩ BV(V) exclusively bound by V , obtain (l̃U ⊕ l̃V ) = l̃W
COI
= lW

★
= >

for W ≡ U and W ≡ V , respectively, because BV(W) ⊆ ĪW . On -0 = - ∩ (BV(U)∁ ∩ BV(V)∁), where variables are not

bound by either program, obtain (l̃U ⊕ l̃V ) = l̃V
BEP
= a . Further, on -0 ∩ Ī

∁
U ∩ Ī

∁
V
, the state a directly equals >, and

on -0 ∩ (Ī
∁
U ∩ Ī

∁
V
)∁ = -0 ∩ (ĪU ∪ ĪV ), the state a either equals aU or aV . Hence, a = aW

BEP
= lW

★
= > for some W . In

summary, (l̃U ⊕ l̃V ) = > on -0.

On ℎ, for either W ≡ U or W ≡ V ,

((l̃U ⊕ l̃V ) · g4 )(ℎ) = l̃W (ℎ) · g4 (ℎ)
BEP
= a (ℎ) · g4 (ℎ) = dℎ · gℎ = > (ℎ).

Finally, on ℎ0, obtain ((l̃U ⊕ l̃V ) · g4 )(ℎ0) = l̃V (ℎ0)
BEP
= a (ℎ0) = > (ℎ0).

It remains to prove that W◦ does not interfere with the strongest promise ΦW◦,�W ,T,W for both W . By Lemma 4.4,

FV(ΦW◦,�W ,T,W ) ⊆ FV(�W ) ∪ V(W) = FV(iW ) ∪ {ℎ,ℎ0, ¯̀, ¯̀0} ∪ V(W) and CN{ℎ} (ΦW◦,�W ,T,W ) ⊆ CN{ℎ} (�W ) ∪ CN(W) ∪

CN(W◦)∁ , where CN{ℎ} (�W ) = CN{ℎ} (iW ) ∪ c̄hW = CN{ℎ} (iW ) ∪ CN(W) by premise. Since FV(iW ) ∩ V(W◦) ⊆ { ¯̀, ℎ}

and BV(W◦) ∩ V(W) ⊆ { ¯̀, ℎ} by premise, and ℎ0, ¯̀0 are fresh, obtain FV(ΦW◦,�W ,T,W ) ∩ BV(W◦) ⊆ { ¯̀, ℎ}. Further, since

CN{ℎ} (iW ) ∩ CN(W◦) ⊆ CN(W) by premise, obtain CN(�W ) ∩ CN(W◦) ⊆ CN(W). In summary, W◦ does not interfere with

the strongest promise ΦW◦,�W ,T,W �

D EFFECTIVE TRANSLATION FROM Ω-FOD TO FOD

This appendix reports details for Section 4.2, dLCHP’s completeness relative to FOD. In particular, Ω-FOD and FOD are

proven to be equiexpressive (Proposition 4.8). First, LemmaD.1 shows that every Ω-FOD formula can be translated

into an equivalent but simpler Ω-FOD formula. Then LemmaD.4 translates these simplified Ω-FOD formulas to FOD

using R-Gödel encodings for the communication traces. Proposition 4.8 is an immediate corollary of LemmaD.1 and

D.4.
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(
⊗ (i1, . . . , i=)

)#
≡ ⊗(i#1 , . . . , i

#
=) (for ⊗ ∈ {¬,∧,∀I })

(C41 � C42)
# ≡ (|C41 | ≤ |C42 |)

# ∧ ∀:
(
0≤:<|C41 | → C41 [:] = C42 [:]

)#
(8)

(
(41 ∼ 42)(op(C4))

)#
≡ ∃ℎ

(
(ℎ = C4)# ∧

(
(41 ∼ 42)(op(ℎ))

)#)
(for built-in op on trace term C4 ∉ +T ) (9)

(
(41 ∼ 42)(C4 [[])

)#
≡ ∃ℎ ∃:

(
(ℎ = C4)# ∧ (: = [)# ∧

(
(41 ∼ 42)(ℎ[:])

)#) (if C4 ∉ +T or [ ∉ +R) (10)

(41 ∼ 42)
# ≡ (41 ∼ 42)

♭ (if (8) - (10) are not applicable)

(
(41 ∼ 42)(C41 · C42)

)♭
≡ ∃ℎ,ℎ1, ℎ2

(
(ℎ1 = C41)

♭ ∧ (ℎ2 = C42)
♭ ∧ (ℎ = ℎ1 · ℎ2)

† ∧
(
(41 ∼ 42)(ℎ)

)♭)
(11)

(41 ∼ 42)
♭ ≡ (41 ∼ 42)

‡ (if (11) is not applicable)

(a) Simplification of prefixing �, operators op(C4) ∈ {chan(C4), val(C4), time(C4), |C4 |, C4 ↓. }, trace access C4 [[ ], and concatena-
tions C41 · C42 , where 48 is a real or trace term and ∼ ∈ {�, ≤,=}

(ℎ = ℎ1 · ℎ2)
† ≡ |ℎ | = |ℎ1 | + |ℎ2 | ∧ ∀0≤ 9<|ℎ1 | ℎ[ 9] = ℎ1[ 9] ∧ ∀0≤ 9<|ℎ2 |

(
ℎ[ 9 + |ℎ1 |] = ℎ2[ 9]

)#
(12)

(ℎ0 ↓. = ℎ)‡ ≡ (ℎ = ℎ0 ↓. )
‡ ≡ ∃�

(
|� | = |ℎ | ∧ ∀0≤8<:<|� | � [8] < � [:]

∧ ∀0≤:<|� |
(
ℎ[:] = ℎ0 [� [:]] ∧ chan(ℎ0[� [:]]) ∈ .

)#

∧ ∀0≤:<|ℎ0 |
(
(∀0≤8<|� | � [8] ≠ :) → (chan(ℎ0[:]) ∉ . )#

))
(13)

(41 ∼ 42)
‡ ≡ (41 ∼ 42) (if (13) is not applicable) (14)

(b) Reexpress concatenations and projections in terms of trace access

Fig. 11. Recursive construction of a trace-simple Ω-FOD formula q# that is equivalent to the Ω-FOD formula q

The simplfied Ω-FOD formulas mediating between LemmaD.1 and D.4 are chosen such that the encoding of com-

munication traces by R-Gödel encodings becomes straightforward. Let a trace term be simple if it is generated by the

grammar C41, C42 ::= ℎ | n | 〈2ℎ,\1, \2〉 | ℎ[:] , where ℎ,: are variables. A Ω-FOD formula q is called trace-simple if

every comparison C41 ∼ C42 of traces in q is an equality, i.e., ∼≡=, over simple trace terms C48 , and if the operators

chan(·), time(·), val(·), and | · | are only applied to trace variables.

Lemma D.1 (Ω-FOD and trace-simple Ω-FOD are eqiexpressive). For every Ω-FOD formula q , there is effectively

an equivalent trace-simple Ω-FOD formula q# , i.e., � q ↔ q#, over the same free variables.

Proof. The formula q# is recursively defined in Fig. 11. The recursion (·)# in Fig. 11a reexpresses the prefix rela-

tion � using trace access (equation (8)), and factors non-variable trace and real terms out of operators (equation (9)) and

trace access (equation (10)). The recursion (·)♭ simplifies concatenations into two-variable concatenations (equation

(11)) such that only trace terms generated by the following grammar are left: ℎ | n | 〈ch, \1, \2〉 | ℎ1 · ℎ2 | ℎ[:] | ℎ ↓. .

In Fig. 11b, (·)† and (·)‡ reexpresses the remaining concatenations (equation (12)) and projections (equation (13))

using trace access. Notably, themutual recursive application of (·)# for simplifying newly added trace access terminates

as it does not add new concatenations and projections. Equation (13) uses the trace variable � to denote the positions

ofℎ0whose channel name is in. . The ad-hoc usage of the element relation in equation (13) can be unrolled into a (finite)

trace-simple formula because . is (co)finite, e.g., chan(C4) ∈ {ch, dh}∁ unrolls into ¬(chan(C4) = ch) ∧ ¬(chan(C4) ≠

dh). �
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Communication traces are finite sequences of events and each event has a channel name, a value, and a timestamp,

i.e., they are finite sequences of real-valued triples. In FOD, these sequences are encoded using R-Gödel encodings

(Def. D.2). In fact, it is convenient to use R-encodings of l-infinite sequences (Lemma B.2) together with explicit range

checks. The events are packed into a nested R-Gödel encoding.

Definition D.2 (R-Gödel encoding of traces). The R-Gödel encoding of a communication trace is a l-infinite R-Gödel

encoding (Lemma B.2) whose positions are finite R-Gödel encodings (Lemma B.1) of fixed length 3 of the channel,

value, and time of the events. Outside the bounds of the encoded trace, the l-sequence can contain arbitrary values.

We write /
(∞,3)

:,9
to abbreviate access (/

(∞)

:
)
(3)
9 to the 9-th component of the :-th communication event encoded in / .

The base logic Ω-FOD has trace variables besides the real variables in FOD. LemmaD.4 represents the trace variables

of a Ω-FOD formula q using fresh real variables interpreted as R-Gödel encoding of traces (Def. D.2). The mapping

(·)† : +T → +R provides a fresh but fixed real variable as representant for each trace variable, and (·)‡ : +T →

+R denotes the original length of the trace by another fixed fresh real variable. Consequently, the free variables of

the FOD encoding q# and the free variables of the original Ω-FOD formula q do not match. To align the semantical

evaluation of the FOD encoding q# with its syntactical transformation, we introduce FOD-dual states, which evaluate

the represantant ℎ† of every trace variable ℎ with the R-Gödel trace encoding of the original trace:

Definition D.3 (FOD-dual state). For a state a , the FOD-dual state a#
q
w.r.t. a Ω-FOD formulaq equals a except that a#

q

evaluates the representants ℎ†,ℎ‡ of each free trace variableℎ ofq as follows: a#
q
(ℎ‡) = |a (ℎ) | and a#

q
(ℎ†) is theR-Gödel

encoding (Def. D.2) of the trace a (ℎ).

Lemma D.4 (Trace-simple Ω-FOD and FOD are eqiexpressive). For every trace-simple Ω-FOD formula q , there is

effectively an equivalent FOD formulaq#, i.e., a � q iffa#
q
� q# for every state a . In particular, � q iff � q#. Ifq has themixed-

type free variables {G1, ..., G: } ∪ {ℎ1, ..., ℎ<}, then q
# has the purely real free variables {G1, ..., G: } ∪ {ℎ

†
1
, ℎ
‡
1
..., ℎ
†
<, ℎ
‡
<}.

Proof. The formulaq# is defined by the structural recursion in Fig. 12. Fig. 12a contains the cases on formulas except

for equality C41 = C42 on trace terms, which is in Fig. 12c. Other cases on terms are in Fig. 12b. The translation (·)#

uniformly replaces trace variables with real representants. The representant ℎ† of every trace variable ℎ is interpreted

as R-Gödel trace encoding (Def. D.2) of ℎ, and ℎ‡ tells the length of the encoding. For soundness, each trace length

variable ℎ‡ crucially needs to be (indirectly) characterized as a natural number by nat(·) (FOD by LemmaB.3). To

ensure this, define q# to be the result of applying the (·)#-recursion of Fig. 12 to ∀ℎ̄0 (ℎ̄0 = ℎ̄ → q
ℎ̄0
ℎ̄
) instead of q ,

where ℎ̄ are the free trace variables of q and ℎ̄0 is fresh and compatible with ℎ̄. Further, assume that default evaluation

is explicitly unrolled for operations op(ℎ) ∈ {chan(·), val(·), time(·)} on traces in q . Therefore, replace each op(ℎ) in

q once as follows: q (op(ℎ)) ≡ |ℎ | > 0 ∧ q (op(ℎ)) ∨ |ℎ | ≤ 0 ∧ q (0) before applying the (·)#-recursion. To reduce the

number of cases in Fig. 12c, equations C41 = C42 are normalized into the form ℎ = C4 . Then (·)♭ boils the remaining

equalities down to constraints on the length of the traces and comparison of the R-Gödel encodings.

By the construction of q#, obtain a � q iff a#
q
� q# for every state a . For � q iff � q#, consider each implication

separately: If � q#, then � q because a#
q
� q# implies a � q for every a . Conversely, let � q and a be arbitrary. If the

value a (ℎ‡) of any length representant ℎ‡ of a free trace variable ℎ of q violates its domain, i.e., a 2 nat(ℎ‡), then

a satisfies q# trivially because a necessarily falsifies some predicate nat(·). Hence, assume that a respects domains.

Then construct a state a−1 from a by unpacking each R-Gödel encoding a (ℎ†) into the corresponding trace variable ℎ,

where a (ℎ‡) ∈ N tells the length to decode. Since a−1 � q , obtain (a−1)#
q
� q# . Further, (a−1)#

q
= a−1 because (a−1)#

q
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([1 ∼ [2)
# ≡ [#1 ∼ [#2

(C41 = C42)
# ≡ see Fig. 12c

(¬i)# ≡ ¬i#

(i ∧k )# ≡ i# ∧k #

(∀G i)# ≡ ∀G i#

(∀ℎi)# ≡ ∀ℎ† ∀ℎ‡ (nat(ℎ‡) → i#)

(a) Recursion for formulas, where ∼ ∈ {=, ≤}

G# ≡ G

2# ≡ 2

([1 ⊲⊳ [2)
# ≡ [#1 ⊲⊳ [

#
2

(chan(ℎ))# ≡ (ℎ†)
(∞,3)

ℎ‡−1,1

(val(ℎ))# ≡ (ℎ†)
(∞,3)

ℎ‡−1,2

(time(ℎ))# ≡ (ℎ†)
(∞,3)

ℎ‡−1,3

( |ℎ |)# ≡ ℎ‡

(b) Recursion for terms, where 2 ∈ Q is a real con-
stant

(C41 = C42)
# ≡ ∃ℎ† ∃ℎ‡ (nat(ℎ‡) ∧ (ℎ = C41)

♭ ∧ (ℎ = C42)
♭) (where ℎ is fresh)

(ℎ = ℎ0)
♭ ≡ ℎ‡ = ℎ

‡
0
∧ ∀0≤:<ℎ‡

(
nat(:) → (ℎ†)

(∞)

:
= (ℎ

†
0
)
(∞)

:

)

(ℎ = n)♭ ≡ ℎ‡ = 0

(ℎ = 〈ch, \1, \2〉)
♭ ≡ ℎ‡ = 1 ∧ (ℎ†)

(∞,3)
0,1 = ch ∧ (ℎ†)

(∞,3)
0,2 = \1 ∧ (ℎ

†)
(∞,3)
0,3 = \2

(ℎ = ℎ0[:])
♭ ≡

(
(ℎ‡ = 1 ∧ 0≤:†<ℎ

‡
0
) ∧ (ℎ†)

(∞)
0

= (ℎ†)
(∞)

⌊: ⌋
)
)
∨
(
ℎ‡ = 0 ∧ ¬(0≤:†<ℎ

‡
0
)
)

(c) Recursion for equality C41 = C42 on trace terms, where rounding ⌊ · ⌋ is defined by q (⌊[ ⌋ ) ≡ ∃= (nat(=) ∧ :−1<=≤: ∧ q (=) )

Fig. 12. Recursive construction of a FOD formula q# that is equivalent to the trace-simple Ω-FOD formula q

only re-encodes the traces just decoded from a into a−1. Since a−1 = a on FV(q#), because FV(q#) ⊆ +R and a−1 = a

on + ∁
T
, obtain a � q# by coincidence (Lemma 2.17). �
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ELECTRONIC APPENDIXES

The electronic appendixes make use of standard rules for sequent calculi [48] if proofs are presented in sequent style.

A DERIVED AXIOMS AND RULES

Proof of Corollary 3.4. This supplements the proof of Corollary 3.4 inAppendix Awith additional explicit deriva-

tions. Ac-monotony M[·]AC derives as follows:

A2 → A1
P

C2 ∧ A2 → A1
GAC

[U ]{T,C2∧A2→A1}T
P
[U ]{A1 ,C1}k1 → [U ]{T,C2∧A2→A1}T

C1 → C2 k1 → k2
P

(C1 → C2 ) ∧ (k1 → k2 )
GAC

[U ]{A1 ,C1→C2} (k1 → k2 )
KAC

[U ]{A1,C1 }k1 → [U ]{A1,C2 }k2
MP, P

[U ]{A1 ,C1 }k1 → [U ]{T,C2∧A2→A1}T ∧ [U ]{A1 ,C2 }k2
WA

[U ]{A1 ,C1 }k1 → [U ]{A2 ,C2 }k2

The axiom []WA derives as follows, where WA ≡ (A ∧ C1 → A2) ∧ (A ∧ C2 → A1):

∗
P

WA ⊢ C1 ∧ C2 ∧ A→ A1 ∧ A2
M[·]AC

[U ]{T,WA}
T ⊢ [U ]{T,C1∧C2∧A→A1∧A2}T

∗
M[·]AC

[U ]{A1∧A2,C1∧C2}k ⊢ [U ]{A1∧A2,C1∧C2}k
∧R

[U ]{T,WA}
T, [U ]{A1∧A2,C1∧C2}k ⊢ [U ]{T,C1∧C2∧A→A1∧A2}T ∧ [U ]{A1∧A2,C1∧C2}k

WA
[U ]{T,WA}

T, [U ]{A1∧A2,C1∧C2}k ⊢ [U ]{A,C1∧C2}k
→R, ∧L

⊢ [U ]{T,WA}
T ∧ [U ]{A1∧A2,C1∧C2}k → [U ]{A,C1∧C2}k

The proof rule [‖]AC derives as follows, where for both applications of axiom [‖ ]AC the side condition is fulfilled

due to the side condition of the rule, and WA ≡ (A ∧ C1 → A2) ∧ (A ∧ C2 → A1):

⊢ WA
GAC

Γ ⊢ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{T,WA}
T, Δ

Γ ⊢ [U1 ]{A1 ,C1}k1,Δ
[ ‖ ]AC

Γ ⊢ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{A1,C1 }k1,Δ
M[·]AC

Γ ⊢ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{A1∧A2,C1}k1, Δ

Γ ⊢ [U2 ]{A2 ,C2}k2, Δ
[ ‖ ]AC

Γ ⊢ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{A2 ,C2}k2, Δ
M[·]AC

Γ ⊢ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{A1∧A2,C2 }k2,Δ
∧R

Γ ⊢ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{A1∧A2,C1}k1 ∧ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{A1∧A2,C2}k2, Δ
[ ]AC∧

Γ ⊢ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{A1∧A2,C1∧C2} (k1 ∧k2 ), Δ
∧R

Γ ⊢ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{T,WA}
T ∧ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{A1∧A2,C1∧C2} (k1 ∧k2 ), Δ

[ ]WA
Γ ⊢ [U1 ‖ U2 ]{A,C1∧C2} (k1 ∧k2 ), Δ

�

B DETAILS OF THE EXAMPLE

This appendix provides derivations of the open premises of Example 3.5. The proof rule FOL denotes first-order rea-

soning. For ch ∈ {vel, pos}, let since` (ℎ ↓ ch) ≡ ` − time`0 (ℎ ↓ ch), i.e., the time elapsed since last communication

along ch recorded by ℎ, and let till` (ℎ ↓ ch) ≡ n − since` (ℎ ↓ pos), i.e., the time till the next communication along

ch.
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∗

�, �,3 > n+ , C ≥ 0,∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n ⊢ � (ℎ0, EC0A , G5 + C · EC0A ,F + C)
[;]AC , [:=]

�, �,3 > n+ , C ≥ 0,∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n ⊢ [G5 := G5 + C · EC0A ;F := F + C]� (ℎ0, EC0A , G5 ,F)
∀R,→R

�, �,3 > n+ ⊢ ∀C≥0
(
(∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n) → [G5 := G5 + C · EC0A ;F := F + C]� (ℎ0, EC0A )

)

[′ ]
�, �,3 > n+ ⊢ [plant5 (EC0A )]� (ℎ0, EC0A )

[:=]
�, �,3 > n+ ⊢ [E 5 := EC0A ] [plant5 (E 5 )]� (ℎ0, E 5 ) ⊲ Fig. 13b

[if ]
�, � ⊢ [if (3 > n+ ) E 5 := EC0A fi] [plant5 ]� (ℎ0)

[?x ]ACR
� ⊢ [vel(ℎ)?EC0A ] {A,T} [if (3 > n+ ) E 5 := EC0A fi] [plant5 ]� (ℎ)

M[·]AC , [ ]⊤,⊤
� ⊢ [vel(ℎ)?EC0A ] {A,T} [if (3 > n+ ) E 5 := EC0A fi] {A,T} [plant5 ]�

[;]AC
� ⊢ [velo] {A,T} [plant5 ]� ⊲ Fig. 14a

∧R
� ⊢ [velo] {A,T} [plant5 ]� ∧ [dist] {A,T} [plant5 ]�

by [;]AC, M[·]AC, []⊤,⊤, [∪]AC

� ⊢ [(velo ∪ dist); plant5 ] {A,T}�
loopAC

`0 = `, Γ ⊢ [follower∗] {A,T}G5 < valG0 (ℎ ↓ pos)
FOL

Γ ⊢ [follower∗] {A,T}G5 < valG0 (ℎ ↓ pos)

(a) Note thateM[ · ]AC and [ ]⊤,⊤ drop the assumption

∗

�, �,3 ≤ n+ , C ≥ 0,∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n ⊢ � (ℎ0, G5 + C · E 5 ,F + C)
[;]AC , [:=]

�, �,3 ≤ n+ , C ≥ 0,∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n ⊢ [G5 := G5 + C · E 5 ;F := F + C]� (ℎ0, G5 ,F)
∀R, →R

�, �,3 ≤ n+ ⊢ ∀C≥0
(
(∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n) → [G5 := G5 + C · E 5 ;F := F + C]� (ℎ0)

)

[′ ]
�, �,3 ≤ n+ ⊢ [plant5 ]� (ℎ0)

(b)

Γ ≡ ℎ0 = ℎ, G0 = G; , i

� ≡ 0 ≤ E 5 ≤ 3/n ∧ E 5 ≤ + ∧ G5 + till` (ℎ ↓ pos)3/n < valG0 (ℎ ↓ pos) ∧F = since` (ℎ ↓ pos) ≤ n

� ≡ ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈vel, EC0A , `〉,A(ℎ0)

Fig. 13. Derivation of the subproof about the follower in Fig. 8
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∗

�, �,�, 0≤ E0 <3/n,F = 0, C ≥ 0,∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n ⊢ � (ℎ0, E0, G5 + C · E0,F + C)
[;] , [:=]

�, �,�, 0≤ E0 <3/n,F = 0, C ≥ 0,∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n ⊢ [G5 := G5 + C · E0;F := F + C]� (ℎ0, E0, G5 ,F)
∀R,→R

�, �,�, 0≤ E0 <3/n,F = 0 ⊢ ∀C≥0
(
(∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n) → [G5 := G5 + C · E0;F := F + C]� (ℎ0, E0)

)

[′ ]
�, �,�, 0≤ E0 <3/n,F = 0 ⊢ [plant5 (E0)]� (ℎ0, E0)

[?] ,→R, [:=]
�, �,� ⊢ [?0≤ E0 <3/n] [F := 0] [plant5 (E0)]� (ℎ0, E0)

∀R
�, �,� ⊢ ∀E 5 [?0≤ E 5 <3/n] [F := 0] [plant5 (E 5 )]� (ℎ0, E 5 )

[;] , [:∗]
�, �,� ⊢ [E 5 := ∗; ?0≤ E 5 <3/n] [F := 0] [plant5 ]� (ℎ0) ⊲ Fig. 14b

[;] , [if ]
�, �,3 =< − G5 ⊢ [if (3 ≤ n+ ) {E 5 := ∗; ?0≤ E 5 <3/n} fi;F := 0] [plant5 ]� (ℎ0)

[;] , [:=]
�, � ⊢ [3 :=< − G5 ; if (3 ≤ n+ ) {E 5 := ∗; ?0≤ E 5 <3/n} fi;F := 0] [plant5 ]� (ℎ0)

[?x ]ACR
� ⊢ [pos(ℎ)?<] {A(ℎ),T} [3 :=< − G5 ; if (3 ≤ n+ ) {E 5 := ∗; ?0≤ E 5 <3/n} fi;F := 0] [plant5 ]� (ℎ)

M[·]AC , [ ]⊤,⊤
� ⊢ [pos(ℎ)?<] {A,T} [3 :=< − G5 ; if (3 ≤ n+ ) {E 5 := ∗; ?0≤ E 5 <3/n} fi;F := 0] {A,T} [plant5 ]�

[;]AC
� ⊢ [dist] {A,T} [plant5 ]�

(a)

∗

�, �,�, 0≤ E0 <3/n,F = 0, C ≥ 0,∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n ⊢ � (ℎ0, G5 + C · E0,F + C)
[;] , [:=]

�, �,�, 0≤ E0 <3/n,F = 0, C ≥ 0,∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n ⊢ [G5 := G5 + C · E 5 ;F := F + C]� (ℎ0, G5 ,F)
∀R,→R

�, �,�, 0≤ E0 <3/n,F = 0 ⊢ ∀C≥0
(
(∀0≤B≤C F + B ≤ n) → [G5 := G5 + C · E 5 ;F := F + C]� (ℎ0)

)

[′ ]
�, �,3 =< − G5 , 3 > n+ ,F = 0 ⊢ [plant5 ]� (ℎ0)

[:=]
�, �,3 =< − G5 , 3 > n+ ⊢ [F := 0] [plant5 ]� (ℎ0)

(b)

� ≡ 0 ≤ E 5 ≤ 3/n ∧ E 5 ≤ + ∧ G5 + till` (ℎ ↓ pos)3/n < valG0 (ℎ ↓ pos) ∧F = since` (ℎ ↓ pos) ≤ n

� ≡ ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈pos,<, `〉,A(ℎ0)

� ≡ 3 =< − G5 , 3 ≤ n

Fig. 14
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∗

!, 0≤E0≤+ ,ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈vel, E0, `〉, C ≥ 0 ⊢ !(ℎ0, G; + C · E0)
∀R, [:=]

!, 0≤E0≤+ ,ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈vel, E0, `〉 ⊢ ∀C≥0 [G; := G; + C · E0]!(ℎ0, G; )
[′ ]

!, 0≤E0≤+ ,ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈vel, E0, `〉 ⊢ [plant; (E0)]!(ℎ0) ⊲ by FOL
[& ]AC , ∧R

!, 0≤E0≤+ ,ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈vel, E0, `〉 ⊢ [plant; (E0)] {T,C(ℎ0 ) }!(ℎ0)
[!) ]ACR

!, 0≤E0≤+ ⊢ [vel(ℎ)!E0] {T,C(ℎ) } [plant; (E0)] {T,C(ℎ) }!(ℎ) ⊲ Fig. 15b
[∪]AC

!, 0≤E0≤+ ⊢ [vel(ℎ)!E0 ∪ skip] {T,C} [plant; (E0)] {T,C}!
[?] ,→R

! ⊢ [?0≤E0≤+ ] [vel(ℎ)!E0 ∪ skip] {T,C} [plant; (E0)] {T,C}!
[;] , [:∗] , ∀R

! ⊢ [E; := ∗; ?0≤E;≤+ ] [vel(ℎ)!E; ∪ skip] {T,C} [plant; (E; )] {T,C}! ⊲ by FOL
[& ]AC , ∧R

! ⊢ [E; := ∗; ?0≤E;≤+ ] {T,C} [vel(ℎ)!E; ∪ skip] {T,C} [plant; ] {T,C}!
[;]AC

! ⊢ [comm] {T,C} [plant; ] {T,C}! ⊲ Fig. 15c
∧R

! ⊢ [comm] {T,C} [plant; ] {T,C}! ∧ [upd] {T,C} [plant; ] {T,C}!
[;]AC , [∪]AC

! ⊢ [(comm ∪ upd); plant; ] {T,C}!
loopAC

Γ ⊢ [leader∗] {T,C}valG0 (ℎ ↓ pos) ≤ G;

(a) The proof uses that [U ]{A,C} [V ]{A,C}k ↔ [U ]{A,C} [V ]k derives if V is sufficiently simple.

∗

!, 0≤E0≤+ , C ≥ 0 ⊢ !(G; + C · E0)
∀R, [:=]

!, 0≤E0≤+ ⊢ ∀C≥0 [G; := G; + C · E0]!(G; )
[′ ]

!, 0≤E0≤+ ⊢ [plant; (E0)]! ⊲ by FOL
[& ]AC , ∧R

!, 0≤E0≤+ , ⊢ [plant; (E0)] {T,C}!

!, 0≤E0≤+ , ⊢ [skip] [plant; (E0)] {T,C}! ⊲ by FOL
[& ]AC , ∧R

!, 0≤E0≤+ ⊢ [skip] {T,C(ℎ) } [plant; (E0)] {T,C(ℎ) }!

(b)

∗

!,ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈pos, G; , `〉, C ≥ 0 ⊢ !(ℎ0, G; + C · E; )
∀R, [:=]

!,ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈pos, G; , `〉 ⊢ ∀C≥0 [G; := G; + C · E; ]!(ℎ0, G; )
[′ ]

!,ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈pos, G; , `〉 ⊢ [plant; ]!(ℎ0) ⊲ by FOL
[& ]AC , ∧R

!,ℎ0 = ℎ · 〈pos, G; , `〉 ⊢ [plant; ] {T,C(ℎ0 ) }!(ℎ0)
[!) ]ACR

! ⊢ [pos(ℎ)!G; ] {T,C(ℎ) } [plant; ] {T,C(ℎ) }!(ℎ)

(c)

Γ ≡ ℎ0 = ℎ, G0 = G; , i

! ≡ valG0 (ℎ ↓ pos) ≤ G; ∧ C

Fig. 15. Derivation of the subproof about the leader in Fig. 8
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