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Summary

We present two components of a special purpose formal method intended to
support the modelling and development of distributed object-oriented sys-
tems. The first component is a language, called Oompa, in which designs for
these systems can be expressed. The second is a behavioural specification
language called sequential process specifications.

Oompa is a strongly-typed class-based object-oriented language. Its ob-
jects have private state and support multiple concurrent invocations. The
primitive operations of its methods support both object-based and channel-
based behaviour. We provide two operational semantics for Oompa; a re-
duction relation, which is intuitive, and a labelled transition system, which
is superior for reasoning. We define a type system for Oompa which is stat-
ically checkable. We also give thorough consideration to issues of naming in
Oompa.

Sequential process specifications allow abstract behaviour to be specified
and incrementally refined. The language has two binary operators, similar to
CSP’s internal and external choice, which assert that a system may or must
have certain behaviour. We use sequential process expressions, which form
the core of CCS, to describe specific patterns of behaviour and we define
what it means for one to satisfy a specification. In terms of this notion of
satisfaction, we define a semantics and a refinement relation for the language.
Although similar to CSP, we show that our language is semantically different.

We demonstrate how our formal method currently supports development

by deriving two designs for a concurrent dictionary object.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The ultimate aim of this research is to provide a formal method to support
the modelling and development of distributed object-oriented systems.

Individual formal methods can be identified as either general purpose or
special purpose. A general purpose formal method seeks to be applicable to
the modelling and development of diverse systems. It will be semantically
neutral, so it will not be focused on any particular type of system, and should
avoid implementation bias, so it will promote development that is strictly
defined by the problem. Perhaps the most significant advantage to a general
formal method is a practical one: familiarity for users. Good examples of
general formal methods are VDM [Jon90] and Z [Spi92].

On the other hand, general purpose formal methods have an intrinsic
disadvantage. This is the divide, or semantic gap, between the level at which
the method’s elements operate and the level at which the target system
operates. This divide means that much of the effort of building a model might
be expended on creating higher-level constructs in which the model proper
can be built. Furthermore, real world systems are not totally distinct. The

development of similar systems will involve solving the same problems and
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

often developing the same solutions. This repetition of work is exacerbated
in the case where there is a wide semantic gap between the method and
systems being developed®.

A special purpose formal method [Sch94] seeks to tackle a specific type of
system only and, by doing so, can be much semantically closer to a target
system than a general purpose formal method can. Assumptions about the
target systems can be built into the method, bridging the semantic gap,
so the user can start modelling and developing at the level at which the
target system is most suitably considered. The main disadvantage of using
special purpose formal methods is that a new method must be learnt for
each problem domain. Another disadvantage is that a special purpose formal
method is likely to have a smaller community of developers and users than
a general purpose formal method.

An analogy is the field of programming languages where a distinction be-
tween general purpose languages and special purpose languages can also be
drawn [LR88]. There exist many programming languages touted as general
purpose (such as C++ [Str91]), i.e. suitable for developing any type of soft-
ware. While the obvious advantage is that users only need to become familiar
with a single language, there can be little doubt that work is frequently dupli-
cated within and between these languages?. An example of a special purpose

programming language would be the database query language SQL [vdL89].

!This problem can be somewhat mitigated by techniques which promote reuse. For
example, Object-Z [Smi99] uses object concepts as a structuring mechanism primarily to

improve reuse between specifications.
2As with formal methods, techniques for reuse can help, for example the development

of user libraries for certain problem domains. However, given the complexity of some
libraries (e.g. Microsoft Foundation Classes [SWM96]) we might argue that learning a

library can be as difficult as learning a new language.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

In general, developers have a choice between using a suitable language for
each problem or forcing a single language to cope with all problems.

We are considering distributed object-oriented systems, so our problem
domain is fixed. We have decided to provide a special purpose formal method
to provide support for developing and modelling these systems. This thesis
presents the two components of such a method: a language for expressing
designs, called Oompa, and a behavioural specification language, called se-
quential process specifications. Our first task will be to classify the problem

domain.

1.1 Distributed Object-Oriented Systems

A distributed system is a computational system consisting of several interact-
ing components residing at separate locations. Actual distributed systems
may differ dramatically: in particular, the concept of a location and the
mechanisms supporting interactions may be quite different. Nevertheless, we
can delimit them with a broad definition, as above.

Unfortunately, object-oriented systems are not so easy to classify. There
is no real agreement over what exactly constitutes object-orientation [I1197].
Most would agree that it structures code into uniquely identified objects and,
within objects, into methods; the act of causing the computation described in
a method to be performed is almost always referred to as invocation. Beyond
these necessary properties, insufficient to classify even the broadest definition
in use, there is little common ground.

This difficulty in defining object-oriented systems leaves us with two op-
tions. The first option is to remain agnostic about the particular interpreta-

tion and provide a meta-model within which a variety of interpretations can
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

be described. An example of this approach is [Ove()()]. Naturally, a semantic
gap will remain when we try to discuss actual systems. The second option is
to choose a single interpretation and target our formal method at it. This is
in line with our decision to provide a special purpose formal method and we
follow this second path. However, when choosing our single interpretation of
“object-orientation”, we will deliberately choose a general one.

A typical approach describes how to build an object-oriented system from
the bottom up using a specific definition of object. An example is [Mey97].
An alternative and more general approach is to fit object concepts onto exist-
ing systems as unobtrusively as possible. This is the approach of the CORBA
object model [OMG98]3, from which we take inspiration.

1.1.1 CORBA

Modern distributed systems can have astounding complexity, the Internet
being the prime example. There are substantial difficulties involved in de-
signing software which avails of the facilities these systems provide yet oper-
ates correctly and efficiently under the conditions to which these systems are
subject. To help make the complexity manageable, software known as mid-
dleware was introduced. Middleware, at the very minimum, provides a high-
level protocol for participating in distributed communications. The purpose
of the high-level protocol is to hide the complexity of the underlying system-
level protocols. Some examples of middleware are Remote Procedure Call
(RPC) [BN83], Remote Method Invocation (RMI) [WRW96], Enterprise Java
Beans (EJB) [MH99], Distributed Component Object Model (DCOM) [EE98]

3Since its introduction in 1991 [OMG91], CORBA has undergone continual refinement
and expansion. To discuss CORBA consistently, we need a single slice through its devel-

opment history. We fix [OMG98] as our reference document for CORBA.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

and Common Object Request Broker Architecture (CORBA) [OMG98]. All
of these enable a distributed communication to be performed in a fashion
similar to that of a language level function call or method invocation.

A feature of RPC, RMI and EJB is that their implementations tend
to support a single programming language; a feature of DCOM is that it
primarily supports a single operating platform. However, to benefit most
from the power of distributed systems, multi-language and multi-platform
development must be supported. As well the obvious argument that certain
programming languages are better suited to certain software, which obvi-
ously suggests such multi-language development, another force which acts
on distributed software development is due to legacy software [BS95]. Large
distributed software systems are not always built from scratch and often in-
volve the reuse of older software, possibly by wrapping it with distribution-
aware code. This saves on the expense of redeveloping and retesting the
software, migrating data to newer formats and retraining staff. A conse-
quence of bringing this legacy software into the distributed environment is
that we cannot assume that the components of our distributed system are
written in any particular language or run on any particular platform. The
middleware protocols should therefore be supported across the various lan-
guages and platforms typically used.

CORBA is a middleware solution which uses object-orientation to enable
these disparate software entities to interact. It consists of standards which
specify protocols, and software to implement them, which are usable from
many of the languages and platforms a modern distributed system might
involve. The principle which makes CORBA work is that, regardless of how
a piece of software is implemented, it participates in the distributed system

by acting like an object (or collection of objects). Object-oriented concepts
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

are mapped onto each programming language and CORBA uses method

invocation to expose its middleware protocol.

1.1.2 The CORBA Object Model

For software entities to act as objects, or issue method invocations, there
must be a common notion of what these concepts are — a shared ontol-
ogy. According to the OMG (Object Management Group, the industry body
which provides the CORBA standards), an object model “provides an or-
ganised presentation of object concepts and terminology” [OMG98]. The
CORBA Object Model establishes the shared view of object-orientation el-
ements of the system must have to interact effectively. We present a brief
(and mildly simplified) description of that model here.

The object model takes a very abstract view of a distributed system. The
parts that make up the system are identified as belonging to one of the fol-
lowing categories: data, code and execution engines. Many different forms
of computation may actually be taking place in the system but, for the pur-
poses of the object model, we can ignore the details beyond the interaction
of these three kinds of entity. As usual, code is a description of some com-
putations to perform and data is some state component of the system or the
real world. The work is done by the ezecution engines which interpret the
code and perform the computations, possibly altering some of the data. It is
not required that all code be meaningful to all execution engines but, rather,
that each piece of code is meaningful to some execution engine.

A powerful abstraction comes from viewing the process of code being
performed by an appropriate execution engine as providing a service. The
behaviour of a distributed system can now be seen in terms of the performing

of services. Communication between elements of the system can be seen as
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

requests that specific services be performed. Code which provides a service is
called a method and, unsurprisingly, the notion of communication allows val-
ues to be exchanged, so a method may require parameters and produce return
values. Method activation is the term used when a method is performed.
Next, we associate methods which share some relationship, such as the
ability to alter a specific piece of data, into an entity called an object. The
significance of an object is that it has a unique identifier, a value called an
object reference, and that it provides access to its services in a standard
way: in a syntactic form called an interface. An interface lists the object’s
methods, providing their name and their signatures. An object may have
several interfaces associated with it, each exporting different sets of services.
In fact, the CORBA object model does not insist that all the computational
entities in the system belong to objects; a client is any computational entity

which is capable of requesting that an object performs one of its services.

1.1.3 Our Use of the CORBA Object Model

A fundamental design goal behind CORBA was to facilitate distributed com-
puting. A fundamental design goal behind the CORBA object model was to
allow diverse systems, whether implemented in an object-oriented language
or not, to participate in object-oriented systems. It seems that the CORBA
object model is an ideal way to establish a general definition of “distributed
object-oriented systems”.

We now have a classification of our problem domain but find that, for our
work, it allows too general a class of systems. There are many facilities within
such a system that could make our goal extremely difficult. Consequently,
we make some simplifying assumptions.

Firstly, we assume that all data in the system belongs to some object

20



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

and that all running code in the system belongs to a method of some object.
Under this assumption, we can still discuss systems where state and code
can exist separate from objects: we view them as belonging to some trivial
wrapper objects which need have no structural significance.

Secondly, we assume that all state is private to some object. This assump-
tion also seems reasonable since, if we really want to expose an object’s state,
we can provide the object with unrestricted update and access methods.

Thirdly, we choose a single approach to dealing with concurrent invoca-
tions. If an invocation arrives when there are processes already running at
the object, a choice must be made between making the invocation wait or
creating a new process to deal with it. CORBA allows this choice, called
an activation policy, to be made in an object dependent way. The default
policy is to create a new process® and we choose to follow this since it is
the most general and other policies can be modelled within it. For example,
single-threaded objects could be built using locking.

Fourthly, we consider systems to be class based. This might seem a strong
assumption but it really just clarifies an aspect of system we have not yet
discussed: how code is described and the way in which objects are introduced
into the system.

Lastly, we prohibit two features which give rise to richer, but far more
complex, systems: we exclude function passing and code mobility. The earlier
assumptions do not significantly affect the class of systems under discussion
although, were we to model an actual CORBA system, they might induce a

mild semantic gap. This last assumption does impact the class of systems

4Using the terminology of [Nie93], which presents a partial categorisation of concurrent
object systems, we can say that synchronisation is “orthogonal to encapsulation” and

objects have “client-driven concurrency”.
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we can discuss but we defend it on two grounds: these features are quite rare

in real systems and they could make our goal infeasible.

1.2 Our Method

What does a special purpose formal method for distributed object-oriented
systems look like? All formal methods will consist of at least the following
two things: a language in which concepts can be expressed and a system
for reasoning about expressions in the language. A formal method focused
on distributed object-oriented systems should also provide ready-made ob-
ject concepts and support behaviour consistent with a distributed computing
environment.

Although our formal method is in an early stage of development, our re-
search has lead to the development of two components, Oompa and sequential
process specifications. Oompa is a language in which designs for distributed
object-oriented systems can be expressed. Sequential process specifications

allow abstract descriptions of behaviour to be specified and refined.

1.2.1 The Formalism: Oompa

We wish to provide a language in which designs for distributed object-
oriented systems can be expressed. To minimise the semantic gap between
the language and these systems, the language should possess many of the
features of our object model: it should have uniquely identified objects with
attributes and methods. It should support method invocation and object
creation. Objects in the language should allow multiple concurrent invoca-
tions. Lastly, to describe real world systems, the language should be compu-

tationally powerful. Based on these requirements, we developed Oompa, an
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object-oriented process algebra.

Oompa’s syntax is based upon the m-calculus [Mil99], a computationally
powerful process calculus which can describe systems of parallel processes
engaged in highly dynamic channel-based communication. In Oompa, we
extend the language of the m-calculus with primitives for creating objects,
invoking methods and accessing and updating state. This gives a syntax
for code which we embed in a syntax for methods, attributes, interfaces and
classes. We use this syntax for statically defining Oompa programs.

Before discussing Oompa’s semantics, we need to draw an important dis-
tinction between two aspects of certain types of formalisms. For many formal
languages where an operational semantics is given, the semantics applies to
a term in that language and describes the reduction of that term, perhaps in
some context. This is true of the A-calculus and the w-calculus, for example.

However, in languages where structures are defined in advance there is
an important difference: here the operational semantics do not apply to the
terms of the syntax of definitions but, rather, to the terms of some other
syntax. For example, in a class-based object-oriented language, a program is
defined in classes which do not themselves have behaviour — it is the objects
created during the execution of the program which have the behaviour.

For this second type of language, we group the syntax of definitions and
their associated theory under the heading “static systems”. Those parts
which participate in the operational semantics, we group under the slightly
more awkward heading “dynamic systems”5.

We provide Oompa with two operational semantics and, hence, Oompa

5The distinction can be also seen in CORBA, where a construction model describes
how objects are implemented in code whereas an execution model describes the parts of

the system which participate in computation.
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has two dynamic systems. Each consists of a syntax for the “running” sys-
tems, some associated theory of equivalences and an operational semantics.
Each offers a different way of modelling the behaviour of an Oompa program.

The first of Oompa’s dynamic systems we call the agent-based dynamic
system. This views a distributed object-oriented system as consisting of four
parts: the static definitions of classes and interfaces, a global dictionary of
type information, a global dictionary of state information and a set of running
processes. We might call this a flat model of a distributed object-oriented
system, as it ignores any structure due to distribution. The semantics of
this dynamic system is a reduction relation that describes how the global
structure evolves. The role of this dynamic system is to provide a simple and
intuitive model of running Oompa programs. Unfortunately, the semantics
is non-compositional in the sense that it only applies to complete closed
systems. This makes reasoning awkward.

The second of Oompa’s dynamic systems we call the configuration-based
dynamic system. This models a distributed object-oriented system as a hi-
erarchy of subsystems. As before, some information can be global but, this
time, type and state information can also be local to subsystems. The seman-
tics of this dynamic system is a labelled transition relation which can apply to
subsystems as well as to the complete system. The labels on the transitions
allow us to describe how a subsystem interacts with its environment. We can
compose such descriptions of behaviour to describe the behaviour of a set of
parallel subsystems and, hence, the semantics is compositional. Because of
this, it will be our primary semantics for reasoning. Its disadvantage, when
contrasted with the agent-based dynamic system, is its relative complexity.

Another of the components often defined for a formal language, neither

part of its static system nor its dynamic system, is a type system. The
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purpose of a type system is to avoid a set of undesirable behaviours that
occur when a value is used in an inappropriate context. The exclusion of
these errors gives us confidence in the meaningfulness of our programs. For
Oompa we give a statically checkable type system. This means we can check
Oompa’s class and interface definitions for type safety. We prove, for both
dynamic systems, that a running system derived from checked definitions

will never give rise to type errors.

1.2.2 The Specification Language: Sequential Process

Specifications

Oompa is a language for expressing actual designs of distributed object-
oriented systems. To talk about whether such designs are, in some sense,
“correct” we will need a way to reason about their behaviour. The labelled
transition relation of the configuration-based dynamic system provides a very
simple language for describing the behaviour of Oompa programs. Unfortu-
nately, its expressions are limited to statements of the form “configuration
A can perform action a and become configuration B”.

To allow us to express more sophisticated statements of behaviour, we
provide another language called sequential process specifications. We base
this on a very simple language called sequential process expression, which
forms the core of CCS [Mil80], and extend it with a non-deterministic choice
operator similar to internal choice in CSP [Hoa84].

We use sequential process specifications as specifications of sequential
process expressions and we provide a satisfaction relation which formalises
this relationship. We can view sequential process expressions as describing
the behaviour pattern of a given Oompa configuration. Therefore, we can

view sequential process specifications as indirectly specifying Oompa config-
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urations.

1.2.3 The Approach

Our current approach to system development operates as follows, although it
should be noted that our formal method is still a work in progress. After re-
quirements capture, a stepwise refinement in sequential process specifications
is used specify the abstract behaviour we require of our system. The next
development stage is reached with an “invent and verify” step, whereby an
Oompa class (or classes) is proposed as giving rise to the specified behaviour.
This claim is then formally verified using our implementation relation.
Although it was one of our stated goals, we have not yet evaluated the

usefulness of our method for modelling distributed object-oriented systems.

1.3 Contributions

In this section, we briefly describe the key contributions of the thesis.

The formalism Oompa, which combines class-based object-orientation
with concurrency, is our main contribution. It differs from other compa-
rable languages in either the level of its object-orientation or its approach to
concurrency. We discuss these differences further in Chapter 2.

Oompa’s type system can be considered a minimal type system for lan-
guages with channels and objects since we use recursive types to handle both
features. Our work on the type system also led to the development of an
approach to making types independent of the definition set, called the ex-
pansion function. However, a similar function can be found in [AC91].

Our other main contribution is sequential process specifications. These

allow specifications of abstract behaviour to be developed and, for this task,
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represent an alternative to both CCS and CSP.

One further contribution is found in Appendix A. Our naming system
requires a way to apply two renamings (kinds of permutation) simultaneously
and without interference. We have devised a technique, called isolated sum,

which allows this to be done.

1.4 How to Read this Thesis

This thesis is structured as eight chapters and four appendices. The chapters
constitute the body of the thesis and their role is to introduce the material
in an accessible manner. The role of the appendices is to accommodate the
more technical work we have done which, if placed within the body, might
unnecessarily encumber the presentation. In particular, many of the proofs
of results we present are deferred until the appendices.

Given that many results in the thesis appear twice, once in the body
and once, coupled with a proof, in the appendices, we need an approach to
numbering that handles this duplication sensibly. Our approach is to give
each occurrence of such a result a separate number so as to preserve the
numbering sequences in both body and appendices. When a result is proved
in an appendix, a small box in the margin will contain a reference to the
result and page number of that occurrence. When a result in an appendix
has a counterpart in the body of the thesis, it will also be given a reference
back to that result and its page number. Results which have neither a proof
nor a reference are considered straightforward and their proofs are not given.

One significant consequence of the division of material between body
and appendices is that there are two different ways to read the thesis. One

approach is to read from start to finish. The presentation of the material
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should flow smoothly and the more technical material will be deferred until
the end. Alternatively, the body and the appendices can be read concurrently.
This means that the justification for a result will be available when the result

is stated.

1.5 Synopsis

After this introduction, Chapter 2 considers existing formal approaches to
the problem. We discuss various methods, from traditional general purpose
formal methods to special purpose object calculi.

Chapters 3, 4 and 5 present our formalism, Oompa. In Chapter 3 we
define Oompa’s static system. This involves the definition of its syntax and
some discussion of the properties of that syntax, such as renaming issues.
Chapter 4 defines Oompa’s two dynamic systems: the agent-based dynamic
system and the configuration-based dynamic system. Each dynamic system
has a syntax, some theory and an operational semantics. Chapter 5 gives the
definition of Oompa’s type system.

We introduce our simple specification language in Chapter 6. We provide
its syntax, a semantics based on a notion of satisfaction and a refinement
relation between specifications. Chapter 7 indicates how we might use our
formal method by showing the development a simple system. We provide
our conclusions and speculate on future work in Chapter 8.

There are four Appendices. Appendix A defines a technical construction
we call isolated sum. This is used throughout Appendix B to simplify proofs.
In Appendix B, we provide the proofs of most of the results of chapters 3
and 4, which predominantly involve renaming and equivalence properties.

Appendix C similarly provides the proofs for many of the results concerning
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the type system of Chapter 5. Lastly, Appendix D defines the simulations

used to justify satisfaction and refinement statements in chapters 6 and 7.
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Chapter 2

The State of the Art

In order to clarify the contribution offered by our system, we need to place
it in context. In this chapter, we present a survey of those formal methods
with which one might tackle our problem. Such a survey cannot hope to be
complete but we will attempt to touch on the key approaches available. An
alternative but similarly motivated survey can be found in [BDO1].

We divide the methods into three categories: state-based approaches,
process calculi and concurrent object-oriented approaches'. The methods
of the first category model a system in terms of how it transforms state.

We consider two methods here: the Rely/Guarantee approach and action

!There are two other categories of methods which we might have included: “sequential
object-oriented approaches” and “approaches for mobility”. There are several methods
of both kinds that would provide useful context for our work but would not be suitable
approaches for tackling our problem (for example, the object calculi of [AC96] or the
ambient calculus [CG98]). While object-orientation is something that could, arguably,
be added as a sugaring to existing formalisms, the same cannot be done for concurrency.
This means that sequential approaches would not offer a suitable way of tackling our
target systems. On the other hand, given that we have excluded mobility from our target

systems, using an explicitly mobile formalism would add needless complexity.
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systems. The second category groups a set of special purpose formal methods,
called process calculi, which focus on the communication events that occur
in concurrent systems rather than on state change. Here we consider CCS,
CSP, the w-calculus, Pict and the join calculus. The methods of the third
category are concurrent approaches which are intrinsically object-oriented.
We consider the following methods in this section: POOL, oA, TyCO,
concg, OC and ODAL.

Once the methods have been described, we will have an opportunity to
discuss their suitability for our problem. We separate their presentation from
their evaluation since, irrespective of their suitability for our problem, these
methods provide the context within which our method lies.

The chapter is structured as follows. We consider state-based approaches
in Section 2.1, process calculi in Section 2.2 and concurrent object-oriented
approaches in Section 2.3. In Section 2.4, we evaluate how these methods
offer an approach to our problem. Section 2.5 identifies the role we wish
our formalism to play and contrasts it with the methods of the survey. We

summarise the chapter in Section 2.6.

2.1 State-Based Approaches to Concurrency

State-based formal methods model the behaviour of a program in terms of
how it transforms state. In this section, we consider extensions to some
primarily sequential state-based approaches which enable them to handle

concurrent systems.
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2.1.1 The Rely/Guarantee Approach

In VDM? [Jon90], an operation is described in terms of how it transforms
the system state. More precisely, an operation ensures that the system state
will satisfy a predicate, the post-condition, as long as it is performed when
the system state satisfies another predicate, the pre-condition. There are
two particularly important advantages to this approach. Firstly, it is compo-
sitional. So the specifications of two operations can be naturally combined
to give the specification of their sequential composition. Secondly, it sup-
ports refinement. So abstract descriptions of operations and data can be
replaced by more concrete descriptions. This method successfully supports
the development of sequential programs.

Operations performed in parallel can potentially interfere with each other.
Unfortunately, in the presence of interference, this method fails to be fully
compositional and refinement becomes problematic. There is no general way
of combining the specifications of operations, defined in terms of pre- and
post-conditions, to give the specification of the operations’ concurrent com-
position. Consequently, the method is no longer fully compositional. Re-
finement also encounters difficulties: an operation refined into several se-
quentially or concurrently composed operations may not satisfy its original
specification in a concurrent context.

An extension to this approach [Jon81, XdRH97| allows it to take account
of interference by augmenting specifications with two more predicates. A

rely-condition describes the assumptions an operation needs to make about

2The description of VDM we give approximately fits two other well-known state-based
methods: Z [Spi92] and the B method [Abr96]. In fact, the extension we describe, al-
though defined specifically for the VDM, should be applicable to any system which defines

operations in terms of pre- and post-conditions.
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its concurrently executing environment. A guarantee-condition describes as-
sumptions that the environment can make about the effect of the operation
on concurrent operations. Using this technique, the method can function
as before but with a significantly higher burden on the development — a
set of coexistence proof obligations must be discharged. Some relief can be
obtained by delimiting the dependencies and effect of an operation with syn-

tactic markings such as “read-only” and “private” [CJ95].

2.1.2 The Refinement Calculus and Action Systems

Another formal method concerned with how an operation transforms system
state is the refinement calculus [BvWO98]. Operations, both program and
specification statements, are modelled by predicate transformers, which are
functions from sets of terminating states to sets of initial states®. When a
predicate transformer models an operation, the initial states it returns are
just those in which the operation must start in order for it to reach one of the
given terminating states. The justification for using predicate transformers
comes from viewing programs as contracts: “Very simple contracts with no
choices (deterministic programs) can be modelled as functions from states to
states. More complicated contracts may be modelled as relations on states,
provided that all choices are made by only one agent. General contracts,
where choices can be made by two or more agents, are modelled as predicate
transformers” [BvW98]. As above, the key methodology is refinement from
abstract specifications to concrete programs.

The refinement calculus manages concurrency via action systems [Bac90].

An action system consists of a set of atomic operations, called actions, which

3When thought of as predicates, the sets of terminating and initial states correspond

to post-conditions and pre-conditions respectively.
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can be run in parallel and can access global state. The behaviour of an
action is described using a predicate transformer behind a boolean guard.
Actions need not always be enabled but, when enabled, they can be executed
arbitrarily with a single restriction: only those actions which access disjoint
parts of the system state are allowed to run concurrently.

The most significant assumption is that the effect of an action is atomic.
If input-output behaviour is the only concern, it means that an action system
is equivalent to a sequential system where actions are non-deterministically
interleaved. We can model these in the sequential refinement calculus using
an iterated choice statement. For action systems where reactive behaviour
is also important, the refinement calculus must be extended. Simulation
refinement [Bac90] and trace refinement [Bac92] are two relations which can
establish refinement between action systems in these cases.

The action system approach has been used to give a model for concur-
rent objects [BBS97, BKS97, BS99]. In all three approaches, objects have
attributes, methods and an associated action system. In [BBS97] a object-
oriented language called Action-Oberon (an extension of the Oberon 2 lan-
guage) is defined. Here, object-orientation is introduced by making action
systems type-bound, i.e. when a value of a certain type is created, the asso-
ciated type-bound action system is also created. The focus is on the input-
output behaviour of parallel programs so, as above, an Action-Oberon pro-
gram can be translated down to the sequential refinement calculus. [BKS97]
defines OO-action systems. These have class-based object-orientation where
objects are special kinds of action systems. Refinement rules between classes
are considered and justified by translating OO-action systems into ordinary
action systems. Finally, [BS99] defines a model of object-orientation similar

to OO-action systems but with the addition of an inheritance mechanism. A
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notion of atomicity refinement is introduced by allowing early returns.

2.2 Process Calculi

Process calculi are formalisms which focus on the behaviour of a system in
terms of the communications that occur rather than on state change. The
decision of what to view as a communication is not clear cut and, conse-
quently, many process calculi have emerged. Typically, a process calculus
will have a syntax of processes which describe behaviour entirely in terms
of abstract communication events called actions. An intuitive view of their
semantics is as “an unstructured collection of autonomous agents communi-
cating in arbitrary patterns over channels” [PT95] — a concept sometimes
called process soup.

Process calculi are often referred to as process algebras. Milner [Mil89]
suggests that the former term might be preferred (in his case for CCS but it

applies to most) as it suggests the use of mathematical tools beyond algebra.

2.2.1 CCS

An action in CCS (the Calculus of Communicating Systems) [Mil80] models
an indivisible synchronous communication between exactly two participants.
This turns out to be sufficiently general to allow systems to be modelled at
various levels of abstraction. Beyond its syntax for performing actions, CCS
has primitives which describe parallel composition, choice between actions
and scope restriction. According to Milner, “there is nothing canonical about
the choice of the basic combinators, even though they were chosen with great
attention to economy. What characterises our calculus is not the exact choice

of combinators, but rather the choice of interpretation and of mathematical
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framework” [Mil89]. The primary semantics is a labelled transition system
over which a notion of equivalence called bisimulation is defined.
Bisimulation is a coinductive reasoning technique which distinguishes two
processes when a third process communicating with them could find some
difference in how they behave. Two particularly important bisimulations
are given for CCS: strong and weak bisimulation (the latter is also called
observational equivalence). As well as these semantic views of equivalence, a
system of equational reasoning is defined over processes which can establish
bisimulation and is complete on finite-state processes. Milner also defines
a formal logic, PL (process logic), whose formulae can be used to express
properties of processes. This allows an incremental method of specification

but can guarantee only partial correctness.

2.2.2 CSP

Hoare’s CSP (Communicating Sequential Processes) [Hoa84, Ros98] is a pro-
cess calculus whose actions are indivisible and synchronous but, unlike CCS,
may involve many participants. Furthermore, CSP’s syntax is richer than
that of CCS and has constructs which allow processes to be specifications
of behaviour — for example, the synchronous parallel operator and internal
choice. The primary semantics of CSP is not an operational semantics (al-
though it has one) but three denotational semantics in terms of sets: the
traces model, the failures model and the failures and divergences model. As
well as these, the algebra for equational reasoning in CSP can be viewed as
an axiomatic semantics.

One of the key advantages for using CSP in system development is its
fundamental support for refinement. Reasoning in the models is possible, for

example by specifying a system property in terms of traces, but [Ros98] em-
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phasises “process-based specification”, i.e. refining from a non-deterministic
process expression. Several industrial strength tools exist which can model

check [For0Oa] and animate [ForOOb] CSP specifications.

2.2.3 m-Calculus

CCS and CSP share the property that the systems they describe have a
largely static communication network?. This can become a problem when
modelling or developing modern systems which can dynamically change their
communication network. The m-calculus [Mil99, SWO01] overcomes this lim-
itation by allowing processes to generate new names which can be sent as
values and then used as communication channels®. With a very spartan syn-
tax, it succeeds in being both elegant and computationally complete — a
m-calculus encoding of the A-calculus is given in [MPW89al].

The m-calculus is a descendent of CCS and inherits much of its semantic
theory. The primary semantics for the m-calculus are operational: a reduc-

tion relation and a labelled transition system [MPW89b]. The notion of

4In fact, in both CCS and CSP, the communication network can change in a limited
respect. Connections can be lost and processes can split into two newly communicating
parts. However, for a truly dynamic network, it must be possible for new connections to
arise between previously separate subsystems. In CCS, this cannot happen since channel
names cannot be communicated. In CSP, the model of communication does not allow new

names to be received.
5The facility for new communication possibilities to arise during execution has been

called mobility but it is arguable whether the mw-calculus is suitable for modelling mobile
systems. An toy example of a mobile phone system is given in [Mil91], where a mobile
phone switches base as it travels into a different region. However, since the m-calculus has
no concept of location or domain, the regions are completely outside the model. Examples
of languages with a true notion of mobility would be the ambient calculus [CG98] or the

programming language Obliq [Car94].
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equivalence used for the reduction relation is barbed bisimulation which uses
a predicate (called a barb) to detect whether communication is possible on
a given channel name. For the labelled transition system, strong and weak
bisimulation are defined, as in CCS. Several other notions of equivalence be-
tween m-calculus terms are considered in [SW01] and an algebraic theory has
also been developed [PS95].

The 7w-calculus is a name-passing calculus and names are a primary fea-
ture of object-orientation. For this reason, and others, the m-calculus has
been used several times as a model of object-orientation [Mil99, SWO01,
Wal95, San96, KS98|. The mw-calculus has also been used to give concur-
rent object-oriented language a semantics in [Jon93b] and [Ove00]. More-
over, encodings of concurrent objects have been given in extensions of the
m-calculus, for example the form calculus [SLOO] and Pict [PT95, SLI6]| (see
the next section).

Many variants of the m-calculus have been proposed; three interesting
cases are Aw, HOr and Dn. In the asynchronous m-calculus [HT91, SWO01],
A7, two simple restrictions on the syntax of the w-calculus give a model of
concurrent systems where communication is asynchronous. Firstly, a pro-
cess cannot follow a send operation with any other operation and, secondly,
a send operation may not occur in a summation. In the higher-order -
calculus [San92], HOx, abstractions (processes which require parameters)
may be the objects of a communication. In fact, this extension does not
provide extra power; HOm can be naturally encoded in the w-calculus by
communicating access to processes rather than the processes themselves. Dis-
tributed w-calculus [RH98|, D, places m-calculus-like terms at locations and
introduces a notion of location failure. This gives a more accurate model of

systems where distribution is important.
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2.2.4 Pict

Pict [PT98] is a formally defined programming language which rests upon the
m-calculus much in the way a functional language rests upon the A-calculus.
Specifically, its core language is asynchronous m-calculus without summation
but augmented with records and pattern matching. Upon this small core
language more sophisticated programming constructs are built as encodings.
“The goal in Pict is to identify and support idioms that arise naturally when
[m-calculus| primitives are used to build working programs — idioms such as
basic data structures, protocols for returning results, higher-order program-
ming, selective communication and concurrent objects” [Pie98]. So the focus
in Pict is support for programming over support for reasoning. Nevertheless,
it is likely that much of the theory of the w-calculus carries over to Pict.
Pict has been used as an “experimental testbed” to explore different ways
of modelling objects: various options are considered in [PT95] and [SLIG6].
Typically, an object will be encoded as a record of channels — each channel
provides access to a process managing a single service. Although m-calculus’
summation (i.e. choice) is not present in the core language, it can be in-
troduced as a sugaring and is available to users as a library module. Using
choice, Pict could also support the object encodings for the m-calculus that

we mentioned in the previous section.

2.2.5 Join Calculus

The join calculus [FG02] is a name passing process calculus designed for dis-
tributed and mobile programming. The syntax can be seen either as an asyn-
chronous 7-calculus extended with pattern matching or as a small (ML-like)

functional programming language extended with concurrency and message
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passing. The intention is to provide a language which models distributed
programming®.

The processes of the join calculus are hierarchically structured into sites
(locations) and communication is by asynchronous channel-based message
passing. Contrasted with more typical process calculi, there are two inter-
esting features of the join calculus communication model. Firstly, channels
are “defined” at a single site; all messages sent on that channel get deliv-
ered to that one site. Consequently, all processes waiting to receive on the
same channel must reside at the same site. Secondly, processes can consume
several messages atomically. This is expressed, syntactically, with a join pat-
tern. Until all the messages a process wishes to receive have arrived, and that
process consumes them, those messages remain available for other processes.
From the perspective of modelling and implementation, the significant con-
sequence of this is that any contention between processes can be resolved
locally.

The join pattern is sufficiently expressive to allow many standard pro-
gramming idioms to be naturally encoded. “The join calculus gives us a
general language for writing synchronisation devices; devices are just com-
mon idioms in that language. This makes it much easier to turn from one
type of device to another, to use several kind of devices, or even combine
devices” [FG02]. Encodings of asynchronous and synchronous m-calculus
channels, actors, objects and Ada rendez-vous are given. Although the con-

sideration of object encodings is brief, several different styles of concurrent

6Tt is also worth mentioning the distributed join calculus [FGL*96] which extends the
join calculus with an explicit notion of location and a primitive for process migration. The
intention here is to provide a model and basis for mobile programming. An extension of
the Objective CAML programming language, JoOCAML [FFMS01], embodies this model

of distribution and mobility.
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objects are considered.

The join calculus is given a semantics in terms of a computational model
called the Reflective Chemical Abstract Machine. It defines an operational se-
mantics based on three relations between processes: reduction steps, heating
steps and cooling steps. This model relies on the metaphor of computational
systems as chemical solutions, as in the Chemical Abstract Machine [BB90].
The join calculus is intended to be the basis of a programming language so
an important advantage of this computation model is that it can be refined
into an efficient implementation. A labelled semantics is defined with the
Open Reflective Chemical Abstract Machine which allows us to consider the
interactions a process may have with its environment. A simple and intuitive
semantics, based on an equivalence and a reduction relation, is also defined.

For reasoning about the join calculus, no one notion of program equiv-
alence will satisfy all requirements: “finding the ‘right’ equivalence for con-
current programs is a tall order” [FG02]. Consequently, a hierarchy of five
equivalences is defined”, each striking a different balance between precision
and the richness of the generated identities. In increasing order of precision,
they are: may testing, fair testing, coupled-similarity equivalence, bisimilar-

ity equivalence and labelled bisimilarities.

2.3 Concurrent Object-Oriented Approaches

We now consider some concurrent formalisms which are intrinsically object-
oriented. The richer of these formalisms are full object-oriented languages;

the others are object calculi.

"In fact, the equivalences and techniques of the hierarchy are not restricted to the join
calculus. “In principle, they can be applied to any calculus with a small-step reduction-

based semantics, evaluation contexts, and some notion of observation” [FG02].
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2.3.1 POOL

The first we consider is the POOL (Parallel Object-Oriented Language) fam-
ily of programming languages due to Pierre America [Ame87, AdBKRS9,
Ame89, Ame91]. This family includes POOL, POOL-I, POOL-S, POOL-T,
POOL2 and a sequential version called SPOOL. For brevity, we will con-
sider this collection of languages as if it was a single language so some of
the comments need not be thought to apply to all of them. POOL “aims at
the systematic construction of reliable and maintainable software” [Ame87].
America views object-orientation primarily as a protection mechanism; he
“considers [the] principle of protection of objects against each other as the
basic and essential characteristic of object-oriented programming” [Ame91].
Consequently, state is private to an object and can only be accessed by the
object’s methods.

One novel feature of POOL is the way in which concurrency is achieved.
POOL is class based and each class defines for its objects a section of code
called a body. At object creation, the code in the body is started in parallel
with the code already running in the system. The object is allowed only a
single process so the body must, at some time, execute an answer statement
in order to service requests on the object. This answer statement can choose
to service certain requests only; those requests which are not serviced are
queued.

An important contribution of POOL is the complete separation of in-

heritance from subtyping®. Most object-oriented languages conflate the two

8In fact, subtyping in POOL is more than just interface conformance — methods and
classes have an attached property which asserts that the tagged entity satisfies a cer-
tain specification. Unsurprisingly, the checking of code against its specification is not
automated but, if the tags are believed to be correct, then it can be used to make the sub-

typing relationship more discriminating. For example, in many object-oriented languages
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ideas, which can be useful since they often coincide. On the other hand,
by insisting that they occur together, desirable inheritance relationships can
be frustrated and undesirable subtyping relationships established [Ame87].
POOL decouples the two concepts and, along with its subtyping interface, a
class can export an interface specifically to let other classes inherit from it.

Several semantics have been provided for POOL but the two signifi-
cant ones are a denotational semantics in terms of complete metric spaces
[AdBKR89] and an operational semantics in terms of an unlabelled transition
relation [Ame89]. Walker [Wal95] gives a translation into the m-calculus and,
in doing so, gives POOL a new operational semantics in terms of a labelled

transition relation.

2.3.2  7oB\

In [Jon93a], Jones came to see “language restrictions as a way of taming in-
terference”. mofA [Jon92] is not intended to be a full programming language
but rather as a design notation which can be used for the development of con-
current programs in an actual implementation language. It has class-based
object-orientation and is “heavily influenced” by POOL. One similarity be-
tween POOL and mof3\ is the restriction that only one method can be active
in each object at any one time®. One difference is how parallelism arises in

a mof\ program. Rather than POOL’s bodies, mofS\ has synchronous invo-

Bag, Queue and Stack would be interchangeable since they all satisfy the same simple
container interface. In POOL, Queue and Stack fail to be subtypes of each other because
Queue has the property FIFO (first in, first out) but Stack has the property LIFO (last
in, first out). Since Bag doesn’t specify an ordering policy, both Stack and Queue can

subtype from it.
9moBX does have a parallel statement but it is not made clear whether it can be used

to override this restriction.
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cations whose receiver may issue a reply, yet continue working (a technique
called early returns).

The development method associated with moBA proposes sequential de-
velopment followed by the introduction of concurrency using rules which can
commute code statements under certain conditions. These rules are justified
by arguments in the semantics [Jon94]. Reasoning requires a mixture of pre-
conditions, post-conditions and invariants together with assumptions about
the interference of the environment using a version of rely-condition. In the
development of certain programs, arguments about the object graph (which
records the interconnection of object references) can be used to make the
reasoning easier. Another aid is marking state variables in terms of whether
they can be read or written by the environment [Jon93c].

Although 7oA\ is a design notation, it still needs a semantics to fix
the meaning of its terms. The primary semantics is a mapping into the
m-calculus [Jon93b]: “It would be possible to argue that this semantics is
[...] giving too fine a level of granularity”. So the behaviour of an encoded
mof A construct may take several steps to accomplish what might be thought
to be an atomic moB\ operation and, moreover, this stuttering may lead to
two parallel operations overlapping or enclosing each other. However, “the
m-calculus has an algebra which makes it easy to reason about equivalence

of processes”.

2.3.3 TyCO

Another object-oriented formalism with concurrency is Vasconcelos’ Typed
Concurrent Objects (TyCO) [Vas94a]. The motivation for TyCO is to “cap-
ture basic features present in most notions of objects and to give precise

(operational) semantics and type inference systems to object-oriented con-
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current programming languages” [Vas94b]. The name TyCO is used both for
a calculus and a programming language [VB98] built on top of the calculus,
using sugarings. TyCO was originally presented as an object calculus!® but
later it was described as “a form of the asynchronous m-calculus featuring
first class objects, asynchronous messages and template definitions” [LSV99].

Objects in TyCO are, in general, ephemeral, i.e. invocation acts like a
destructor!! of the object. We can create persistent objects by using recursion
but we can also create objects which change behaviour and even change
interface. So, although class-like definitions can be introduced as a sugaring,
the system allows for much more flexible object behaviour than a class based
language would typically allow.

Aside from its work on the foundations of object-orientation, TyCO is be-
ing put to one other interesting use: at the University of Lisbon, students are

using TyCO as training in concurrent object-oriented programming [Vas01].

2.3.4 concg

In [AC96], Abadi and Cardelli present several sequential object calculi which
are “at the same level of abstraction as the A-calculus”. Instead of function
application, their computational power comes from method invocation and

method update. An object is a labelled record of methods and a method

10This change in presentation is associated with an improved syntax that makes the
relationship with the m-calculus clearer. First, augment the m-calculus’ send primitive with
a label, e.g. [ in z!i[e], and its receive primitive with a labelled record, as in z?7{l;(€1) =
Py, ...1lp(€x) = Pi}. Then, with an appropriate rule in the operational semantics, we do

indeed get object-like behaviour.
"By destructor we mean in the sense of constructed data types, not to be confused with

a distinguished method that manages object deletion in certain object-oriented program-

ming languages.
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can contain a value which, upon invocation, is substituted by the containing
object (by value or reference depending on the object calculus). The presence
of method update make their calculi somewhat unusual since few object-
oriented languages support this behaviour. Nevertheless, method update is
simple to formalise and it allows them to illustrate various forms of reuse.
The most primitive language they present is the ¢-calculus, a tiny func-
tional object-based language. This is already sophisticated enough to encode
the A-calculus. Other languages considered include impg, a similarly founda-
tional imperative object calculus, and three programming languages, called
O-1, O-2 and O-3. Although predominantly object-based, class structures
for some of their languages are given. The main contribution of the study is
the development of type systems for various object-oriented features.
Gordon and Hankin have taken the imperative object calculus impg and
given it a concurrent form concs [GH98]. As in its parent object calcu-
lus, objects in concg are labelled records which support method update and
invocation, where self-substitution is by reference. Here, however, object
references can have local scope and in this regard concg resembles TyCO.
Concurrency is achieved by adding parallel composition and a particu-
larly interesting feature of this system is that this operator has has a non-
symmetric form, (a " b), which can evaluate to a result. The operational
semantics of concg is an unlabelled transition relation which describes how
objects and processes invoking, updating methods or cloning interact.
The distributed object calculus, an extension of concg with explicit dis-

tribution and mobility, is presented in [Jef00].
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2.3.5 0OC

In [Nie92], Nierstrasz proposes OC, an object calculus which is “a merge of
the m and A calculi” extended with a prioritised choice operator and pattern
matching'®>. Communication has two forms: local communication, which
resembles function application, and remote communication, similar to that
of a typical process calculus. Interestingly, the function composition that
is available enables a kind of inheritance where an object can be built out
of more primitive objects. Two features of OC’s object orientation are that
multiple requests on an object can be serviced simultaneously and objects
need not have a fixed set of requests which they are willing to service.

In fact, OC’s object-orientation has a problem: the pattern matching can
violate strict object encapsulation. This has lead Threet, Hale and Shenoi to
develop a modified version of the calculus called Robust Object Calculus, or
ROC [THS96]. In ROC, values can be marked as unbindable. A wild card
in a pattern cannot match an unbindable value and, used appropriately, this

guarantees full object encapsulation.

2.3.6 BOOM and ODAL

The BOOM framework [Ove00] is a meta-modelling approach whose aim is
to provide object-oriented modelling languages, in particular UML [OMGO1],
with precise definition. Because the intended users will be familiar with ob-
ject technology, the framework itself uses a concurrent object-oriented lan-
guage, called ODAL, as its specification language. Our work is not a meta-
modelling exercise so we consider ODAL, rather than the BOOM framework,

to be of interest here.

12Unfortunately, the name OC has also been used to refer to Abadi and Cardelli’s object

calculi, for example in [San96].

47



CHAPTER 2. THE STATE OF THE ART

ODAL is a relatively rich language when compared to some other object-
oriented formalisms. It has classes with inheritance, assertions, invariants,
dynamic type support and a strong static type system. It is given a semantics
primarily by a translation into the m-calculus which, given the richness of the
language, is predictably complex. Of course, the primary purpose of BOOM
and ODAL is to give concepts a standard meaning, not to reason about their
behaviour, so the complexity of this semantics is not a particular problem
for their work. Fortunately, a simpler operational semantics in terms of a

labelled transition system is also given.

2.4 Evaluating the Methods

Our intention is to provide a special-purpose formal method to support the
modelling and development of distributed object-oriented systems. In this
section, we discuss how the approaches we have considered could be used to

this end.

2.4.1 State-Based Methods

In the first category, we considered state-based methods:

“The state-based paradigm is characterised by the explicit
specification of states and the implicit specification of system be-
haviour [...]. This is in contrast to process algebra approaches,

where the behaviour is explicit and states are implicit.” [Smi01].

For our purposes, we feel that behaviour should be given primacy over state.
The distributed object-oriented systems of our problem domain are not just
state-based systems where some concurrency occurs; they are primarily con-

current systems. More significantly, these systems are interactive systems:
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we experience them by communicating with them, not by inspecting their
current and possibly distributed state.

Other aspects of our target systems suggest that a state-based approach
is not a good fit. We would, for example, need to provide data structures to
explicitly encode the life-cycle of objects and the network of object references.
Although these notions can be added, this represents a clear semantic gap.

Considering the Rely /Guarantee approach first, we can identify two ways
in which it is unsuitable. Firstly, there is a lack of object concepts, necessitat-
ing an encoding. Secondly, the rely/guarantee approach can generate huge
proof obligations in a system where there is a lot of concurrency. In theory,
every possible combination of concurrently executing operations must have
its predicates checked to ensure that those operations can execute together
safely.

In the Refinement Calculus we are provided with a model of concurrent
objects. Unfortunately, we find that its computational model is not appropri-
ate for our target systems. Within this model, the methods of an object ex-
ecute atomically. However, the methods of the objects of our target systems
are not just atomic transitions between states but involve communication

events and take time.

2.4.2 Process Calculi

The process calculi we considered are designed specifically to tackle concur-
rent systems. They emphasise behaviour over state and we believe that this
is appropriate for the systems of our problem domain. The general drawback
of these methods, given our stated objective, is the lack of object concepts.

Encodings for objects are defined in many of the process calculi we dis-

cussed. This means that many properties of objects, such as encapsulation,
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would exist only algorithmically in the encoding. Another possible issue with
encodings is that an object-level operation might be encoded as a sequence
of several lower-level actions. This allows the possibility of behaviours, such
as strange interleavings, which are not appropriate in the object model. To
discount such behaviours requires extra reasoning.

Considering CCS and CSP, we find that their static communication net-
works are too limiting. The interconnections in our target systems are likely
to change significantly over time and CCS and CSP cannot accurately model
this kind of system. Although aspects of high-level application logic or low-
level system protocols might be usefully modelled using these methods, we
do not believe they offer a general approach to our problem.

In contrast, the m-calculus, PICT and the join calculus all support dy-
namic communication networks. Moreover, their rich communication actions
could offer interesting ways of modelling our target system. The only fac-
tor that counts against their use is that object-orientation is available only

indirectly.

2.4.3 Concurrent Object-Oriented Approaches

Those methods of the third category seem close to our intended aim. They
are formally defined, support concurrency and all possess a set of object
concepts. Given that we are proposing an alternate formalism, we must
respond to the important question of whether it is needed: are none of the
formalisms and languages of the third category suitable for our purposes?
There are two ways these methods can be a bad fit for our target systems:
The first way is that their model of concurrency can be inappropriate. The
second way is that their object model can be a poor match to ours.

POOL and mofB\ seem, in many respects, ideally suited to our needs.
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Unfortunately, their model of concurrency is not quite right. In both these
languages, only one of an object’s methods can be active at one time'®. Given
this restriction, there would be no way to model our target systems’ objects
at the right granularity:.

TyCO, concs and OC, on the other hand, all support objects with arbi-
trary concurrency. Unfortunately, we feel that they are a little too founda-
tional for our purposes. They are intended to be minimal models of object-
oriented computation and have very economical syntaxes. We believe, how-
ever, that such foundational languages are more suited to experimentation
than a practical formal method. As is often the case, it would be possible to
build suitable high-level constructs in these languages via encodings.

ODAL allows concurrency within objects and is richer than TyCO, concg
and OC. The problem with using ODAL for our purposes is the fact that its
semantics is based on an encoding. Reasoning with such a semantics is likely

to be highly complex.

2.5 Our Work in Context

Our approach seeks to provide a special-purpose formal method to support
the modelling and development of distributed object-oriented systems. We
intend there to be a narrow semantic gap between our method and these
target systems. In this light, our decision to use a formally-defined concurrent
object-oriented language becomes clear. So our formalism, Oompa, belongs
to the third category.

The significant difference between Oompa and other methods we have

13 An object with this style of concurrency can be called a monitor or a synchronised

object [FG02]. We will occasionally refer to one as a single-threaded object.
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discussed is that Oompa has been designed to be a close fit to the target
systems we are considering. Firstly, the model of concurrency matches that
of the target systems: there is no limit on the number of concurrent processes
running at an object. Restrictions can be built within Oompa but none are
imposed by Oompa. Secondly, Oompa’s objects operate at the right level to
model the target systems. Invocations can send and receive several values and
the language of code is relatively rich: the methods of an Oompa object can
participate in channel based communication as well as object style behaviour.

There is one other aspect of Oompa’s design which, we believe, make it
especially suited to our work. Oompa’s semantics are operational semantics
which directly embody our intuitions about object behaviour. They do not
depend on encodings or sugarings which means that we can develop intu-
itions about behaviours and create idioms that are appropriate to our target
systems. In doing so, we need not worry about avoiding behaviours which

are expressible in the language but meaningless as real systems.

2.6 Summary

This chapter set out to examine various methods that exist in the literature
and establish a useful context for our work.

The first type of methods we considered were state-based methods which
make system state explicit and leave system behaviour implicit. We believe
the behavioural aspects of our target systems are the more important and
we discounted these methods for this reason. Next, we discussed process
calculi which model systems in terms of the communication actions they
can perform. These were not directly object-oriented so there is a semantic

gap between them and our target systems. Lastly, we discussed concurrent
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object-oriented approaches. These have concurrency, modelled in terms of
communications, and are intrinsically object-oriented. With regard to tack-
ling our problem, these methods had either an inappropriate concurrency
model, an inappropriate object model or an overly complex semantics.

We concluded the chapter by considering our own formalism. We identi-
fied it as belonging to the third category of methods. Its advantage is that it
has been designed specifically to be a close fit to the systems of our problem

domain. Our next task is to provide its formal definition.
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Chapter 3

Static Oompa

In this chapter, we begin the presentation of our formal language, Oompa. As
a consequence of being a class-based language, there is a separation between
the structures which define Oompa programs and those that participate in
the operational semantics. This chapter defines the former: static Oompa.
In Section 3.1, we provide the formal definition of Oompa’s syntax and
give an example of an Oompa class. We discuss some of the less typical
features of Oompa’s syntax in Section 3.2. In Section 3.3, we describe the
well-formedness conditions that an Oompa program is required to satisfy.
Section 3.4 describes how names operate in Oompa and how Oompa programs
undergo changes of names. In Section 3.5, we provide an equivalence system
which identifies code that differs only in the choice of bound names. We

summarise the contents of the chapter in Section 3.6.

3.1 Syntax

In this section we give the formal definition of the syntax of Oompa’s static

system. We present the syntax in a style of BNF frequently used in the
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process calculus literature. This permits a trick where a meta-variable rep-

resenting an element of syntax is allowed to stand for its syntactic class.

3.1.1 The Syntax of the m-Calculus

The core of Oompa’s syntax is based on the polyadic m-calculus. We provide
here a brief overview of the syntax of that language!.
We will presuppose an infinite set, N/, of names, a,b,c,... € N. The

two syntactic classes of the untyped polyadic m-calculus are prefizes and

processes:
7 ou= Nay,...an) | ?(by,... b)) | 0T
P o= . m.P | (P ] P) | newcP | xP

Prefixes represent the communication actions that a m-calculus process
can perform. The first type of prefix is send, cl{ay,...a,), where a name
c is used as a channel to send a tuple of names aq,...a,. Next is receive,
c?(by,...b,), where a name c is used as a channel to receive some tuple of
names, for which by, ...b, stand as parameters. Lastly, 7 is the silent action
which represents an internal private action within a process.

A process can be in one of four forms. The first form is summation,
> icr Mi-Py;, which describes a process willing to do any of the actions m; —
if it actually performs action 7; then its subsequent behaviour is described
by P;. The second form is composition, (P, | P»), which describes a process
consisting of two processes in parallel. Next, restriction, new ¢ P, restricts
the scope of the name ¢ to that process. Lastly, replication, *P, represents

infinitely many copies of P in parallel.

!There are variations in the notations used for the 7-calculus. For the syntactic forms

which we use in Oompa, we choose those variants which can be written in ASCII characters.
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An example of a w-calculus process is:

() k2(r).0) | (c2(3)K{c).0 + k!{y).0)

3.1.2 Names

As in the 7-calculus, names, drawn from some infinite set, N, play a vital role
in Oompa. A name will often be written as n. Sometimes, however, we will
know that a given name denotes a specific semantic entity, such as a channel,
and in these cases we will use more suggestive meta-names. In particular,
parameters and channel, object and attribute names are, syntactically, just
names but we will typically write them r, ¢, 0 and a respectively. An example
of a name would be marmalade.

There may also be sets containing literal expressions, Fy,...P,. These
must be syntactically distinct from names and from each other. They will
typically be written . Examples of literal expressions would be 144 and ‘h’.

A walue is either a name or a literal:
vi=mn | L
We can ask for the free names of a value.
FN(n) = {n} FN() =0

There are two reserved names: return, which is a special channel name, and

this, which is a special object name.
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3.1.3 Code

The following table gives the syntax of code. The first five forms are borrowed

from the m-calculus, the next four support Oompa’s object-orientation.

p == end stop
| fork{po} m fork
| new c:ChT p create a new channel
| Nog,...vn) p send on a channel
| Ty, corpiTh) p receive on a channel
| create 0:CIT p create an object
| o.mlvy,...v,)?(r1,...7) p invoke a method
| alvp update an attribute
| alrp access an attribute

where Ti,...T,, ChT and CIT are types whose syntax is given in Sec-
tion 3.1.5.

It is easy to see the influence of m-calculus on the syntax of Oompa’s
code — the first five primitives above all have analogues in the m-calculus
(end corresponds to the empty sum). Note, however, that the behaviour
of their forms in the m-calculus is not quite the same as their behaviour in
Oompa. One important difference in behaviour is that, in Oompa, only the
first primitive in a piece of Oompa code can be executed. This is not the
case in the m-calculus, where reductions can occur within a term?.

Two primitives of the m-calculus which are not present in Oompa are
replication and summation. Replication can be easily encoded in Oompa
using method invocation. Summation, on the other hand, is not directly

encodable in Oompa. We choose not to support it because, for distributed

2In the m-calculus, reductions can occur in the components of a parallel expression or

underneath a restriction.
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systems, we believe it to be too strong an operation. Summation allows con-
tention between distributed communications to be resolved instantaneously.
This is unlikely to be a feature of the systems we wish to design or model, so
it would be inappropriate for our language to support it. One consequence
of not having summation is that Oompa does not need a distinct syntac-
tic class of prefixes. In the m-calculus, this separation is essential to ensure
summations are well-formed.

We now provide some intuition for the primitives. Naturally, their be-
haviour is formally defined by the semantics, which is given in Chapter 4.

The first two primitives are essentially structural. The role of end is
simply to terminate pieces of Oompa code — all other primitives take a
continuation. The fork primitive causes its contained code to be run in
parallel with its continuation®. Syntactically, a piece of code can be viewed
as a binary tree whose nodes are labelled with primitives. Leaves are labelled
end and branching occurs beneath nodes labelled fork.

The new primitive creates a new channel of the given type. The parameter
¢ can be used in the continuation to refer to this new channel. The sending
and receiving forms, c!(vy, ... v,) and ¢?(r: Ty, . . . r,: Tp,) respectively, behave
like their corresponding forms in the m-calculus, sending and receiving values
on the provided channel name. When the create primitive is executed, a
new object of class CIT is created. Occurrences of the parameter o can be
used in the continuation to refer to this new object.

The invocation primitive executes in two phases. The first phase invokes
the method m of the object o, sending it the tuple of values vy, ...v,. Also

in the first phase, a new channel name is created, say x, and the invocation

3Although fork is asymmetric, this is not semantically significant. The asymmetric

form makes fork syntactically consistent with the other Oompa primitives.
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primitive becomes a receive on that channel of the form x?(r: 11, ... 7 Tpy).
In the second phase, channel-based communication is used to return values
from the invoked method to the continuation along .

The attribute update primitive sets the current value associated with the
attribute a of the containing object to be v. When the attribute access
primitive is executed, the current value of the attribute a is substituted in
place of the parameter r in the continuation.

Several of Oompa’s primitives, namely channel creation, receive, object
creation, invocation and attribute access, introduce local bound names. We

can find the free names in a piece of code using the following function.

FN(end) =0
FN(fork{po} p1) = FN(p) UFN(p1)
FN(new ¢: ChT p) = FN(p) ~{c}

FN(p) U {c} U
FN(v1)U...UFN(v,)

EN(cl(vy,...v,) p) =

EN(c?(ry: Ty, .. .10 Ty) p) = (FN(p) ~{r1,...m}) U{c}
FN(create o0: CIT p) = FN(p) < {0}

(FN() ~ {11, rur})
EN(o.mNvy, ... v)?2(r1,...1) p) = U {o} U

EFN(v1) U...UFN(v,)
FN(alv p) = FN(p) UFN(v)
EN(a?r p) = FN(p) ~{r}

3.1.4 Definitions

Code resides in method definitions and method definitions reside in class
definitions. As well as the syntax of code, we need a syntax which describes

how these definitions are written.
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Oompa classes and interfaces are defined in a definition set which, in
practical terms, corresponds to a file. Class definitions hold attribute decla-
rations, which associate attribute names with attribute types, and method
definitions, which consist of a signature and a piece of code. Interface defi-
nitions just contain a list of signatures. A signature has a method name and

two lists, one specifying input parameters and one specifying output param-

eters.
sig = m?(ri: Ty, .o To)(s1:51, .. L St Syy)  signature
mdef = sig{p} method definition
adecl = a:Attr{T} attribute declaration
Idef ::= interface I {sig*} interface definition
Cdef := class C {adecl” mdef*} class definition
I' == (Idef | Cdef)* definition set

where Ty, ...T,,S1,... S, are types and I and C are type variables (see Sec-
tion 3.1.5). Note that the return parameters, s, ... s, in a signature have
no semantic significance. They serve as a convenient form of documentation.

The code in a method can return values to the code which invoked it by
performing a send on the special channel name return. It can refer to its

containing object by using the special object name this.

3.1.5 Types

Oompa is a statically type checked language, so an Oompa program can be
checked for a certain class of misbehaviours called type violations. Support-
ing this procedure is a formal system, separate from Oompa’s syntax and
semantics, called a type system [Car96]. Although a certain amount of in-

dependence exists between a language and a type system for that language,
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types can occur in Oompa’s syntax and thus we need to provide their syntac-
tic forms here. We leave a full consideration of Oompa’s type system until
Chapter 5.

The syntax of Oompa’s type system is as follows:

PrT := Long | Char primitive types

ChT := Chan(T},...T),) channel type
| InCh(T},...T,) readable channel type
|  OuCh(Ty,...T,) writable channel type

SgT == m?(Ty,...T,)!(S1,...Sy) signature type

InT = Intf{SgT,,...S¢T,} interface type

GrT == InT | ChT guarded type

T == PrT|GiT |t]|rect.GrT value type
AtT = Avtr{T} attribute type

where t is a type variable.

The type system has several kinds of types. We think of primitive types
to be sets of literals and, for this thesis, we restrict consideration to long
integers and characters. Channel types have three forms corresponding to
channel access that permits reading, writing or both. A signature type holds
the type of a method signature. Oompa objects have interface types which
are lists of signature types describing the types of the available methods. The
Guarded types are those type forms which have an outer type constructor (e.g.
“Chan”). They simplify issues when using recursive types introduced with
the rec operator. Value types are those type forms meaningful for values
and parameters — these include all the type forms except attribute and
signature types. Type variables have two roles, referring either to the type of
an element of the definition set or to the rec binder in an enclosing recursive

type. Attribute types are used to distinguish attributes from values.
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We will sometimes refer to class types and represent them with CIT. A
class type will be an occurrence of a free type variable that is the name of
some class in the definition set. In fact, we do not consider classes to be types
but permit the use of class names in type positions as we know how to obtain
the unique interface type that corresponds to a class (see Section 5.2.1).

An example of an expression generated by this syntax is:
rec t.Intf{m?()|(t)}

which would be the type of an object which has a single method m. The
method takes no arguments but returns a value which is the name of an object
of that same type. Note that the syntax disallows unguarded recursions, such
as rec t.t, and recursions on recursive types, such as rec t.rec s.Chan(t, s).

These limitations simplify proofs in Chapter 5.

3.1.6 Example of Oompa’s syntax

Here is a simple example of an Oompa definition set. There is a class for
simple cell objects, which manage a single long integer value. There is also
a client, which creates a cell object, sends it a value and then inspects that

value.

class Cell
{

contents:Attr{Long}

read?() !<val:Long>
{
contents?c

return!<c>
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end

write?(val:Long) !<>
{
contents!c
return!<>

end

class Cell_Client
{
main? () <>
{
new cell:Cell
cell.write!<5>7()
cell.read!<>?(r)

end

3.2 Issues in the design of Oompa

Some discussion of Oompa’s syntax is in order.

Oompa does not have an expression language. We have deliberately post-

poned a consideration of this issue since evaluating expressions in a dis-
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tributed environment is non-trivial and we do not wish to disguise that fact.
An approach based on sugarings might still be useful and we discuss the
possibility of this development in Chapter 8. In terms of the syntax, there
are two main consequences of this.

Firstly, there is no atomic assignment for attributes. In many other
object-oriented languages, such as Java, an attribute name can appear on
the left and right of an assignment. In Oompa, the value of the attribute
must be explicitly obtained and the attribute then updated; both separate
actions. This is appropriate as it exposes important concurrency control is-
sues. Furthermore, it works towards a style of refinement where local state
is replaced by a remote object.

Secondly, there is no distinguished return value from an invocation. In-
stead, invocation binds a tuple of names to a tuple of return values when
they arrive. As we will see in the semantics in Chapter 4, when an invoca-
tion occurs, a new channel is created and the calling code is blocked behind
a receive on that channel. A method returns values to its caller by using the
special channel name return.

Some programming languages have type inference algorithms [Car96].
This is a procedure which can automatically deduce the types in a program
and allows some, or all, of the types to be omitted from the program text. As
we currently do not provide a full type inference algorithm, Oompa’s syntax
must contain some type annotations. The parameters of a channel receive
must be decorated with types but, on the other hand, we do not require type
annotations for the parameter of an attribute access. An attribute’s type is

declared in the containing class and is therefore known statically.
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3.3 Well-Formedness

There are a number of properties we wish to require of a definition set be-
yond mere syntactic conformance yet which do not belong to the semantically
stronger concept of type correctness defined in Chapter 5. We call this some-
what disparate set of properties the well-formedness properties of a definition

set. A definition set is well-formed if it satisfies the following conditions:

e (lass names and interface names are all distinct.

Within each class, attribute names are distinct and none are either

return or this.

Within each class, method names are distinct.
e A parameter may not occur twice in a parameter list.

In the methods of a class, none of that class’ attribute names may be

used in a value or parameter position.

Ultimately, we imagine a predicate “WellFormed”, easily implemented as a
recursive function acting on the elements of Oompa’s syntax.
An example of a syntactically correct class which violates well-formedness

18:

class I1l1_Behaviour

{
// Two attributes with the same name!
a:Attr{Long}
a:Attr{Char}

// Badly named attribute!
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this:Attr{Chan<>}

// Method has repeated parameter names!
meth?(1l:Long, 1l:Long)!<k:Long>
{
// Attribute name used as a channel
al<b>
// Attribute name used as a value!
return!<a>

end

3.4 Renaming

The definition of Oompa requires a careful approach to the issue of name
management. The approach we will use serves two main functions. Firstly,
it will allow us to give a proper definition for substitution. Substitution
is needed by Oompa’s semantics and involves replacing names by values.
Secondly, our approach to names will be used in Chapter 4 to relate Oompa’s
two dynamic systems. In order to do this, we will need to be able to change
the bound names in various Oompa structures.

Issues of naming arise in many formalisms and the most common ap-
proach (used, for example, in [Bar80]) abstracts away the choice of bound

names. An equivalence relation, called a-equivalence?, is defined which iden-

4We will define an a-equivalence relations for several of Oompa’s syntactic structures.

See sections 3.5, 4.1.3 and 4.2.3.
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tifies terms which differ only in their choices of bound names. Once this is
done, a-equivalence classes of terms can be used instead of terms themselves.

The advantage of this approach is that bound names can be changed
as needed and name clashes never need not occur. An aspect of Oompa’s
dynamic systems means that choice of names, even bound names, cannot be
ignored in this way. Thus, the a-equivalence-class approach is not suitable
for Oompa.

Another common approach is the de Bruijn approach [dB72]. This re-
places bound names by numbers which act as indices to their binder. The
disadvantage of this approach is that the indices are unintuitive to work with.

We elaborate on why we choose neither of these approaches in Sec-
tion 4.2.2. We will also have an opportunity there to discuss some new
approaches to naming ([GP99], [Hon00] and [FPT99]).

As we do not abstract away the choice of bound names, we will need
a way of dealing with name clashes should they arise. We handle these
using permutations on the name space and define their action on the various
elements of Oompa’s syntactic system. Although partial maps have been
used in this way (one example is a capture-avoiding substitution defined in
[Hen87]), we choose permutations since their composition behaves better and
they are invertible.

The notion of “action” we employ is similar to, but usually weaker than,
the standard notion of group action [Dur00]. A group action of a group,
(G,%), on a set, S, is an association of each element of the group with a

function from the set to itself, such that

e(s) = s Vs e S
91(92(s)) = (g1 %92)(s) Vg1,92 € G, Vs €S

where e is the group identity. The application of our renamings will satisty
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the first property but may only satisfy the second property up to some form of
equivalence (i.e. not necessarily equality). Nevertheless, it seems acceptable
to use the terms “act” and “action” and we will do so without mention.

In this thesis, statements of disjointness occur so frequently that we found
it necessary to introduce an abbreviation for them. For sets A and B, we

will write A M B to mean AN B = 0.

3.4.1 Permutations of N

A permutation of a set is a bijection from that set to itself. Given a permu-
tation a of the set of names, N, we will write its application using postfix
form: na. We will write the composition of as after oy as as o a; and use
the symbol 1 for the identity permutation. The set of permutations of a set
with composition forms a group.

For us, an important property of a permutation of N will be its set of
changes:

Change(a) = {n € N' | na # n}

A renaming is a permutation « of A/ such that Change(«) is finite. We will

usually use the symbol p for a renaming.

Lemma 3.4.1
1. Change(p, o p1) C Change(p;) U Change(ps)
2. Change(1) =0
3. Change(p~') = Change(p)

Corollary 3.4.2 The set of renamings with composition forms a subgroup

of the group of permutations of N .
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We will use renamings to act on the various syntactic classes of our sys-

tem. A renaming acts on a set of names point-wise:
Ap={np | n € A}

The following lemma means that the action of renamings on the set of sets

of names is, in fact, a group action.

Lemma 3.4.3 If A is a set of names and py, po are two renamings, then

Ap1ps = A(P2 S Pl)'

A few more definitions are needed. Two renamings p; and ps are disjoint
if Change(p;) M Change(p2). A transposition is a permutation which maps
two elements of a set to each other and maps all other elements of the set to
themselves. Clearly, a transposition of N is a renaming. We will write the

transposition which swaps the names n and n’ as (n n').

3.4.2 How to Pick New Names

Several of the functions we will define on Oompa structures involve choosing
new names. A mew name is a name which does not occur anywhere in
the current context. Although the particular choice of this name may seem
unimportant provided that it is new, the choice cannot be made arbitrarily.
This is because we wish our functions to be pure® (a pure function always
returns the same result when given the same arguments).

Formally, when a function involves the choice of a free name, our general
procedure is to find the lexicographically highest name in its arguments and
pick the next one. Informally, however, we shall pick arbitrary names for the

sake of readability.

5In fact, this property is only required by a single result — Lemma, 4.1.6.
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3.4.3 Shoves

A feature of our renamings, which change only a finite number of names, is
that there are always countably many names left unchanged. Occasionally
we will want to protect certain names from the effect of some renaming by
“moving them out of harms way”. This is the role of shoves.

If A is a finite set of names, then a renaming is a shove of A, or shoves
A, if it is built from disjoint transpositions swapping the elements of A with

new names. We will usually use the symbol ¢ for a shove.
Lemma 3.4.4 If§ is a shove then 6~ = 4.

In the following section, we see how shoves are used to protect bound
names from interfering with the operation of changing free names in a piece

of code.

3.4.4 The Action of a Renaming on Code

Although renamings are primarily used to change bound names, when we
define how a renaming acts on code, we are primarily concerned with how
it affects free names. The occurrences of a bound name occur free in the
code beneath its binder; when we wish to change that name, it is those free
occurrences that must be renamed.

A subtle danger, called variable capture, lies in changing free names. This
occurs when a free name, falling under the scope of a binder, is changed and
becomes bound. We will avoid this by using shoves to ensure the bound

names are safely renamed before applying a given renaming.
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The action of a renaming on code is defined as follows:

endp = end

(fork{po} p1)p = fork{pop} p1p

(new ¢: ChT p)p = new (cdp): ChT (pdp)

(cvr, ... vn) P)p = cp(vip; ... vap) (Pp)

(c?(ri:Th, ... T) p)p = cp?(ri0p:Th,...1,00:T,) (pdp)

(create 0: CIT p)p = create (0dp): CIT (pdp)

(o.mNvy,...0)2(r1,...r) P)p = op.mlvip,...vup)2(r1dp, ... Twdp)
(pdp)

(alv p)p = alvp pp

(a?r p)p = a?rdp pop

where, in the five cases where shoves are introduced, they satisfy, respectively
e § shoves {c} N Change(p)
e § shoves {ry,...r,} N Change(p)
e § shoves {o} N Change(p)
e § shoves {ry,...r,} N Change(p)
e ¢ shoves {r} N Change(p)

We give an example to illustrate how a renaming acts on code. Say p is

the renaming (v ¢) o (z r). Then

(new c: T a?r z!{c) r?(v) end)p

= (choosing the shove (¢ k) to move ¢ out of the way of p)
new (c¢(c k)):T (a?r zl{c) r!(v) end)(c k)p

= (apply the renaming (c k))
new k: T (a?r zI{k) rl{v) end)p
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= (choosing the shove (r s) to move r out of the way of p)
new k: T a?r(r s) (zl{(k) r!{v) end)(r s)p
= (apply the renaming (r s))
new k: T a?s (zl{k) s!(v) end)p
= (renaming procedure)
new k: T a?s rl{k) (s!(v) end)p
= (renaming procedure)
new k: T a?s rl{k) s!{(c) (end)p
= (renaming procedure)

new k:T a?s rl{k) s!(c) end

The following lemma reassures us that the renaming procedure succeeds in
changing the free names appropriately. We include its proof since it provides

useful intuition for how renaming operates.

Lemma 3.4.5 For a piece of code p and a renaming p,

FN(pp) = FN(p)p

Proof:  We use induction on the construction of p. The only interesting
cases occur when there are bound names and the case for channel creation

illustrates the reasoning in these. Say p = new ¢: T p;. Then

FN((new ¢: T p1)p)

= (the renaming procedure, choosing ¢ appropriately)

FN(new (cdp): T (p10p))
= (definition of FN(-))

FN(p1dp) ~ {cop}

= (induction hypothesis twice and set theory)

FN(p1)dp ~ {c}op
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= (p and 0 are bijective)
(FN(p1) ~ {c})dp

= (choice of §)
(FN(p1) ~{c})p

= (definition of FN(-))
FN(new ¢: T p1)p

3.4.5 The Definition of Substitution on Code

Substitution can occur in two ways in Oompa: when values are received by
channel based communication, method invocation or attribute access and
when a new channel or object is created. The simultaneous substitution of
values vy, ... v, for names ny,...n, is written {Y1/ny,...%/n,[}. The effect

of a substitution on a value is given by:

v; if visn,
oYy, O h =1 Z
v otherwise

We will typically use the symbol o for a substitution.

When we consider the effect of a substitution on code, we must be as wary
of variable capture as we were when considering renaming — names can be
substituted by other names. As in the case with renamings, we use shoves
to change offending bound names in advance of applying the substitution.

The effect of a substitution o = {{V1/ny,..."/n,[} on a piece of code is
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given as follows:

endo
vy, ...

(
(
(
(
(
(

(alv p)o
(a?r p)o

cr: Ty, ..o

o.m! vy, ..

fork{po} p1)o
new ¢: ChT p)o

Un) P)O

Tnt Tn) p)a

create 0: CIT p)o

) (e,

Tw') P)O

end

fork{pyo} pio

new (cdo): ChT (pdo)

col{vio, ... v,0) (po)

co?(rido: Ty, ...rpd00:T,) (pdo)

create (0do): CIT (pdo)

oo.m!(vi0,...v,0)?(r100,...1wd0)
(pdo)

alvo po

alréo pdo

where, in the five cases where shoves are introduced, they satisfy, respectively

e § shoves {c} N ({vy,..

d shoves {ry, ..

9 shoves {ry, ..

d shoves {o} N ({vy, ..

d shoves {r} N ({vy,..

b0 ({og, -

.Tn/} N ({1)1, ..

cop U {ny, ..

ot U{ng,..

.Un}U{nl,..

ot U{ng, .. .nn})

Un} U{ng, . ong})

3.5 «a-Equivalence for Code

As we discussed in Section 3.4, we regard the particular choice of names to be

important. Consequently, we cannot consider two pieces of code, which differ

only in their choices of bound names, to be equal. Yet for many purposes,

equality is overly discriminating and a coarser relation will be preferable.
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Table 3.1: Equivalence Rules for Code a-Equivalence

EQV-RFL: P=al
EQV-SYM: m
P2 =a D1

P1 =a P2 P2 =a P3

EQV-TRN:
P1 =a P3

Two pieces of code, p; and po, are said to be a-equivalent, written p; =,
p2, if they differ only in their choices of bound names. This is formalised
with the proof system given by the sixteen rules in tables 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3.

The three rules in Table 3.1, EQV-RFL, EQV-SYM and EQV-TRN, mean
that =, is an equivalence relation. The eight rules in Table 3.2, CONG-
FRK, CONG-NEW, CONG-SND, CONG-RCV, CONG-CRT, CONG-INV,
CONG-ACC and CONG-UPD, mean that it is a congruence relation over
code. The five rules in Table 3.3, CHNG-NEW, CHNG-RCV, CHNG-CRT,
CHNG-INV and CHNG-ACC, permit bound names to be changed.

The following three lemmas describe some desirable properties of code
a-equivalence. We defer their proofs until Appendix B and annotate them
with a forward reference to their proofs. We see by Lemma 3.5.2 that the

action of renamings on code is not a full group action.
Lemma 3.5.1 For two pieces of code p1 and po,

1 =a P2 = FN(p1) = FN(p2)

Lemma 3.5.2 For a piece of code p and two renamings p; and pa,

pp1p2 =a p(p2 o p1)

Lemma 3.5.3 For two pieces of code py and ps and a renaming p,

P1 =a P2 = D1P =a P2P
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Table 3.2: Congruence Rules for Code a-Equivalence

PI=aD2 D) =alh

CONG-FRK:
fork{p:} py = fork{ps} pj

CONG-NEW: D o P2

new c: ChT p; =, new c: ChT p,
CONG-SND: D o P2

vy, .. vn) p1 =o N, v,) Do
CONG-RCV: D1 o P2

Ty, o orp: ) pr =a (1 Th, o1 Ty) Do
CONG-CRT: D o P2
create o: CIT p; =, create 0: CIT po

CONG-INV:

P1 =a D2

o.mN vy, ... v) (11, ) D1 = 0mi(vy, . vg) (11, L T) D2

CONG-UPD: D1 =a P2
alv p1 =, alv po
CONG-ACC: P1 =a P2

alr p1 =4 a’lr po
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Table 3.3: Change of Bound Name Rules for Code a-Equivalence

CHNG-NEW: new c: ChT p =, new cp: ChT pp
where p is any renaming such that FN(new c¢: ChT p) h Change(p).

CHNG-RCV: Ty o orn: 1) p=a (rp:Thy . orpp:Th) pp
where p is any renaming such that:

EN(c?(ri: T4, ... o2 Ty) p) th Change(p)

CHNG-CRT: create 0: CIT p =, create op: CIT pp
where p is any renaming such that FN(create o: CIT p) h Change(p).

CHNG-INV:

o.mN vy, ... ) (11, .. 1n) D =a 0.mlvy, . 0,) N (r1p, . T p) PP
where p is any renaming such that:

FEN(o.m!(vy, ... v,)?(r1, ... 1) p) th Change(p)

CHNG-ACC: alr p =4 alrp pp

where p is any renaming such that FN(a?r p) h Change(p).
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3.6 Summary

The primary goal of this chapter has been to present the theory of Oompa’s
static system. Defining this system involved a formal definition of the syn-
tax of Oompa programs and an accompanying discussion of well-formedness.
Within the scope of this chapter was the provision of formal support for ma-
nipulating and reasoning about the structures of the static system. Thus, we
provided procedures for both substitution and renaming and an a-equivalence

system for code.
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Chapter 4
Dynamic Oompa

Oompa’s static system, covered in Chapter 3, defines how Oompa programs
are built out of class and interface definitions. Our intention is to consider
systems of interacting objects but we have not yet defined the form or be-
haviour of a running Oompa system. Using the terminology of the CORBA
object model (see Section 1.1.2) we have explained how code is written but
not provided an ezxecution engine to interpret it. This is the role of Oompa’s
dynamic system.

In this chapter, we actually provide Oompa with two dynamic systems.
Both have advantages and disadvantages and we will want both. Fortunately,
we can show that they are semantically compatible. For both dynamic sys-
tems, we provide an operational semantics.

The first of the dynamic systems, Oompa’s agent-based dynamic system,
can describe the state and behaviour of a complete closed Oompa system.
It has the advantage of being fairly intuitive but suffers from being non-
compositional. The second, Oompa’s configuration-based dynamic system,
can consider the parts of an Oompa system independently and describe how

parts interact with their environment. This is good for reasoning, since it is
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compositional, but it is much more complex and less intuitive.

Sections 4.1 and 4.2 define Oompa’s agent-based and configuration-based
dynamic systems, respectively. In both cases, this involves defining their
syntax, discussing renaming, defining equivalence relations and giving their
semantics. For the configuration-based dynamic system, we also define a
semantic equivalence called weak bisimulation. We relate the two dynamic
systems, in Section 4.3, by defining an algorithm which translates from one
to the other and using it to provide a kind of simulation between the them.

Finally, Section 4.4 summarises the chapter.

4.1 Agent-Based Dynamic System

Oompa’s agent-based dynamic system considers a running Oompa program
to be a triple consisting of the currently executing object code, a dictionary
of type information and a dictionary of state information. The operational
semantics for this dynamic system is a reduction relation which describes the
evolution of this triple in the context of the definition set. We can view this
dynamic system as corresponding to a natural intuition of how a system of

objects behaves.

4.1.1 Syntax

First, we consider the syntax of the agent-based dynamic system.

Syntax of Agents

Syntactically, we represent the running object code as an agent expression
or just agent. The basic form of an agent is a piece of code associated with

an object name. Since all attributes are private in Oompa, we need to mark
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agents with the objects to which they belong in order to control access to
state. The code will be the (modified) body of some method belonging to
the object’s class. Agents can also be nil or consist of two agents in parallel.
g == nil null agent

| olp] code p running at object o

| g0 | g1 two agents in parallel
where the syntax of the code, p, is as defined in Section 3.1.3. The free names
in an agent are found using

FN(nil) =0

FN(o[p]) = FN(p)U {0}

FN(go [ 91) = FN(go) UFN(g1)

An example of an agent is:
(o1[contents?r x!(r) end] | 05[x7(r) end]) | (01[end] | nil)

Its free names are o1, 09 and x.

The Type and State Dictionaries

A type dictionary holds a sequence of typings for values. Its most important
role is in holding the class type of an object so that, when an invocation is
made upon the object, its class can be looked up in the definition set!.
tAss = u:T
O = {tAssy,...tAss,}

We will want to know the set of values typed by a type dictionary and, on
occasion, those object names typed by a type dictionary.

Dom(®) = {v|vTed}

OBJECTS(®) = {o| o:CIT € o}

LA secondary role of the type dictionary is to support run-time typing. Oompa can

also support a typecase primitive which we have chosen not to discuss in this thesis.
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Lemma 4.1.1 For a type dictionary ®, OBJECTS(®) C Dom(®).

A state dictionary manages the state of objects. For each object name in

its domain it has a dictionary of attribute assignments.

aAss = a0
0Ass = o0:= [aAss],...aAss,]
A = {oAssy,...0Ass,}

The domain of a state dictionary is the set of objects to which it assigns

state.

Dom(A) = {o | (0:= [aAssy,...aAss,]) € A}

A state dictionary can have free names, which are the objects in its domain

and the free names of the values it assigns to attributes.

FN(a — v) = FN(v)
FN(o := [aAss,...aAss,|) = {o} UFN(aAss;)U...UFN(aAss,)
EFN({0Assy,...0Ass,}) = FN(0Ass;)U...UFN(0Ass,)

We will occasionally use type, state or attribute dictionaries as if they
were partial functions. This explains our use of the term domain. Moreover,
we will occasionally use function application notation on dictionaries, writing
®(v) for the type assigned to value v by the type dictionary &.

An example of a type dictionary is:
{01:Cell, 09:Cell Client, x:Chan(Long)}

Here Cell and Cell_Client are class types, i.e. the names of classes in the
definition set (see the example in Section 3.1.6). Its domain is {0y, 0, z} and

its objects are {01,02}. An example of a state dictionary is:
{01 := [contents — 5], 0y := 0}

Its domain and its set of free names are {01, 03}.
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Agent System

The dynamic part of the agent system is an agent, a type dictionary and a

state dictionary. We will call this triple an agent configuration and write it
@
9{a

An agent system consists of an agent configuration in the context of a defi-
nition set, I'. This is written

I'> g{X

The syntax of definition sets is given in Section 3.1.4.

An example of an agent configuration would be:

(

01:Cell,
o1[contents?r z!(r) end]
09:Cell Client,

x: Chan(Long)

d]

| 03]x?(r) end]
| o1]en

01 := [contents — 5|,
| nil

02 ::Q)
\

In fact, this agent configuration isn’t strictly valid. According to the syntax
of agents, the parallel operator is a binary operator but we have used it to
group four agents. We don’t consider the grouping of agents to be signifi-
cant and the basic equivalence relation for agents, structural equivalence (see

Section 4.1.3), justifies our use of a generalised parallel operator here.

Initial System Convention

We need a way to populate our system with objects. We adopt a convention
that allows a definition set to imply a specific agent system to be the starting
state of the system. Usefully, we allow this initial agent system to have global

channel names.
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Let {C4,...C,} be those classes in the definition set I' which have a
method with signature main?()!(). Say the bodies of these methods are

P1, - - -Pn and none of the p; uses either this, return or an attribute. Say

that OBJECTS(®) = 0. Then
' > dummy;[pi1]] ... dummy,| n]{%>

is an wnitial agent system. We will sometimes use the notation gr to denote
the agent involved.

As an illustration, we will consider the initial agent system specified by the
definition set in Section 3.1.6. There is only one class which has a method
of the appropriate signature: Cell_Client. The code of its main method
doesn’t use return, this or an attribute so an initial agent is created for
this agent. There are no names free in the definition set, so we won’t need
any global channel names to be typed by the type dictionary. Therefore, the

agent configuration of the initial agent system is the following.

0

dummy; [new cell: Cell cell.writel(5)?() cell.read!(5)?(r) end]
0

The initial agent system is just this agent configuration in the context of the

definition set.

4.1.2 Renaming

We consider here how a renaming acts on the elements of the agent-based
dynamic system. Although not necessary for the agent-based dynamic system
itself, we will need to be able to rename these structures when we consider the

relationship between the two dynamic systems. The following table describes
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how a renaming acts on an agent, a type dictionary and a state dictionary.

nilp = nil

(olp])p = (op)[pp)

(90lg1)p = ((900)(910))

{tAssi, ... tAss, }p = {(tAss1p),...(tAss,p)}
(v:T)p = (vp):T

({oAssg, ...0Ass, })p = {(0Assgp),...(0Ass,p)}

(0 := [aAssg,...alss,|)p = (op) = [(aAssop), ... (aAss,p)]
(@a—w)p = a— (vp)
Some useful results about the action of renamings on agents are the fol-
lowing. By Lemma 4.1.4 we see that the action of a renaming on type or
state dictionaries is, in fact, a group action. This follows from the fact that

dictionaries have no local bound names.

Lemma 4.1.2 For an agent g and a renaming p,

FN(gp) = FN(g)p

Lemma 4.1.3 For a renaming p, type dictionary ® and state dictionary A:

Dom(®p) = Dom(®)p
OBJECTS(®p) = OBJECTS(®)p
Dom(Ap) = Dom(A)p
FN(Ap) = FN(A)p

Lemma 4.1.4 For two renamings py, p2, a type dictionary ® and state
dictionary A:

Ppip2 = P(p2op1)

Apips = Apaopr)

85



CHAPTER 4. DYNAMIC OOMPA

4.1.3 Equivalence

We consider three equivalence relations for the agent-based dynamic system.
These are structural equivalence, a-equivalence and «-/structural equiva-
lence. Having three relations allows us to be quite discriminating when de-
scribing properties — some results can be proved up to structural equivalence,
some up to a-equivalence and others only up to a-/structural equivalence.
The operational semantics of the agent-based dynamic system uses structural
equivalence to manipulate the structure of agents. The other two equivalence

relations are necessary for the theory developed later.

Structural Equivalence

The structural equivalence relation between two agents, ¢g; and g, written
g1 Z g2, identifies agents which differ only in the reordering and regrouping
of sub-agents and the presence and absence of nils. It is defined by the seven
rules? in Table 4.1.

The three rules, EQV-RFL, EQV-SYM and EQV-TRN, mean that Z s
an equivalence relation. The single rule, CONG-PAR, means that it is a
congruence over agents. The three rules, PAR-ID, PAR-ASS and PAR-ABL,
mean that, with respect to g, | forms an Abelian monoid.

We can show that = has the following properties.

Lemma 4.1.5 For two agents g, and go,

g1 = g2 = FN(g1) = FN(gs)

2Note that we allow rule names to be reused between proof systems, e.g. a-equivalence
for code and structural equivalence for agents both have a rule called EQV-RFL. In cases

of possible ambiguity, we will make explicit which rule is meant.
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Table 4.1: Rules for Agent Structural Equivalence

EQV-RFL: 'Y
>
EQV-SYM: n=
g2 = g1
W=g  p=g
EQV-TRN: i . S
g1 =33
> r By
CONG-PAR: n=P =S
(91191) = (92193)
PAR-ID: (glnil) = ¢
>
PAR-ASS: ((91192)193) = (91](921g3))
PAR-ABL: (91192) = (g2]91)

Lemma 4.1.6 For two agents g, and go and a renaming p,

> >
g1 = g2 = g1p = ga2p

a-Equivalence

The a-equivalence relation between two agents, g; and go, written g; =, go,
merely lifts a-equivalence on code to agents. It is defined by the five rules in
Table 4.2.

The three rules, EQV-RFL, EQV-SYM and EQV-TRN, mean that =,
is an equivalence relation. The single rule, CONG-PAR, means that it is a
congruence over agents. The rule, ALPHA-COD, means that it inherits code

a-equivalence.

The following lemmas describe some of the desirable properties of =,,.

Lemma 4.1.7 For two agents g, and go,

91 =a g2 = FN(g1) = FN(g2)
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Table 4.2: Rules for Agent a-Equivalence

EQV-RFL: J=ayg
EQV-SYM: L =a 2
92 =a 01
EQV-TRN: g1 =a 92 g2 =q g3
g1 =a 93
— ! Ea !
CONG-PAR: Ne®  H e
(91197) =a (92]95)
ALPHA-COD: PL=a P2

olp1] =a olps]

Lemma 4.1.8 For an agent g and two renamings p1 and ps,

gpip2 =a 9(P2 o Pl)

Lemma 4.1.9 For two agents g, and go and a renaming p,
91 =a 92 = 91P =a 92P

a-/Structural Equivalence

The a-/structural equivalence relation between two agents, g; and go, written
g1 %a g2, encompasses both a- and structural equivalence®. It is defined by
the six rules in Table 4.3.

The three rules, EQV-RFL, EQV-SYM and EQV-TRN, mean that %a
is an equivalence relation. The single rule, CONG-PAR, mean that it is a

congruence rule over agents. The two rules, ALPHA and STRUCT, mean

3We show in Appendix B, Lemma B.2.4, that an instance of a-/structural equiva-
lence can be split into an instance of a-equivalence followed by an instance of structural

equivalence or vice-versa.
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Table 4.3: Rules for Agent a-/Structural Equivalence

EQV-RFL: 9= g
g
EQV-SYM: e
92 =a g1
> >
g1 =a 92 92 =a g3
EQV-TRN: =
g1 =a 93
> , >
CONG-PAR: g1 =a 92 . 91 =a 9o
(91’91) =a (92’9&)
ALPHA: @
g1 =a 92
>
STRUCT: RAS
gl = g2

that it inherits a-equivalence and structural equivalence. We can show that

it has the following properties.
Lemma 4.1.10 For two agents g1 and gs,

1 Za g2 = FN(g;) = FN(gy)
Lemma 4.1.11 For two agents g; and g and a renaming p,

> >
g1 =a 92 = 910 =a §2P

4.1.4 Semantics

In order to give meaning to the terms of our formalism, we need to provide
a semantics. The semantics assigned to formalisms and programming lan-
guages typically fall into three categories: Denotational semantics, algebraic

semantics and operational semantics.
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Denotational semantics map the terms of a formalism into structures in
some mathematical space. The mathematical properties of those structures
capture the intended properties of the terms. Denotational semantics are
particularly useful for systems where input/output behaviour is key (e.g.
pure functional languages). When denotational semantics are applied to
languages with interactive behaviour they tend to be quite “operational”.
For example, CSP’s denotational semantics are defined partially in terms of
sequences of actions.

Algebraic semantics consist of an axiomatic system from which facts
about the meanings of terms can be derived. Typically, the facts will have
the form of equations and assert that the meanings of two terms are equiv-
alent in some way. Undoubtedly, an algebraic semantics for Oompa would
be useful but, for such a complex system, it is not obvious how to define one
without first establishing an operational intuition.

Operational semantics give meaning to terms by defining how they be-
have, typically by describing how they execute a single operation and trans-
form into other terms. This is particularly useful for programs with inter-
active behaviour since the way a program interacts with its environment
depends not just on the terms it can reach but also on the execution path
it followed to reach them. Operational semantics are usually more intuitive
than the other semantics as they supply an operational intuition for the be-
haviour of terms. For Oompa’s two dynamic system, we choose to define
operational semantics.

The semantics we define for the agent-based dynamic system is a reduc-
tion relation describing the internal global behaviour of an agent configura-
tion g{% in the context of a definition set I'. Tt is a reaction system where

agents attempting corresponding actions (e.g. a send and a receive) evolve
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together?. The reduction relation is defined by the proof system whose eleven
rules are given in tables 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6.

There are three general purpose inference rules given in Table 4.4, EQV-
LFT, EQV-RHT and PAR, and eight axioms, which we briefly discuss here.

The four rules in Table 4.5 deal with the primitives which form the -
calculus core of Oompa. The END rule allows agents which have finished
their work to be removed from the agent expression. The FRK rule splits
an agent into two parallel agents. The NEW rule chooses a new channel
name and adds it to the global type dictionary. The COM rule allows two
agents attempting to send and receive on the same channel to communicate,
provided their tuple lists are the same length.

The four rules in Table 4.6 deal with Oompa’s object-orientation. The
CRT rule introduces a new object by choosing a new name and adding an
entry to both the type and state dictionaries. The INV rule creates an agent
for the invoked method, chooses a new channel name for returning values
and blocks the invoking agent behind a receive on that name. The UPD rule
updates the value of the attribute or, if there is no appropriate entry in the
state dictionary, adds one. The ACC rule accesses the value of the attribute

if there is one, substituting the stored value in place of the given parameter.

Example of a Reduction

We consider a few steps of a reduction of the initial system given in Sec-

tion 4.1.1, in the context of the definition set given in Section 3.1.6.

4Internal actions of this sort are sometimes called intraactions [SWO1].
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Table 4.4: General Rules for the Agent-Based Operational Semantics

>
n=g1 Trga{l— e

EQV-LFT: o o
I'> g AT 92{A22

> (0] (]

= I'> 1 2

EQV-RHT: g2 = 9o . 91{A1 : 92{A2
L' gi{x— 9{A
I'> g {3 — g{¥2
PAR: g1ia,— geia;

I > (q]g){R— (92l9){2

Table 4.5: Channel Rules for the Agent-Based Operational Semantics

END: [ > olend]{} — nil{}
FRK: ' > offork{po} pi{R — (o[po]lo[p:]){X
NEW: [ > o[new ¢: ChT p[{X— 0[p{|cl/c|}] qA)U{C,:ChT}
where ¢’ is a new name.
COM:
I o1[c/ vy, ... v,) p1] | d
02[0?(7“13 Tla R Tn) pg] A
01[]91] ‘ P
—
0a[po |71, . U )] A
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Table 4.6: Object Rules for the Agent-Based Operational Semantics

CRT: [ > o[create o': CIT p|{X— o[p{loﬂ/o']}]{iﬂ{{(;l,lf:il@T}}

where 0" is a new name.

INV:
d
L o olop.mNvy,...v)?(r1, .. .70) P
A
olx?(ri: Ty, ...rp:Tow) D] | Y
—
o1[p1{¥"/s1,...Y/s,,%/this, ¥/returnl}] A

where x is a new name, o0;’s class in ® has a method whose signature
has the form m?(s1: 51, ... 8,: Sp)dy: 11, ... dp:Ty)
and ¢’ = ® U {z: Chan(T},...T,)}.

UPD: I > o[alv p{&— o[p]{X,
where 0 € Dom(A) and A'(0')(a") = A(0)(d)

if o' # 0 or a’ # a and v otherwise.

ACC: I & ofa?r p{X— olp{"/r {2
where o € Dom(A), A(o)(a) is defined and A(o)(a) = v.
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dummy;| new cell:Cell
cell.write!(5)7()

cell.read!()?(r)

=

end ]
— (create a new Cell object, choosing name cell;)
dummy; | cell; write!(5)7() {cell;: Cell}
cell; .read!()?(r)
end ] {cell; =0}
— (invoke cell;’s write method, choosing return channel z)
dummy;[ z7()
cell;.read!()?(r) cell;: Cell
end ] x: Chan()
| cell;[ contents!5
z!() | {cell; == 0}
end ]

— (update the contents attribute)

dummy;[ z7() r
cell;: Cell
cell; . read!()?(r)
x: Chan()
end ]
| cell;] xN)
{cell; := [contents — 5]}
end |
— (return an acknowledgement)
cell;: Cell
dummy;| cell;.read!()?(r)
x: Chan()
end ]
| cell;] end ]
\ {cell; := [contents — 5]}

— (garbage collection)
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Table 4.7: Reflexive Transitive Closure of the Operational Semantics

I'> g{R= ¢{}

Iog{l=gp{® I>ep—an®

I > g {3 = g3{22

cell;: Cell
dummy;| cell;.read!()?(r) x: Chan()
end ]
\ {cell; := [contents — 5]}

The Reflexive Transitive Closure of the Reduction Relation

We generalise the one-step system to its reflexive transitive closure “=",
which allows us to describe sequences of behaviour. It is defined by the two

rules in Table 4.7.

4.2 Configuration-Based Dynamic System

The configuration-based dynamic system offers an alternative to the global
internal view of systems given by the agent-based dynamic system. Here,
a running program is represented by an expression which has a hierarchical
structure carrying local state and local type information. The operational
semantics of this dynamic system is a labelled transition relation which is
capable of describing the external interactive behaviour of a system as well

as the internal reactive behaviours of subsystems.
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4.2.1 Syntax
Syntax of Configurations

Syntactically, configuration expressions, or just configurations, are like nested
agent configurations. Their basic form is that of an agent but they can also

carry local type and state dictionaries.

K == Nil null configuration
| ol agen
| Ko | K; parallel configurations

| K{% scoped configuration

The scoped form, K{%, causes occurrences of the names in Dom(®) to be-
come bound in both K and in A. The free names of a configuration can be

found using the following function.

FN(Nil) = 0

FN(o[p]) = FN(p) U{o}

FN(K, | K1) = FN(Ko) UFN(K;)

FN(K{2) = (FN(K)UFN(A))~ Dom(®)

Rather than having two global dictionaries which manage type and state
information respectively, we can now have many at various positions in a
configuration expression. A configuration is the manager of an object’s state
when it contains a state dictionary whose domain contains that object’s
name and the name is free in the configuration. Note that we don’t consider
a configuration to be the manager of its locally bound objects (some proper

sub-configuration will be their manager). The following function determines
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what object state is being managed by a specific configuration.

STATE(Nil) =0

STATE(o[p]) =0

STATE(Ky|K,) = STATE(K,)USTATE(K,)
STATE(K{%) = (STATE(K)UDom(A))~ Dom(®)

Lemma 4.2.1 For a configuration K, STATE(K) C FN(K).

Given that there is no one manager for state and type information, a
concern over the well-formedness of a configuration may arise. The two main
problems that may occur are, firstly, that two parallel or nested configura-
tions may be managing state for the same object and, secondly, that a local
object may have no state manager at all. The following predicate ensures

that a configuration is well-formed.

WEF(Nil) = true

WF(olp]) = true
WF(K)

WE(Ko|K1) = | A WF(K))
(STATE(K,) h STATE(K;))
WF(K)

WF(K{X) = | A (STATE(K) th Dom(A))

(OBJECTS(®) C (STATE(K) U Dom(A)))

A configuration system consists of a configuration in the context of a defini-

tion set and a global type dictionary. We write this as I', & » K.
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An example of a well-formed configuration is the following:

{09:Cell Client}

{og =0}

o1[contents?r z!(r) end]

09[27(r) end]

| 01]end]

| Nil

{01 := [contents — 5]}

{ x: Chan(Long) }
0

Its set of free names and its state are both {o;}. If we wished to make
this configuration ill-formed we could remove the state manager for the local
object oy or, alternatively, add another state assignment for the object o,
into the leftmost or rightmost state dictionary. Say I' is the definition set
given in Section 3.1.6 and K is the configuration above. An example of a

configuration system would be
I {o1:Cell} » K
The object name o; would be considered global.

Initial System Convention

We take the same approach to starting the system off as we did with the
agent-based dynamic system. Given that gr is the initial agent of a definition

set ' and that OBJECTS(®) = (), then
F7 o » gr

is an initial configuration system of T'.
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4.2.2 Renaming

In the agent-based dynamic system, all entities (except local names in agent
code) are uniquely named. Freshness side conditions on the semantics ensure
that all values created in the system are given new names, so variable cap-
ture can never occur. A naive approach to substitution and naming would
therefore be sufficient to manage names for the agent-based dynamic system.

The configuration-based dynamic system gives up global notions, so we
lose this nice property and we are forced to deal with the typical problems
associated with bound names. For the purpose of managing the variable
capture issue, a standard technique would suffice. However, there is one
further requirement we wish to put on our naming system: we will want to
view an agent configuration as an instance of a configuration.

As we indicated in Section 3.4, the two most common approaches to nam-
ing either use a-equivalence classes of terms instead of terms themselves or
abandon names altogether. We cannot use these techniques for the following
reason: if we view an agent configuration as an instance of a configuration,
all its names would be considered bound. Since the operational semantics we
apply to agent configurations is an unlabelled relation, the names in the sys-
tem are vitally important and should not be changed or abstracted away. For
example, the reduction relation would lose much of its descriptive power if an
object could change name across the reduction arrow. The approach we take
to naming means the choice of bound names in an agent configuration can
be preserved but still supports correct name management for configurations.

In one sense, our management of names could be called traditional; we
explicitly change bound names to avoid name clashes. Recently, the conse-
quences of having local bound names in syntax has come under scrutiny and

we give a brief consideration of some of these new approaches here.
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Related Work on Names

The v-calculus [PS93b] and Av [Ode94] are extensions of the A-calculus de-
signed to study the effect of local state on reasoning. The key property of
state in both these systems is that it has a name and these names can be
compared. As usual, both approaches identify terms which differ only in the
choices of bound variables and bound names.

Gabbay and Pitts [GP99] consider bound names in systems more general
than just extensions of the A-calculus. Using Fraenkel-Mostoski set theory
they study set-like structures which have a notion of free names (called finite
support) attached and an associated concept of renaming based on permu-
tations. One advantage of their system is that notions of free names, bound
names, renaming and fresh names are directly accessible. Also, there is no
need to take the quotient space of terms over a-equivalence classes, so in-
duction and recursion over terms is unhindered®. Moreover, they propose a
reasoning system, Nominal Logic [Pit01], and a language, FreshML [PGO00],
for implementing systems with local names.

Kohei Honda’s rooted p-sets [Hon00] offer an approach similar to Gabbay
and Pitts’. A rooted p-set is a set of structures with associated free name
and renaming operations. Honda’s aim is “to articulate the common abstract
structures of processes with names in diverse process formalisms”. Within
his framework, operations in process algebra can be seen as homomorphisms
from product rooted p-sets to rooted p-sets.

Fiore, Plotkin and Turi [FPT99] provide a (categorical) algebraic view

of syntax with variable binding. From an algebraic point of view, abstract

5If we take a quotient over a set of inductively defined terms, the resulting equivalence
classes are no longer inductively defined structures. This fact is often ignored when using

a-equivalence to avoid issues of naming.
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syntax can be regarded as the initial algebra of its constructors. Here, they
replace algebras over sets with binding algebras over variable sets. Their
system seems to offer some of the same properties of the two previous ap-
proaches.

The approaches of [GP99], [Hon00] and [FPT99] may offer an alternative
to our technique. Unlike other approaches, such as de Bruijn notation or
a-equivalence classes, names in their system are not abstracted away —
they are present but handled in a logical way. The three systems define
general frameworks in which results about structures with bound names can
be proved in general. It is possible that many of the results we need to
make individually explicit might, in their systems, simply be instances of the

general properties of structures.

The Action of a Renaming on Configurations

A renaming acts on a configuration as follows:

Nilp = Nil

olplp = (op)[pr

(Ki|Ka)p = (Kip|Kap)
(K{R)p = Kép{x2,

where, in the last case, § shoves Dom(®) N Change(p).

Lemma 4.2.2 For a configuration K and renaming p,
FN(Kp) = FN(K)p

Lemma 4.2.3 For a configuration K and a renaming p,

STATE(K p) = STATE(K)p
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Lemma 4.2.4 For a configuration K and a renaming p,

WF(Kp) < WF(K)

4.2.3 Equivalence

We give two equivalence systems for configurations: a-equivalence and struc-

tural equivalence.

a-Equivalence

The a-equivalence relation between two configurations, K; and Ky, written
K, =, Ks, inherits a-equivalence for code and also allows the bound names
from the type dictionary of a scoped configuration K{% to be changed. It is
defined by the seven rules in Table 4.8.

The three rules, EQV-RFL, EQV-SYM and EQV-TRN, mean that it is
an equivalence relation. The two rules, CONG-PAR and CONG-SCP, mean
that it is a congruence relation over configurations. By the rule, ALPHA-
COD, it inherits code a-equivalence. The last rule, CHNG-SCP, mean that
the names bound by a local type dictionary may be changed.

Configuration a-equivalence has the following properties.
Lemma 4.2.5 For two configurations Ky and K,
K, =, Ky = FN(K;) = FN(K3)
Lemma 4.2.6 For two configurations K1 and K,
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Table 4.8: Rules for Configuration a-Equivalence

EQV-RFL:

EQV-SYM:

EQV-TRN:

CONG-PAR:

CONG-SCP:

ALPHA-COD:

CHNG-SCP:

K=K
K, =, K,
Ky =, K;
K =, K, Ky =, K3

Kl =a K3
K, =, K> K =, K},

(K1|K7) =a (K2|K3)
K, =, Ky
Kl{iza KQ{X

P1 =a P2

o[p1] =4 o[pa]
K{AEa Kp{il;)

where p is any renaming such that FN(K{%) m Change(p).
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Lemma 4.2.7 For two configurations Ky and K,
K, =, Ky = WF(K;) & WF(K>)
Lemma 4.2.8 For a configurations K and two renamings p1 and ps,
Kpips =a K(p2 0 p1)
Lemma 4.2.9 For two configurations Ky and Ky, and a renaming p

Ky =4 Ky = Kip =4 Kip

Structural Equivalence

The structural equivalence relation between two configurations, K; and Ko,
written K z K, allows the restructuring of configurations and also incor-
porates a-equivalence. It is defined by the twelve rules in Table 4.9.

The three rules, EQV-RFL, EQV-SYM and EQV-TRN, mean that Zis
an equivalence relation. The two rules, CONG-PAR and CONG-SCP, mean
that it is a congruence relation. The three rules, PAR-ID, PAR-ASS and
PAR-ABL, mean that, with respect to %, | forms an Abelian monoid. By
the ALPHA rule, it inherits a-equivalence. The EMPTY rule allows empty
dictionaries to be removed.

Its two most important rules are the flatten rule and the scope extrusion
rule, both of which allow the dictionaries in a scoped configuration to be
repositioned. The FLATTEN rule flattens the structure of nested dictionar-
ies and the EXTRUDE rule allows local scope to be extended over other
configurations. EXTRUDE is named after the scope extrusion rule of the

m-calculus.
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Table 4.9: Rules for Configuration Structural Equivalence

EQV-RFL: KEZK
K Z K,
EQV-SYM: —_—
K2 = Kl
> »
K, =K Ky =K
EQV-TRN: T
K1 = K3
KEZ2K, K ZK)
CONG-PAR: _
(K1|K7) = (K2l K3)
K £ K,
CONG-SCP: _
Ki{3= K>{3}
PAR-ID: (K|Nil) & K
PAR-ASS: (K| )| K5) & (K | (K| K))
PAR-ABL: (K, |IG) Z (K| Ky)
Kl =a K2
ALPHA: —
Kl = K2
EMPTY: K&K
FLATTEN: K3 2L k{uRe

where Dom(®;) h Dom(®;), Dom(A;) h Dom(As)
and Dom(®;) M FN(A,).

EXTRUDE: K |(Ko{2) & (K| K){2
where FN(K7) h Dom(®).
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The first two side conditions of the flatten rule prevents the merging of
dictionaries with overlapping domains. The third side condition prevents any
free names of Ay becoming bound by ®;. The side condition of the scope
extrusion rule prevents free names in K; becoming bound by ®. The real
work of the = system is done by these two rules, yet it is often the case that
an application of these rules will need to be preceded by some use of the =,
relation. This is why we do not consider a structural equivalence separate

from a-equivalence, as we did for agents.

11\

We can show that = has the following properties.
Lemma 4.2.10 For two configurations K, and K,
K1 £ Ky = FN(K)) = FN(K,)
Lemma 4.2.11 For two configurations K, and K,
K, £ K, = STATE(K;) = STATE(K>)
Lemma 4.2.12 For two configurations K, and K,
K, £ K, = WF(K,) < WF(K,)

Lemma 4.2.13 For two configurations K1 and Ksy, and a renaming p

> |-
}{i = }{é = }(1p = }(1p

4.2.4 Semantics

We now give an operational semantics for the configuration-based dynamic
system by defining a labelled transition system [Plo81] for configurations.
This describes the behaviour of a configuration K in the context of a defi-

nition set I' and a global type dictionary ®. Unlike the reduction relation
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we defined for the agent-based dynamic system, this semantics can describe
how a subsystem interacts with its environment.

The labelled transition system is a directed graph whose nodes are config-
urations and whose edges (called transitions) are the different actions their

source configuration can perform. There are five kinds of transition:

1. The first kind asserts that the configuration K can perform an internal

(unobservable) action and reach configuration K.

réow K — K’

2. Next, we have a form that asserts that K can send values vy, ...v, on

channel c.

c{v1,...0n)

T,o» K K’

3. The third kind asserts that K can receive values vy, ... v, off channel c.

c?(V1,...0n)

K/

T, K

4. The fourth kind of action asserts that the configuration K can issue an
invocation on method m of object o with values vy,...v,, where x:T

is the name and type of a newly created return channel.

o.ml(v1,...vn)

x:T

row K K’
5. The last form of transition asserts that the K can accept an invocation

on method m of object o with values vy, ...v,, where z: T is the name

and type of a newly created return channel.

0.m7?(v1,...un) ;
I T Ay ¢
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The labelled transition system is defined by the sixteen rules in tables 4.10,
4.11, 4.12 and 4.13.

There are four general purpose rules given in Table 4.10: the EQV-LFT
rule, the EQV-RHT rule, the PAR rule and the SCP rule. The side condition
on the SCP rule prevents local (and hence private) information from being
exposed.

The six rules in Table 4.11 describe how a single agent can evolve silently
in a minimal local environment. Reasoning with structural equivalence is
needed to use these rules for more complex systems. The rules are: END,
FRK, NEW, CRT, UPD and ACC.

The four rules in Table 4.12 define the labelled transitions. These can
be thought of as describing the willingness of a subsystem to participate
in a communication. The SND and RCV rules deal with channel based
communication. The next two rules are the INV and ACT rules. These are
the only rules which involve the choice of a new name, for which a typing
is put beneath the transition arrow. This is essentially a free name but its
free status is local to the subsystem whose behaviour we are considering (see
below).

The two rules in Table 4.13 describe how a system consisting of two paral-
lel subsystems can silently evolve when those subsystems interact. The COM
rule supports channel-based communication between two subsystems which
can perform appropriate send and receive actions. The INV rule supports
method invocation between subsystems which can perform appropriate invo-
cation and activation actions. When these subsystems are brought together,

their local name becomes bound in the resulting system®.

6The behaviour of this local name is reminiscent of a bound-output action in the 7-

calculus [SWO1].
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Table 4.10: General Rules for the Labelled Transition System

K ZK, F®>K1—>K’

EQV-LFT:

L& e Ky —'> K

KEK, T, CI)»Kl—>K/

EQV-RHT:

F @ | 4 Kl —> K2

I'o» K; —> Kj
PAR:

L@ e Ki|Ky —= Ki| K
,ouUd » KI—>K’

SCP: 2

r,®» K{§ <> K'{%

where FN(l;), FN(l3) ¢ Dom(®’).

Table 4.11: Local Rules for the Labelled Transition System

END: I', ® » o[end] — Nil

FRK: I',® » o[fork{po} p1] — o[po]|o[p:]
NEW: [, ® » olnew ¢: ChT p| — O[p]{éC:ChT}
CRT: [, ® » o[create o': CIT p| — O[p]{g;ig}
UPD: T, @ e ofalo pl{?,_;, —= olbl{}_ oy

ACC: ', ® » ofa?r p]
where a € Dom(f) and f(a) =
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Table 4.12: Labelled Rules for the Labelled Transition System

SND: L, ®» o[c{vy,...v,) Pl Hotn) o[p]
RCV:
D0 » o[c?(r: T, . s To) pl 2 oV Vn e )]
INV:
I, »

o' .m!(v1,...vn)

Py T,
@:Chan(T1,...T, /) olx?(ri:Th,...rn:Ty) p)

ol . ml(vy,...v)?(r1, .. .70) P

where x is a new name and 0’s class in ® has a method whose signature
has the form m?(sy: S1, ... 8, Sp)di: T, . .. dur: T ){P'}.
ACT:
I, » Nil

o.m?{v1,...0n)

x:Chan(S1,...5,,/

) olp{{¥"/ry,..."1/r,,%this, ¥/return|}]

where x is a new name and o’s class in ® has a method whose signature

has the form m?(ri: 11, ... 1 Tn)dy: Sy, .. . dp: Sp){p}-

Table 4.13: Interaction Rules for the Labelled Transition System

(V1,.-vn) (V1,-0n)

c! c?
Lop Ky S0l pr ooy g S0t e
COM: - ! 2 2
T, 0 e K |K, — K| K}
r.&p K o.m!(v1,...vn) K row» K o.m?{v1,...vn) K
MTH: ’ 1 z:ChT 1 ’ 2 z:ChT 2

D, & » K| Ky — (K} K) {7
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Example of the Labelled Transition System

We now give an example of how the labelled transition system is used. In
what follows we will omit the definition set and global type dictionary from

statements. This example show how the configuration

<02 [z7(r) end] {}Ziic:eé}l_cnent})

‘ <01 [Cont ents’r z! <I> end] {?01 ::[contentsr—>5}}>

can reach the configuration

02:Cell_Clien
(02 [end] {}02 =0} t}> ‘ <01 [end] {?01 ::[contents»—>5]}>

with two unlabelled transitions.
The first transition is due to the agent at object 0, accessing the attribute

contents:

01[contents?r z!(r) end]{?

— (ACC)

{o01:=[contents—5]}

01 [.CI?' <5> end] {?01 :=[contents—5]}

So,

{o2:

<02 [I'?( ) end]{{02 Cell_Cllent}>

| <01[contents?r z!(r) end]{? {01/ 7[ContentSH5}})

— (using the above with EQV-LFT, EQV-RHT and PAR)
<02 [Jf?(r> end]{{02 :Cell_ Cllent})

{o2:=
| (orlal(s) end]{l,. _[mmw})
The second transition will be a communication on the channel x. The
following two proof trees show that the two configurations can perform the

appropriate send and receive actions:

01[z!(5) end] o 01[end]

z!(5)
0 e 01[end]

01 [ZE'<5> end]{{01 :=[contents—5 {{01 :=[contents—5]}
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and

x?(5)
09[2?(r) end] — 0y[end)]

02:Cell_Clien z?(5) 02:Cell_Clien
0[2?(x) end] {2251 = oy emal {2 e

Thus, the two configurations can communicate as follows:

(o161(8) enal{f,_fconensersy) | (o212(x) emd 77 E5-)

— (using above with COM)
{Og:Cell_Client})

<01 [end] {?01 :=[contents—5] }) ’ <02 [end] {{02 =0}

Properties of the Labelled Transition System

The next two lemmas show that the labelled transition system preserves the

state and well-formedness of a configuration.

Lemma 4.2.14 Say K, and Ky are configurations such that
I,ow» K §—> K’

for any labels Iy and ly. Then

STATE(K) = STATE(K")

Lemma 4.2.15 Say K; and Ky are configurations such that
I,ow» K j—; K’

for any labels Iy and ly. Then

WF(K) = WF(K')
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Table 4.14: Rules for Experiments

Iow K=K

P,®>K1:>KQ F,CI)PKQ—>K3
Iow K1 = Kj

Low K=K, TI,0»K—>K

F,@»KI%K;),

F,@»Kl%KQ T,0w» Ky — K

r,cI»Kl%K?,

F,@»Kl%KQ & e Ky~ Ky

Lyl
row K, 24 K,
Lo 12

Experiments

The labelled transition system describes how a configuration can perform a
single operation. We also provide a generalisation of that system in order
to allow us to describe sequences of behaviour. These sequences are called
experiments because they can be used to test the possible visible behaviour
of a configuration.

The rules of this system are given in Table 4.14. To define the rules, we
use the following notation: [y is either a send, receive, invoke or activate label
and [ is a return channel typing or a blank space. L; and L, are sequences
of the above two label types where, in Ly, the blank space occupies a position

in the sequence.
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4.2.5 Weak Bisimulation

The labelled transition system we have defined provides an operational se-
mantics for Oompa’s configuration-based dynamic system. In order to reason
usefully about configurations, however, we will need to go further”. We will
want a relation over configurations to identify those configurations whose
behaviour is “the same” in some respect. Unlike the equivalence systems we
have already defined, which were primarily concerned with syntactic struc-
ture, this will be a semantic equivalence.

There are many criteria we could use for this notion of sameness but a
suitable starting point would be weak bisimulation [Mil89]. The function
of weak bisimulation is to abstract away details of internal behaviour; only
observable behaviour is considered. Despite its name, it is quite a strong
equivalence and it is unlikely that we would ever want to be more discrimi-
nating.

A binary relation S between configurations is a weak bisimulation in the

context T, ® if (K1, K3) € S implies

e whenever I', ® » K i—;> K then, for some K}, ', ® » K, %> K} and
(K1, K3) € 8.

e whenever I', ® » K; — K then, for some K, I', ® » Ky =— K/, and
(K71, K3) €S,

o whenever T, & » Ky —~ K}, then, for some K|, ', ® » K, % K| and
2

l2
(K1, K3) € S.

Tt would also be possible to define a semantic equivalence for the operational semantics
of the agent-based dynamic system. As the reductions of that operational semantics are
unlabelled, we would need to use a barbed equivalence which examines agents to observe
their willingness to communicate. We do not consider such an equivalence necessary since

the agent-based dynamic system is primarily intended to establish intuitions.
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e whenever I', ® » Ky — K/ then, for some K|, I', ® » K; =—> K] and
(K{, K € 8.

If there exists a weak bisimulation which contains the pair (K, K3) then we

say K; and Ky are weakly bisimilar in the context I', @ and write K ~r ¢ Ks.

4.3 Relationship

Semantics are what gives meaning to a language and we have given Oompa
two (operational) semantics. This suggests an important question: do the
two semantics give Oompa programs compatible or incompatible meanings?
In this section, we identify a relationship between configuration systems and
agent systems and state a result that relates their behaviour. The result

assures us that the meanings are compatible.

4.3.1 The Flatten Algorithm

Structural equivalence allows us to restructure a configuration and, in par-
ticular, enables us to flatten its structure until it has the form of an agent
configuration. Here, we introduce an algorithm which does just that — given
a well-formed configuration it returns a structurally equivalent agent config-
uration. The relationship between configurations and their flattened form
provides the foundation for the relationship between the configuration-based
dynamic system and the agent-based dynamic system.

The Flatten algorithm is defined recursively over configurations, so there

are four cases:
1. Flatten(Nil) = nil{g

2. Flatten(o[p]) = 0[]9]{8
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3. Flatten(K{}) = (g’é){gil,?)ﬂi where

e Flatten(K) = ¢'{%,

e 0 shoves (Dom(®) UFN(A)) N Dom(d’)

4. Flatten(Ky|Ky) = (9101]g202) {35\ xrs),  where

e Flatten(K;) = ¢y ill
e Flatten(K) = 92{222
o 0y shoves FN(g1{%) N Dom(®,)

e §; shoves (FN(god2) U Dom(®2d2) U FN(Ayd2)) N Dom(P;)

Note that our presentation of the algorithm is nondeterministic. Never-
theless, we will treat it as deterministic since we could easily make it so. One
obvious way is to put an order on the shoves and insist that the algorithm
chooses “the least such shove”.

Since state dictionaries are joined without a constraining property that
ensures their domains are disjoint, the problem of clashes might suggest itself.
In fact, in the proof of Theorem 4.3.1 (in Appendix B on page 282) we see
that the dictionaries will be disjoint if the configuration is well-formed. We
will restrict our attention to well-formed configurations.

We give an example of a step of the flatten algorithm on following con-

figuration:

{0:Cell Client}

{o:=0}

o[contents?r x!(r) end]

olz?(r) end]

0

olend
| olend] {0 1= [contents — 5}

| Nil
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Throughout this example, we will implicitly use the associativity of |.
This configuration is of the form (K;|K3) so the fourth case of flatten

applies. There are two recursive calls, each returning an agent configuration.

{0:Cell Client}

{o=0}

=  (flatten algorithm — no renaming necessary)

Flatten | o[z?(r) end]

{0:Cell Client}

{o:=0}

o[z?(r) end]

and
Flatten
o[contents?r z!(r) end] ’
| olend]
{0 := [contents — 5]}
| Nil

=  (flatten algorithm — no renaming necessary)

o[contents?r x!(r) end]

0

olend
| olend] {0 := [contents i 5]}

| nil

The algorithm requires us to pick two shoves. None of the free names
of the first agent configuration occur in the domain of the second agent
configuration’s type dictionary. Therefore, there are no names that d need
shove. We can let o = 1.

On the other hand, there is a name free in the second agent configuration’s
agents and state dictionary which occurs in the domain of the first agent
configuration’s type dictionary, namely o. We need to shove this name, so
we let 07 = (0 01) where o0 is a new name. The agents of the resulting agent

configuration will be:
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(o[z?(r) end])(0 01)
o[contents?r z!(r) end]
| olend] 1
| Nil
= (apply the renamings and use associativity)
01[z7?(r) end]
| o|contents?r x!(r) end]
| olend]
| Nil
The dictionaries of the resulting agent configuration will be:
{0:Cell Client} (0 01) U (0)1
{o:=0} (0 01) U{o := [contents — 5]} 1
= (apply the renamings and join the dictionaries)
{01:Cell Client}
{01 :=10,0 := [contents — 5]}

Finally, we can give the flattened form of our configuration:

01[z?(r) end]

| o[contents?r z!(r) end] {01:Cell Client}
| o[end] {01 :=10,0:= [contents — 5]}
| Nil

4.3.2 Properties of Flatten and the Relationship The-

orem

It should be clear that agent configurations are syntactically valid configu-

rations. In fact, we will permit agent configurations to be used directly as

configurations. Strictly, we should provide an injective function which explic-

itly denotes this identification. Instead, we will leave the injection implicit.
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Theorem 4.3.1 For a configuration K,
WF(K) = K £ Flatten(K)
Lemma 4.3.2 For a configuration K and a renaming p,
Flatten(Kp) =, Flatten(K)p

The Theorems 4.3.3 and 4.3.4 show that the relationship with the flat-

. >
tened form is preserved across =, and =.

Theorem 4.3.3 Say K| and Ky are configurations such that K1 =, Ky and

Flatten(K;) = ¢ ill
Flatten(K>) = g¢.{%

Then, for some renaming, p, such that FN(gg{Zz)  Change(p) we have
Pop = 0y Agp = Ay 92p =a 01
Theorem 4.3.4 Say K, and Ky are configurations such that K, z K5 and

Flatten(K7;) = ¢ ill
Flatten(K>) = g¢.{%

Then, for some renaming, p, such that FN(go{%) M Change(p) we have
>
Pop = 0y Agp = Ay 92p =a 01

We now give the main result of this section. Intuitively, it can be thought
to say that the internal transitions of a configuration system are realisable
within the operational semantics of the agent-based dynamic system. This

is a desirable result. Because the agent-based dynamic system was designed
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to embody our intentions of how we wish Oompa programs to behave, the
result gives us confidence that configuration systems also behave as we would
wish.

There are other results we could show that would bring to light different
aspects of the relationship between the dynamic systems. We chose this
result as the minimum to reassure us of the compatibility of the semantics.

One notable feature of the theorem is that we flatten the scoped config-
urations, Kl{%’ and Kg{g’, rather than just the configurations, K; and K.
This is necessary to ensure all the typing information available in ® gets

rolled into the flattened form.

Theorem 4.3.5 Say K and Ky are configurations such that
F, CI) > K1 —_—> KQ

and
Flatten(K:1{§) = ¢1{%

Flatten(K>{) = g¢{x

then there is some renaming p such that FN(g2{2) th Change(p) and

[}
I > gi{R— g20{22

4.4 Summary

This chapter set out to define Oompa’s two dynamic systems: the agent-
based dynamic system and the configuration-based dynamic system. For
both of these dynamic system we presented the material in four sections.
First we defined their syntax, then some theory of renaming, then their

equivalence relations and lastly their semantics. For the configuration-based
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dynamic system, we also defined a semantic equivalence called weak bisimu-
lation. The relationship between the two dynamic systems was established by
defining an algorithm which converts configurations into structurally equiv-
alent agent configurations. We proved a simulation-like result which shows

that this relationship is preserved, up to renaming, by internal actions.
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The Type System

Oompa’s operational semantics are defined purely in terms of pattern match-
ing. No limitations are put on the behaviour of an agent beyond syntactic
conformance to some rule. As a consequence of this, the operational seman-
tics permit behaviours we never intended and do not want. Many of these
behaviours fall into two groups.

An example of the first kind would be an attempt to perform an invocation
on an object which lacks a matching method. No rules of the operational
semantics will apply to the agent responsible, so we can think of this be-
haviour as “stalling” the agent. This is an example of a “round hole/square
peg” error — a square peg will not fit in a round hole.

An example of the second kind would be the assignment of a temperature
reading in Fahrenheit to an attribute intended for temperature in centigrade.
Some rule of the operational semantic applies to the agent responsible but
the transition leads to the propagation of bad data. This belongs to what we
might call a “round hole/finger” error — a finger may actually fit in a round
hole but it may then get stuck or electrocuted.

We prevent these misbehaviours by providing Oompa with a type sys-
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tem [Car96]. Oompa’s types, whose syntax we defined in Chapter 3, provide
a way of describing the appropriate values a context can accept and the ap-
propriate contexts a value can be used in. The role of Oompa’s type system is
to identify and exclude those programs whose behaviour will be inconsistent
with their types. We will require a definition set to be syntactically correct,
well-formed and type safe.

One important aspect of our type system is that it supports subtyping.
The types we give to objects are interface types, which describe the names
of the methods the objects must support and the arity of their input and
output parameter lists. When we mark a context with an interface type, we
require that any object used in the context support the methods described
by that type. But an object which supports those methods and others should
also be acceptable. Rather than requiring exact matches between the types
of values and contexts, we allow a certain flexibility in the type system. This
is formalised by a relation between types called subtyping. For Oompa, we
define subtyping relations on both interface types and channel types.

Another important feature of our type system is that it supports recur-
sive types. There are two different reasons why we need them. Firstly,
without recursive types our channels would be limited to carrying “simpler”
values. This severely limits a system’s dynamic behaviour, as the most com-
plex channel types in the system would form a static infrastructure — there
would be no channels which could be used to transmit their names. Sec-
ondly, in an object-oriented system, interface types will often be found to be
inter-referential. For example, the following two interfaces have this interde-

pendency:
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interface A interface B
{ {

m? () !<d:B> m? () !<d:A>
} }

Consequently, we acknowledge these two kinds of recursion in our type
system. The first kind we consider to be explicit recursion and results from
the use of the rec operator. For example, the type rec ¢.Chan(Long, t) which
advertises its recursivity. The second kind we consider to be implicit recur-
ston and results from the use of class or interface names in a type position,
as in the interface A, above.

Oompa’s type system is based upon [PS93a|, which considers a type sys-
tem for the m-calculus, and [AC91], which gives a type system with subtyping
and recursive types for the lambda calculus. The work we present in this
chapter has been published as a technical report [TB02].

In Section 5.1, we formally define type violations and give the rules of
the type safety system. Section 5.2 gives the semantics of types, which are
a kind of infinite tree. We define Oompa’s subtyping system in Section 5.3.
In Section 5.4, we prove that a type safe program never commits a type
violation. We compare our type system with some others in Section 5.5 and

Section 5.6 summarises the chapter.

5.1 Typing, Type Violations and Type Safety

In this section, we give the typing system, define the notion of type violation

and give the type safety system.
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Table 5.1: Rules of the Typing System
TAS-ASS: Lou{v:Ttrou:T
TAS-LIT: ok /{lp: P

where (p is a literal of primitive type P.
F|_T1§T2 P,@"UITl
| NN TR

TAS-SUB:

5.1.1 The Typing System

An assertion that a value v is of type T is called a typing and is written v: T
Syntactically, values in Oompa are either literal expressions or names. The
types of literal expressions are unambiguous since their syntactic classes are
required to be disjoint, e.g. 5 is always a Long. The types of names, however,
will depend on a context consisting of a type dictionary and a definition set.
It is the role of a type dictionary to record a list of assumptions about the
types of names, although a definition set may be required so that the interface
types associated with class or interface names may be looked up.

The typing system is a proof system that establishes typing judgements
of the form I', ® - v: T where I' is a definition set, ® is a type dictionary, v
is a value and T is a type. The statement can be read as “v is a T in the
context I',®”. It is defined by the three rules in Figure 5.1.

The first two rules are TAS-ASS and TAS-LIT, which are the axioms
from which other statements are derived. Oompa’s type system supports
subtyping, so deciding whether a value has a certain type may require the
use of the subtyping system. This is the role of the third rule, TAS-SUB,
which incorporates a subtyping statement of the form I' = T} < T, (see
Section 5.3).
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5.1.2 Type Violations

We now formalise the notion of type wviolation by listing the uses of a value
which are not compatible with that value’s type. Our choice of these deter-
mines the properties we expect of the type system.

In an agent system, I' > g{%, an agent o[p| € g is type violating if any of

the following conditions hold:

o Feature Mismatch. The agent attempts to use a feature which doesn’t

exist by:

— invoking a method, m, of an object, o’. o:C'" € ® and p begins
o'.ml{vy,...v,)7(r1,...7) but either C'is not a class or C’s defi-

nition in I' has no method m.

— accessing an attribute, a, that o doesn’t possess. So 0: C' € & and

p begins a?r but C’s definition in I' has no attribute a.

— updating an attribute, a, that o doesn’t possess. So o: C' € ® and

p begins alv but C’s definition in I" has no attribute a.

o Arity Mismatch. The agent attempts to use a tuple of the wrong length
by:

— receiving on a channel, ¢. So ¢:Chan(T},...T,) € ® but p begins

c?(r:Ty,...rm: T!) where n # m.

— sending on a channel, ¢. So ¢:Chan(Ty,...T,) € ® but p begins

vy, ... vy) where n # m.

— invoking a method, m, of an object, o’. So o': C € ® and C’s def-
inition in I' gives m the signature type m?(1y, ... T,)\(17,...T).).

However, p begins o’.m!(vy,...v;)?(r1,...7r) where either j # n

or k # m.
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e Value Mismatch. The agent attempts to use a value which is of the

wrong type by:

— sending on a channel, ¢. So ¢:Chan(T},...T,) € ® and p begins

cl(vy, ... vy,) but, for some i, we have I', ® ¥ v;: T;.

— invoking a method, m, of an object, o’. So o’: C' € &, C’s definition
in I' gives m the signature type m?(Ty,...T,)(T},... T} ) and p
begins o'.m!(vy,...v,)?(r1,...7y). However, for some i, we have

T, & ¥ v T

— updating an attribute, a. So 0: C' € ®, C’s definition in I" gives a
the type Attr{T} and p begins alv. However, I, ® ¥ v: T

An agent system, I' > g¢{%, is type violating if any agent in g is type
violating. It is useful to note that type violations are only associated with
channel, method or attribute use.

Another situation to beware of occurs when an agent attempts to create
an object of a type that is not a class. This is certainly an error but we
choose not to call it a type violation since it does not actually represent the
misuse of a value. We enable our type system to detect these errors at the
cause, even though it would detect any invocation on such an object as a

type violation.

5.1.3 Type Safety

The Type Safety System is a proof system that establishes type safety judge-
ments of the form I', ® - & where I is a definition set, ¢ is a type dictionary

and x is some Oompa expression!. We are saying that z is well-behaved in

!'Notice that the form of these judgements is different from that of the typing system.

In fact, an alternative approach to type safety actually gives an okay type to all expres-
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the context of I' and ®. It is defined by the twelve rules in tables 5.2 and 5.3.

The nine rules in Table 5.2 establish the type safety of a piece of code.
Each of the rules is concerned with a single code primitive. The TSS-END,
TSS-FRK, TSS-NEW, TSS-SND, TSS-RCV and TSS-CRT rules deal with
ends, forking, channel creation, sending, receiving and object creation re-
spectively. The TSS-INV rule only checks the outgoing part of an invocation
for safety. It converts the invocation into a receive on a new channel name
and allows the TSS-RCV rule to check the safety of its receipt of values. This
matches the operational semantics and facilitates convenient proofs later on.
The TSS-ACC and TSS-UPD rules check attribute access and update, re-
spectively.

The three rules in Table 5.3 establish the type safety of the definitions in
a definition set. The TSS-MTH rule checks method definitions and considers
them safe if their code will be safe in the context of an invocation, e.g. when
there are appropriate input values and a return channel. The TSS-CLS rule
checks class definitions and makes sure that their definitions will be type safe
in the context of that class, i.e. with the attributes and special value this
of the appropriate type.

To rule for checking a definition set requires that all class definitions in
the system are type safe with respect to each other. A definition set can
contain references to global channel names and the types of these names
are not contained within the definition set. Therefore, the type safety of
a definition set depends on a type dictionary ®. This is why we write the
particular type safety judgement that asserts the type safety of the complete
definition set as ® - I'.

sions which are well-behaved in this way, e.g. T',® F z: ok in [PS93a]. The difference is

essentially notational and we prefer the more concise form as used, for example, in [San96].
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Table 5.2: Rules for the Type Safety of Code

TSS-END: I' & - end
I or T o+
TSS-FRK: il 0
[, ®F fork{po} p
I®dU{c:ChT} -
TSS-NEW: {e:ChT} F p
I'y)® Fnew c: ChT p
TSS-SND:
[,®F c:0uCh(Ty,... T,) D, ®Fv:Ti--T,0Fv:T, D,0Fp
Lo cl{vg,...v) p
I'y®F ¢: InCh(Ty,...T, Loud{r:Ty,...r: T} F
TSS-RCV: T T tneTh tre
D,oFc?(ry: Ty, .orn: 1) p
roui{oC}FE
TSS-CRT: oGy

I'y)® F create 0:C p

where C' is defined as a class in .

[® & o Intf{m?(Ty,... T)T]...T))}
e+ retowv,:T,

TSS-INV:

I'®U{z:Chan(T{,... T, )} F x?(r: 17, ..

T )p

Lo Fomlvy,...o)?(r1,...1) D

where x is new.

0,0k aAtte{T} T, 0U{r:T}Fp

TSS-ACC:
Lok a?rp
[, ®F a:Attr{T} Lo+ T LLokp
TSS-UPD:
okravyp
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Table 5.3: Rules for the Type Safety of Definitions
Iou{r;:Ty,...r,: T, return: OuCh(7y,... 7))} - p

TSS-MTH:

DoOEm?(ri: Ty, . orn: 1) dy: T, o di: T2 {0}

[, ® U {ar: AtTy, ... a,: AtT,,, this: C'} - mdef,
TSS-CLS:

[, ®U{as: AtTy, ... a,: AtT,, this: C'} - mdef,,

[, ®F class C {ay: AtTy ... a,: AtT, mdef; ... mdef,,}
I, &+ Cdef, --- T,®F Cdef,
TSS-DEF":
d+T

where Cdef; ... Cdef,, are all the class definitions in I'.

5.2 Qompa Type Trees

The traditional semantics for a type is as a set of values, so v: T can be read as
v € T. However, in the presence of recursive types, well-founded sets do not
form a model of a type system (not in the standard way, at least). Following

[AC91], we will instead use infinite trees as a semantics for Oompa’s types.

5.2.1 Trees and Subtrees

The nodes on an Oompa type tree are labelled with symbols from the fol-
lowing ranked alphabet. The superscript of the symbols denotes the number
of children the node it labels should have and the symbols corresponding to

signature types carry a method name.

{Long”, Char’}
L = U{Sig’(m) | me N}
U {Intf", Chan"”, InCh", OuCh", InParam”, InParam™ | n € N}
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We will use [ to stand for a general member of L. We take the view that
the set of natural numbers, N, includes 0 and we will use the symbol N* for
the set of strictly positive natural numbers.

We can descend a tree from its root by specifying, at each node, the child
we next want to visit as “the ith child from the left”. Therefore, we can view
a sequence of positive natural numbers as a path through a tree and represent
trees as partial functions from paths to the label on the node reached by that
path. We will use | to mean “is defined”, mo for the concatenation of 7 and
o and A for the empty sequence.

We define an Oompa type tree, A, to be a partial function from N** to

L, which satisfies the following conditions:
o A(A) |
o Almo) | = A(m) |
o A(m)=10" = A(mj) | where j <n

o A(r) = Intf" —> A(rmj) = Sig*(m) where j < n and
if A(7i) = Sig?(m’) for i # j then m # m/

o A(mj) = Sig’(m) = A(w) = Intf", some n € N such that n > j

. A(m1l) = InParam”, some n € N and
A(m) = Sig*(m) =

A(72) = OutParam™ , some n’ € N
e A(nj) = InParam” = A(7) = Sig®(m), some m
o A(rj) = OutParam™ = A(n) = Sig?(m), some m

Although formally useful, it is not very intuitive to think of trees as the

partial functions defined above. A simple example of an Oompa type tree
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represented in a traditional style is the following.

Chan?
P N
Char’ Char’ InCh!
v
Long0

Say that A is an Oompa type tree and 7 is a sequence from N*. Then

the subtree of A at m, written A[r], is the partial function such that
Alrl(o) = A(mo) Vo € NT°

Lemma 5.2.1 If A is an Oompa type tree and A is defined at 7, then A[r]

15 also an OQompa type tree.

Proof: Easy to show by contradiction. H

5.2.2 Interpreting Types as Trees

We are going to use Oompa type trees as a semantics for Oompa’s types, so
we need to define how to interpret a type as a tree. Since type trees never
involve type variables, when interpreting a type as a tree, we will recursively
look up the corresponding definition for each type variable and expand it
into the tree.

Say sig is a method signature. Then let sig™ be sig with all its parameter
names removed. This simple syntactic step gives the signature type of the

signature. For example,
m?(rl: T17 LTyt Tn)!<81: Sla o Sy Sn’>7 = m?(Tl, e Tn)'<S1, e Sn/>

We define the look-up function er(-) to perform this operation of looking-

up and expanding definitions as:

er(t) = Intf{sigy,...sig, }
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if I contains either an interface of the form
interface t {sig; ...sig,}
or a class of the form

class t {adecl; ...adecl,, sig\{p1}...sig,{pn}}

We now define the interpretation function, Treer, which takes an Oompa
type and a definition set I' and gives its corresponding Oompa type tree.
The free type variables in the type are completely expanded using the er(+)

function repeatedly.

Treer(Long)(A) = Long’
Treer(Char)(A) = Char
Treer(Chan(7h, ... T,))(A) = Chan"
Treer(Chan(T},...T,))(ir) = Treep(T;)(m)
Treep (InCh(T}, ... T,))(A) = InCh"
Treer(InCh(T},...T,))(ir) = Treer(T;)(m)
Treer (OuCh(74, ... T,))(A) = OuCh"
Treer(0uCh(T},...T,))(ir) = Treep(T;)(m)
Treer(Intf{SgT,,...SgT,})(A) = Intf"
Treer(Intf{SgT,,...SgT,})(im) = Treep(SgT,;)(n)
Treer(m?(Ty, ... T,)S:, ... Sw))(A) = Sig*(m)
Treep(m?(1y,...T,)Y(S1,...Sw))(1) = InParam”
Treer(m?(Ty, ... T,)Y(S1,...Sw))(2) = OutParam”
Treer(m?(T1, ... T,)Y(S1,...Sw))(lim) = Treep(T;)(m)
Treer(m?(Th, ... T,)!(S1, ... Su))(2im) = Treer(S;)(m)
Treer(rec t.T)(7) = Treep(T{¥e ¢ T/t (r)
Treer(t)(m) = Treer(er(t))(m)
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The function is undefined in all other cases. Substitution on types is as
expected.

We use this function to define a notion of type equivalence. Two types
are equivalent if their trees are equal. So we write I' = A = B if and only if
Treer(A) = Treer(B).

We give two pictures of the trees of complex types. The type of the inter-
face A, given on page 124, is implicitly recursive, so its tree will be infinite. It
will look like this, where the dotted line indicates that the structure repeats

following the obvious pattern.

Intf!
v
Sig®(m)
// \
InParam® OutParam’®
v
Intf!
v
Sig?(m)
/ \
InParam® 1

OutParam
|

The tree of the explicitly recursive type rec t.0uCh(t, Long) will also be infi-
nite. It will look like this:

OuCh?
/ N
OuCh? Long”
. .
OuCh? Long’
PN

’ Long0
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5.2.3 Expanding Definitions

We now introduce the expansion function, Ei’l(), which completely expands
an Oompa type so that it no longer depends on the definition set. It does
this by converting implicit recursion, which is due to recursive look-ups, into
explicit recursion, which uses the rec operator. E?@() is just a specific case
of the recursive function EY (-) which looks-up all the variables it encounters

other than those in V.

EY (Long) = Long’

Ef (Char) = Char'

BY (Chan(T;, ... T,)) — Chan(BY(Ty), .. EY(T,))

EX(InCh(Ty,...T})) = InCh(EX(T}),...EX(T}))

E} (0uCh(Ty,...T,)) = OuCh(EX(T}),...E{(T,))

Ef (Intf{SgTy,...S¢T,}) = Intf{E}(SgT,),...EX(SgT,)}

EX(m?(Th, .. . T)NTY, ... T))) = m?(EX(Th), ... EX(T,))
(BY(T)), ... BY(T,)

Br () - iec t. By (ep(t)) loft;eervff/ise

Er r
El (rec t.T) = rec t.E‘F/U{t} (T)

In the last of these cases, we must be careful to avoid inappropriate variable
capture. We use a-substitutability to rename ¢ different to any other name
in the system before applying this step of the expansion function.

We can view the definition set as a set of simultaneous equations and the
expansion function as an algorithm for solving them for a particular type

variable. As an example, say that I" contains the two interfaces given on
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page 124. If we apply the expansion function to the interface name A we get:

E%(A) = rec A E{ N(Int£{m?()(B)})
= rec A. Intf{E{A}(m7() (B))}
= rec AIntf{m?(E(B))}
= rec A.Intf{m?())(rec B.EPH (Int{m?()1(A)})}

0
OX

= rec A.Intf{m?()!(rec B. Intf{E{A B}(m7() (AN D}
OX 1}
OX

)
= rec A.Intf{m?()!(rec B. Intf{m7()'<E{A B}(A)>
= rec A.Intf{m?()(rec B.Intf{m?()I(A)})}

Lemma 5.2.2 E{(T) is a finite type expression and can be calculated with

finite applications of the look-up function ep(-) for any finite ', T and V.

The next result validates the expansion function, by showing that the

type it generates is equivalent to the first, in the context I'.

Theorem 5.2.3 T = S =E%(S)

5.3 Subtyping

In a system without subtyping, a value of type T can only be used in a
context which requires values of type S when T' = S. Subtyping defines a
relation between types, T' < S, and allows values of type T to be used in
contexts intended for values of type S when 7' < S. Subtyping increases the
flexibility of a type system while preserving type safety

Our type system will support two general subtype relationships. Interface
subtyping allows an object to be used in a context so long as it supports
all those methods required by the context’s type — it may also support
other methods. Channel subtyping allows an input/output channel name to

be used where an input channel name or output channel name is required.
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However, to properly support subtyping, we need to take account of the fact
that values of channel and interface types are also contexts for other values.
A channel is a context for those values which can be sent along it and a
method of an object can receive and send values.

For example, let’s say that T' is a subtype of S and that ¢ is a channel of
type Chan(7"). Then c¢ should also be useable as a channel of type InCh(S)
since, if the values we receive values off ¢ are of type T', the values we receive
off ¢ are useable as values of type S. Where there are recursive types, the situ-
ation is even more complex. For example, values of type rec ¢.Chan(InCh(t))
can be used as values of type rec s.InCh(s).

The complexity of these relationships is such that it is appropriate to
consider the subtyping relationship in the semantics?. We introduce a rela-
tion between Oompa type trees that captures the notion of subtyping. As
the trees are possibly infinite structures, the relation is a simulation which
compares their structure in terms of labelling and subtrees.

In theory, to test whether two types are subtypes, we could construct their
trees and find a simulation between them. This would not be practical so we
provide an algorithm, based on one in [PS93al, which operates on types and
confirms whether their trees lie in an appropriate tree simulation. Our work
differs from the reference in that our types can contain external references,
i.e. names of classes and interfaces in the definition set. We manage this
by closing the types using our expansion function Ei’l() We prove that the
algorithm terminates and is sound and complete with respect to the tree

simulation.

2In fact, our main motivation for providing a semantics for the type system was to

enable us to give meaning to the subtyping relation.
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5.3.1 Tree Simulation

A relation R between Oompa type trees is an Qompa tree simulation if

(A, B) € R implies:
e If B(A) =Long’ then A(A) = Long’.
e If B(A) = Char’ then A(A) = Char®.

o If B(A) = Chan" then A(A) = Chan" and for each 1 < i < n both
(Ali], B[i]) € R and (BJi], A[i]) € R.

e If B(A) = InCh" then A(A) = InCh" or Chan" and for each 1 <i < n,
(Ali], Bli]) € R.
o If B(A) = OuCh" then A(A) = OuCh" or Chan" and for each 1 < ¢ <

n, (B[], Ali]) € R.

o If B(A) = Intf" then A(A) = Intf™ where m > n and there exists an
injective function f : [1..n] — [1..m] such that for each 1 < i < n,

(Alf@)], Blil) € R.

e If B(A) = Sig?(m) then A(A) = Sig?(m) and for each 1 < i < 2,
(Ali], Bli]) € R

e If B(A) = InParam”™ then A(A) = InParam™ and for each 1 <7 < n,
(B[i], Ali]) € R.

e If B(A) = InParam”™ then A(A) = InParam” and for each 1 <1 < n,
(Ali], B[i]) € R.

We use the notation A < B to indicate that (A, B) € R for some tree
simulation R. For two types S and T', we use the notation I' = S < T if and
only if Treer(S) < Treep(T').
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As an example, we now show that
= rec t.Chan(InCh(t)) < rec s.InCh(s)

Let A = Tree(rec t.Chan(InCh(t))) and let L stand for undefinedness. It is
not difficult to see that

(

1 if m¢ {1}
A(m) = Chan® if |7| even
\ InCh' if |7| odd

Let

;

1 if m¢ {1}
A'(m) = q InCh' if |7| even
\ Chan' if |7| odd

Then A[l] = A’ and A'[1] = A. Let B = Tree(rec s.InCh(s)). Then,
similarly,
4L it 1}
s ¢ (1)
InCh' otherwise
and B[1] = B. Then {(A, B),(A’,B)} is a tree simulation which contains

the pair (Tree(rec ¢t.Chan(InCh(t))), Tree(rec s.InCh(s))).

5.3.2 The Subtyping Algorithm

We now define the algorithm which determines whether the subtype relation-
ship holds between two closed types, i.e. types which contain no free type
variables.

The subtyping algorithm is a proof system whose statements have the form
Y1 S < T, where S and T are closed types and ¥ is a set of assumptions,
which have the form U; < Us,. It is defined by the eleven rules in Table 5.4.

The proof system is considered an algorithm by putting an order on the
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rules — when more than one rule are applicable, choose the first as they are
presented. We will write X 5 S 2T if X ES<T and X KT < S.

There are two axioms: SUB-RFL and SUB-ASS. Next we have the rules
for channel subtyping. These are SUB-CHCH, SUB-ININ, SUB-CHIN, SUB-
OUOU, SUB-CHOU. The SUB-SIG rule supports signature subtyping and
is used by the SUB-INT rule to compare interface types. There are two rules
for explicitly recursive types, SUB-RECLFT and SUB-RECRHT.

We extend the subtyping algorithm to all Oompa types by using the
expansion function to close types. We write I' = S < T if and only if
0 & EL(S) < EA(T) is provable from the subtyping algorithm.

The subtyping algorithm is called terminating if any application of the
algorithm to a pair of types generates a finite proof tree. It is called complete
if ' =S < T implies I' F .S < T and called sound if I' = S < T implies
' =S <T. The following results mean we can apply the algorithm to two
Oompa types to establish that the simulation relationship holds between the
Oompa type trees they represent.

Theorem 5.3.1 (Termination) The subtyping algorithm is terminating.
Theorem 5.3.2 (Completeness) IfI' =S <T thenT'F S <T.
Theorem 5.3.3 (Soundness) If 'S <T thenT' =5 <T.

As an example, we give the proof tree of the following:

F rec t.Chan(InCh(t)) < rec s.InCh(s)

140

C.2.2
p323

C.2.5
p326

C.2.10
p330




CHAPTER 5. THE TYPE SYSTEM

Table 5.4: Rules for the Subtyping Algorithm

SUB-RFL: YET T
SUB-ASS: SU{S<TIES<T
XESz1Ty - YXES,zT,
SUB-CHCH: L= =
X 'a Chan(Sl, ce Sn) S Chan(Tl, ce Tn>
Z'ESISTI Z'ESnSTn
SUB-ININ:
S I InCh(Sy, ... S,) < InCh(Ti,...T))
Y5 <n - YRS, T,
SUB-CHIN:
b l(_l Chan<51, C Sn) S IIlCh<T1, C Tn>
YeRh<S - YRT, LS,
SUB-OUOU:
S Iz 0uCh(S,, . .. S,) < OuCh(T}, ... T,)
Z'ETISSI Z'ETnSSn
SUB-CHOU:
X 'a Chan(Sl, ce Sn) S OllCh<T1, ce Tn>
SUB-SIG:
YRh<S - YRT,<S,
SES <T - SES,<T,
S Em2(S,... SOUSL, ... 8) < m?(Ty,... T)NTY, ... T!)
% faSeTy) <SgTi -+ XSl <SgT,
SUB-INT: - Intf{SgT,,...S¢T,,S¢T,1,...5¢T, ..}

< Intf{SgT},...SgT.}
if there is such an injective function, f, from [1..n] to [1..(n 4+ m)].
YU {rec 5.5 < T} iz S{*ec S'S/s|} <T
Yhrecs.S<T
S U{S < rec t.T} kS < T{rec t-T/y)
YES<rectT

SUB-RECLFT:

SUB-RECRHT:
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For the sake of readability, we do not give the sets of assumptions in full.

Y5 Iz rec t.Chan(InCh(t)) < rec s.InCh(s)

Y9 Iz InCh(rec t.Chan(InCh(t))) < InCh(rec s.InCh(s))

Y1 k5 InCh(rec t.Chan(InCh(t))) < rec s.InCh(s)

¥ fz Chan(InCh(rec ¢.Chan(InCh(t)))) < InCh(rec s.InCh(s))

Yo Iz Chan(InCh(rec t.Chan(InCh(t)))) < rec s.InCh(s)

() t; rec t.Chan(InCh(t)) < rec s.InCh(s)

5.4 Soundness of the Type Safety System

We need to show that if a definition set passes our type safety test, then
the running Oompa systems which can evolve from its initial system will
never commit a type violation. This is usually called the soundness of a type
system. It is useful to have a concept of the state of the type system “at run
time”. We augment the type safety system to give the dynamic type safety
system, which allows us to check that a running Oompa system is obeying
the type discipline.

We use this concept to prove the soundness of our type safety system
in three stages. First, we show that dynamically type safe systems are not
committing a type violation. Then, we show that a type safe definition set
gives rise to a dynamically type safe initial system. Finally, we show that
dynamic type safety is preserved by the operational semantics.

This technique is a version of subject reduction [WF91], which considers
“each intermediate state of a program is itself a program [...]. Thus, proving
type soundness reduces to proving that well-typed programs yield only well-
typed results.” There are two details to consider when applying this approach
to Oompa. First, our programs are written in static definitions, which are

type checked, and our agents are not of the same form (this is why we will
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need a separate dynamic type safety system). Second, it is not useful to
consider an Oompa expression reducing to a result, so we merely require all
the systems arrived at by the operational semantics to be dynamically type

safe.

5.4.1 Dynamic Type Safety

Civen an agent system I' > g{%, we use the notation I' 5 g{% to mean that
the system is type safe in a dynamic sense, i.e. all values in the system are
being used appropriately. To speak about the type safety of agent code (as
opposed to static method code) we need to modify the original type safety
system slightly to take account of naming issues.

The dynamic type safety system for code is like that of the type safety
system for code except four rules, TSS-NEW, TSS-CRT, T'SS-RCV and TSS-
ACC, have changed. It is given by the nine rules in Table 5.5.

The dynamic type safety of an agent system is defined in terms of its

parts, as follows:
e Wesay I'I5 g{% if and only if T, ® ¥ g and T, ® £ A.

e We say I',® I g if and only if g = nil or g = o0y[p1]| ... 0n[pn] where
L, ® I o;p;] for all i.

e Wesay I, ® IHD o[p] if and only if ®(0) = C for some class C' where
class C {a;: AtTy --- a,: AtT, mdef;...mdef,} €T
such that T') ® U {ay: AtTy ... a,: AtT,} £ p.

e Wesay I, ® I A if and only if for all 0 € Dom(A) we have ®(0) = C

for some class C' where

class C {ai: Attr{T1} -+ an:Attr{T,} mdef;...mdef,} €T
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Table 5.5: Rules for the Dynamic Type Safety of Code

DTS-END: I, ® I end
Fa (I) 'IH>]90 F7 CD 'IH> P1

DTS-FRK: -
[, ® 5 fork{po} p1
I'ou{d:ChT g Clc
e (¢ OT} & p{ el
r,o Ignew c:ChT: p
DTS-SND:

D, ®F c:0uCh(Ty,...Ty) T,®Fv:Ti--T,®Fuv:T, I,éEp
| I;Tc!(vl,...vn) D

DTS-RCV:
Lk eTnch(Ty,. ) DOU{r: Ty, o T} i p{ . T/}
r,o IHD Ari:Tyy . corp:Ty) p
r,ou{d:C} 'ﬁbp{‘ol/O‘}
| I(—T create 0: C: p

DTS-CRT:

where C' is defined as a class in T'.
DTS-INV:
L@ & o Intf{m?(Ty,... T,)T]...T.)}
IoékFov:T) rot+o,T,
[, ® U {z:Chan(T},.. . TV} 15 ?(ri: T}, .. .1 T )p

L, oml(vy,...0)2(r1,...70) D

where x is new.

D0k aAttr{T} T, 0U{":T}E p{"/r]

DTS-ACC:
r,o 'IH> alr p
0Ok aAttr{T} T, o+Fuv:T T, 0K p
DTS-UPD:
re IHD alv p
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such that for all a € Dom(A(0)) we have a = a; for some i and I', @ -
o(a):T;.

A key property of dynamic type safety is that an Oompa system which is
dynamically type safe is not type violating.

Lemma 5.4.1 IfT' &5 g{% then I' > ¢{2 is not type violating.

Another important property is that the initial system of a statically type
safe definition set is dynamically type safe. Recall that gr is the initial agent

derived from a definition set (see page 83).

Lemma 5.4.2 [f &y F I then I’ 'IH> gp{go.

5.4.2 Preservation of Dynamic Type Safety

We know that a dynamically type safe system is not type violating and we
know that a statically type safe definition set gives rise to an agent system
which is dynamically type safe. To guarantee that this agent system will not
become type violating, it is sufficient to show that the operational semantics

preserve dynamic type safety.

Theorem 5.4.3 If & F T and T g{& and T > ¢{&— ¢{% then
g g'{%,

Theorem 5.4.4 (Type Safety) If o - T and T' > gp{g°:> g{ then

[ > g{% is not type violating.

5.4.3 Configurations and the Type System

A type checked Oompa program has been shown to be type safe for the agent-

based operational semantics. We make use of this result and the results of
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Section 4.3 to establish the corresponding result for the configuration-based
operational semantics.

The concept of type violation for an agent system can be used to identify
the same class of unwanted behaviour for a configuration system. Simply
flatten T" » K to give the agent system I' > Flatten(K') and test it for
a type violation. Similarly, an Oompa configuration system, I', ® » K is
dynamically type safe if

I Flatten(K{})

We write this T, ® 1§ K.

We may want to consider the dynamic type safety of a subsystem which
has received values by interacting with other subsystems. Consequently, we
need to express the fact that the values exchanged by these interactions were
correctly typed.

A type safe reception in T, ® is either a receive ¢?(vy, . ..v,) or an activate

o.m?(vy,...v,) where, in the first case we require

[® + ¢ InCh(Th,...T),)
e - v:T; V1

for some T;, and in the second case we require

I F o:Intf{m?(Ty,...T,)(S1,...Su)}
e + ov:T; V1

for some T;, S;.
Theorem 5.4.5 Say ® T and T',® &5 K then
1. IfT,o» K — K' thenT,® % K'.

cv1,...vn)

2. IfT, o K

K' thenT,® ¥ K'.
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c?(V1,...0n)

3. IfT, & » K
[, ®, then I, ® ¥ K'.

K' and c?{vy,...v,) is a type safe reception in

(v1,...0n)

4. IfT, @ 20

K' thenT,® ¥ K'.

0.m?(v1,...vn)

in T, ®, then T, ® 1% K.

K" and o.om?(vy, ... v,) is a type safe reception

Corollary 5.4.6 (Type Safety) IfI,® & K, and T, ® » K, % Ky and
all the receptions in Ly are type safe, then I', ® '5 K.

5.5 Comparison with Other Work on Type
Systems

We have taken the type system of [PS93a] as a basis for our work. This
presents a type system for the m-calculus with recursive channel types and
which is statically type checkable. Thus, this type system is similar to the
subset of ours where primitive types and interface types are dropped. Our
proofs of the termination, soundness and completeness of our subtyping sys-
tem are based directly upon their technique. For a formal definition of trees
we choose an approach based on the definitions in [AC91], which considers
recursive function types.

Several of the systems we discussed in Section 2.3 have associated type
systems and we consider some here.

The type systems of the various object calculi in [AC96] can be related to
the one we are using. In particular, the type system of the language Ob;..,
seems similar, as it uses recursion to bind object self-references. A side-

effect of the use of method update in their languages is that some seemingly
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desirable subtype relationships cannot be established. Within their system
methods can be made non-writable and then, like Oompa, these subtype
relationships can be derived.

Although predominantly object-based, class structures for some of their
languages are given. However, class and interface definitions are used infor-
mally and no equivalent notion to our expansion is described. This means
there is no explicit way of dealing with inter-referential definitions in the
context of subtyping.

Another system whose type system is worth considering is TyCO [Vas94a],
which has a statically checked type system. Objects are primitive in TyCO
but class-like entities may be defined using a “let” construction. A corre-
sponding notion of subclassing can similarly be defined. TyCO doesn’t have
an explicit subtyping system but a similar effect is achieved by making the
rule which type checks invocation apply to any object which has an appro-
priate method of the correct arity. Thus an object of one type may stand for
an object of another as the receiver of an invocation.

A number of approaches to the typing and subtyping of object systems
are considered in the literature. Four approaches are compared in [BCP97].
One uses recursion to deal with interface types and resembles our approach to
typing objects. The other approaches use existential types or a combination
of existential and recursive types.

The approach to subtyping object languages using existential types to
bind object self-references rather than recursive types is illustrated in [PT94].
The advantage is put forward as a simplification of the underlying theory.
In fact, the existential quantifier can be encoded using a universal quantifier
which seems an obvious simplification in languages with polymorphism where

the universal quantifier is already present. Due to the presence of recursive
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channel types and the absence of this kind of polymorphism in our system,
however, it seems desirable to use the recursive quantifiers for dealing with
self-references. Abadi and Cardelli [AC96] use a combination of recursive
and existential operators to give what they call the self quantifier. This has

interesting subclassing properties.

5.6 Summary

In this chapter we defined Oompa’s type system. We identified a class of be-
haviours, called type violations, that we would not wish an Oompa program
to perform. We defined a type safety system which can test a definition set
to see if it will ever perform a type violation. Those programs which fail the
test are excluded.

We gave our type system a sophisticated subtyping system and an al-
gorithm which can test whether two types lie in the subtype relation. We
defined a semantics for types in terms of infinite trees and used this semantics
to justify the soundness of the subtyping algorithm. We proved that the type
safety system was sound for both the agent-based and configuration-based

operational semantics.
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Chapter 6

Sequential Process

Specifications

We intend our formal method to support the modelling and development
of distributed object-oriented systems. So far, we have defined a formal
language, Oompa, which can be used to express designs for these systems.
Although we can use the semantics to describe the behaviour of Oompa pro-
grams, as yet we have no formal way of ensuring this behaviour is suitable.
We need some additional theory for discussing and manipulating such be-
haviour.

In this chapter we introduce a simple language which allows us to express
specifications of abstract behaviour. Primarily targeted at supporting a de-
velopment process, it allows us to develop specifications incrementally using
a form of refinement. We demonstrate its use by taking an example from the
literature, a scheduler, and incrementally developing its specification.

In Section 6.1, we discuss the issue of how abstract behaviour is expressed.
Section 6.2 gives a brief introduction to CCS, including a definition of sequen-

tial process expressions whose theory we explore further in Section 6.3. We

150



CHAPTER 6. SEQUENTTAL PROCESS SPECIFICATIONS

introduce our specification language in Section 6.4, providing its syntax and
semantics. Section 6.5 defines a notion of refinement for the language. In
Section 6.6, we demonstrate the use of our approach by developing the speci-
fication of a simple scheduler. Section 6.7 describes how we use the language
for specifying the behaviour of Oompa systems. We consider some related

work in Section 6.8 and summarise the chapter in Section 6.9.

6.1 Expressing Abstract Behaviour

Oompa is a language for expressing designs for distributed object-oriented
systems. The designs it expresses are primarily structural — they describe
how the system should be built. The requirements of the system, however,
are most likely to be properties of the behaviour of the system rather than
properties of its structure. It is appropriate, then, to have some intermediate
development step between the requirements and the designs for managing this
behavioural information. We will provide a simple behavioural specification
language for expressing this type of behaviour. There are three features we
will require of this language.

Firstly, we will want this language to be able to express the behaviour of
the systems we are to develop. The designs of these systems will be specified
in Oompa, so the language will need to express behaviour that corresponds to
the actions of Oompa programs. Those actions are precisely the transitions of
the labelled transition system defined for the configuration-based operational
semantics.

Secondly, we will want it to be quite abstract. We will use this language
in the development stage before design, so it is important for it to express

behaviour without inadvertently biasing the development towards certain
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designs. It should focus on behaviour patterns and have only limited support
for expressing structure.

Thirdly, we will want to be able to refine the expressions of our language.
Refinement, in general, is the process of evolving an abstract description of
a system into a more concrete one. We will use refinement in a more specific
way. When a system has to satisfy several requirements, it is difficult to
account for them simultaneously. If the development process is incremental,
one can allow each of the requirements to influence the specifications sep-
arately. It is then much easier to justify the complete specification as the
result of a sequence of individually justified steps. A language which supports
refinement allows its expressions to be developed incrementally.

In terms of the first requirement, Oompa’s labelled transition system re-
sembles the labelled transition system of the m-calculus. Although, the tran-
sitions are slightly different, Oompa programs, like m-calculus expressions,
can communicate newly created names. With respect to the second require-
ment, the 7-calculus seems like it would have the right level of abstraction.
In fact, it seems likely to us that a language similar to the m-calculus would
make a suitable language for specifying the abstract behaviour of Oompa
programs.

Unfortunately, the m-calculus fails the third requirement; there is no real
support for developing abstract descriptions of behaviour. The formal theory
of the m-calculus is dominated by equivalences, i.e. symmetric relationships
which assert that two processes can be considered the same with respect to
some criteria. This kind of reasoning can be useful in development: starting
with a specific pattern of behaviour, the m-calculus allows us to consider
how more detailed systems can have that behaviour up to various levels of

exactness. However, for specification purposes, we also need to justify the
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initial pattern of behaviour. This question seems outside the scope of the
m-calculus.

The language we present is our first step towards a m-calculus-like lan-
guage which supports a form of refinement. The 7-calculus is based on CCS;
our language extends CCS with an extra level of nondeterminism for sup-

porting this kind of refinement.

6.2 CCS

In this section, we give a brief introduction to CCS (the Calculus of Com-
municating Systems) [Mil89].

Let Act be the set of atomic actions, represented by a, b, c. These will be
the smallest units of behaviour we wish to discuss. Let Pid be a set of process
identifiers, represented by s. The core of CCS is a sequential language called
sequential process expressions. The syntax of sequential process expressions

and their definitions are given by!:

p o= sV, U | D e G

Def = s(ri,...r,) =p

where p’ is a summation and [ is a finite index set.

The expression ) . ; a;.p; describes a process which can perform any of
the actions a;, after which it behaves according to the sequential process ex-
pression p;. When s has definition s(rq,...7,) dof p, an expression of the form

s{vy, .. .v,) has the same behaviour as the expression p{YV/r,..."/r,[}. Re-

1'We use a form of summation that is defined over prefized processes as found in [Mil99].
In older presentations of CCS, such as [Mil89], summation was between any process ex-

pressions.
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Table 6.1: Labelled Transition Rules for Sequential Process Expressions

def
aj s(ri,...m) = p p{ Ul =
Zazpl _>p] a /

el s(U1,...0p) — P

Ty

peated behaviour can be achieved with recursion on definitions. We will use
the symbol 0 for the empty sum and often abbreviate a.0 as just a.

The semantics of sequential process expressions is given by the labelled
transition system defined by the two rules in Table 6.1.

To extend the language of sequential process expressions to give the full
CCS language, we first need to put some structure on the set of actions. We
assume that Act = AU AU {7} where A is a set of names and A is an
isomorphic set of co-names. We will use a, b, ¢ for elements of A and @, b,
¢ for elements of A. Together, the elements of A and A are the observable
actions and we will use A to represent an observable action. The action 7 is
called the silent action. We will use « to represent an element of Act.

The syntax of CCS is given by:

pou= sQunevn) | Yeap | opla | op\L | plf]

Def == s(ry,...m,) =p

Here L is a set of names and f is a relabelling function from names to names.
The new expression, p | ¢, describes the behaviour of the two processes, p
and ¢, when placed in parallel. The expression p\L makes those actions of L
which occur in p unobservable. The expression p[f] describes a process which
behaves like p except that the actions it performs are changed according to
f.

The significance of the addition of concurrent process expressions is not
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Table 6.2: Labelled Transition Rules for CCS

def «
o s(ri,...m) =p  p{"Yri. Ur b S
Z%‘-piﬁpj o
icl s(vy, .. vp) — pf
[e7 / o / A / X !
p=p q-=q p=>p qgSg
pla=p]q pla=>pld pla=p|d
p=p p=p
f(a) «
plf] = P'[f] p\L — p'\L

where, in the last rule, o, @ € L.

just that we can express interleavings of the processes’ behaviours. Also, we
can describe the ways in which they can interact: two concurrent processes,
one which can perform an action A from the set of names and another which
can perform the action A from the set of co-names can interact by performing
both actions together. To an observer, the details of this private interaction
are not clear and it appears as though the complete system has performed
the silent action 7.

The semantics of CCS is given by the labelled transition system defined
by the seven rules in Table 6.2.

In order to determine whether two structurally different processes de-
scribe the same behaviour, we compare them in the labelled transition sys-
tem. CCS uses two different equivalence relations for this: strong bisimula-
tion and weak bisimulation. The idea is to distinguish two processes only if

some third party interacting with them could distinguish them?. The differ-

2However, the distinctions made by these equivalences are finer than any third party,
expressed as a process in CCS, could make. “In order to distinguish observationally in-

equivalent processes like a.b.c+a.b.d and a.(b.c+b.d) one has to make fargoing assumptions
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ence between strong and weak bisimulation is that with strong bisimulation,
the third party treats silent actions like any other action whereas, with weak
bisimulation, the third party doesn’t observe them. Because it is designed to
be sensitive only to observable differences, weak bisimulation is also called
observational equivalence.

A binary relation S between processes is a strong bisimulation if (p,q) € S

implies, for all o € Act,
e whenever p % p then, for some ¢/, ¢ = ¢ and (p/,¢') € S.
e whenever ¢ = ¢ then, for some p/, p = p’ and (p',¢) € S.

If there exists a strong bisimulation which contains the pair (p,q) then we
say p and ¢ are strongly bisimilar and write p ~ q.

If there is a sequence of zero or more silent actions that will take p to p/,
then we write p = p’. We write p = p/ if p =5=p'.

A binary relation S between processes is a weak bisimulation® if (p,q) € S

implies, for all o € Act,
e whenever p = p’ then, for some ¢/, ¢ = ¢’ and (p/,¢') € S.
e whenever ¢ = ¢ then, for some p/, p = p’ and (p',¢) € S.

If there exists a weak bisimulation which contains the pair (p, ¢) then we say
p and q are weakly bisimilar (or observationally equivalent) and write p = q.

For example, given the following two definitions:

s1(a, b) o a.s1(a,b) + b.s2(b, a) so(a, b) o a.s2(b, a) + b.s1{(a, b)

on the power of observation. In any case, it cannot be done by any of the CCS opera-

tors.” [vG97]. We will consider this issue further in the next section.
3This definition is compatible with that defined in Section 4.2.5. The differences are

due to the context needed by configurations and the labels used in the labelled transition

system of the configuration-based dynamic system.
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we can show that s1(a,b) ~ sy(a,b). The following relation is a bisimulation

which contains that pair:

{ (s(w,x),s’(y,z>) ‘ S, s’ € {51782}7 (w,:z:), (yaz) < {(@7 b)a (ba a)} }
S= U{ (v.s{w,x) +w.s{w,y),y.s(z,y) + 2.5y, 2)) | 5,8 € {51, 82},

6.2.1 Nondeterminism in CCS

CCS allows non-determinism to be expressed using a combination of its sum-
mation operator and its silent action. The expression ). ; o;.p; describes
a process which can perform any of the actions «;, after which it behaves
according to the CCS expression p;. Although we know it can perform these
actions, an ambiguity exists about which action it will perform. Perhaps the
process will allow its environment to select any of the actions; perhaps it
will insist on performing only «; for some ¢. These two behaviours differ in
their degree of nondeterminism and, for interactive systems, this difference
is significant.

The approach CCS takes to this issue is to use the silent action to rep-
resent an internal action taken by a process independent of, and unobserved
by, its environment. Summations which only involve names and co-names
allow their environment to choose and hence are deterministic. If there is a
silent action in a choice, then the process can choose to perform that silent
action without cooperation from the environment. In this case, the process
is nondeterministic since the environment cannot rely on its behaviour.

We find this way of expressing nondeterminism somewhat unintuitive.
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Consider the following eight processes:

a.(b+c) a.(r.b+c) a.(b+T1.c) a.(t.b+7.c)

a.b+a.c T.a.b+a.c a.b+ T1.a.c T.0.b + T.a.c

All of these processes can perform the same traces (sequences of observable
actions), namely ab and ac, but they all behave differently. For example,
the first process performs an a action and then offers the environment the
choice of whether it performs a b action or a ¢ action. The second performs
an a action and reaches a state where it can allow the environment to choose
between b and c¢ or it can decide to only allow ¢. The fourth performs an a
action and then decides to perform either a b or a c.

Observational equivalence is the most important of the equivalences for
CCS. When we apply it to the above eight processes, we find that it dis-
tinguishes all of them. This is appropriate if we are considering how these
processes might represent the abstract behaviour of some more detailed pro-
cesses. It is less appropriate as a way of specifying their behaviour in terms
of how it is experienced by another process.

Lets consider the behaviour of the above eight processes and ask how a
CCS process in parallel with them would experience their differences. This
approach corresponds to the idea of testing equivalence [ANH84]. The most
powerful way such a process could discriminate between the above processes
would be to try to force them to perform one of their traces but not the
other. In order to distinguish between the processes, then, we will consider
how they behave when we put them in parallel with one of the following
processes: @.b.w and @.¢.w. If the composed system can perform a w action
then we say that the test has succeeded; otherwise, the test has failed. In

order to have the best chance of differentiating between them, we will assume
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that we are allowed to repeatedly perform the tests.
The following table gives the results of the tests, asserting whether the

each of the two tests always succeeds or only sometimes succeed.

a.b.w a.c.w
a.(b+c) always always
a.(1.b+ ¢) always | sometimes
a.(b+ 71.c) |sometimes | always
a.(1.b + 7.c) | sometimes | sometimes
a.b+ a.c sometimes | sometimes
T.0.b + a.c | sometimes | sometimes
a.b+ T.a.c | sometimes | sometimes
T.a.b 4+ T.a.c | sometimes | sometimes

We discover that, from an observer’s point of view, the last five processes
are indistinguishable. However, an observer can distinguish each of the first
three from each other and the rest.

Beyond merely asserting information about equivalences, the table also
suggests an ordering. Say that we have some situation for which we know
that the fourth process is suitable. The above table suggests that any of the
eight processes can successfully occupy that role because, where the other
processes differ, they differ by being more reliable. Now say that we have
some context where we know the second process is suitable. This time we
can only assume that the first two processes will be suitable.

This suggests that the eight processes might stand in some kind of refine-
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ment relation, i.e. one which includes*:

a(rb+71c) C ab+ac C Tab+ac C ab+7ac C 1.a.b+Ta.c
T.ab+Ta.c C a.(r.b+7.0)
a.(rb+7.c) C a(rb+¢)E a.(b+c)
a(rb+7.c) C a(b+71.c) C a(b+c)

This is close to the sort of refinement we are looking for but we find
the way CCS expresses nondeterminism makes the refinements hard to see.
Instead, we take inspiration from CSP [Hoa84], which expresses this kind of
nondeterminism in an alternative way. Rather than using + and 7, CSP has
two binary choice operators that make the party responsible for the choice
explicit. These are ezternal choice (O) and internal choice (M). Under the
standard interpretation, P [ () is a choice between behaviours P and () over
which the environment has control, whereas P M () is a similar choice over
which the environment has no control.

The language we introduce is called sequential process specifications. The
intention is to support a kind of refinement close to that present in CSP, but
describe CCS-like behaviour. The expressions of our language are specifica-
tions because we think of them specifying ranges of behaviour rather than
being descriptions of behaviour themselves.

Our system has operators [J and M which are similar, but not identical,
to their CSP counterparts. P [ @) specifies a system which is committed
to behave according to both of the specifications P and (). This resembles
external choice, since in both cases we can rely on both behaviours. P 1 Q)
specifies a system which is only committed to behave according to one of P

and @ (although it may allow both). This resembles internal choice, as we

“4In fact, this is precisely what we find if we express the eight processes in CSP and use

CSP’s failure semantics.
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can only rely on one of the behaviours actually occurring.

6.3 Some Theory of Sequential Process Ex-
pressions

Our system will be built upon sequential process expressions, as defined in
Section 6.2, which we will use to expresses specific patterns of behaviour. In
this section we define some theory of this simple language that we will need.
From this point on, we will assume that p, ¢, etc. stand for sequential process

expressions (i.e. not expressions of full CCS).
Lemma 6.3.1 ~ is reflexive, symmetric and transitive.

It follows from this that strong bisimulation is an equivalence relation.
We will be considering sets of sequential process expressions and will often
consider the quotient set over ~. We will write the ~-equivalence class of a
sequential process expression p as [p].

We will need the following useful representative for ~-equivalence classes
of strongly bisimilar sequential process expressions. A sequential process

expression is said to be in normal form if:
1. It is in summation form.

2. Any two summands with the same action prefix have non-bisimilar

continuations.

3. All continuations in the summation should be in definition form, where

the bodies of those definitions are in normal form.
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For example, a.s1(a,b, c) + c.so(c) + a.s3(b, b) is in normal form, where

s1(a, b, c) ate s2(c) o s3(b, ¢) ©p4 c.s3(c,b)

In order to give a concise definition of satisfaction (in Section 6.4.2) we
will consider a sequential process expression to be in near normal form if it is
either in normal form or in definition form where the body of the definition is
in normal form. For the purpose of proving the Lemma 6.3.3, we will define
pseudo-normal form to be normal form where instead of condition 3 we insist

that continuations be either in definition form or pseudo-normal form.

Lemma 6.3.2 FEvery sequential process expression is strongly bisimilar to a

sequential process expression in pseudo-normal form.

Proof: A sequential process expression is clearly strongly bisimilar to some
sequential process expression in summation form p;. Let py be obtained from
p1 by checking the continuations of summands with the same action prefix.
If any are found to be strongly bisimilar then remove all but one. Repeat
this process at all the remaining continuations not in definition form. The
result is a process in pseudo-normal form which is strongly bisimilar to the

original process.

Lemma 6.3.3 Fvery sequential process expression is strongly bisimilar to a

sequential process expression in normal form.

Proof:  The body, p, of every definition is strongly bisimilar to a process
in pseudo-normal form by Lemma 6.3.2. Starting at the innermost subterms,
and working outwards, we can replace the continuations by definition forms,
all of whose bodies are in normal form. This process finally gives us a new

body which is in normal form and which is strongly bisimilar to p.
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We can apply this procedure to a given sequential process expression and,
since all definition bodies are strongly bisimilar to a normal form, this given
expression will be in normal form. W

As it stands, normal forms are not necessarily unique. However, there
are many ways we could choose a unique normal form, so we do not concern
ourselves with this issue here. Thus, we write the normal form of a sequential
process expression p as p and, given an equivalence class [p], we will use p as
its representative.

Syntactically, the + operator separates prefixed processes, not processes
themselves. Thus, if we want to describe a process which can behave as
described by the sequential process expression p and behave as described
by the sequential process expression ¢, we cannot use + directly to join the
two expressions. Instead, we define an operator, x, on sequential process
expressions in summation form to be:

Kier »_aipy= Y aip
jed; iel, jeJ;
We can extend its definition to sequential process expressions of the form

s(vy, ... v,) by looking-up definitions.

Lemma 6.3.4
1. % is associative and has 0 as an identity up to equality.
2. % 1is symmetric up to ~.

Lemma 6.3.5 Say p and q are strongly bisimilar sequential process expres-

sions. Then
1. If r 1s a sequential process expression, then pxr ~ q*r.

2. If a is an action, then a.p ~ a.q.
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3. pxp~gq.
Proof: Say R is a strong bisimulation containing the pair (p, q).

1. Everything is bisimilar to itself, so let R’ be a strong bisimulation
containing (r,7). Then {(p*r,gxr)} URUTR’ is a strong bisimulation

containing the pair (p*r,q* 7).

2. In this case, {(a.p,a.q)} UR is a strong bisimulation containing the

pair (a.p, a.q).

3. {(p*p,q)} UR is a strong bisimulation containing the pair (p x p, q).

6.4 Sequential Process Specifications

The role of the language we introduce in this section is to allow patterns of
behaviour to be developed in several steps. We are using sequential process
expressions to express specific patterns of behaviour, so our language can be
thought to specify sequential process expressions.

The actions of sequential process specifications are drawn from the same
set, Act, as for sequential process expressions. They will, however, use dif-
ferent process identifiers for which we will use the symbol S. The syntax of

sequential process specifications and their definitions is given by:

P = S{v,...v,) | aP | D P, | H P,
i€l i€l

Def == S(ry,...rn) o pr

where P’ is not in definition form.
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We call the L1 and M operators choice and meet respectively. Notice that,
syntactically, they separate process specifications (unlike + for sequential
process expressions). We reuse the symbol 0 for the empty choice and use
the symbol T for the empty meet. An important algebraic point about [J
and MM is that they are not idempotent (see page 172). This means we must
be careful with how elements ¢ are drawn from the index sets I in the indexed
forms of these operators. We will assume that such elements are drawn from
the set only once.

The intention is to allow us to specify a process by asserting that it must
have certain behaviour and describing other behaviour that it may or may
not have. So a process described by D IR must be capable of behaving
according to all the sequential process sz;eciﬁcations P, and a process de-
scribed by H IPi must be capable of behaving according to one or more of
the sequentialzeprocess specifications P;.

We now give some examples of sequential process specifications. The
specification a [J b is intended to specify the process which offers a choice of
a and b, i.e. a+b. The specification alb is intended to specify processes which
can do an a or do a b or offer the choice of both an a and a b; i.e. any of the
sequential process expressions a, b and a + b. A more complex specification
illustrates the interplay between the two operators: a O (b (c O d)). Three
sequential process expressions which satisfy this specification are a+b, a+c+d
and a + b+ ¢+ d. Some similar sequential process expressions with do not
satisfy the specification are a + ¢ and a + b+ d.

We primarily use the M operator to allow decisions to be deferred, so we
can use a 1b to describe a system which we know will offer an a or a b
or perhaps offer the choice of both. If desired, we can use our specification

system to develop processes with the kind of nondeterminism present in CCS.
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Table 6.3: Rules for Equivalence

p_p P=qQ P=qQ Q=R
Q=P P=R
P=Q P=Q P=qQ
a.()Q =a.P POR=QUR PONR=QNR
(POQOR = PO(QOR) (PNQ)NR = PN(QNR)
rPOQ = QUOP rPnQ = QnrP
pPOO0 = P pnT = P
POT =T

S(ri,...rn) ©p

S{vy,...vy) = P{Yr, ... "r, |}

This can be done simply by using 7 as we would any other action. For
example, a1 7.b specifies any of the behaviours a, a + 7b or 7.b. The second

of these is nondeterministic.

6.4.1 Structural Equivalence

Structural equivalence for sequential process specifications is defined by the
fourteen rules in Table 6.3.

We will discover in the next section that certain other equivalences which
may initially seem believable are not true in general (with respect to our

notion of satisfaction).
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6.4.2 Satisfaction

We now precisely define the relationship between specifications and the se-
quential process expressions which satisfy them.

Say @ is a binary relation between sequential process specifications and
sequential process expressions in near normal form. We say that O is a

satisfying simulation if, for all (P,p) € Q, we have:

° 1fp = 8</017 .. .Un> where S(Tla s .Tn) =P

then (P,p'{{""/r,..."/r,[}) € Q.

o clse if P = S(vy,...v,) where S(ry,...7,) = P’
then (P'{Y1/ry..."/r,[},p) € Q.

o clse if P = a.P' then p = a.p’ and (P',p/) € Q.

e clse if P = D P; then p = % jcsp; and there exists some bijective
iel
function f : J — I such that for all j € J, (Py),p;) € Q.

e clseif P = H P, then p = % jcsp; where J # () and there exists some
iel
injective function f : J — I such that for all j € J, (Py),p;) € Q.

If p is in normal form and there exists a satisfying simulation which
contains the pair (P, p) then we say that p satisfies P and write p sat P. We
extend the definition to all sequential process expressions, writing p sat P if
p sat P.

The following lemma provides a useful intuition for the meaning of T:
it is the “impossible specification” which no process can satisfy. This also
makes sense when considering that T is the identity of M. If we specify a
process with P T, we require it to behave according to P or T or both. As
no process can behave as T, it follows that we are just requiring it to behave

according to P.
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Lemma 6.4.1
1. If p sat 0 then p ~ 0.

2. There 1s no sequential process expression p such that p sat T.
Lemma 6.4.2 Say p ~ q. Then p sat P iff q sat P.

Proof: This is trivial since p and ¢ will have the same normal form. W

Lemma 6.4.3
1. Say s(ry,...7ry) o .
Then s{vy,...v,) sat P iff p{{"Yry ... Y/r,[} sit P.
2. Say S(ry,...1y) ©p.

Then p sit S(vy,...v,) iff p sat P{YYry... Un/r, [}
3. p sat a.P iff p ~ a.p’ where p’ sat P.
4. p sat D P; iff p ~ Yicrp; where for all i € I, p; sat P;.
iel

d. psétﬂ P, iff p ~ Kjesp; where O # J C I and for all j € J,
iel
Dj Sgtpj.

Proof:

1. Say s(ry,...r) ' p. Then s(uy,...vn) = p{{VYry .. Un/r, ]l Obvi-

ously, then, s(vy,...v,) sat p iff p{Y1/r;...Yn/r,[} sit P as required.

2. Say S(r1,...75) “p.

(=) Say p sat S{vy,...v,). Then p sat S(vy,...v,). Therefore, there
exists a satisfying simulation Q such that (S{(vy,...v,),p) € Q. But
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then, (P{"Y/ry..."/r,[},p) € Q. So psat P{"/r;..."/r,[} and

hence p sat P{Y/ry..."/r,[}, as required.

(<) Say psat P{V/ry...%/r,[}. Then psat P{"/r;..."/r,[}. So
there exists a satisfying simulation Q such that (P{{Y1/ry..."/r,[}, D)
€ Q. Let @ = QU(S(vy,...v,),D). Then Q' is a satisfying simulation.

Therefore p sat S(vy, ... v,) and hence p sdt S(vy,...v,) as required.

3. (=) Say p sat a.P. Then p sat a.P. Therefore, there exists a satisfying
simulation Q such that (a.P,p) € Q. Then p = a.p’ and (P,p/) € Q.

So p’ sat P. Well, p ~p = a.p’ as required.

(<) Say that p ~ a.p’ where p’ sat P. Then p’ sat P. Therefore,
there exists a satisfying simulation Q such that (P, ]7) € Q. Let 9 =
QU(a.P,a.p’). Then Q' is a satisfying simulation and a.p’ sat a.P. But

p~a.p ~ap,sopsit a.P as required.

4. (=) Say p sat D P,. Then p sat D P;. Therefore, there exists a
i€l

iel

satisfying simulation Q such that (D P;,p) € Q. This means that
el

P = % jecsp; and there exists a bijectivze function f : J — I such that,
for all j € J, (P, pj) € Q. So, for each j € J, p; sat Py(;y. For each
i €1, let p; =ps-13). Then p ~p = Jkcrp; and, for all i € I, pj sat P,
as required.

(<) Say p ~ % icrp; where, for each i € I, p; sat P;. Then, for each i €
I, p; sat P;. Therefore, for each ¢ € I, there exists satisfying simulations
Q; such that (P, p;) € Q;. Let Q = J,.; Qi U (DiEIPi, % icrD;). Then
Q is a satisfying simulation and v ;c;p; sat D'ezpi' But p ~ %;c1pi,

so p sat D P; as required.
iel

5. (=) Say p sat H P;,. Then p sat H P;. Therefore, there exists
iel iel
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a satisfying simulation Q such that (H P;,p) € Q. This means
that p = % jesp; where J # 0 and therezee;ists an injective function
f+J — I such that, for all j € J, (Psg),p;) € Q. So, for each j € J,
p; sat Pry). Let K = f(J). Then 0 # K C I. For all k € K, let
Py = Py-1k)- Then, p ~ P = dkperp), and, for all k € K, pj, sat P, as
required.

(<) Say that p ~ Y jcsp; where 0 # J C I and, for all j € J,
pj sat P;. Then, for all j € J, p; sat P;. Therefore, for all j € J,
there exists satisfying simulations Q; such that (pj,p_g) € Q,. Let
Q=U;e, QU (HZEIPZ-, % ;csp;j). Then Q is a satisfying simulation
and ¥ cp; sat H

as required.

' IPZ-. But p ~ ¥ jcsp; ~ Kkjesp;, 50 p sat H Ipi
c e

2

We will need a result which shows that satisfaction is not sensitive to

equivalence.

Lemma 6.4.4 Say that Q is a satisfying simulation containing the pair
(P,p). Say that Q = P. Then there exists a satisfying simulation, Q', such
that Q@ C Q' and (Q,p) € Q'.

Proof: We will, in fact, proof the following equivalent result:

Say that Q is a satisfying simulation containing the pair (P, p).
Say that ) = P or P = (). Then there exists a satisfying simu-
lation, @’ such that @ C Q" and (Q,p) € Q.

We use induction on the proof tree of Q = P or P = () (whichever was used).

We provide four cases which illustrate the arguments needed.
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Say that the proof tree ends with the following step:

Q=P
oo
where (P,p) was the original pair in Q. By the induction hypothesis, there
exists a satisfying simulation Q' such that @ C @ and (Q,p) € Q. This
is precisely the satisfying simulation we need. The argument also works if
(@, p) was the original pair, so this case has been proved. Note that it was
for this case that we needed to use the alternative version of the result.

Say that the proof tree ends with the following step:

P=qQ
a.P=a.Q
where (a.P,p) was the original pair in Q. Since Q is a satisfying simula-
tion, p = a.p/ where (P,p') € Q. By the induction hypothesis, there ex-
ists a satisfying simulation Q' such that @ C Q' and (Q,p’) € Q. Then
{(a.Q,a.p’)}UQ" will be a satisfying simulation with the required properties.
The argument also works if (a.Q), p) was the original pair, so this case has
been proved.

Say that the proof tree is simply an instance of:
(POQOR=PO(QUOR)

where (P O @) O R, p) was the original pair in Q. Since Q is a satisfying
simulation, we know that p = p; x p; where either (P O @, p1), (R,p2) € Q
or (PO Q,p2),(R,p1) € Q. We will consider only the first of these cases,
as the argument is virtually the same for both. Then, since Q is a satisfying
simulation, we know that p; = ps * p, where either (P, ps), (Q,ps) € Q or
(P, ps), (Q,ps3) € Q. Again, we consider only the first case. Let

Q =0U{(QUR,psxp2),(PO(QOR),p)}
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Then Q' is a satisfying simulation with the required properties. The argu-
ment also works if (P O (Q O R), p) was the original pair in Q, so this case
has been proved.

Say that the proof tree is simply an instance of:
POT=T

In fact, this case cannot occur, since neither (P [0 T, p) nor (T, p) could be

elements of any satisfying simulation. W
Corollary 6.4.5 Say P = Q. Then p sat P iff p sat Q).

As a consequence of this, we can “close” a satisfying simulation with

respect to equivalence.

Corollary 6.4.6 Say that Q is a satisfying simulation. Then there exists
a satisfying simulation Q such that @ C Q and for every (P,p) € Q and
Q = P, we have (Q,p) € Q.

Proof: Say f(Q, (P, p), Q) returns a satisfying simulation as described in
Lemma 6.4.4. Then let

9= |J fe.®n),Q
(P,p)eQ

This will have the required properties. B

Consider the following candidates for equivalence laws:

P PUP

P = PNP
POQNR) = (POQ)N(POR)
PN(QOR) = (PNQ)O(PNR)
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They all fail under our notion of satisfaction:

ab+a.c spt a.(bMc)
ab+a.c sit (a.(bMc)) O (a.(bMc))

ab+ac spt a.(bMc)
ab+a.c sit (a.(bMc))M(a.(bMc))

ab+b+ac+c st (a.(bMe)) O (bMc)
ab+b+ac+c sit (a.(bMc)Ob)M(a.(bMc)Oc))

a+b sit an(bOc)
a+b sit (aMb) O (aMc)

Some of these may, at first, seem slightly strange; for example, excluding
the expression a.b + a.c from satisfying the specification a.(bM¢). However,
if we compare it to other sequential process expressions which do satisfy
the specification, a.b, a.c and a.(b+ ¢), we discover that it has a significant
difference: it is nondeterministic. Furthermore, from a CCS perspective, it
represents nondeterminism that cannot be explained away as the external
behaviour of some internal decision making. Without 7s to indicate when
the choice is made, there will be no more complex processes to which this
will be observationally equivalent.

Nevertheless, our sequential process specifications do allow such processes

to be specified. For example, with a specification such as a.b [ a.c.

6.4.3 Semantics

Intuitively, the semantics of a sequential process specification is a set of

“acceptable” sequential process expressions — i.e. those expressions which
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satisfy it. For technical reasons®, we define the actual semantics in terms of
the quotient set over bisimulation. Thus, the semantics of sequential process

specifications are defined as follows:

[P]={q|qsit P}/

An equivalent definition, explicitly in terms of ~-equivalence classes, would

be:
[P] = {ld] | q sat P}

Lemma 6.4.7 [0] = {[0]} and [T] = 0.
Lemma 6.4.8 If P = Q then [P] = [Q].

The following lemma suggests an alternative definition of the semantics
which would not depend on satisfaction. The difficulty with such an approach
is managing recursive processes. They necessitate fixed point solutions. To
use fixed points would require us to prove various technical results showing

that the fixed points exist and are nontrivial.

Lemma 6.4.9
1. [S{vi,...v)] = [P{"Yri..."/r,}}]
where S(ry,...r) 2 P
2. [a.P] = {ap | [ € [PI}/~
3. [[Digpi]] = {iepi | i € [P]}/~
4 | Pl = ke [0# IS LIl € [P]Y/~

5By considering expressions up to bisimulation, we need only consider normal-forms.

This simplifies proofs.
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Proof: Follows from Lemma 6.4.3. W
The semantics of even simple specifications can be surprisingly complex.
For example, consider the recursive sequential process specification:

S(a,b) ¥ amb.S{a,b)

If we allow the sets of process identifiers and definitions to be large enough,
then the cardinality of [S(a,b)] is at least that of R. To see this, we can
construct non-bisimilar sequential process expressions for every real number
x, all of which satisfy S(a,b). For each x € R, n € N, let z,, be the nth digit

of the binary expansion of x and define a sequential process expression

a+b.sy,(a,b) ifx,=1

snla.0)

b.st, (a,b) otherwise
Then [s§(a,b)] € [S(a,b)] for all z € R. But if 2y # x5 € R, we have
) o s b), e, 550, B)] # [s8(a )]

6.5 Refinement

Our notion of refinement is based on the same intuition as our semantics.
A sequential process specification describes a set of acceptable sequential
process expressions. If this is a set of acceptable expressions, then so is any
subset. Hence we give the following definition.

Say P and () are two sequential process specifications. We say that @)
refines P if all sequential process expressions which satisfy @) also satisfy P.

We write this as P C Q.
Lemma 6.5.1 P C Q iff [Q] C[P].

If (ignoring the quotient) we view specifications as representing sets of

sequential process expressions, then P C () means that any expression which
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satisfies () is strongly bisimilar to some specification which satisfies P. The

following picture illustrates this:

~

)=

6.5.1 Simple Refinement Laws

We can show that this refinement obeys a number of simple refinement laws.
The first two refinement laws of the following lemma are called minimum

strengthening.

Lemma 6.5.2
1. POQQCPO(QMNO)
2. PNQC(PN0)OQ
3. PNQCP
4- PIQLEQ

5 PNQCPOQ

Proof: These can be proved using the representation of sequential process

expressions satisfying specifications given by Lemma 6.4.3. B

Lemma 6.5.3
P=P PLCQ Q=qQ
PCQ

6.

Proof: Follows from the definitions and Lemma 6.4.5. B
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Lemma 6.5.4
7. PC P
g PCQ QCR
. Py
Lemma 6.5.5
PLC
9. £Q
PORCQUR
PLC
10. )
PORCEQNR
PLC
11';Q
a.PCaQ

Proof: These can be proved using Lemma 6.4.3. B

As in other syntactic systems, we can define a syntax of sequential pro-
cess specification contexts — i.e. sequential process specifications which may
contain holes into which other sequential process specifications can be sub-
stituted. We don’t give a definition of contexts here but they are defined as

expected. We can use contexts to elegantly summarises laws 9-11 as follows.

Corollary 6.5.6 (Monotonicity)

PCQ . . L
12. C[] is a sequential process specification context

C[P]E ClQ]
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We also note that the failed equivalence laws discussed above give rise to

refinement laws.
Lemma 6.5.7
1. POPCP
4. POPCP
15 (POQ)N(PORCPO(QNR)
16. (PNQ)O (PR CPN(QOR)

Proof: Law 14 is a corollary of Lemma 6.5.2 (law 3). For the other cases,

use Lemma 6.4.3. B

6.5.2 Refining Simulation

We would like a way of checking whether two recursively defined sequential
process specifications are in the refinement relation. Although useful, the
simple refinement laws we have established do not support this directly. We
will need a co-inductive approach.

We introduce a simulation, called a refining simulation, to deal with these
cases. We show that it is sound but do not attempt to show that it is com-
plete. Soundness means that it correctly establishes refinement; this is of
course necessary. Completeness would mean that any refinement relation
between sequential process specifications can be found using a refining sim-
ulation. While desirable, we will not need refining simulation to be able to
prove any given refinement statement; only those which are likely to occur
during development. The refining simulation we provide will be adequate for

these cases.
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A binary relation R over sequential process specifications is a refining

simulation if for all pairs (P, Q) € R we have

o if P = S(vy,...v,) where S has definition S(rq,...7,) ' P’ then

(P r... O/ralh, Q) € R
e else if P =a.P' then @ = a.Q)' and (P, Q') € R.

e clse if P = D P; then Q = D (; and there exists some bijective
iel jeJ
function f : J — I such that for all j € J, (P, Q;) € R.

o clse if P = H P; where I # (), then either:
iel

- Q= H Q); where J # () and there exists some injective function
jed
f:J — I such that for all j € J, (Py;),Q;) € R.

- Q= |:|j€JQj O (erKQk M0) where J # (), J h K and there

exists some injective function f : JU K — [ such that for all

le JUK, (Pf(l),Ql) eR.
e else if P=T then Q = T.

If there exists a refining simulation which contains the pair (P, @), then
we will write P < Q.

The rule for refining meet terms is complex and needs some justification.
We allow meets to be refined in two ways. Firstly, by a meet that supports
the same or fewer of the optional behaviours. Secondly, by a choice of terms
which have become compulsory (those in J) and terms which are still optional

(those in K).
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Theorem 6.5.8 (Soundness) If P < Q then P C Q.

Proof: Say that P < Q. Clearly, if nothing satisfies @) then P C @ as
required. Alternatively, say that p sat ). We will prove that p sat P, from
which the main result follows.

Let ¢ = p. Then ¢ sat () so there must exist a satisfying simulation
Q which contains (Q,q). Then Q (as defined in Corollary 6.4.6) is also a
satisfying simulation which contains (@, ¢q). Since P < @ there must exists
a refining simulation R which contains (P,Q). Let Q' be the relational

composition of R and Q, i.e.
Q ={(R,r)| IR.(R,R)eR,(R,r) € O}

Clearly, (P,q) € Q. We will prove that Q' is a satisfying simulation, which
means that ¢ sat P implying p sat P as required. In what follows we will
assume that (P, q) is a general pair from Q" and assume that @ is such that
(P,Q) € R and (Q,q) € Q.

Say ¢ = s(v1,...v,) where s is given the definition s(rq,...7,) . By
the definition of satisfying simulation, we know (Q, ¢'{{"/r1...%/r,[}) € Q.
But then (P, ¢{|/ry...Y/r,[}) € Q as required in this case.

Say P = S(vy,...v,) where S is given the definition S(r4,...7,) o pr
By the definition of refining simulation, we know (P'{{"1/r,..."n/r.[},Q) €
R, thus (P{|YV/r..."n/r,[},q) € @ as required in this case.

Say P is of the form a.P’. Then @ = a.Q)" where (P, Q") € R. But since
(Q,q) € Q we have (a.Q',q) € Q. Thus ¢ = a.¢’ where (Q',¢') € Q. It
follows that (P’,q’) € Q' as required in this case.

Say P is of the form D P;. Then ) = D Q; and there exists a
bijective function f : J — Ilesluch that for all j GJfJJ, (Ps(jy, @;) € R. But

since (Q,q) € Q we have (D Qj,q) € Q. Thus ¢ = Kpexqr and there
jed
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exists a bijective function g : K — J such that for all k € K, (Qyx), qx) €
Q. But then f o g is a bijective function from K to I and for all k € K,
(Prog(ky, qr) € Q'. This is as required in this case.

Say P is of the form H P;. First consider the case where Q) = H - Qy,
J # () and there exists aerIinjective function f : J — I such that ]ff)i all
j € J, (P;),Q;) € R. Since (Q,q) € Q we have (HjeJQj,q) € Q. Thus
q = % rerxqr and there exists an injective function g : K — J such that for
all k € K, (Qq)»qx) € Q. Well f o g is an injective function from K to I
and for all k € K, (Progx), @) € Q. This is as required in this case.

Next, we consider the case where () = DJEJQ]- O (szeKQk o), J # 10,
J M K and there exists an injective function f : JU K — I such that for all
le JUK, (Prpy, Q1) € R.

Since (Q,q) € Q we have (D Q,; O (H QrM0),q) € Q. Thus
jed keK

g = q1 * g2 where either (D Qj,q1) and (H Qr M 0,q) are in Q or
jed keK

(DJEJQ]-, ¢2) and (erKQk M0, q) are in Q. We will only consider the first
case, as the other is virtually the same. Then p; = ¥ jcjqy where there
exists a bijective function ¢; : J' — J such that for all j' € J', (Qqg,¢;7), ¢57) €
Q. Since g is bijective, we note that J' # (0. Also, p» = K wexqw where
there exists an injective function ¢, : K’ — K such that for all ¥’ € K’,
(Quo(r), 1) € Q. Here, we account for the 0 by allowing K’ to be (). But
then ¢ = ke qjr * Kex Qe = Kicsur'q- We note that J' U K’ # (0. Let
g : J'U K’ be the function which acts like g; on J’' and acts like g, on K'.
Then f o g is injective and for all [ € J'U K’ we have (Proqqy, 1) € Q. This

is as required in this case. W
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6.6 Example: A Scheduler

We demonstrate the use of sequential process specifications by taking an
example from the literature [Mil89, Mil99]: a simple scheduler. We alter the
informal requirements, as given in the references, in order to emphasise the
way a specification can emerge in our system. To motivate the discussion, we
give the problem an anecdotal setting. In what follows we will use a standard
abbreviated notation, leaving out parameter lists in definitions and processes

in definition form.

6.6.1 Informal Requirements

We are hired to design a scheduler for a company which has n machines and
wishes to use them efficiently. The scheduler is responsible for starting the
machines when they are free and acknowledging their request to stop when
have finished working. The company requests two properties of the scheduler

we provide:

Time is money: If possible, the machines should run in parallel so more

work is done is less time.

Electricity costs money: The scheduler should be willing to acknowledge
a machine’s signal to stop at any stage, so that it can be switched off.

This saves electricity.

6.6.2 Model

We will assign each of the n machines a number between 1 and n. Our
scheduler has two responsibilities, issuing some kind of signal to start ma-

chines and acknowledging their signals to stop. We will model these with
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actions ai, . ..ay,, b1, ...b,, where a; signals machine 7 to start and action b;
acknowledges machine j’s signal to stop.

An obvious consequence of our model is:

1. The scheduler will only ever perform one of the actions aq,...a, or

by, ... by.

Let X be the set of machines currently working. Then two similarly obvious

requirements are:
2. The scheduler will only perform action a; if i ¢ X.
3. The scheduler will only perform action b; if j € X.

The above three requirements describe the general class of schedulers the
company is interested in.
Of the two properties the company want the scheduler to have, the second

is obvious and becomes our condition 4.

4. The scheduler should at all times be willing to perform b; actions for

each j € X.

The first property they mention is more difficult to formalise, as it expresses

a optimisation rather than a constraint.
5. Whenever possible, the scheduler should perform some a; action for

idX.

6.6.3 Specification

We now develop our specification using sequential process expressions. The

simulations involved in this section are given in Appendix D.
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We begin by stating the obvious: by requirement 1, any suitable scheduler

will have to satisfy the following specification:

0 def

Sched” = H bj.SchedO M H a;.Sched’
j€l.n i€l.n

We can immediately improve on this, using requirements 2 and 3 to give us:

Sched), défﬂ bj.schedﬁf,jmﬂ a;.Sched,,
jex igX

where X C {l.n} and the scheduler is thought to start in state Schedy.
It is easy to show that Sched’ C Schedql). The specification Schedql) guaran-
tees that at any stage either an appropriate start action or an appropriate
acknowledgement will be performed.

The specification Schedql) will not guarantee requirements 4 or 5. For
example,

. def .
des.lgn1 = al.ag.bg.bl.demgnl

fails requirement 4 since, after the a; and ay actions, a request by machine
1 to stop will be ignored. Yet design' sit Sched;. Also, the following design

satisfies SChedql), yet fails requirement 5:
design2 dof ay.by .des.ign2

Requirement 4 means that there is, in fact, no freedom for which actions b;
for j € X we perform — we must perform them all. The following represents

the minimum strengthening of the specification to achieve this:

9 def

Schedy = Djexbj-SChedg(—j O] (Hi¢X@i-SChed§(ui no)

We have Sched%, C Sched% and design' st Sched%. Unfortunately, we still

have design? sit Sched% so we must further constrain the specification.
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To satisfy requirement 5 we can insist that, in any suitable state, some

available machine is started:

s Djexbj.schediu O[], aSehedke, if X # (1.}
chedy =

b;.Sched’, j otherwise
jeX

We can easily show that Sched% cC Sched%. In fact, we now have a specifica-

tion for a suitable scheduler. As the company want an implementable design,

we give them the following:

design3 dﬁf Z]EX b]deSIgni(_j + a(minY).deSign?)}U(miny) lf X 7£ {]_n}
x =

> jex by design%_; otherwise
which satisfies Schedg and, at any stage, will start the lowest numbered

available machine.

6.6.4 Further Requirements

After some time, the company contacts us again. Although they accept that
our scheduler has the properties that they requested, they have encountered a
problem. Over time, our scheduler was placing a heavier load on the lowered
numbered machines. This lead to unpredictable reliability and an expen-
sive maintenance cycle. They requested a new scheduler with the following

property:

Maintenance costs money: In order to have a predictable maintenance
cycle, the work should be shared amongst the machines as evenly as

possible.

By discussing the possibilities with the company, it was decided that condi-

tion 6, below, describes a suitable approach to their new request.
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6. A scheduler performs the a; actions in cyclic order only, i.e.

al,...0n,01...0n,07 ...

If necessary, this requirement may take precedence over condition 5.

6.6.5 Respecifying the Scheduler

To consider how to specify this new scheduler, we return to specification
Sched%. This step backwards is necessary to ensure the correctness condition
6 influences the specification before the optimisation condition 5.

To manage condition 6, our scheduler must keep track of which machine it
is meant to start next. We index its states with the set of working machines,
X, and the number of the machine to start next, . In the definition, we

consider addition on the integer index to be mod n.

Sched! , Djeij.sched;{X_j O (H(W oy PeSchediy e T10)

We can show that Sched% C Schedf@. However, we now have to take account
of condition 5. The following design satisfies Schedi  but fails to satisfy this
requirement:

design o a;.b;.design’ 1
We need to strengthen the specification so that when the scheduler had
an option to perform the a; action, it now must be willing to do so:

s 3 Djexbj.schedixj O a;.Sched?,, (o, i ¢ X
che i X —

z jeij.schede,j ieX

Naturally Schedi@ C Schedi”@. As this process specification has no meet

subterms, an obvious transformation gives us the following sequential process
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expression which satisfies it:
. 5 . 5 .
design® . > jex bj.design; y_; + a;.design;, v, 1 ¢ X
X = ) _
Djex bj.de51gnixfj ieX

We deliver this design to the company.

6.7 Using Sequential Process Specifications
with Oompa

Currently, we have considered our set of actions, Act, to contain atomic
actions, written a, b, ¢ etc. The actions of Oompa are much richer and
correspond to the transitions of its labelled transition system. There is a
silent action, a send action, a receive action, an invoke action and an activate

action:

cv1,...0n) c?(v1,...0n) o.m!(vi,...vn) o.m?(vi,...0n)

x:T x:T

In order to discuss these actions, we follow a standard approach. Message-
passing CCS is a variant of CCS that extends the atomic actions of CCS to
communication actions of the form c!{a) and ¢?(b). Assuming that those
values communicated belong to a finite type, we can build message-passing

into ordinary CCS using the following sugarings:

cla).p = cap
c?b)p = Yaerc-ap{?/olt
where for each a, c_a is thought to be a single atomic CCS action.

For Oompa’s actions we intend to use the same trick. To allow these

actions to appear in sequential process expressions, we will write transitions
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in the style of the labelled transition system and use the following sugarings

to interpret them either as atomic actions or summations.

—.p = T.p
cl(v1,...vn) -
—————>p = CU__U,.p

c?(ri,...Tn)

= Z’U1ET1,...’L)n€Tn C_Ul_“' _vn'p{‘vl/rl ttt ’Un//rn ’}

= 0_M_Uj_~ _Up_T.p

/
[V v x
ZmETl,...vnETn,x/Ex 0-M_Vy-= Un-T p{‘ /T1 e n/TTH /'I’}
Similarly, to allow these actions to appear in sequential process specifications,

we use the following sugarings.

—.p = T.p
cN{vr,...vn)
————% p = CO_~_Uy.p
c(ri,...Tn) v v
ety = D cvym g p{U 71 O
vlele---vnETn
o.m!(v1,...vn)
R E— = woe
— P O _U1_~ Uy, _T.P

om?{ry,...rn)

x:T
D o-m_vy_~ v, x' . p{{Vry .../, x//m|}
v1 6T17---vn€Tn,:v’€ac

Sequential process expressions and specifications do not have a sufficiently
powerful mechanism for the communication of new names (which is why,
ultimately, a language like the m-calculus is needed). To manage the return
channels in method invocations, we will assume that they are generated by
the invoking process and received by the activated process.

Using these sugarings, we can specify processes with sequential process
specifications whose actions correspond to the transitions of an Oompa con-
figuration. To ensure an Oompa configuration actually does have a behaviour
which satisfies a specification, we will show that its behaviour is weakly bisim-

ilar to a sequential process expression which satisfies the specification. We
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choose to use weak bisimulation since it allows the configuration to perform
extra internal actions in order to satisfy the specification. Also, it is our
current choice of semantic equivalence for Oompa configurations.

When using weak bisimulation as a semantic equivalence for Oompa con-
figurations, a context consisting of a definition set and a type dictionary is
required (see Section 4.2.5). This is also required for our implementation
relation but we will typically allow this context be left implicit. Thus, our
implementation relation between Oompa configurations and sequential pro-

cess expressions will be ~sat :

K ~sit P =3p.(K =~ p) A (p sit P)

6.8 Related Work

Our language is a first step towards a refinable specification language of -
calculus-like expressions. This is the overriding reason why we have built it
upon (the core of) CCS. Nevertheless, there are potential alternatives to our
approach and we consider them here: CCS itself, CSP and TCCS.

Our prime objection to the m-calculus was its focus on equivalence. Like
the m-calculus, the formal theory of CCS is mainly based on equivalences.
However, other development techniques have been proposed for CCS which
do give support for a incremental development.

Two such methods are discussed in [Mil89]. Process logic is a modal logic
which can express behavioural properties of processes. The method can be
used incrementally: by conjoining expressions of the logic together we get
new, more demanding properties. The other method uses the fact that we
can obtain an abstraction of the behaviour of a process by restricting its

visible actions to a limited set. We can specify a property of a process by
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insisting that its behaviour, abstracted in this way, is equivalent to some
other process. By increasing the set of such properties we require, we obtain
a method somewhat like process logic. The similarity of these approaches
to our own is that the outcome of a specification will be sequential process
expression®. One difference is that these techniques are further removed from
the behaviour being specified then ours. This can lead to a problem: with
these approaches it is possible to unknowingly specify unrealisable behaviour.

Theory of testing [ANH84] which considers processes in terms of how they
can interact with an observer. This is achieved by viewing an observer, cou-
pled with a satisfactory notion of successful completion, as a test. Processes
are considered equivalent if they pass exactly the same set of tests. In fact,
this notion of equivalence is defined in terms of two preorders: “the first is
formulated in terms of the ability to respond positively to a test, the second
in terms of the inability not to respond positively to a test”. The intersection
of the two preorders generates a third preorder which might be useable as a
form of refinement relation similar to ours.

CSP does have support for refinement — a process may be refined by
another more deterministic process. The interpretation of CSP’s language is
fixed because the algebra is designed to match a specific set of models. This
makes the meaning of CSP’s expressions very rigid which, for our purposes,
is a disadvantage; we want our language to express behaviour as abstractly
as possible.

Testing CCS (TCCS”) [ANH87], is a variant of CCS® which is designed

6More accurately, these approaches should be considered as specifying a full CCS ex-
pression. However, the behaviour (as opposed to structure) of that CCS expression would

be describable with a sequential process expression.
"The name TCCS is sometimes used for a different CCS variant called Timed CCS.
8From the perspective of testing equivalence, TCCS is semantically equivalent to CCS
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specifically for the notion of testing equivalence. Rather than using CCS’
+ and 7 to express nondeterminism, TCCS uses pair of operators [1 and &
to express internal and external nondeterminism. Its theory is based on the
testing preorders discussed above.

A similarity between sequential process specifications, CSP and TCCS
is the resemblances of their choice operators (syntactically and, to a lesser
extent, semantically). One difference between our method and the other two
is that the laws we reject in Section 6.4.2 are true in both those languages.

One practical advantage of our system over TCCS and CSP is that our
meet operator, which corresponds to their internal choice, has an identity:
T. We regularly make use of this fact. For instance, in the scheduler example

the second specification was given as:

Sched’, o Hjexbj.Schedkj M Hi¢xai.Sched§(Ui
If the set X is either empty or full (contains all the indices 1..n) then the
left or right subterm of this expression becomes an empty meet and hence
equals T. Given that T is the identity of I, that subterm can be viewed
as absent from the complete expression. Without a way of discussing empty
meet expressions, this simple specification would need three cases: one for
when X is empty, one for when X is neither empty nor full and one for when

X is full.

6.9 Summary

In this chapter, we presented sequential process specifications; a new formal-

ism which we will use as a behavioural specification language for Oompa.

itself. This not the case if observational equivalence is used.
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We defined sequential process expressions and discussed some of their
theory. These constitute the core of CCS and we consider them to be suit-
able objects for expressing abstract behaviour. We then defined the syntax
of sequential process specifications and defined their semantics in terms of
a notion of satisfaction: a sequential process specification specifies those se-
quential process expressions which satisfy it. In order that our language
allows specifications to be incrementally developed, we defined a refinement
relation between specifications. We demonstrated the use of our method by
deriving the specification of a simple scheduler from informal requirements.
We showed how sequential process specifications can be used to specify the
behaviour of Oompa configurations. We also considered some alternatives to

our specification language.
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Chapter 7

A Development in Oompa

In this chapter, we give an example which suggests how sequential process
specifications and Oompa might be used in actual development. We apply our
approach to a standard example from the literature, namely the development
of a concurrent dictionary design.

A dictionary is a structure which allows information to be stored and
retrieved based on an index!. A dictionary provides its service to clients by
providing two operations: get, which returns the current value associated
with an index, and set, which associates a new value with an index. We will
develop an Oompa object which provides this service to multiple concurrent
clients.

The purpose of this chapter is to consider how designs might be developed
within our formal method and not to develop new ones. In fact, the dictionary
is a very standard structure and it is likely that the designs we develop
have been studied comprehensively. Nevertheless, in order to gain a clear
appreciation of our formal method, we followed through the development in

this chapter without particular reference to existing work.

LOther names for this type of structure include look-up table, symbol table and array.
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In Section 7.1 we determine the behavioural requirements of a concur-
rent dictionary. We use sequential process specifications to develop two
behavioural specifications for such a dictionary object in Section 7.2. In
Section 7.3 we provide two Oompa classes whose objects will satisfy the

specifications. We summarise the chapter in Section 7.4.

7.1 Behavioural Requirements of a Concur-
rent Dictionary

In this section, we establish the behavioural requirements on Oompa objects
which implement a concurrent dictionary. The first step is to give a precise
characterisation of what a dictionary actually is. Next, we consider what it
means to be a dictionary object. We will provide an interface that such an
object must implement and describe the semantics of the dictionary’s meth-
ods. This is non-trivial, so we simplify the task by first giving the behavioural
requirements of a sequential dictionary. We then define the behaviour of a
concurrent dictionary object partially in terms of the behaviour of the se-

quential dictionary object.

7.1.1 Abstract Data Type for a Dictionary

In order to characterise the notion of a dictionary formally, but abstractly, we
will use an abstract data type. This captures the pure functional behaviour
of the operations without any implementation details. We will assume that
the information is of type Value and is indexed by elements of type Key. For

simplicity, we assume that Value includes an element 1 which we will use to
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indicate “no value”. Then, the abstract data type Dict is given by:

Dinit : Dict

get : Dict x Key — Value

set : Dict x Key x Value — Dict

get(Dinit, k) = 1 Vk € Key

get(set(D, k,v), k') = ! W=k Vk, k' € Key,v € Value

get(D, k') otherwise

This definition defines a type, Dict, and an instance of that type, Djnit, which
corresponds to a dictionary in its initial state. It also gives the specification

of two functions, get and set.

7.1.2 Sequential Object-Oriented Dictionary

Before attempting to describe the rather complex behaviour of a concurrent
object-oriented dictionary, it is preferable to consider the consequences of
object-orientation without concurrency. Unlike the abstract data type, which
was defined in pure functional terms, a dictionary object has independent
state and side-effecting operations.

We will use the following Oompa interface for dictionary objects:

interface Dictionary

{
// returns the current value associated with key k
get?(k:Key) !<v:Value>
// associates value v with key k

set?(k:Key,v:Value) !<>

195



CHAPTER 7. A DEVELOPMENT IN OOMPA

The behaviour of objects which implement this interface can be expressed
using notation similar to Oompa’s labelled transition system: An invocation

.get?(k
on the dictionary’s get method can be written ogerithy and its reply is writ-

xX
!
ten RV . An invocation on the dictionary’s set method can be written

o.set?(k,v)

!
— and its reply is written i . Although, an actual dictionary is

likely to have internal behaviour represented by silent actions, our require-
ments will only need to discuss these four observable actions. Rather than
using sequences of actions, therefore, we will use traces, which are sequences
of observable actions only.

Our behavioural requirements are of two sorts. First, there are require-
ments that insist that the dictionary object be able and willing to perform
certain actions. For example, we will want the dictionary object to eventu-
ally reply to an invocation on its get method. Second, there are requirements
that constrain the sequences of actions that the dictionary object may per-
form. For example, we will want the reply that the dictionary object sends
to be a meaningful response.

As can be seen from the abstract data type, a set operation on one key
does not affect the behaviour of the dictionary with respect to other keys.
Moreover, performing a get operation should not affect the behaviour of the
dictionary. One expected behaviour of a dictionary object, therefore, is that
that operations on different keys do not affect each other. This observation
helps us simplify the constraints, since we can write them in terms of the
subsequences for each key.

Given a trace t, let m(t) be the subsequence consisting of just the invo-

cations on key k and their replies. We will want the following predicates on
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a trace t on key k:

GetGety(t) = Vs, s, x, 2/ v,0.
((t=s 200 20 2ol T ) oy =)
SetGety(t) = Vs,s x, 2/ v,0.
o.set?(k,v z! o.get? /1’
(=5 222tn, 20 om0

InitGety(t) = Vs, z,v.((t = ogertl) - #) s)=>v=.1)

x
The following are the requirements we put on the dictionary object’s
behaviour. The first and fourth requirements constrain the behaviour and
the second and third requirements oblige the dictionary to perform certain

behaviours.

1. The dictionary will only ever perform one of the actions:

o.get?(k) o.set?(k,v) z!(v) z!()
xT ) xT ) )

where, in the first two actions, z is required to be a new name.

.get?(k
2. If the dictionary performs the action ogerly

! {v)
—=% for some v.

then it next performs

.set?(k, .
3. If the dictionary performs the action osevtlhy) then it next performs

s

4. If the dictionary can perform trace ¢, then

Vk.(GetGetk. (7Tk (t)) A SetGetk (7Tk (t)) A InitGetk(Wk (t)))

A sequential object which behaves according to all these requirements

should be considered an acceptable sequential dictionary object.
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7.1.3 Concurrent Object-Oriented Dictionary

In this section we extend the approach and describe the behavioural require-

ments of a concurrent object-oriented dictionary. Again, we can consider the
get?(k

behaviour of the dictionary in terms of traces of the four actions Oge; ) ,
z!(v) o.set?(k,v)

? x

and L<>> Intuitively, we will be requiring the same
properties of this dictionary; those expressed by the predicates GetGet(-),
SetGet () and InitGet(-). However, there are two main reasons why the
predicates will not apply directly to the concurrent dictionary objects.

Firstly, the predicates we defined in the previous section only apply to
traces where none of the invocation-reply pairs overlap. We will call such
traces lined-up and write LinedUp(¢) if ¢ is a lined-up trace. All of the
traces of a sequential dictionary object are lined-up but we cannot make this
assumption about a concurrent dictionary object.

Secondly, the predicates from the previous section only apply to traces
where all (or all but the last) of the invocations have been replied to. We
will call such a trace completed and write Completed(t) if ¢ is a completed
trace. In the concurrent case, we need to take unreplied invocations into
consideration: when considering a given trace, it may contain invocations
representing operations which have been performed but have not yet replied.

To handle the case where two or more invocation-reply pairs are inter-
leaved, we observe that the processing of a request is atomic from the per-
spective of traces — no trace of a correct dictionary object would allow a
partially performed request to be observed. Consequently, we can view an
overlapping trace as representing some lined-up trace where the order of the
invocations-reply pairs in the latter represent the order that the requests
were processed in the former. To handle incomplete traces, we view them as

initial subtraces of some complete trace.
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We write t ~» s if ¢t can be transformed into s by interchanging any
neighbouring actions except moving an invocation before a reply or moving
a reply before its corresponding invocation. We use ~~ to find all the possible
lined-up traces that it might represent; it allows interleaving invocation-reply

pairs to be reordered in any of the possible lined-up ways:
PossTraces(t) = {s | LinedUp(s) A t~> s}

Our requirement on a trace is therefore that it can be completed and
interpreted as some lined-up trace which satisfies the predicates for sequential
dictionary objects. Formally, we will use the following predicate on a trace
t:

3t’'.(Completed (tt') A Is € PossTraces(tt’).
Vk.(GetGety(mx(s)) A SetGetg(mx(s)) A InitGety (mx(s))))

The requirements we give for the concurrent dictionary resemble those
we gave for the sequential case. Aside from using the new predicate, there
are a few other differences. Firstly, we can no longer require the dictionary
object to reply directly after receiving a request. Instead, requirements 2
and 3 insist that it replies eventually. Secondly, a new concurrent request
may arrive at any stage, so requirement 5 insists that the dictionary object
is willing to receive them.

The requirements are as follows:

1. The dictionary will only ever perform one of the actions:

o.get?(k) o.set?(k,v) z{v) z!()
x ? x ’ 9

where, in the first two actions, x is required to be a new name.

o.set?(k,v . .
2. If the dictionary performs the action t—x<>> , then it will eventually

z!()

be willing to perform the action —> .
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o.get?(k
3. If the dictionary performs the action %H> , then it will eventually

z! (v
be willing to perform the action )

4. If the dictionary can perform trace ¢, then

3t’.(Completed(tt') A Is € PossTraces(tt').
VE.(GetGety(mi(s)) A SetGety (7 (s)) A InitGetg (mx(s))))

5. The dictionary should always be willing to perform both w and
o.set?(k,v)

p actions.

An Oompa object which behaves according to all these requirements

should be considered an acceptable concurrent dictionary object.

7.2 Behavioural Specification for a Concur-
rent Dictionary

Our next step is to derive sequential process specifications which describe

the behaviour of an Oompa object implementing a concurrent dictionary.

7.2.1 Specification

We now specify processes whose behaviour obeys the requirements by pro-
viding a suitable sequential process specification. As before, we derive this
incrementally, considering the requirements one by one.

Our initial specification accommodates requirement 1 by limiting the pos-
sible form of actions of our system and ensuring that new channel names are
chosen. An important aspect of our current approach to specification be-

comes clear at this point: we must also provide for the possibility for internal
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reconfigurations. The dictionary is likely to need some internal processing

and this may change its future observable behaviour. We cannot know what

ways the dictionary will need to configure itself, so we initially allow for an

arbitrary number. So our initial specification is:

Dspec’

M

n

M

M

k€Key,xeEN

(k,v)eKey x Value,ze N

vEValue,zEN

zeN

1€EN

o.ge;?(kz> Dspec”
o.set;?(k-,m Dspec”
oo Dspec”
i Dspec?
— Dspec’

Our second specification accommodates requirements 2 and 3 by enforcing

the correct use of return channels. We need to tie requests to their replies,

so the dictionary will need to carry around some kind of state. We will index

states with two sets which store the channel names on which replies must be

made.

Our specification becomes:

def

1
Dspech,RQ

M

I

RiCN Ry C NV
o.get?(k) 1
x DSpeCR1U{x},R2
keKey,r new
o.set?(k,v) 1
2= Dpeck, ry
(k,v)€Key x Value,z new v 1 R2U{z}
z!(v) 1
v€Value,z€R1 {2} R
z!() 1
— Dspecy, g
| lzer, 1,Ra~{z}
1
ieN D

In Appendix D, we show that Dspec® T Dspecql)vm.

Unfortunately, this specification does not actually guarantee requirements

2 and 3. Because of the outer meet, the terms for replying are still optional.
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Also, even if the outer meet was strengthened to a choice, the silent actions
mean that a process which repeatedly performs a silent action and no other
(called a livelocking process) is an implementation. As we continue deriving
the specification, however, these problems will be resolved and requirements
2 and 3 will then be guaranteed.

We now wish refine Dspec' to give a specification whose processes satisfy

requirement 4, i.e. their traces satisfy the predicate:

3t’'.(Completed (tt') A 3s € PossTraces(tt’).
Vk.(GetGety (7 (s)) A SetGety (mx(s)) A InitGety (mx(s))))

Consider how requests progress in a dictionary object. In general, it will

be a three phase process:

arrival processing reply
o s o ——————— "> o — >0

We will need the state of the dictionary accommodate the four points in this
diagram. We need to store requests which have arrived but have not yet
been processed and requests which have been processed but have not yet
been replied to. The most general way of storing this information will be
with sets, as all information except the presence or absence of an element is

abstracted away. We will use the sets

Iny € N xKey
Out; € N x Value

In, € N x Key x Value
Out, C N

where In; and Out; are for get requests and Iny and Out, are for set requests.

We now index specifications with a quadruple of state values:

Dstate = (Inl, Outl, IHQ, Outl)
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There are six ways in which this state can change: A get or set request can
arrive, a reply to a get or set request can be issued and a get or set request
can be processed. We use the following six functions to describe these state
changes.
f1(Dstate, z, k) =
fa Iny, Outy, Ing U {z, k, v}, Outy)

( (Iny U {(x, k)}, Outy, Iny, Outy)

( (
fs(Dstate, z,v) = (Ing, Outy \ {(z,v)}, Iny, Outy)
( (

( (

(

Dstate, x, k,v) =

Inl, Outl, IHQ, Out2 AN {.CI?})
In; ~ {(z, k) }, Outy U {(x,v)}, Ing, Outy)
Iny, Outy, Ing < {(z, k,v)}, Oute U {z})

Ja
f5(Dstate, z, k,v) =

Dstate, x) =

fe(Dstate, x, k,v) =

Our new specification is:

2 def [ ] o.get?(k) 9
DSpeCDstate - T > DSpeCf1 (Dstate,x,k)
keKey,z new
[ ] o.set?({k,v) 9
M —— Dspec
Dstat k
(k,v)EKey x Value,z new z f2(Dstate,z,k,v)
[ ] z!(v) 9
M — Dspec
Dstat
(x,v)€0uty f3(Dstate,z,v)
] 1) )
M — Dspec
| lzeOuts f4(Dstate,z)
S 2
a Dspecf5 (Dstate,z,k,v)
| I(z,k)€ln1 weValue
2
M — Dspec
D
(z,k,v)EIng fe(Dstate,z,k,v)

In Appendix D, we show that Dspeca@ C DspecIQjstateo where Dstatey, =
(0,0,0,0).

We still haven’t specified the actual processing of requests; the value
returned to a get request can be any value in Value. However, our new spec-
ification is a useful intermediate stage: the traces of a process satisfying this
specification do come close to satisfying the main predicate. Consider an
action sequence of such a process and the order in which the silent actions
representing the processing requests occur in it. A trace of that action se-

quence can be completed and lined up in such a way that the order of the
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invocation-reply pairs in the resulting trace matches the order that the silent
actions occurred.

Our next specification must ensure that the silent actions which represent
the processing of the requests guarantee the predicates GetGety(+), SetGety(+)
and InitGety(-). Because we are working forward from the previous speci-
fication, we need only think of behaviour in terms of lined-up traces. The
obvious thing to do is to make the dictionary’s state include some kind of
“dictionary logic”. We will represent this by an instance of the dictionary
abstract data type.

Dict : Dict

We now index specifications with the quintuple:
Dstate = (Dict, Iny, Outy, Ing, Out;)

The functions which act on this state value are the following:

g1(Dstate, z, k) = (Dict,In; U {(z, k)}, Outy, Ing, Outy)

g2(Dstate, z, k,v) = (Dict,Iny, Outy, Iny U {x, k, v}, Outs)

Dict, Iny, Outy, Ing, Outy \ {x})

(
(
gs(Dstate, z,v) = (Dict, Iny, Outy \ {(x,v)}, Ing, Outy)
(
(Dict, Iny ~ {(z, k) }, Outy U {(x,v)}, Ing, Outy)

(

(

(

g4(Dstate, x) =

gs(Dstate, z, k,v) =
(

ge(Dstate, z, k,v) =
(set(Dict, k,v),Iny, Outy, Ing N {(z, k,v)}, Outy U {z})
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and our specification becomes:

def

3
DSpeCDstate

M

keKey,z new

(k,v)€Key x Value,x new

(z,v)€O0ut

| lzeOutg

| I(z,k)€In1,v=get(Dict,k)

(z,k,v)€lng

o.get?(k)
x

o.set?(k,v)
—_— >
T

! {v)

z!()

—

3
Dspecgl(Dstate,ac,k)
Dspec?

p g2(Dstate,x,k,v)

3
DSpngg(Dstate,ac,v)

3
DSpng4 (Dstate,x)

3
DSpng5(Dstate,ac,k,v)

3
DSpngg(Dstate,ac,k,v)

Let Dict, associate | with every key and let Dstate; = (Dict,,®,0,0,0).

Clearly, the InitGety(-) predicate is realised by making the initial dictionary

value be Dict, . It is quite easy to show that DspecQDStateo C Dspeciaie . and

we only briefly discuss it in Appendix D.

To accommodate requirement 5, we need to restructure the specification.

The receipt of requests need to be strengthened so they are always available

for the environment. The kind of strengthening we do here is a minimum

strengthening (similar to that mentioned on page 176), so we leave the other

terms optional by adding a 0.

4 def
DspeCDstate -

DkEKey,x new

D [|
keKey,veValue,x new
0 (
(z,v)eOuty
M
| lzeOuts
n
| (k)€ ,v=get(Dict,k)
n
(z,k,v)€lng
no)

One reason why the 0 is necessary is that,
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o.get?(k)
_
z
o.set?(k,v)

R ——
T

z{v)

z!()

e

4
DSpngl (Dstate,x,k)
4
DSpngg(Dstate,:v,k,v)
4
DSpngg(Dstate,x,v)
4
DSpng4(Dstate,:v)
D 4
Specg5(Dstate,:v,k:,v)

4
DSpngg(Dstate,x,k,v)

when the four sets In;, Outy,
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In, and Outy are all empty, the specification would become a choice one of
whose arguments was an empty meet. Since T is a zero of [J, the specification

would be unimplementable. In Appendix D, we show that Dspecil)stat(EL C

5
DSpeCDstateL :

Our final specification manages the 0 and splits the specification into two
cases. Firstly, if the set Iny, Iny, Outy, and Outy are all empty, then the only

thing the dictionary can do is accept requests:

5 def o.get?(k) 5
DspeCDState N D keKey,r new B DSpngl (Dstate,z,k)
o.set?(k,v)
0 D T DSpeCZQ(Dstate,x,k,v)
keKey,veValue,x new

However, when at least one of the sets In;, Iny, Out; and Out, is non-
empty, we should be willing to do something other than just wait for new
requests. The most general approach to this is simply to leave the meet of all
those terms and remove the 0. This ensures that at least one of the available

actions can be performed.

5 def o.get?(k) 5
DSpeCDstate - |:| x DSpng1 (Dstate,x,k)
keKey,z new
o.set?(k,v) 5
O D T DSpngg(Dstate,:v,k,v)
keKey,veValue,x new
] z!(v) 5
O ( — Dspec
Dstat
(x,v)eOuh 93( sta e,:v,v)
] z!() 5
M — Dspec
Dstat
| lzeOutg 94(Dstate,z)
5
M — Dspec
Dstat k
| (z,k)€lny ,u=get(Dict,k) 95 (Dstate,,k,v)
5
M — Dspec )
Dstat k
(I,k,’v)eh’lg 96( state,x, 77})

It is quite easy to show that Ds.pec4Dstatel C Dspec‘;’)StateL and we only briefly
discuss this in Appendix D.
Many different dictionary behaviours fit under this specification. For

example, by relevant strengthenings, we could insist that if the dictionary
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has a reply ready, then it must allow the environment to choose that action.
By further strengthenings, we could make the dictionary process a value and
reply before any other values are processed.

Regrettably, a deficiency of our notion of refinement means that our spec-
ification does not cover all acceptable dictionaries. The problem is that we
have not given silent actions any special treatment — they are considered
as normal actions. This makes our specification a little too strict, since a
refining process cannot perform new (but insignificant) internal actions. In
the next section we present an alternative specification whose behaviours
also satisfy the requirements. Although both the specification above and the
alternative can be expressed in sequential process specifications, neither is a
refinement of the other and there is no common ancestor of which both are

refinements. We discuss this in more detail in Section 7.4.

7.2.2 Alternative Specification

In this section we give an alternative specification for concurrent dictionary
objects. The difference in the specification is that the processing of set re-
quests is broken into two silent actions. Most significantly, we can allow get
requests to be processed while a set request is underway. The derivation of
the specification is very similar to the previous case, so we omit most of the
details.

We use the specifications Dspec’ and DspecllhR2 as before. We do need
a new version of Dspec? to reflects the extra silent actions we are assigning
to the processing of set requests. However, it is the fourth specification that
reflects the most interesting change: the state carried by the specifications
need to record the details of a set request which is underway. To the state

values carried by Dspec®, we add a new state component to accommodate
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this information. As there can only be one pending set request, this is a set

which either contains a single triple or is empty?:
Pending € N/ x Key x Value
We index specifications with the following state value:
Dstate = (Dict, Iny, Outy, Ing, Pending, Outs)

and define the following functions on those state values:

hy(Dstate,z,k) = (Dict,In; U {(z, k)}, Outy, Iny, Pending, Outs)
ho(Dstate, x, k,v) = (Dict, Iny, Outy, Ing U {(z, k,v)}, Pending, Out,)
hs(Dstate, z,v) = (Dict, Iny, Outy \ {(z,v)}, Iny, Pending, Outs)
hy(Dstate, x) = (Dict, Iny, Outy, Iny, Pending, Outy ~ {z})
hs(Dstate, x, k,v) =

(Dict, Iny ~\ {(z, k)}, Outy U {x, v}, Iny, Pending, Outs)
he(Dstate, x, k,v) =

(Dict, Iny, Outy, Ing N {(z, k,v) }, Pending U {(z, k,v) }, Outy)
h;(Dstate, x, k,v) =

(set(Dict, k, v), Iny, Outy, Ing, Pending \ {(z, k,v)}, Outy U {z})

2 Alternatively, we could have used a sum type, e.g. Pending € A x Key x Value+ Unit,

corresponding to a maybe value as used, for example, in Haskell [Jon03]
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Our new fourth specification will be:

3 def
DSpeCDstate -
keKey,z new
M
(k,v)€Key x Value,z new
M
(z,v)eOuty
M
| lzeOuts
M
(z,k)€Iny ,v=get(Dict,k)
M
(z,k,v)€Inz,Pending=0
M
(z,k,v)EPending

3/
z DSpeChI(Dstate,x,k)

o.set?{k,v) 3

—_—— DSpeChQ(Dstate,x,kN)
M DSpeci;(Dstate,%v)
=0 Dspeci;(Dstate,x)
— Dspecz;(Dstate,x,kyv)
— Dspec?z/ﬁ(Dstate,x,kyv)
— Dspeci;(Dstate,x,kyv)

Following a sequence of specifications similar to in that in Section 7.2, we

derive our final specification. If the sets Iny, Outy, Iny, Pending, Out, are all

empty, then
5 def
DSpeCDstate -
keKey,r new
D D
(k,v)eKey x Value,z new
Otherwise,

5 def
DSpeCDstate -
keKey,r new

U
(k,v)€eKey x Value,z new
0 (
(z,v)eOuty
Il
| lzeOuts
1
(z,k)€Iny ,v=get(Dict,k)
1
(z,k,v)€Inz,Pending=0
1
(z,k,v)EPending
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o.get?(k) 5/
T DSpeChI(Dstate,x,k)

o.set?({k,v) D 5
SPECh, (Dstate,z,k,v)
o.get?(k) D 5/
— SPECh, (Dstate,x,k)
o.set?{k,v) 5’
— DSpeC}m(Dstate,x,k:U)
z{v) 5/
AN DSpeChS(Dstate,%v)
z!() 5’
' DSpeCh4(Dstate,x)
Dspec;.
5(Dstate,x,k,v
Dspec;.
6(Dstate,x,k,v
5/
7(Dstate,z,k,v
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7.3 Designs for a Concurrent Dictionary

In this section, we consider how Oompa objects might satisfy the specification
for the dictionary. Our method is not sufficiently developed to support a
formal refinement that will take us from sequential process specifications to
Oompa programs. However, we can use our theory to “invent and verify”
such programs.

We will provide two implementations of a concurrent dictionary, one for
each of the specifications. In fact, we will use an extended Oompa which
supports a few features we have chosen not to formalise. We believe that a

version in pure Oompa would obscure the designs we present.

1. We will allow the abstract data type Dict defined in Section 7.1.1 to be

used as an Oompa type.

2. We will allow the expressions representing operations on the abstract
data type, get(d, k) and set(d, k,v), to be used in value positions. We
will imagine that they get reduced to the corresponding result exactly

when all their parameters are replaced by values.

3. We will use an informal approach to locking. We will provide primitives
“acquire lockname” and “release lockname”, both of which take a

single silent action when performed.

Both designs are quite simple, as we intend them to illustrate the rela-
tionship between Oompa programs and sequential process specifications. In

Section 7.3.5, we consider how we might provide more sophisticated designs.
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7.3.1 A Standard Design

We first provide a very standard design for the dictionary. Our design is a
class with a pure functional dictionary attribute, access to which is locked in

both get and set requests. The Oompa class which embodies our design is:

class Dictionary_Design_1

{
dict:Attr{Dict}

get?(k:Key) !<v:Value>
{
acquire lock
dict?d
release lock
return!<get(d,k)>

end

set?(k:Key,v:Value) ! <>
{
acquire lock
return!<>
dict?d
dict!set(d,k,v)
release lock

end
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A notable feature of this design is that the set method replies before
the actual request has been processed. This is a technique called an early
return [Jon92]. In Oompa, when a client invokes a method, it blocks until
it receives a reply; an early return means that the client is released as soon
as possible and can, therefore, get more work done. This technique has the
disadvantage that there is more code in the locked region and, hence, less
parallelism in the dictionary object. Of course, a design where the return

was put after the locked region would also satisfy the specification.

7.3.2 Justifying the Standard Design

Our approach to justifying that objects of this class actually implement the
dictionary specification is as follows. First, we consider the possible config-
urations which represent the states of such an object. Then, we present se-
quential process expressions which are weakly bisimilar to the configurations
but also formally satisfy the specification. Thus, we know the configurations
and the specification lie in the implementation relation =sat .

Consider a configuration which represents an instance of a dictionary
object, o. An obvious observation is that all of its agents must be code

from either a get or a set method. Thus, its agents fit into the following
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classification:
)
K}! = olacquire lock...| i€ 1.m
K? = ol[dict?d.. ] i€ l.ng
gets K? = o|release lock...] i€ 1..n3
K} = olzfl(v}).. ] i€l.ny
| K7 = ofend] i €1l.ns
4
K¢ = olacquire lock...] i€ 1..ng
K! = o[zI){)..] i€l.ng
K% = oldict?d.. ] i€1l.ng
sets
K? = oldict!D}..] i€ l.ng
K!® = o[release lock...| i€ 1.n
K! = olend] i€ 1l.ny

\

We can refine this, as we know that at most one agent can be holding the
lock on the dictionary at any one time. Thus, we know that there is only one
of the agents K?, K2, K], K?, K? and K!°. Moreover, there is no point in

e > .
distinguishing a K} agent from a K}! agent. Using =, we can reorganise a

configuration of the dictionary object into the following form:

0
= [dict — D]

Kstate = K| K& K4 K5 Kset| K ond

where the agents in K' are newly invoked get methods:

= olacquire lock dict?d release lock z}!(get(d, ki)) end] | ...
olacquire lock dict?d release lock z}, !(get(d, k; )) end]

The agents in K* are get methods which have performed their access:

K* = o[z1!{v}) end] | ... o[z (v} ) end]

n4 n4
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The agents in K% are newly invoked set methods:

olacquire lock x8!() dict?d dict!set(d, k9, v%) release lock end] |
K°=

olacquire lock «8 !() dict?d dict!set(d, kS ,v5 ) release lock end]

K®° is either Nil or contains a single agent of one of the forms:

(i) o[dict?d release lock x!(get(d, k)) end]

(ii) o[release lock z!{v) end]
The agent in K is either Nil or has one of the forms:

i) o[zl{) dict?d dict!set(d, k,v) release lock end]
ii) o[dict?d dictlset(d, k,v) release lock end]

iii) o[dict!D’ release lock end]

(
(
( [
(iv) o[release lock end|

The agents in K" are get or set methods which have finished their work.
K = olend] | ... olend]

We will show that our configuration Kstate is weakly bisimilar to the

following sequential process expression:

def

PDstate = *kGKey,x new z Pg1 (Dstate,z,k)
o.set?(k,v)

* *kEKey,UGValue,x new T > Pgs(Dstate,z,k,v)
z{v)

* *(ac,v)GOutl > Pgs(Dstate,z,v)
z!()

* *xEOutg > Pg,(Dstate,z)

* *(ac,k)eInl,v:get(Dict,kz),Outz:(B > Pgs(Dstate,z,k,v)

* *(m,k,v)GIng,Outgz@ ’ Pge(Dstate,z,k,v)

It is not difficult to show that ppgtate, Sat Dspec%statel. To show that Kstate |

R Ppstate, We need to construct a bisimulation. To do so, we will define
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a projection from the possible configurations of the object into the state
components of the sequential process expression above.

Given a configuration, Kstate, we define the following:

set(D, k,v) if K is in state (i) or (ii)

m (Kstate) = D’ if K5 is in state (iii)
D otherwise
m(Kstate) = {(z},k})|i€ 1.n1}
m3(Kstate) = {(x},v}) | i€ 1.n4}
{(z,get(D,k))} if K& is in state (i)
U {(z,v)} if K& is in state (ii)
0 otherwise

my(Kstate) = {(x8 k8, 0%) | i€ 1..ng}

19 Ve Ve

z} if K5 is in state (i
75 (Kstate) = o} V)
0 otherwise

We then define 7 as follows:
7(Kstate) = (m (Kstate), mo(Kstate), m3(Kstate), m,(Kstate), w5 (Kstate))

We now show the following is a weak bisimulation between configurations

Kstate and prstate):
S = {(KState7p7r(Kstate)) | VKState}

The definition of weak bisimulation is on page 114. To show that § is a weak
bisimulation, we examine each pair, (Kstate, pﬂ(KState)), and show that
e For each action that Kstate can perform to reach Kstate', Dr(Kstate) Call

perform an experiment with the same visible action to reach p xstate’)-

e For each action that pr(kstate) can perform to reach p', Kstate can per-

form an experiment with the same visible action to reach some Kstate'

where p’ = Dr(Kstate')-
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We reason somewhat informally but everything considered here can be fully
formalised.
First we consider the actions of Kstate:

o.get?(k) . 1 ;
————: a new get request arrives and a new K" agent is created.

e . o.get?(k)
This is simulated by prstate) performing

o.set?(k,v)

~ : a new set request arrives and a new K% agent is created.

o.set?{k,v
This is simulated by prstate) performing )

!
o 2.4 reply to a get request is issued and a K* agent is converted

!
into a K agent. This is simulated by pr(kstate) performing 2

!
o« 2 . a reply to a set request is issued. There must have been a K5

agent in state (i) which is changed to state (ii). So m5(Kstate) = {z}

x!
and the action can be simulated by prstate) performing = .

e ——: a K'! agent acquires the lock and becomes a K& agent in state
(). This can occur only when there are no other K8 or K" agents.
Let (z, k) be the values in that K agent and let v = get(m (Dstate), k).
The action is simulated by pr(kstate) performing a silent action and
becoming state py.(r(kstate)z,kw)- 1t can perform this action because

(7, k) € my(Kstate) and m5(Kstate) = ().

e —: a K" agent in state (i) becomes an K& agent in state (ii).

This is simulated by pr(kstate) doing nothing.

e ——: a K agent in state (ii) becomes an K* agent. This is simulated

by Pr(Kstate) doing nothing.

e ——: a Kb agent acquires the lock and becomes a K5 agent in state

(i). This can occur only when there are no other K& or K agents.
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Let (z, k,v) be the values in that K% agent. The action is simulated by
Pr(Kstate) Performing a silent action and becoming state pgr(kstate),z,k,v)-

It can perform this action because (x, k,v) € m4(Kstate) and m5(Kstate)

= 0.

o —: a K™ agent in state (ii) or (iii) becomes a K" agent in state

(iii) or (iv) respectively. This is simulated by pr(kstate) doing nothing.

o —: a K* agent in state (iv) becomes a K¢ agent. This is simu-

lated by prstate) doing nothing.

o ——: a K agent is removed. This is simulated by Pr(Kstate) doing

nothing.

Now we must reason that Kstate can simulate any of the actions per-

formed by Pr(Kstate) -
o.get?(k
LH> leading to state pg, (r(Kstate),s,k)- Lhis is simulated by Kstate

o.get?(k)

performing ———— | whereby a new K' agent is created.

o.set?(k,v)

e ———— leading to state pg, r(Kkstate),z,k,v)- L his is simulated by Kstate
set?(k, .
performing % , whereby a new K° agent is created.

o 2 leading to state pg,(x(kstate),e,0)- 1f the pair (z,v) is in 73(Kstate)
by virtue of belonging to a K& agent, then Kstate may need to perform
one or two silent actions to process this get request. After this, or if
the values already belonged to a K* agent, Kstate can now perform

!
the action ) , converting the K* agent into a K¢ agent.

2)

e —> leading to state py,(r(kstate)s)- S0 T5(Kstate) = {z} and there

is a K" agent in state (i) containing the corresponding x. Therefore
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!
Kstate can perform the action =4 , converting this K agent from

state (i) to state (ii).

o — leading to state pg,(x(Kkstate)kv) Where v = get(m (Kstate), k).
For this to occur, m5(Kstate) = (). If there is any current K& or K
agent (the latter must be in a state subsequent to (i)), then Kstate can
perform a number of silent actions to remove that agent and thereby
release the lock. Since (z,k) € my(Kstate), we know there is a K!
agent with the appropriate values. Therefore, Kstate can perform a

silent action and convert that K! agent into a K& agent in state (i).

e — leading to state pg,(x(Kstate)z,kw)- FOI this to occur, m5(Kstate) =
(). If there is any current K or K™ agent (the latter must be in a state
subsequent to (i)), then Kstate can perform a number of silent actions
to remove that agent and thereby release the lock. Since (x,k,v) €
m4(Kstate), we know there is a K% agent with the appropriate values.
Therefore, Kstate can perform a silent action and convert that K° agent

into a K" agent in state (i).

Thus, S is a weak bisimulation. This means that the implementation rela-
tion holds between the configurations of the objects of the class we presented

and the specifications Dspec?, ...

7.3.3 An Alternative Design

A design which implements the second specification emphasises the internal

parallelism of Oompa objects. We choose not to lock access to the dictio-

nary in get requests at all, although this prohibits the use of early returns®.

3 An implementation where get requests could occur in parallel with a set request which

has not been processed, but has already replied, has a clearly different behaviour than any
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Nevertheless, by moving the return outside the locked region, we gain more
parallelism in the dictionary object. This design is suitable for situations
where the frequency of get requests exceeds the frequency of set requests

(which seems plausible). Our alternate design is as follows.

class Dictionary_Design_2

{

dict:Attr{KeyValueDict}

get?(k:Key) !<v:Value>
{
dict?d
return!<get(d,k)>

end

set?(k:Key,v:Value) !<>
{
acquire lock
dict?d
dict!set(d,k,v)
release lock
return!<>

end

}

allowed by our requirements.
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7.3.4 Justifying the Alternative Design

Consider a configuration which represents an instance of a dictionary object,

o. Its agents fit into the following classification:

p

K} = ol[dict?d..] i€l.m
gets K? = o[22/ (v?)..] i€l.ny
\ K? = olend] i €1l.ns
( K! = olacquire lock...] i€ 1l.ny
K? = ol[dict?d..] i€ l.ng
ot K% = oldict!D¢.. ] i€ l.ng
K! = o[release lock...] i€ l.n;
K¢ = ol[z8Y)..] i€l.ng
\ K? = olend] i€l.ng

We can refine this, as we know that at most one agent can be holding the
lock on the dictionary at any one time. Thus, we know that there is only one

of the agents K?, KP, and K. Moreover, there is no point in distinguishing

. > : .
a K? agent from a K} agent. Using =, we can reorganise a configuration of

the dictionary object into the following form:

Kstate = K!'|K?| K4 K| K8 K
= [dict — D]

where the agents in K are newly invoked get methods:
K' = o[dict?d z;!(get(d, ky)) end] | ... o[dict?d z, !(get(d, k,, )) end]
The agents in K? are get methods which have performed their access:

K? = o[z3!(v}) end] | ... o[z? !(v2 ) end]

ng ng
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The agents in K* are newly invoked set methods:

olacquire lock dict?d dict!set(d, ki, v) release lock x1!() end] |
K*=
olacquire lock dict?d dictlset(d, k, ,vp,) release lock x () end]

y g Yng

The agent in K is either Nil or has one of the forms:

(i) o[dict?d dict!set(d, k,v) release lock z!() end|
(ii) o[dict!D’ release lock z!() end]

(iii) o[release lock z!() end|

The agents in K® are get methods which have performed their access:

K® =o[z}1() end] | ... o[z® !(v® ) end]

ng ng
The agents in K" are get or set methods which have finished their work.
K = olend] | ... o[end]

We will show that our configuration Kstate is weakly bisimilar to the

following sequential process expression:

def o.get?(k)
({Dstate — *kzeKey,x new z Gh; (Dstate,x,k)
o.set?(k,v)
* *kzeKey,UGValue,x new z > Gho(Dstate,x,k,v)
! {v)
* *(m,v)EOu‘m > Ghs(Dstate,z,v)
z!()
* *:vGOutg > Ghy4(Dstate,x)
* *(m,k)GInl,v:get(Dict,k) > Ghs(Dstate,z,k,v)
* *(m,k,v)EIng,Pending:(D ’ Ghe(Dstate,x,k,v)
* *(m,k,v)EPending > Gh7(Dstate,x,k,v)

where the definitions of functions hq, ... h; are given on page 208.
It is not difficult to show that gpsiate, Sat Dspec%statel To show that

Kstate| ~ gpstate, We need to define a weak bisimulation. We now show that
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we can obtain a meaningful projection from configurations of the above form
into the state components of the sequential process expression above. Given

such a configuration Kstate, we define the following;:

= D
= {(z},k}) | i€ lny}

177

( )
( )
m3(Kstate) = {(2?,v?) | i€ 1.ny}
( )
( )

= {(x;lvk;lyvf) | 1€ 1n6}

{z} if K*" is in state (iii)

) otherwise
{(x,k,v)} if K*"is in state (i)
me(Kstate) = f(D, K5 if K5 is in state (ii)
0 otherwise

In the definition of 7g, we must be careful if the K" is in state (ii), since there
are no explicit k and v values in the agent. We use the function f(D, K®)
to obtain such values as follows: First compare the dictionary value D’ in the
agent with the value D. If they differ, then the key value pair at which they
differ (this occurs at most once) provides our k and v. If they are identical,
then the update won’t affect the dictionary, so we can pick an arbitrary key
value pair, k and v, which agrees with D. f(D, K*") returns (z, k,v) where
x is obtained from the agent in K¢,

We then define 7 as follows:
1 (Kstate), mo(Kstate), m3(Kstate),
7(Kstate) = (m( ) mal ) sl )
74 (Kstate), m5(Kstate), m6(Kstate))

We now show the following is a weak bisimulation between Kstate and

Qr(Kstate) -

S = {(KSta’tea QW(Kstate)) | VKState}
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Given a pair (Kstate, q,r(Kstate)), we check weak simulation by considering
all actions of one component and making sure that the other component can
perform an experiment with the same visible action.

First we consider the actions of Kstate:
o.get?(k) . 1 .
———: a new get request arrives and a new K" agent is created.

get?(k

This is simulated by gr(kstate) performing o-get{h)

o.set?(k,v)
T

. a new set request arrives and a new K* agent is created.

o.set?(k,v)

This is simulated by g¢rkstate) Performing

! .
o M . a reply to a get request is issued and a K? agent is converted

!
into a K" agent. This is simulated by Qr(Kstate) Performing o) )
|
o M0 . a reply to a set request is issued and a K® agent is converted
!
into a K" agent. This is simulated by Ir(Kstate) Performing x—<>> .
e ——: a K! agent accesses the dictionary and becomes a K? agent. Let
(x, k) be the values in the K' agent and let v = get(D, k). The action
is simulated by ¢rstate) performing a silent action and becoming state

Qhs (r(Kstate),z,k0)- 1t can perform this action because (z, k) € 7, (Kstate)

and v = get(m; (Kstate), k).

e ——: a K* agent acquires the lock and becomes a K agent in state
(i). This can occur only when there is no other K* agent. Let (z, k,v)
be the values in the K* agent. The action is simulated by O (Kstate)
performing a silent action and becoming state gpg(r(Kstate),z,kv)- 1t can

perform this action because (x, k,v) € m4(Kstate) and mg(Kstate) = 0.

e —: a K™ agent in state (i) becomes a K** agent in state (ii). This

is simulated by ¢rkstate) doing nothing.
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e —: a K*" agent in state (ii) becomes a K™ agent in state (iii). Let
(z,k,v) = f(D, K*"). The action is simulated by ¢r(kstate) Performing
a silent action and becoming state gp, (r(Kstate),z,k,v)- It can perform this

action because (z, k,v) € mg(Kstate).

o ——: a K* agent in state (iii) becomes a K® agent. This is simulated

DY Gr(Kstate) doing nothing.

o ——: a K agent is removed. This is simulated by Qr(Kstate) doing

nothing.

Now we must reason that Kstate can simulate any of the actions per-

formed by grkstate)-
o.get?
%W) leading to state th(ﬂ(Kstate),x,k)' This is simulated by Kstate

. o.get?(k) 1 .
performing ———— , whereby a new K" agent is created.

.set?(k, . .. .
° Lx(vl leading to state g, (r(kstate),z,k,v)- 1 his is simulated by Kstate
set?(k, .
performing % , whereby a new K* agent is created.

z!{v
SV leading to state gpn,(r(kstate)z,v). This is simulated by Kstate

!
performing SV , whereby a K* agent is converted into a K¢ agent.

x!
° Sy leading to state gp,(r(kstate),c)- This is simulated by Kstate per-

!
forming i , whereby a K® agent is converted into a K¢ agent.

o — leading to state g, (r(Kstate)z,kw) Where v = get(m (Kstate), k).
Since (z,k) € m(Kstate), we know there is a K' agent with the ap-
propriate values. Therefore, Kstate can perform a silent action and

convert that K' agent into a K? agent.
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e —— leading to state gng(r(Kstate),z,kw)- For this to be occur, we know
that ms(Kstate) = (). Therefore, if there is a K" agent, it must be
in state (iii) and can perform a silent action to release its lock. Since
(2,k,v) € my(Kstate), there must be a K* agent with the appropriate
values. Therefore, Kstate can perform a silent action and convert the

that K* agent into a K** agent in state (i).

o — leading to state gp,(r(kstate)s k). Lhus ms(Kstate) = {(z,k,v)}
and, consequently, there must be a K*°* agent in state (i) or (ii). Thus,
Kstate can perform one or two silent actions to convert this into a K

agent in state (iii).

Thus, S is a weak bisimulation. This means that the implementation rela-
tion holds between the configurations of the objects of the class we presented

. . 5/
and the specifications Dspecp ;e

7.3.5 Further Development

The designs we presented in Section 7.3.1 and 7.3.3 are intended to illustrate
our development method. However, as actual designs for a concurrent dic-
tionary they are quite unsophisticated. Both designs involve a single object
which manages the whole dictionary. They require the entire dictionary to be
locked all at once. We briefly consider here some more sophisticated designs
for a concurrent dictionary that would also satisfy the specification.

Rather than having a single object manage the dictionary, we could split
the dictionary into separate objects, each of which would have responsibility
for only a subset of the set of keys. This gives us a much finer control over
locking and would allow us to share the task of running the dictionary to

many distributed machines. Designs of this sort are considered in [Jon92].
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One such design would involve a set of Oompa objects arranged as a
linked list. Each object in the list would manage a single key value pair.
Set and get requests can concurrently traverse the list looking for the object
managing their key.

Another very standard design for a dictionary would be a binary search
tree, although we would need to assume that the set of keys has some kind
of ordering on it. In this design, the objects are arranged in a binary tree
formation and, as in the previous design, each object is responsible for a
single key value pair. The core property of this design is the following: if an

object, o, is managing key, k, then

e all the objects in the left subtree beneath o are managing keys less than

k and

e all the objects in the right subtree beneath o are managing keys greater

than k.

Again, many concurrent requests can be operating on the tree at any instant.

7.4 Summary

In this chapter, we demonstrated how Sequential Process Expressions and
Oompa might be used in actual development. We derived two designs for a
very standard structure, a concurrent dictionary.

The first step was to discover the behavioural requirements of a concurrent
dictionary object. We started with the abstract data type of a dictionary,
which defines the abstract behaviour of its get and set operations. Before
tackling concurrency, we provided the requirements for a sequential dictio-
nary object. We were then able to give the requirements for a concurrent

dictionary object.
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Our next step was to give a specification of behaviour that satisfied those
requirements. Using sequential process specifications, we derived two speci-
fications for the behaviour of a concurrent dictionary. Unfortunately, there
was no generalisation of both specifications in our language.

Lastly, we provided two Oompa classes, one for each specification, which
embody our designs for a concurrent dictionary. We considered the objects
that these classes define and we were able to show that those objects lie in

the implementation relation ( ~ssit ) with their specification.
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Chapter 8

Conclusions and Future Work

The goal of this research was to provide support for the modelling and de-
velopment of distributed object-oriented systems. We decided to provide a
special-purpose formal method to this end. Although our formal method is
in an early stage of development, our research has lead to the development
of two components, Oompa and sequential process specifications. In this fi-
nal chapter, we review our achievements and discuss how we might take the
research forward.

We review the contents of the thesis in Section 8.1 and consider future

work in Section 8.2.

8.1 Overview

In this section, we review the material we presented in this thesis.

Our first task was to frame our problem by choosing an interpretation of
“distributed object-oriented systems”. Because of its generality, we decided
to base our interpretation on the CORBA object model.

We commenced the thesis proper with a review of the current state of
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the art. We considered various methods which we divided into three classes:
state-based approaches to concurrency, process calculi and concurrent object-
oriented approaches. We evaluated the methods as approaches to our prob-
lem but, ultimately, found that they did not precisely satisfy our require-
ments.

The bulk of the material in this thesis was concerned with Oompa. All
formal methods need a language for representing the concepts they work
with. We intended to discuss designs for distributed object-oriented systems
so, in line with our decision to avoid a semantic gap, we defined a language
which embodies many of the features of those systems. Oompa is an object-
oriented language whose objects support multiple concurrent invocations.

Our presentation of Oompa consisted of three parts: the static system,
which defines the syntax of Oompa programs, the dynamic systems, which
define their behaviour and the type system, which guarantees their type cor-
rectness. In defining Oompa’s static and dynamic systems, we gave a thor-
ough consideration to issues of naming and devised some algebraic techniques
such as isolated sum (see Appendix A) and p®*-constructions (see Appendix B,
Section B.1). In defining Oompa’s type system, we produced a minimal type
system suitable for languages with objects and channels. We supplied this
type system with a way of handling mutually referential class and interface
definitions, the expansion function (see Section 5.2.3).

In order to discuss and manipulate behaviour, we also developed a be-
havioural specification language called sequential process specifications. We
gave its syntax and defined its semantics in terms of a notion of satisfaction.
Although similar, we showed that the language is semantically different to
CSP (see Section 6.4.2). Most significantly, we defined a form of refinement

for our language which allows specifications to be developed incrementally.
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The refinement steps of such a development can be formally verified and,
importantly, can be justified in terms of requirements (see Section 6.6 and
Section 7.2). We described how the behaviour of Oompa programs can be
specified with sequential process specifications.

We indicated how our formal method might support development by pro-
ducing two designs for a concurrent dictionary object. First, we derived
behavioural requirements for such a dictionary object by semi-formal reason-
ing about its traces. From these requirements, we were able to incrementally
develop two behavioural specifications using sequential process specifications.
Lastly, we provided two Oompa class definitions and proved that their objects
were implementations of the specifications. These Oompa classes represent

two simple designs for a concurrent dictionary objects.

8.2 Future Work

In this section, we describe some possible future work.

The are many ways that our work on the language Oompa could be
extended. Considering first the static system, we note that our current
approach to naming requires many very similar results to be proved from
scratch. We believe that there should be a good generalisation of our nam-
ing techniques. Finding one would hopefully simplify many of the proofs
in Appendix B. Alternatively, a full investigation of the approaches we dis-
cussed in Section 4.2.2 might lead us to take advantage of their techniques.

A useful extension to Oompa’s static system would be the addition of an
expression language. Currently, Oompa’s computational syntax is minimal
and implementing algorithms of any sophistication involves numerous encod-

ings. An expression language would make Oompa programs much easier to
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write. There are two ways this might be done. One way would be to extend
Oompa itself by providing new syntactic forms and rules in the operational
semantics to give them behaviour. Alternatively, we could define sugarings
from an enriched Oompa syntax to the base language described in this thesis.

Considering Oompa’s dynamic systems, we note that the single result we
proved about the relationship between the two operational semantics is only
one of many. We chose this result as it guarantees that the labelled transition
system is consistent with the reduction system. Proving further relationships
that hold between them would strengthen our theory. For example, we could
show that all reductions have an analogous silent transition in the labelled
transition system.

Oompa’s labelled transition system requires the use of an equivalence sys-
tem. Even though we do take advantage of it in Chapter 7, this feature does
make reasoning over proof trees awkward. Many comparable systems in the
literature (e.g. the labelled transition system of the 7-calculus camstpc) pro-
vide a labelled transition system which does not require equivalence. It might
be worth developing a third operational semantics without this requirement.
The main reason we do require an equivalence system is to ensure that agents
have access to their object’s state. Without the ability to manipulate con-
figurations using equivalence, we might need to consider transitions which
describe access or update operations. Of course, this might be interesting in
its own right.

Oompa’s configuration-based dynamic system uses weak bisimulation to
identify equivalent behaviour. However, weak bisimulation (as we discussed
in Section 6.2.1) is only one possibility and there are many alternative be-
havioural equivalences we could have chosen. Weak bisimulation was a con-

servative choice, since it is relatively strong and it is unlikely that we would
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ever want to be more discriminating. Another way of taking our work further
would be a full investigation of alternatives. This might lead us to prefer a
weaker equivalence more suited to the systems we wish to discuss.

Although intended to represent designs for distributed object-oriented
systems, Oompa has no explicit notion of distribution. We could augment
Oompa with explicit distribution and there are examples of how this can
be done in the literature [CG98, Car94, RHI8]. One way would be to add
a notion of location and ensure Oompa objects reside at separate locations.
Location names might be values which can then be communicated. Locations
become interesting when we limit communication between them or allow a
location or an inter-location communication to fail. The particular choice
of how we might do this is likely to be heavily influenced by the CORBA
standard.

Sequential process specifications, as defined in this thesis, are only a step
on the way to the behavioural specification language we are looking for.
Ultimately, we plan on developing a language with a similar support for
refinement but which has the flexibility and power of the w-calculus. This is
likely to require a thorough reworking of the material of Chapter 6.

With regard to the language we have presented, however, there are a
few useful extensions we could make. One particularly appropriate change
would be to add support for object behaviour as standard. In our example
in Chapter 7, we had to explicitly manage the fact that our specifications
represented the behaviour of an object.

There are two obvious ways of taking our theory of refining simulation
forward. Refining simulation is not complete with respect to refinement. We
could seek to strengthen it, perhaps to handle more cases or even to make

it complete. Also, we could try to define an algorithm to find refinement
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simulations. Inspiration could be taken from our work on Oompa’s subtyping
system, where an algorithm is provided to determine whether a simulation
holds between two infinite structures.

Clearly, this thesis only presents the start of a formal method. Much work
will need to be done to build it into a full method. Considered as a devel-
opment method, a key feature to add would be support for deriving Oompa
programs from specifications. We also proposed our method for modelling
but we have not, as yet, explored this use. For both development and mod-
elling, further case studies must be done to develop techniques and evaluate
the method as a whole.

One task that might greatly increase the usability of our formal method
would be the development of tools. Currently, an Oompa parser and parts
of a pretty-printer have been written using the Haskell programming lan-
guage [Jon03]. The automation of well-formedness and type safety checking
would be desirable. It would also be useful to be able to animate the dynamic

systems.
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Appendix A

Isolated Sum

For many of the proofs in Appendix B it will be necessary to build renamings
with specific properties, usually by composing other renamings. A situation
can arise where two renamings we wish to apply potentially interfere with
each other. This short appendix presents our way of managing this, called
isolated sum, which constructs a composition of yet more renamings. To
avoid long composition expressions, we provide this construction with a no-
tation that we find intuitive.

Section A.1 gives the definition of isolated sum and proves that it has the
properties we require. In Section A.2, we elaborate some of the theory of
isolated sum. Section A.3 generalises it from two to an arbitrary number of

renamings.

A.1 Definition

Say the sets A and B are disjoint. We will often want renamings whose effect
is to manipulate the two sets independently. In general, the changes we wish

to apply to one set may interfere with the other, so we provide a way of
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temporarily isolating them.

Say A and B are finite sets of names such that A m B. Say p; and p
are renamings such that Ap; M Bpy. We define the isolated sum of p; and
po with respect to A and B as

Pl’AWL P2‘B = 04p, ©P2003 004, ©p100B

where 04,, shoves Ap; and dp shoves B.

We will refer to the sets A and B in an isolated sum pq|, + p2|p as the
1solated sets. Note that the restrictions in an isolated sum are part of the
whole expression and not part of the summands. The following diagram
illustrates how isolated sum enables two potentially interfering renamings to

be performed “simultaneously”.

N N N N N N N
o P1 dap, OB P2 dap,

- o o - - o
new { ‘
names
A
B
new { j """"""" j """""""
names
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ;

We say that two renamings p; and py agree on a set A if, for all n € A,

we have np; = npy. We will write this as p; ~4 po.
Lemma A.1.1

1. pily + p2lp ~a p1-
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2. pilat p2lp =B P2
Proof: Say n € A. Then

n(pil4 + p2lp)
= ( definition of isolated sum, choosing ¢4,, and dp appropriately )
NOBP104p 0BP20 4p,
= (n ¢ Change(dp))
nP104p, 0BP20 Ap,
= (np10ap ¢ Change(dp))
np15Aplp25Ap1
= (np1da,, ¢ Change(ps))
nP10Ap, 0 Ap,
= (ap ' =0ap)

npy

The case for n € B is similar. B

Corollary A.1.2 (AU B)(pi1|4+ p2lg) = Ap1 U Bps

A.2 Some Properties of Isolated Sum

The behaviour of an isolated sum on a name which is outside its isolated sets
is unreliable but it has nice properties when we restrict attention to those
sets. To support reasoning about isolated sums, we use agreement to capture
the notion of “equality on the isolated sets”.

When an isolated sum p;|, + p2|5 and a renaming p agree on the sum’s
isolated sets, i.e. pi1]4 + p2|z ~aus p, then we will just say that they agree.
Where there is no ambiguity we will drop the set marking on the relation

and write this as either pi|, + palg > p or p =~ pi|, + pa| 5.
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Lemma A.2.1 p|, + p|lp~p
Lemma A.2.2 p|, + p2lp = p2lp + pil4
Lemma A.2.3
1. 1f p1 224 pa then pi| 4+ plp = p2| 4 + plp-
2. 1f pr=p py then ply + prlp = ply + p2lp
Lemma A.2.4 If py >~ py then py >~ p;.

In general, agreement is not transitive because isolated sums may have
different isolated sets. However, if we are careful, the following result allows

us to reason in a similar way.

Lemma A.2.5 Say that p ~ pi|, + polz and pi|, + p2lg =~ p'. Then

p~auB P
Lemma A.2.6

1.po(pily+ p2lg) = (pop)ls+ (pop2)lg

2. (pila+ p2lp)op = (prop)ly,1+ (P20p)5,
Proof:

1. Since pi|, + p2|p is well defined, we can conclude that A h B and
Apy th Bpy. Thus, since p is bijective, we have Apip M Bpip so the
isolated sum (po p1)], + (p o p2)|p is well defined.

Say n € A. Then
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n(po(pils+ p2lp))

= (definition of composition)

n(pila+ p2lp)p
=  (by Lemma A.1.1)

np1p

= (definition of composition)

n(pop1)
=  (by Lemma A.1.1)

n((popi)ls+ (pop2)lp)
The case where n € B is similar.

. Since p1|4 + p2|p is well defined, we can conclude that A h B and

1

Apy M Bps. Thus, since p is bijective, we have Ap~! m Bp~! so the

isolated sum (p1 0 p)| 4,1+ + (p20 p)lp,1 is well defined.

Say n € Ap~!. Then

n((p1l4 + p2lp) o p)
(

definition of composition)

np(prla + p2lp)
=  (by Lemma A.1.1)

npp1

= (definition of composition)

n(p1 0 p)
=  (by Lemma A.1.1)

n((p1 o P)|A,rl + (p2 0 P)|B,rl)

The case where n € Bp~! is similar.
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A.3 n-Ary Isolated Sum

We can define an n-ary version of isolated sum in terms of the binary oper-

ation by repeatedly applying the following rule:

Pl‘Al"‘"‘Pn’An = (Pl’Al"‘---Pnfl’An_l) +Pn’An

(AIU"'An—l)

We require the following condition to ensure that the n-ary isolated sum will

be well-defined:
We can prove n-ary analogues of the properties of binary isolated sum.

Lemma A.3.1 Forie€ 1..n,

pila, - Pala, a4, pi

Proof: We use induction on n. The base case is where n = 2 and this
follows directly from Lemma A.1.1. Say that n > 2 and assume that the
result is true for all m such that 2 < m < n.

There are two cases for i. First, we consider the case where i = n.

prla, o pala,

= (definition of n-ary isolated sum)

(pila, +-o pntly, ) + Pula,

(AlU---An_l)
~4, (by Lemma A.1.1)

Pn

as required in this case.

Second, we consider the case where 1 <7 < n.
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pl‘Al_‘_...pn‘An

(definition of n-ary isolated sum)

(pila, +-o pntly, ) + Pula,

(A1U"'An—1)

~A,0-4, , (by Lemma A.1.1)

prla, oo pnala,

Therefore we have:

pila, + - Pula,
~y (AACAU---Ay)

prla, o pnaala,
~,, (induction hypothesis)

Pi

The transitivity of agreement on A; gives the result. W
Corollary A.3.2 (A U---A,)(pily, + puly,) = Ao U~ Aypy
Lemma A.3.3 p[, +---p|l, ~p

The n-ary version of Lemma A.2.2 allows the permuting of summands.
Lemma A.3.4 If a is a permutation of 1..n, then

p1|A +o pn|An = p1a|A1a +oe pna|Am

Lemma A.3.5 If p; ~4, p; fori e 1l.n then

pl‘Al‘i‘"'Pi‘Ai‘i‘"'Pn‘An:pl’Al‘i‘"'p;Ai"i_"'pn’Bn

/

Lemma A.3.6 Say that p =~ pi|, + - puly, and pi|y + - puly, =0

Then p ~a,0.-4, P
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Lemma A.3.7

1opo(pilg, +-pnla,) = (popi)ly, +--- (popn)ly,

2. (prla, +--pala)op = (prop)ly,, 1+ (pnop)ls,,
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Technical Results for Oompa

In this appendix, we elaborate on the technical aspects of our presentation
of Oompa. Most importantly, the proofs of many results stated in chapters 3
and 4 are given here. When a result is restated, it is annotated with a
reference to the corresponding result in the body of the thesis and the page
number where it occurs.

Section B.1 provides the proofs of several properties of the a-equivalence
system for code. Also in this section is a description of a proof technique we
make use of many times called the p®-construction. In Section B.2, we prove
some results about agents necessary for the rest of the appendix. Section B.3
gives the proofs for many of the results about configurations. We prove the

relationship between the two dynamic systems in Section B.4.

B.1 Results about Code

In this section we give the proofs of lemmas 3.5.1, 3.5.2 and 3.5.3.

Lemma B.1.1 For two pieces of code p1 and po,

P1 =a P2 = FN(p1) = FN(ps)
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Proof: We use induction on the proof tree that ends with p; =, po. If
the last step is justified by an equivalence rule or congruence rule then the
argument is obvious. We provide one example where the last step is a change
of bound names rule.

Say the proof tree is an instance of CHNG-INV:

o.mW vy, ... o) (11, . Tn) P =0 0ml vy, . 0) (TP, Tp) PP

where

FN(o.m! vy, ... v,)?(r1, ... 1) p) h Change(p)

Then

EN(o.mNvi,...0)2(r1p, ... T p) pP)
= (definition of FN(-))

(FN(pp) ~A{rip,...rwp}) U{o} UFN(v;) U...FN(v,)
= (by Lemma 3.4.5 and set theory)

(EN(p)p~A{r1,...mw}p) U{o} UFN(v;) U...FN(v,)
= (since p is bijective)

(FN(p) ~{r1,...7w})pU{o} UFN(v;) U...FN(v,)
= ((FN(p) ~{r1,...r}) i Change(p))

(FN(p) ~{r1,...m7w}) U{o} UFN(v;) U...FN(v,)
= (definition of FN(-))

FEN(o.mNvy, ... 00?7 (11, ... 70) D)

The second last step is justified by the fact that

EN(p) ~{r1,...ro} CFN(o.ml{vy,...0)?(r1, ... 70) D)
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We use the proof of the following lemma to exemplify a technique we will
use repeatedly. For this first use, we will give all the details but, later, we
will leave out most of the steps. We call this technique a p®-construction.

A p“-construction will be applicable when we are using structural in-
duction to show that a pair of Oompa structures are a-equivalent. In each
case, we will construct a renaming, written p®, which has two key properties.
Firstly, it will map the bound names of the outermost binder of one structure
to the bound names of the outermost binder of the other. Secondly, it will
leave the free names of the structures alone. In simple cases, p* can be built

using composition but, in more complicated cases, p® will be an isolated sum.
Lemma B.1.2 For a piece of code p and two renamings p1 and ps,

PP1p2 =a p(p2 0 p1)

Proof:  We use induction on the construction of the piece of code p. We
give two examples of the cases, which illustrate the argument in general.

Consider the case where p = c!{(v1,...v,) p. Then

bp1p2
= (expanding p)
(v, vn) P)p1p2

= (renaming procedure on pi)

(cpi!{vipr, - - vnpr) P'p1)p2

= (renaming procedure on ps)
cprp2(v1p1p2, - - vapr1p2) P'P1p2
= (composition)

C(P2 © P1)!<01(P2 © pl)u .- ~Un(P2 © p1)> P p1p2
=, (induction hypothesis and CONG-SND)
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c(p2 0 pr)vi(p2 0 p1), ... va(p2 0 p1)) P'(p2 0 p1)
= (renaming procedure for (p; o p1))

(cvr, ... vn) p')(p2 0 p1)
= (definition of p)

p(ﬂ2 o Pl)

as required.

Consider the case where p = create o: CIT p'. Then

pp1p2

= (expand p)
(create 0: CIT p')p1p2

= (renaming procedure, choosing J; appropriately )
(create 0d1p1: CIT p'd1p1)p2

= (renaming procedure, choosing d, appropriately)

create 001 p102p2: CIT p'd1p102p2

and

p(p2 o p1)
= (expand p)
(create 0: CIT p')(p2 0 p1)
= (renaming procedure, choosing § appropriately)

create 0d(py 0 py): CIT p/'d(p2 0 p1)
Our goal will be to show that
create 0d(py 0 p1): CIT p'd(p2 0 p1) =4 create 0d1p102pa: CIT p'd1p109po

We will use the change of bound names rule for create, CHNG-CRT, with a

renaming, p®, which will map od(ps 0 p1) into 0d1p1d2p2 and leave free names
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alone!. Let

po‘:p20520p105105op1710p271

We first show that p leaves free names untouched. Consider an instance
of a free name, n, occurring in create 0d(ps o py): CIT p'd(py 0 p1). Due to
the fact that new names are chosen when the renaming procedure encounters
binders, free names in p’ are not affected by the shove §. Moreover, any shoves
generated when the renaming (py o p1) is applied to p'd, will not affect free
names. Thus n = n'(p2 0 p1) for some name n' which is free in p’. We show

that n ¢ Change(p®).

(o7

np

= (definition of n’)
n'(pz o p1)p®

= (composition)
n'(p* o p2op1)

= (expand p®)

1

n'(paoda0prodiodopopopyop)

= ((mtoptopop)=1)
n'(pg 0 090 py 001 00)

= (composition)
n'001 010202

= (choice of §)
n'61p102p2

= (choice of ¢;)

'In this case, it is clearly easier to construct p® manually as the transposition

(08(p2 © p1) 061p162p2)

We choose to use a more general approach in order to better illustrate the p®-construction.
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n'p102pa

= (choice of d,)
n' p1p2

= (composition)
n'(p20p1)

= (definition of n’)

n

The last few steps of this argument are due to the fact that that 9, §; and d,
are shoves generated by the renaming procedure and so won’t affect the free

names of p’ and p'p;. So,
FN(create 00(ps 0 p1): CIT p'd(p2 0 p1)) M Change(p®)

Hence, p® can be legitimately used with the CHNG-CRT rule.

Now

P'o(pa o p1)p®
=, (induction hypothesis twice)

P'(p* o pzopiod)
= (expand p%)

P'(p200s0p10diodop ™t opytopyopod)
= ((dopi~toptopop 0d)=1)

p'(p2 002 0p1001)

« (induction hypothesis three times)

P'510152P2

and, similarly,
00(pg 0 p1)p™ = 0010102p2

We are finally in a position to use p*.
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create 0d(py 0 py): CIT p/'d(pa 0 p1)
=, (CHNG-CRT)
create 0d(py 0 p1)p®: CIT p'd(pe 0 p1)p”
=, (from above with CONG-CRT)
create 0d(pg o p1)p®: CIT p'd1p102p2
= (from above, 0d(py © p1)p™ = 001p102p2)
create 001 p102p2: CIT p'd1p102p2

as required. W

3.5.3

Lemma B.1.3 For two pieces of code, p1 and ps, and a renaming, p, P75

P1 =a P2 = D1P =a P2P

Proof:  We use induction on the structure of the proof tree of p; =, po.
We provide two cases which illustrate the approach in general.

Consider the case where the last rule in the proof is CONG-RCV:

Pi =a Ph
Ty, o org:Ty) Py = 2(r:Thy .o Th) Pl

Now
(c?(ry: Ty, ... 1) PY)p
= (renaming procedure, choosing §; appropriately)
cp?(ridyp: Ty, .. .rpd1p:Ty) Plo1p
and

(c?(ry: Ty, ..o 1) PYy)p

= (renaming procedure, choosing J, appropriately)

cp?(r10ap: Ty, .. .1 02p: Ty,) Phoap
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We use a p®-construction to show that
cp?(r101p: Tty .. . 1201:Ty) D101p =a cp?(1102p: T1, . .. 1002p: T),) Phdap

Let

pr=podiodrop”

Then, using an argument as in the proof of Lemma B.1.2, we can show that
FN(cp?(r109p: T1, . . . 1p02p: T,) pydap) M Change(p®)

which will allow us to use p* in CHNG-RCV.
So,

Pyd20p”
=, (Lemma B.1.2)
Po(po 8080 popody)
= ((zopopody) =1)
pa(pody)
=, (induction hypothesis)

pi(pedn)
=, (Lemma B.1.2)

pioip
and similarly
Ti02pp" = 1;01p
for each 7. Finally, we use p®,
cp?t(r169p: Ty, .. .100p: T, Phoap
=, (CHNG-RCV)

cp?(r10app®:Th, . . .1 02pp™: T),) Phdapp™
=, (from above, with CONG-RCV)
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cp?(r162pp™: T, . .. Tb2pp®:T},) pio1p
= (ridepp™ = r;01p for each i)
cp?(ridyp: Ty, .. .rpd1p:Ty) Plo1p

as required.

Say that the proof tree is an instance of CHNG-ACC:
ctr p=, ctrp pp
where FN(c?r p) h Change(p'). Now

(c?r p)p

= (renaming procedure, choosing J; appropriately)

cp?roip porp

and

(c?rp’ pp')p

= (renaming procedure, choosing d, appropriately)

cpTrp'dap pp'dap

Use a p®-construction with
o~ :poé’lop'iloéQop_l

to show
cp?rdrp porp =4 cp?rp'dap pp'dap

as required. W
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The following technical lemma is needed for the proofs of lemmas B.2.1

and B.3.9.
Lemma B.1.4 Say Change(p) h FN(p). Then pp =, p.

Proof: We use an induction on the structure of p. The only non-obvious

cases are the ones involving binders. These are illustrated by:

(new c: T p')p
= (renaming procedure, choosing § appropriately)
new cép:T p'op
=, (Lemma B.1.2 and CONG-NEW)
new cip: T p'(p o)
= (composition)
new c¢(pod): T p'(pod)
=, (CHNG-NEW)

new c: T p/
The last step is since

Change(p o §) C (Change(p) U Change(d)) M FN(new ¢: T p')

B.2 Results about Agents

Most results about agents stated in the body of the thesis follow directly from
the corresponding results for code, so we consider their proofs unnecessary.
Instead, this section proves some results about agents which are needed later

in this appendix.
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Lemma B.2.1 Say FN(g) C A and p; ~4 ps. Then

gp1 =a 9p2

Proof: Use an induction on the structure of g. The nil and parallel cases

are obvious. The case for primitive agents follows from Lemma B.1.4. B
Corollary B.2.2 Say p; and py agree on FN(g). Then gp1 =4 gpo-

The following result shows that a-equivalence and structural equivalence
are mutually non-interfering. Lemma B.2.4 proves that an instance of the a-
/structural equivalence relation can be split into an instance of a-equivalence
followed by an instance of structural equivalence (or vice-versa). We will need

this property for the proofs of lemmas B.4.7-B.4.10.

Lemma B.2.3

i

g1 g2 some g

g
g/

1Al

S o G2 someg

Proof: (=) We can use the proof tree of g1 =, ¢ to give a function f—_
which takes any agent with the same set of agents as ¢g; to an agent with the
same set of agents as g in an obvious way. It is easy to show that for any
agent go in its domain, we have gy =, f=_(90).

= go to give a function which

Similarly, we can use the proof tree of g
takes any agent with the same structure as g to an agent with the structure of
go. It is easy to show that for any agent gy in its domain, we have g Z Je(90).

It can be seen that f= (fu(g1)) = g2. Use ¢’ = fu(g1) as the required

intermediate agent. The case for (<) is similar. W

252



APPENDIX B. TECHNICAL RESULTS FOR OOMPA

Lemma B.2.4 For two agents g1 and go such that g, ;a go, there exists

agents g and g’ such that

v

9 a 9 g2
g/

v il

g1 a 92

Proof:  We use induction on the proof of g; %a go. The only interesting

case is where the last step of the proof is EQV-TRN:

> >
g1 =a 92 g2 =a G3

>
g1 =a 93

By the induction hypothesis, there must exist agents g1, ¢/, g5 and g4 such

that
_ / B J— ! B
g =a 91 = G2 =a Y2 = g3
L "o— i "o—
= g1 =a 92 = G2 =a I3

i

Now, by agent-=-EQV-TRN, we have that ¢; =, ¢]

>
= ¢g5. We can use

Lemma B.2.3 to give us ¢; Z g =o g4 for some g. We can then use agent-
=,-EQV-TRN to give us that ¢; = g =4 g3 as required.

Similarly, by agent-=,-EQV-TRN we have ¢; = 97 =a g5 Lemma B.2.3
gives us g1 =, ¢ = g5 for some ¢’. Use agen —%—EQV—TRN to give gq =

/

g =4, g3 as required. W

B.3 Results about Configurations

This section proves a number of results about configurations, most of which
were stated in the body of the thesis. The section is divided into three
subsections. Section B.3.1 gives properties of configurations under renaming.
Section B.3.2 gives properties of the a-equivalence system for configurations.
Lastly, Section B.3.3 gives properties of the structural equivalence system for

configurations.
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B.3.1 Configuration Renaming

This subsection gives the proofs of lemmas 4.2.2-4.2.4.

422

Lemma B.3.1 For a configuration K and renaming p, p101
FN(Kp) = FN(K)p

Proof: This is similar to the proof of Lemma 3.4.5 on page 72. We
use induction on construction of K. The only interesting case occurs when
K = K'{% and this can be tackled like the case given for that lemma. W

423
Lemma B.3.2 For a configuration K and a renaming p, p101

STATE(K p) = STATE(K)p

Proof:  We use induction on the structure of K. If K is either Nil or o[p|
then we are done, as the state will be empty.

Say that K = (K;|K3), then

STATE((K1|Ks)p)

= (renaming procedure)
STATE(K p|Kap)

= (definition of STATE(-))
STATE(K;p) U STATE(K,p)

= (induction hypothesis)
STATE(K;)p U STATE(K3)p

= (p is bijective)
(STATE(K;) USTATE(K>))p

= (definition of STATE(-))
STATE(K,| K2)p
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Say that K = K'{%, then

STATE((K'{2)p)
= (renaming procedure, choosing § appropriately)
STATE(K'6p{3%.)
= (definition of STATE(:))
(STATE(K"0p) U Dom(Adp)) \ Dom(Pdp)
= (induction hypothesis and set theory)
(STATE(K"9)p U Dom(Ad)p) \ Dom(P4)p
= (induction hypothesis and set theory)
(STATE(K")dp U Dom(A)dp) ~ Dom(P)dp
= (p and 0 are bijective)
((STATE(K") U Dom(A)) ~\ Dom(®))dp
= (choice of ¢)
((STATE(K’) U Dom(A)) ~ Dom(®))p
= (definition of STATE(:))
STATE(K'{X)p

4.2.4
p102

Lemma B.3.3 For a configuration K and a renaming p,

WF(Kp) < WF(K)

Proof:  We use induction on the construction of K. If K is either Nil or
o[p], then both K and Kp will be well-formed.
Say that K = (K;|K3). Then

WEF((K:1|K2)p)
< (renaming procedure)

WE (K1 p|K2p)
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< (definition of WF(-))
WE (K, p) A WF(K,p) A (STATE(K, p) th STATE(K,p))
< (induction hypothesis twice and Lemma B.3.2 twice)
WF(K,) AWF(K}) A (STATE(K, )p th STATE(K)p)
< (p is bijective)
WF(K,) AWF(K,) A (STATE(K,) h STATE(K))
< (definition of WF(-))
WF (K |K>)

Say that K = K'{}. Then

WE((K'{2)p)
< (renaming procedure, choosing d appropriately)

WE(K'6p{3)
< (definition of WF(-))

WEF (K'dp)

A(STATE(K'0p) h Dom(Adp))

A(OBJECTS(®dp) C (STATE(K'0p) U Dom(Adp)))
< (induction hypothesis twice, Lemma B.3.2 twice and set theory)

WEF(K")

A(STATE(K")dp h Dom(A)dp)

A(OBJECTS(®)dp C (STATE(K')dp U Dom(A)dp))
< (p and ¢ are bijective)

WF(K")

A(STATE(K’) th Dom(A))

A(OBJECTS(®)dp C (STATE(K') U Dom(A))dp)
< (p and ¢ are bijective)

WEF(K")

A(STATE(K’) i Dom(A))
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AOBJECTS(®) C (STATE(K') U Dom(A))
< (definition of WF(-))
WF(K'{3)

B.3.2 a-Equivalence for Configurations

This subsection gives the proofs of lemmas 4.2.5-4.2.9.

425
Lemma B.3.4 For two configurations K; and Ko, p102
Kl =a K2 = FN(Kl) = FN(KQ)
Proof: Use an induction on the proof tree of K; =, K. The approach is
similar to Lemma B.1.1. &
426
Lemma B.3.5 For two configurations K, and Ko, p102

Proof: We use induction on the structure of the proof tree of K1 =, K.
The only interesting case is where the proof tree is an instance of the CHNG-

SCP:
K{AEa Kp{i/;
Then
STATE(K p{3?)
= (definition of STATE(-))

(STATE(K p) U Dom(Ap)) ~ Dom(®p)
=  (Lemma B.3.2 and set theory)
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(STATE(K)p U Dom(A)p) ~ Dom(®)p
= (p is bijective)

(STATE(K) U Dom(A))p ~ Dom(®)p
= (p is bijective)

((STATE(K) UDom(A)) \ Dom(®))p
= (choice of p and Lemma 4.2.1)

(STATE(K) U Dom(A)) \ Dom(®)
= (definition of STATE(-))

STATE(K{2)

The second last step depends on the fact that FN(K{%) h Change(p) B

4.2.7

Lemma B.3.6 For two configurations K; and Ko, p104

Kl =a KQ = WF(Kl) = WF(KQ)

Proof: We use induction on the structure of the proof tree of K1 =, K.
Again, the only interesting case is where the tree is an instance of CHNG-

SCP:
K{AEa Kp{iﬁ;

Then,

WF(Kp{x")
< (definition of WF(-))
WF(Kp)
A(STATE(K p) h Dom(Ap))
A(OBJECTS(®p) C (STATE(Kp) U Dom(Ap)))
< (induction hypothesis, Lemma B.3.2 and set theory)
WF(K)
A(STATE(K)p h Dom(A)p)
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A(OBJECTS(®)p C (STATE(K)p U Dom(A)p))
< (p is bijective)

WF(K)

A(STATE(K) rh Dom(A))

A(OBJECTS(®)p C (STATE(K) U Dom(A))p)
< (p is bijective)

WF(K)

A(STATE(K) rh Dom(A))

A(OBJECTS(®) C (STATE(K) U Dom(A)))
< (definition of WF(-))

WR(K (%)

4.2.8
plo4

Lemma B.3.7 For a configuration K and two renamings p1 and ps,
Kpips =a K(p2 0 p1)

Proof:  We use an induction on the structure of the configuration K. If
K = Nil, then the result is obvious. If K = o[p], then the result follows in a
straightforward fashion from Lemma B.1.2.

Say that K = (K;|K3). Then

(K1|K2)P1P2

= (renaming procedure)

(K1p1|Kap1)p2

= (renaming procedure)

(K1p1p2| Kap1p2)
=, (induction hypothesis twice and CONG-PAR)

(K1(p2 o p1)|Ka(p2 0 p1))
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= (renaming procedure)

(K1|K2)(p2 0 p1)

as required in this case.

Consider the case where K = K’{%. Then

(K'{&)p1p2
= (renaming procedure, choosing §; appropriately)
®5
(K,(Slpl{mlll,))ll)m
= (renaming procedure, choosing J, appropriately)
K'81p162p2{ ngrnsim
and
(K'{X)(p2 0 p1)
= (renaming procedure, choosing § appropriately)
D(p2o,
K'6(p2 0 p1){ng22)

Use a p™-construction with

po‘:p20520p105105op1710p271

Then,

K'6(pa 0 p1)p®

« (induction hypothesis twice)

K'(p* 0 pyopyod)
(expand p®)

1 1

K'(pyodyopiodiodop™ 0py0p100)

o P2
= ((dopi~toptopop 0d)=1)
K,(PQ 000 p1 0 51)

=, (induction hypothesis three times)
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K'51P152P2

Similarly
D6(pa 0 p1)p® = DO1p102p2
A5(p2 © Pl)ﬂa = Ad1p102p2
Using an argument exactly as in Lemma B.1.2, we can show that

N(K'8(ps © p1) {321 ) th Change(p®)

Ad(p20p1)

Thus,

(1) o
K'5(p3 0 p){ Ramomm)

=, (CHNG-SCP)
K'§(p2 0 p1)p® { 22?;11)2
=, (from above, using CONG-SCP)

[o2) o
K'81p1bapa{ apiott )

= (from above, the dictionaries are equal)

K,51P152P2{(I’51p152p2

Ad1p102p2

as required. W

4.2.9

Lemma B.3.8 For two configurations K; and Ks, and a renaming p p104

K=, Ky = Kip=, Kip

Proof: We use an induction on the proof tree of K7 =, K5. There is only

one interesting case, where the proof tree is an instance of CHNG-SCP:

K{X=a Kpl{il;))
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Now
@ ®5
(K{A)p = Kdip{as),
and
By Bp's:
(KP,{A/;)/)P = KP/52P{A/;/522pp
Use a p®-construction with
P :poélop’_lo%op*l
An argument similar to previous proofs, using p®, will show that
B51p_ dp's:
K(slp{Alel/;:a KP/52P{A/;/522/;
as required. W

The following lemmas and corollaries justify many of the reasoning steps

used in the rest of this appendix.
Lemma B.3.9 Say Change(p) M FN(K). Then Kp =, K.

Proof: We use an induction on the structure of K. The cases for nil and
parallel configurations are obvious. The case for a primitive configuration

follows from Lemma B.1.4. We give the case for when K = K'{%.

(K'{X)p
= (renaming procedure, choosing § appropriately)
K'5p{3%,
o (Lemma B.3.7 and CONG-SCP)
K'(pod){Xs
= (dictionaries are equal)

P(pod
K'(po 5){A((/,),05))

« (CHNG-SCP)
K'{X
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The last step is since
Change(p o §) C (Change(p) U Change(8)) h FN(K'{R)
|
Corollary B.3.10 Say p1 and ps agree on FN(K). Then Kp; =, Kps.
Corollary B.3.11 Say FN(K) C AU B and p1|, + p2|g =~ p. Then
K(pils+ p2lp) =a Kp

In the following lemma, we use the fact that agent configurations are

syntactically valid configurations.

Lemma B.3.12 Say gl{ill =, 92{222. Then, for some renaming p such that

FN(go{x2) th Change(p), we have
Dop = Py ALY AN 92P =a 91

Proof:  We use an induction on the proof tree of gl{illza gg{ii. When
the proof tree is an instance of the EQV-RFL rule, the identity renaming
works.

Say that the last step of the proof tree is an instance of EQV-SYM:

92{2)2250& gl{ill

gl{ilza 92{2‘22

By the induction hypothesis, there exists some p such that FN(g; 211) n
Change(p) and

Q1p =Dy Aip= Ay 91p =a 92
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By Lemma B.3.4, we know FN(g;{}!) = FN(g2{%?) and, by Lemma 3.4.1,

we know Change(p) = Change(p™') so
FN(g2{33) h Change(p™")

Also

Pypt = (Pip)pt = O

Dop™t = (Aip)p™t = A
and

-1 _ -1 _ ~1 _

920" Za (G1P)p™ Za qilp” 0p) =@
Therefore we can use p~! for this case.
Say the last step of the proof tree is an instance of EQV-TRN. Then,

since =, preserves structure, the tree must end as follows:

a{=. g% 9{&=. (X

g1{X =0 g2{R2
By the induction hypothesis, there must be renamings p; and py such that
Pp = Py App = Ay 9 = G
Popy = @ Agpy = A 92P2 =a 9
where FN(g{%) M Change(p;) and FN(g2{22) th Change(p.). Now, by
Lemma B.3.4, FN(g2{%?) = FN(g{%)

n

(6]

FN(gQ{iQQ) M (Change(p;) U Change(pz))

Thus
FN(g2{X2) h Change(p; o ps)
Also,
Dy(prope) = (Pap2)pr = Pp1 = O
Ao(propa) = (Depa)pr = Ap = Ay

G2(propa) =Za (g2p2)p1 =a 901 =a G
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SO p1 © py can be our required renaming.
Say the last step of the proof tree is an instance of CONG-SCP. Then the

tree must end as follows:
g1 =a 92

gl{illza 92{%2
where ®; = &5 and Ay = A,. The identity renaming will work in this case.

Consider the case where the proof tree is an instance of CHNG-SCP:
gl{illza glp{illl;))
We know that FN(g;{X}) h Change(p), so by reasoning similar to the case

for symmetry,

FN(gap{x2) th Change(p™")

p

and
Pipp™t = Py

Aipp™t = A

g™t =0 ¢

Thus, p~! works for this case. No other cases fit, so we are done. W

B.3.3 Structural Equivalence for Configurations

This subsection gives the proofs for lemmas 4.2.10-4.2.13.

4.2.10

Lemma B.3.13 For two configurations K; and K, p106

Ki £ Ky = FN(K)) = FN(K,)

v

Proof: We use an induction on the proof tree of K; Ks. The two
interesting cases are FLATTEN and EXTRUDE.
Say the proof tree is an instance of FLATTEN:

P4 (PQ: D1UDo
K{Al Ag™— K{A1UA2
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Well,

PN(K {8 {22)
= (definition of FN(-)

(FN(K{%) UFN(As)
= (definition of FN(-))

((EFN(K)UFN(A})) N~ Dom(®;)) UFEN(Az)) \ Dom(Ps)
= (Dom(®;) h FN(Ay))

((FN(K) UFN(A;) UFN(A)) ~ Dom(®;)) ~ Dom(,)

)
) N Dom(®,)

= (set theory and definitions)

(FN(K) UFN(A; UA)) ~ Dom(®; U Py)
= (definition of FN(-))

FN(K{3/007)

where the third step is justified by a side condition of the FLATTEN rule.
Say that the proof tree is an instance of EXTRUDE:

>
K1|(K2{R) = (K| K2){}
Then,

FN(I[(K2{R))
= (definition of FN(-))

FN(K,) UFN(K>{%)
= (definition of FN(-))

FN(}) U (EN(K) U FN(A)) ~ Dom(®))
= (FN(K;) h Dom(®))

(FN(K,) UFN(K3) UFN(A)) ~ Dom(®)
= (definition of FN(-))

(FN(K;|K3) UFN(A)) ~ Dom(®)
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= (definition of FN(-))
FN((K:1|K2){R)

where the third step is justified by the side condition of the EXTRUDE rule.
[ |

4.2.11
pl106

Lemma B.3.14 For two configurations K; and K,
K, £ K, = STATE(K;) = STATE(K,)

Proof: We use an induction on the proof tree of K; z K;. Again, we only
examine the two interesting cases.

Say that the proof tree is an instance of FLATTEN:
>
E{X{%= K%,
Well,

STATE(K{X:{32)
= (definition of STATE(:))
(STATE(K{}!) U Dom(A)) \ Dom(®,)
= (definition of STATE(:))
(((STATE(K) U Dom(A;)) ~ Dom(®;)) U Dom(Az)) \ Dom(®P2)
= (Dom(Ajy) € FN(A;y) and FN(Ay) h Dom(®))
((STATE(K) UDom(A;) UDom(Aj)) \ Dom(®;)) \ Dom(®,)
= (set theory)
(STATE(K) U Dom(A; U Ay)) N Dom(®; U @)
= (definition of STATE(:))
STATE (K {3 0e:?)
Say that the proof tree is an instance of EXTRUDE:

K |(Fa{2) & (K0 Ko) ]
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Then,

STATE(K |(K2{3))
= (definition of STATE(-))
STATE(K,) U STATE(K»{%)
= (definition of STATE(-))
STATE(K,) U ((STATE(K,) U Dom(A)) ~ Dom(®))
=  (STATE(K;) C FN(K;) and FN(K;) th Dom(®))
(STATE(K,) U STATE(K,) U Dom(A)) ~. Dom(®)
= (definition of STATE(-))
(STATE(K,|K,) UDom(A)) ~ Dom(®)
= (definition of STATE(-))
STATE((K:|K2){2)

where the third step is justified by the side condition of the EXTRUDE rule.
[ |

4.2.12
pl106

Lemma B.3.15 For two configurations K; and K,

K £ Ky = WF(K;) & WF(K>)

Proof: We use induction on the proof tree of K; z K5. The two interesting

cases are FLATTEN and EXTRUDE.
Say that the proof tree is an instance of FLATTEN:

Py Py : D1UDo
}({Al AQZZ}({A1UA2
Then

WE(E {3 {x)
< (definition of WF(-))
WF(K{}})
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A(STATE(K{X) h Dom(As))
A(OBJECTS(®,) C (STATE(K{}!) UDom(A,)))
(definition of WF(-))
WF(K)
A(STATE(K) h Dom(A;))
A(OBJECTS(®,) C (STATE(K) U Dom(A4)))
A(STATE(K{X!) h Dom(A»))
A(OBJECTS(®,) C (STATE(K{3!) UDom(A,)))
(definition of STATE(-))
WF(K)
A(STATE(K) th Dom(A4))
A(OBJECTS(®,) C (STATE(K) U Dom(A+)))
(((STATE(K) U Dom(A;)) ~ Dom(®4)) h Dom(A,))
A(OBJECTS(®,) C
(((STATE(K) U Dom(A;)) ~ Dom(®;)) U Dom(A,)))
(Dom(®;) M Dom(Az) and OBJECTS(®2) h Dom(®P,))
WF(K)
A(STATE(K) rh Dom(A4))
A((STATE(K) U Dom(A;)) h Dom(Ay))
A(OBJECTS(®,) C (STATE(K) U Dom(A+)))
A(OBJECTS(®,) C (STATE(K) U Dom(A;) U Dom(Ay)))
(Dom(A1) M Dom(As) and OBJECTS(®;) th Dom(Ay))
WF(K)
A(STATE(K) th Dom(A4))
A(STATE(K) rh Dom(A,))
A(OBJECTS(®;) C (STATE(K) U Dom(A;) U Dom(A,)))
A(OBJECTS(®,) C (STATE(K) U Dom(A;) UDom(A,)))

A
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< (set theory)
WF(K)
A(STATE(K) h (Dom(A;) UDom(Ay)))
A((OBJECTS(®;) U OBJECTS(®4)) C
(STATE(K) U Dom(A;) UDom(A,)))
< (set theory)
WF(K)
A(STATE(K) h Dom(A; U Ay))
A(OBJECTS(®; U ®y) C (STATE(K) U Dom(A; U Ay)))
< (definition of WF(-))
WE(K{X0R)
Most of the reasoning steps depend on the side conditions of the FLATTEN
rule.

Say that the proof tree is an instance of EXTRUDE:
K |(Ka{R) = (K| Ko){R
Then,

WE (K1 |K2{R)
< (definition of WF(+))
WE(K,)
AW (K2{R)
A(STATE(K,) h STATE(K>{%))
< (definition of WF(-) and STATE(-))
WE(K,)
AWF(K)
A(STATE(K3) h Dom(A))
A(OBJECTS(®) C (STATE(K,) U Dom(A)))
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A(STATE(K;) M ((STATE(K5) UDom(A)) ~ Dom(®)))

& (STATE(K,) C FN(K,), FN(K;) f Dom(®)
and OBJECTS(®) C Dom(®))

WF(K7)

AWF(K,)

A(STATE(K?) h Dom(A))

A(OBJECTS(®) C (STATE(K;) U STATE(K>) U Dom(A)))

A(STATE(K;) M (STATE(K3) U Dom(A)))
< (definition of STATE(-) and set theory)

WF(K7)

AWF(K,)

A(STATE(K?) h Dom(A))

A(OBJECTS(®) C (STATE(K;|K>) UDom(A)))

A(STATE(K,) fh STATE(K,))

A(STATE(K) h Dom(A))
< (definition of WF(-) and set theory)

WF (K |K>)

A((STATE(K;) USTATE(K>)) h Dom(A))

A(OBJECTS(®) C (STATE(K;|K>) UDom(A)))
< (definition of STATE())

WF (K |K>)

A(STATE(K|K;) h Dom(A))

A(OBJECTS(®) C (STATE(K;|K>) UDom(A)))
< (definition of WF(-))

WE (K0 K2){R)

Most of the reasoning steps depend on the side conditions of the EXTRUDE
rule. ®
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4.2.13
pl06

Lemma B.3.16 For two configurations, K1 and Ksy, and a renaming, p,
> »
Ki=Ky= Kip=Kip

Proof:  We use induction on the proof tree of K1 = K. Again, the two

interesting cases are FLATTEN and EXTRUDE.
Say the proof tree is an instance of FLATTEN:

Dy (D B o1UD
K{x{a= K{AllLLJJAQQ
Then
By [P
(K {All AQQ)P
= (renaming procedure, choosing d, appropriately)
@ B9
(K{All )52P{A22522/;
= (renaming procedure, no shove necessary due to choice of ds)
P16 By0
(K02{xy5,) P anomp
= (renaming procedure, choosing §; appropriately)

®15261p (P2d2p
K 6901 0{ A\ 526101 Aniop

=, (by change of bound names and congruence; ¢ given below)
K281 p0{ N oo Ao
where § shoves Dom(®1d201p) N (Dom(Padep) U FN(Asdap)). We introduce

0 to flatten the above configuration. It is designed to guarantee the side

conditions of the FLATTEN rule, giving the following.
B15281p6 [ P2d2p B 016261 p5UP 25
K201 p0{ 5\ 505, A Kaap= K 020190 { K\ gmir piv iy
Two of the side conditions follow immediately from the choice of d:

Dom(®10201p5) th Dom(Podap)
Dom(@15261p5) m FN(AQ(SQP)
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. . . : Py [P
The third side condition requires some reasoning. Let ' = FN(K{x'{x3).
Here, we write type and state dictionaries in place of their domains to reduce

visual complexity.

Ay Ay
= (set theory)
(AN (FUDy)) M Ay
= (02 is a bijection)
(A1 N (FU®Dy))0o h Agdy
= ( by set theory (A; N (F U ®3))dy C Fdg U Pyds
and F'ds U 95 h D109
so (A1 N (F U Py))dy th P10
and therefore (A; N (F U ®3)d, h Change(dy) )
(A1 N (FU®3))0201 th Agdy
= (p is a bijection)
(A1 N (F U ®5))d201p th Agdap
= (since (A1 N (FU®y))d201p M $10201p
we have (A; N (F'U ®y))d201p h Change(d) )
(A1 N (F U P9))d201p0 (h Agdap
= ( by choice of ¢, observing Dom(A,) C FN(A,) and using logic )
(A1 N (F U P9))d201p0 (h Agdap
A D15201p0 M Agdap
= (set theory)
(A1 N (FU®D9))0201p0 th Agdap
A (A1 N P1)0901p th Agdap
= (set theory)
(A1 N (FUP,UDy))d201p5 M Agdap
= (A C(FUD,UD))

273



APPENDIX B. TECHNICAL RESULTS FOR OOMPA

A15251p5 h A252p
Thus the third side condition holds and by transitivity we have
$16261 pdUDoS
(K{21{%2)p = Koadipo {2y etz
Now considering the right-hand side, we have

UD
(K{A0x)p
= (renaming procedure, choosing ¢’ appropriately)

(®1UP5)5"
K¢’ {(A11UA22)6’p

We will now use a p*-construction to show that
010261 p0UD202p 1 (@1UDP2)d p
K525lp5{A15251p5uA252p—a K { (A1UA2)8p

and transitivity will give the desired result.

We define p® as an isolated sum:

pr =1, + (dopododyodop )|, o 4 (podyod op™t)

o, o5

To show that the isolated sum is well-formed we show that the isolated sets
we use have the correct disjointness properties. First,
16261 p0UP202
FN(K5251P5{21525£5Ldi25;;)
=  (by Lemma B.3.13)
FN((K{Z{%2)p)
=  (by Lemma B.3.1)
EN((K {3 {2))p
= (definition of F’)
Fp
= ( by Lemma B.3.13, since K{3! izé K{30% )

N((E{RTR))p
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= (by Lemma B.3.1)
FN((K{X\0x)p)
= (the configurations are equal)

(o2} <1>2 &
FN(K&'p {EAlLLJJAg )

The well-formedness conditions for the domain sets are Fp th 16’ p, Fp
Dy0'p and P10'p h Pyd’p and the well-formedness conditions for the co-
domain sets are Fp M ®10201p5, Fp M ®205p and P10201p5 th Podap . The
proofs of these conditions are similar to the proof of the side condition for
the FLATTEN rule we gave above, so we omit them.

We can use p® in the CHNG-SCP rule since it agrees with 1 on F'p and,

hence, leaves free names alone. This gives:

1 ((@1UD2)8 p / (P1UP2)d pp®
Ko {(Alqu §p—a Kopp {(Alqu )8 pp

Naturally (CI>1 U (1)2)5/ppa = (@15’p U (1)25/p)pa = @15251p(5 U <I>252p.

Using various properties of isolated sum, we have

po‘ opo o
— (definition of p*)
(]‘|Fp
+(dopodiodyodop g,
+(p05206/0p_1)|q>25/p )OpO(SI
~  (Lemma A.2.6)
(p © 5,)’Fpp_15/
—|—(5 opo 51 e} 52 ©) (5, o p_l opo 5,)’<1>15/pp_15'
+(p e} 52 0d o pil opo 5/)|<I>25’pp*15’
= (Fpp 0 =F, ®,8'pp~ 10" = &) and &y0'pp~ 10" = @y)
(po 5,)’F
—}-(6opo(510(5205lop_1OP05,)|<1>1
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—l—(poégoé’op_lopoé’)]%
~  (Lemma A.2.3)

plr

+(d0podiody)ly,

+(p 0 d2)lg,

We derive two statements of agreement from this. Firstly

)0 pod

~  (from above)
plp+ (0opodiody)ly, + (pods)ls,

~  (Lemma A.2.3)

(609081 00)p+ (60061 08)|g + (60008 06)]a,
( Lemma A.2.1)

(6opodyody)

12

and secondly

pa opo 5
~  (from above)

plp+ (0opodiody)ly, + (poda)ly,
~  (Lemma A.2.3)

(poda)lp+ (6opodiody)ly, + (podz)le,

~  (reorder, desugar the ternary sum and use Lemma A.2.1)

(po 52)’@2UF + (dopodio 52)’@1

Since FN(K) C F'U ®; U &5 we can use Corollary B.3.10 to give
K(p*opod)=a K(dopod od)
Similarly, since FN(A;) C F'U ®; U &5, we have

Ay(p*opod’)=A1(d0podiody)
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Since FN(Ay) C F'U &5 we have
Az(p* o pod’) = NAs(pod)

We can summarise the facts so far as

Képp® =, Kb361p0
(P1U D) pp™ = 1020100 U Podap
(AU A pp™ = A10201p6 U Agdap

Using CONG-SCP, we have

1o (@1UP2)d pp* 910201p0UP282p
Ko PP {(A1UA2)5’ppo‘:a K6261p5{A16261p6UA252p

The result follows by transitivity.
Say the proof tree is an instance of EXTRUDE:

K |(K2{3) 2 (K| K2){R

Now

(K1 |(K2{R))p

= (renaming procedure)

Kip|(K2{RX)p
= (renaming procedure, choosing §; appropriately)
K1p!(K251p{i?f;)

(CHNG-SCP and CONG-PAR; ¢ given below)
K1p|(K251p6{i‘f;£‘f5)

(EXTRUDE, by choice of §)
(K1p|K201p0) i%%

—

Ld

where ¢ shoves FN(K;p) N Dom(®d;p). Also
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(K| K2){X)p
= (renaming procedure, choosing d, appropriately)
(K1’K2>52p{if522pp
= (renaming procedure)
(K152|K252)P{i§2;)
= (Change(dy) h FN(K7))
(K1’K252)P{if$222
= (renaming procedure)

(K10|K252P){if52;;

The third step is since d, shoves a subset of Dom(®).

A typical p“-construction with
p*=(bopodiodrop )

gives us
(K1p|K202p){ X520 =0 (K1 p| K201 00){ X505

from which the required result is easily obtained. W

B.3.4 Labelled Transition System

In this section, we provide the proofs of lemmas 4.2.14 and 4.2.15.

4.2.14

Lemma B.3.17 Say K, and K5 are configurations such that p112

Lo» K-> K
2
for any labels I and ly. Then

STATE(K) = STATE(K")
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Proof: We use an induction on the proof tree of I', ® » K % K'. There
2
are only two interesting cases.

Say that the proof tree is an instance of the create object rule:

{0o’:CIT}

I, ® » o[create o": CIT p| — o[p]{{O,::@}

This adds an entry to the state dictionary of the right-hand configuration.
However, since it also binds it with an entry in the type dictionary, the state
doesn’t change across the transition.

Say that the last step of the proof is an instance of the scope restriction

rule:
Loud » K=K
2

rew K{§ > K%
The induction hypothesis gives us STATE(K) = STATE(K”). Then,

STATE(K{%)
= (definition of STATE(-))

(STATE(K) U Dom(A)) ~ OBJECTS(®)
= (induction hypothesis)

(STATE(K’) U Dom(A)) ~ OBJECTS(®)
= (definition of STATE(-))

STATE(K'{%)

as required in this case. W

Lemma B.3.18 Say K, and K5 are configurations such that
I,ow» K j—; K’

for any labels Iy and ly. Then

WF(K) = WF(K')
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Proof: We use induction on the proof tree of I', ® » K B K7 Most of

l2
the cases are obvious, so we only give three cases.

Say that the last step of the proof tree is an instance of the scope restric-

tion rule:
LoUd s K~ K
2

ro ’
Lo e K{§ 4= K'{%
Then the induction hypothesis gives us WF(K) = WF(K’).

WR(K{Z)
= (definition of WF(-))

WF(K)

A(STATE(K) th Dom(A))

A(OBJECTS(®") C (STATE(K) U Dom(A)))
= (induction hypothesis and Lemma B.3.17)

WF(K')

A(STATE(K’) i Dom(A))

A(OBJECTS(®') C (STATE(K’) U Dom(A)))
= (definition of WF(-))

WF(K'{%)

as required in this case.

Say that the proof tree is an instance of the create object rule:

I, ® » o[create o': CIT p| — o[p]{g:g@T}}

Then
WF(o[create o": CIT p]) = true

and
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WE (olp]{{0:54))
< (definition of WF(-))

W (ofp])

A(STATE(o[p]) M Dom({o" := (}))

A(OBJECTS({0": CIT}) C (STATE(o[p]) U Dom({0" := 0})))
< (definitions of the various functions)

(true A true A true)
< (logic)

true

Say that the last step of the proof tree is an instance of the communication

rule:
T.o» K, clv1,..vn) K T.o» K, e?{v1,...0n) K
L, » K|Ky — Ki|K,

So we have

WF (K |K>)

< (definition of WF(+))
WEF(K))
AWEF(K3)

ASTATE(K) th STATE(K.)
< (induction hypothesis and Lemma B.3.17)
WF(K7)
AWF(KY)
ASTATE(K?) th STATE(KY)
< (definition of WF(-))
W (] i)
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B.4 Flatten and the Relationship

In this section we give the proofs of results 4.3.1-4.3.5. These results prove
properties of the Flatten algorithm and establish the relationship between the

configuration-based dynamic system and the agent-based dynamic system.

4.3.1
pl19

Theorem B.4.1 For a configuration K,

WF(K) = K £ Flatten(K)

Proof: We use an induction on the structure of K. The two base cases

are easy:
K = Nil

K = olp]

Say that K has the form K’{% and that Flatten(K’) = ¢’{%,. Then

Nil{f = Flatten(K)
o[p]{g = Flatten(K)

v v

Flatten(K) = ¢'6{%5%
where § shoves (Dom(®) UFN(A)) N Dom(®’). Since WF(K') we know that
WEF(K') by the definition of WF(-). Thus, the induction hypothesis applies
to K'. Therefore
K
z (induction hypothesis)

Flatten(K")

{assumption)
g{&
=, (CHNG-SCP; FN(¢'{%,) th Change(d))

9'5{%5

By choice of §, we have the following two properties:

Dom(®'0) m Dom(®)
Dom(®'0) mh FN(A)
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Since we know Dom(A) C FN(A), the second of these gives us Dom(®'d) rh
Dom(A). Now

Dom(A)
m (WF(K))
STATE(K")
= (Lemma B.3.14)
STATE(¢'6{%3)
= (definition of STATE(:))
(STATE(¢'d) U Dom(A’6)) ~ Dom(®’4)
=  (STATE(g'0) = 0, since agents have no state)
Dom(A’0) \ Dom(®'6)

Since we know Dom(A) h Dom(®'0) we get
Dom(A'd) m Dom(A)

These properties justify the following reasoning and also reassure us that, in
this case, well-formed configurations can be flattened without a clash between

state dictionaries.

K'{}

(from above, using CONG-SCP)
9 XHR

(FLATTEN)

(9/5)Ud
g'o {(A/J)UA

11\

lllw

Hence

K Z Flatten(K)

as required.
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Next, consider the case where K has the form (K;|K3) and say that
Flatten(K;) = gi{X' and Flatten(kK5) = go{%2. Then

Flatten(Ki| K2) = (9101]9202) {35,055,

where d5 shoves FN(gl{ill)ﬁDom(CDQ) and 0, shoves (FN(g209) UDom(®205)U
FN(As0,)) N Dom(®;).

Since WF(K), we know that WF(K;) and WF(K,) by the definition
of WF(+). Thus, the induction hypothesis applies to K; and K,. Using

arguments similar to the above case, we know that

» b6
Kl = 9151 A11511
» D90
Ky = g209 A22522

By the choice of d;, we know that

Dom(@lél) m DOIH(@Q(SQ)
Dom(@lél) m FN(A252)

Using arguments similar to the above case, we have

STATE(K;) = Dom(A;)~ Dom(®,)

= Dom(A;d;) ~ Dom(®;0;)
STATE(K,) = Dom(Ajz) \ Dom(Ps)
= Dom(Asds) \ Dom(®P2d5)

Since WF(K), we also know that STATE(K}) h STATE(K>). Thus,
Dom(A161) ~ Dom(®141) h Dom(Ayd2) \ Dom(P2ds)
But then

Dom(A16;) ~ Dom(®;0,)

C  (definitions)
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FN(g101{X%5))

= (Lemma B.3.4)
FN(g:{x})

M (choice of ds)
Dom(®405)

Consequently, Dom(A;d7) ~ Dom(®1d;) h Dom(Azd,). Using Dom(P46;) rh

Dom(Ayds) from above gives us
DOHI(Al(Sl) m DOm(A252)

This property reassures us that well-formed configurations can be flattened
without a clash between state dictionaries. The properties we have estab-

lished above justify the following reasoning.

(K| K2)
(induction hypothesis and CONG-PAR)
(91{2}192{22)
o (CHNG-SCP and CONG-PAR)

Ld

(g1{X" [g202{22%2)

(EXTRUDE; FN(gi{X") h Dom(®24,))
(91{2" 1g202){ 2%

« (CHNG-SCP, CONG-PAR and CONG-SCP)

Ld

(9101 { X% [gad) {22

(PAR-ABL and CONG-SCP)
(920 (1 {225 {223,

(EXTRUDE and CONG-SCP; FN(g282) h Dom(®,6,;))
(9252|9151){211fi 222?522

(FLATTEN)

11\

lllw

Ld

5
(9252 |91 51) 211?15222522
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Z  (PAR-ABL and CONG-SCP)
(910119202){ R 5.0 A%
Thus

K Z Flatten(K)

as required. W

We will need the following two technical lemmas?.
Lemma B.4.2 Say that Flatten(K) =, gl{ill. Then
Flatten(K{R) =a g1p{x"0a

for some/for any renaming p satisfying Dom(®) h Dom(®P;p) and FN(A) M
Dom(®p).

Proof: Say
Flatten(K) = ¢'{%
Flatten(K{2) — ¢/o{33%
Now ¢'{% =, gl{ill so, by Lemma B.3.12, there exists some renaming p’ such
that
Dypf = 0 Al = A 9 =a g
For the “for some” case, let p = § o p’. Then
o1 pUP

g1{ a0

= (definition of p)

P4 (dop’ ) UD
g1(00p) All((éol;))/))UA

2t is interesting to observe that Lemmas B.4.2 and B.4.3 seem to have the 3/V property
discussed by Gabbay and Pitts [GP99] for formulas involving the choice of fresh names.

They introduce the quantifier “1” to capture this notion.
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=, (Lemma 4.1.8 and CONG-SCP)
D SR
=, (properties of p/, Lemma 4.1.9 and CONG-SCP)
904
For the “for any” case, say that p has the required properties. Let F' =
FN(Flatten(K{%)). We use a p®construction. Let

p*=1p+ (5°plop_1)}q>1p+ 1

We can use p® to show that

D1 pUD 1< ®sUdP
glp{AlpUA—Ot g 5{A'5uA

as required. W

Lemma B.4.3 Say that
Flatten(K;) =, ¢i{x
Flatten(K3) =, gg{iz
Then
Flatten(K,|Ks) =, (91P1’92P2){211§%?2’;22

for some/for any p1 and py satisfying

FN(g1{2})  Dom(®,p,)
Dom(®1p1) th FN(gap2)

Dom(®1p;) th Dom(Psps)
Dom(®p1) h FN(Agps)

Proof: Say
Flatten(K;) = gi{i}l
@
Flatten(Ky) = gé{A;
Flatten(K)|/2) = (gi01]g02){al oo,
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Now, gi{i/,lza gl{ill and gé{ilzza gg{iz so, by Lemma B.3.12, there are

renamings p) and pj, such that

Qpp = P Popy = By
Ay = A ANoply = A
gipl =a 91 G2Py =a 9o

For the “for some” case, let p; = 6; o p| and py = 09 0 pf,. Then

(9191 \92P2){ilf,))115¢§2pp22

= (definition of p; and ps)

dq1(d10 UPs(do0
(91(81 0 )] 28 0 pi) {1 o)z 0zore)

o (Lemma 4.1.8, CONG-PAR and CONG-SCP)

/ / D1p101UP2p202
(glp161 |92p262){A1p151UA2p2)52

=, (Lemma 4.1.9, CONG-PAR and CONG-SCP)
q>/161Uq>/262
(9101]9502) Al 51UALS,
For the “for any” case, say that p; and ps have the required properties.

Let F = FN(Flatten(K|K3)). We use a p*-construction. Let
pr=1p+ Gropropm™ g, + (20000 )y,
We can use p* to show that
(9101]9202) (X207 =4 (618119502) (X1 v
as required. W
Lemma B.4.4 For a configuration K and a renaming p,
Flatten(Kp) =, Flatten(K)p

Proof: We use an induction on the structure of K. This is obvious for the
case where K = Nil.

Consider the case where K = o[p]. Then
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Flatten(o[p]p)

= (renaming procedure)

Flatten((op)[pp])
= (Flatten algorithm)

(0p) [pI{}

= (renaming procedure)

olplp{§

= (renaming procedure)

(olpl{§)p

= (Flatten algorithm)
Flatten(o[p])p

as required in this case.

Consider the case where K = K'{%. Say Flatten(K’) = ¢’{%,. Then
Flatten(K) = ¢'6{%5%
SO

Flatten(K)p
= (by above)
(g'0{ X528 )p
= (renaming procedure, choosing J; appropriately)

/ <I> 5Uq> 51p
551P{ (A/SUA)S1 p

Now
(K'{R)p

= (renaming procedure, choosing J, appropriately)

@5
K /52P{A522/;
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and

Flatten(K’dqp)
=, (induction hypothesis twice)
Flatten(K")dap
=, (Lemma B.3.7)
Flatten(K")(p o d2)
= (assumption)
(g'{X)(pod2)
= (renaming procedure, choosing J3 appropriately)

P’ 53 (pod:
g'd3(po 52){A’6Z(/:)0522))

Therefore, by Lemma B.4.2, we know that there is some renaming p’ such

that

Boap _ ®'63(poda)p' UDO
Flatten(K'd2p{ x5.7) =a 9'03(p 0 52)0/{A'52((ppoaz))l;'uA;2€)

We use a p®-construction. Let F' = FN(K’{%) and

(87

P = 1‘Fp
+(podiododzodopto p/_l)}é’és(/w&)/?’
+ (p o) 51 o 52 o p71)|<1>62p

As before, we can use p® to show that

(®'8UD)1p __ D' §3(poda)p' UPd2p
'5510{(A/5UA s1p=a 9'03(P © 02) 0§ n153 (potm)prUrcep

from which the required result is easily obtained.

Consider the case where K = (K;|K>) and
Flatten(K;) = ¢1{%
Flatten(Kg) = g2{A2

Then

Flatten(K1|K2) — (9151|9262) 211%11%‘2225522
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SO
Flatten(K;|K2)p = ((g101]9202) iﬁ?ﬂ%ﬁfﬁp
_ (®161UD252)5
= (9151|9252)6p{(A11511UA22522)6pp
Now
(K| Ks)p = Kip|Kap
So
Flatten (K p)
=, (induction hypothesis)
(gl{iﬁ)P
= (renaming procedure, choosing §} appropriately)
@16
gl(sip{Allalfll;
and
Flatten(Ksp)
=, (induction hypothesis)
(92{21)P
= (renaming procedure, choosing §} appropriately)
D26,
925§p{A2252;)

Therefore, by Lemma B.4.3, we can chose two renamings p; and p, with

appropriate properties such that

D18 pp1UP26,
Flatten((K1|K2)p) =a (glfﬁppl‘925§PP2){Allalfll,)f;llquazppr

We use a p*-construction. Let F' = FN(K|K;) and

pr = 1‘Fp
_|_(p 0dodo (51 o P_l o p1_1>’<1>153pp1

—|-(p odo 52 ¢} (% o pfl o p271)|<1>25§pp2
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We use p® in the typical way to show
(P161UDP202)6p __ D187 pp1UD2685pp:
(9151\9252)5/){(A11511U§2§2)5€,=a (9151001’925§PP2){Allél’lppiugip;

from which the required result is easily obtained. ll

43.3
Theorem B.4.5 Say that Ky and Ks are configurations such that K1 =, Ko, [P119

and that
Flatten(K;) = ¢ ill

Flatten(K,) = gg{ii

Then, for some renaming p such that FN(go{X) th Change(p) we have
Dop = Py ALY AN 92P =a 91

Proof: We use an induction on the proof tree of K; =, K5. The case for
EQV-RFL is obvious.
Consider the case where the last step of the proof tree is an instance of
EQV-SYM:
Ky, =, K,
K=, K>

By the induction hypothesis there is some renaming, p, such that

Qp =y Aip= 1Ay g1P =a 92

and

FN(g1{%) h Change(p)

Well, FN(g1{%}) = FN(g2{%2) using results B.3.4, B.3.13 and B.4.1. Also
Change(p) = Change(p™!), so

FN(gg{ii) M Change(p’l)
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Now
Dipt = (Pap)pt = Py(plop) = Dy

Ap™t = (Dgp)p™' = Qo(plop) = Ay

and, using lemmas 4.1.9 and 4.1.8,

0 g2(p top)=go

g1p"" =0 (g2p)p"

Therefore p~! can be our required renaming.

Say the last step of the proof tree is an instance of EQV-TRN:

K =, K K=, K,
K, =, Ky

and say that Flatten(K) = g{%. Then, by the induction hypothesis, there

are renamings p; and py such that
Ppr = Oy App = A ap =a g1
Qopy = P Agpy = A 92P2 =a 9

and
FN(g{X) M Change(p:)

FN(gg{‘ii) M Change(ps)

Again, by results B.3.4, B.3.13 and B.4.1 we have, FN(g2{%*) = FN(¢{%) so

FN(gQ{iQQ) M Change(p;) U Change(p,)

Hence
FN(g2{2) th Change(p; o ps)
Now
@2(01002) = (¢202)Pl = Pp = D
A2(01002) = (A2P2)P1 = App = A

g(p1op2) =Za (g2p2)p1 =a 901 =a G
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Therefore p; o py can be our required renaming.
Consider the case where the last step of the tree proof is an instance of

CONG-PAR:
K| =, K} K| =, KJ

(Ki|KY) = (K3 K3)

Say
Flatten(K]) = gi{i/l’l
Flatten(K}) = gé{i/z
Flatten(K{) = gi/{i,{/
Flatten(KY) = g4 i%;,
Flatten(I{|KY) = (gidu]gt0) {0 nin
Flatten(K3|K3) = (gh0algs0){am,

By the induction hypothesis, there are renamings p and p’ such that

Php = P Ay = A} 9P =a G
Oyp = Y Agpl = AY 950 =a Y

Let F = FN(Flatten(K}|KY)) and let
p* =1+ (bropo 52)|<1>’252 + (dyop'o 5é)|<1>’2’6;
Then F' rh Change(p®) and we can show

(9502]9505)p%  =a 91011970}
(DL, U DLoL)p~ = L6 U Do)
(ALo UALS)pr = Ald UATH
which is sufficient for the result in this case.

Say the last step of the proof tree is an instance of CONG-SCP:

K| =, K},
Ki{X=a K5{R
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Say
Flatten(K]) = ¢ ill
Flatten(K}) = 92{222
Flatten(K7{%) 7161 Zfﬂtﬁ
Flatten(K5{%) = ¢205 222%22%2

By the induction hypothesis, there is some renaming p such that
Qop =Py Aop =14 920 =a 91
Let F' = FN(Flatten(K3{%)) and let
P = 1‘F + (d10po 52)‘@262 + 1‘c1>
Then F' rh Change(p®) and
(P20 U D)p* = 16, UD (Agdy UA)p® = Ao UA §202p" =4 g101

as required in this case.

Say the last step of the proof tree is an instance of ALPHA-COD:

P1 =a P2

olp1] =a o[po]
Then
Flatten(o[p]) = 0[191]{8
Flatten(o[ps]) = 0[]92]{8
The identity renaming will work in this case.

Say the tree proof is an instance of CHNG-SCP:
_ oy
K{ =a KP/{AZ'

Say that
Flatten(K) = ¢{%
Flatten(K{%) = g¢'6{%%%
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By Lemma B.4.4

Flatten(Kp') =, (g’{i’/)p/ _ 9/5'/)’{2/,‘?,’:,
so, by Lemma B.4.2, we can find p” such that

Flatten (K p’ {Z”;) =. g0 p)p" i/g/’;/f;llllﬂi’;,
Let F = FN(Flatten(K5/{%))) and let

“— 1], + 5od o /flo /—1
p |p+ ( pop )q),é,p,p,, Ry

We can use p* to show that
(q)l(')‘lp/p/luq)pl)pa — @/(')‘U@
(A’(S’p’p”UAp’)pa = ASUA
(g0 p")p" =a g0

as required in this case. B

Theorem B.4.6 Say K, and K, are configurations such that K, z Ky and

that
Flatten(K7;) = ¢ ill

Flatten(Ks) = g¢.{%

Then, for some renaming p such that FN(g2{%) th Change(p) we have
>
CI)Qp = ¢, AQP = A1 92p =a J1

Proof:  We use an induction on the proof of K; z K5. As many of the
cases can be approached exactly as in Theorem B.4.5, we only consider those
cases which differ.

Say that the last step of the proof tree is ALPHA. Then the result follows
directly from Theorem B.4.5.
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Say that the proof tree is an instance of PAR-ID:
K|Nil £ K
and that Flatten(K) = g{X. Then
Flatten(K|Nil) = (g|nil){%

We can use the identity renaming, since (g|nil) %a g.

Say that the proof tree is an instance of PAR-ABL:

K1|K2£K2|K1
Say
Flatten(K;) = ¢ ill
Flatten(K,) = 92{222
Flaten(F, 1K) = (o) (4255
Flatten(K,|K;) = (925§|9151){Z?;321§3

Let F' = FN(K,|K;) and let
p* =1|p+ (620 6é)|<1>25; + (610 6i)|<1>15;

Then

i

(920519101)p™ =a (9202]g101) =a (9202]9161)

and
(<I>2c5§ U @161)pa = @161 U @252

(AQ(Sé U Alcﬁ)po‘ = A151 U A252
Say the tree proof is an instance of PAR-ASS:

(K| )| K3 2 K| (K| Ks)
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Say
Flatten(K;) = ¢i{}
Flatten(Ks) = g¢2{%*
Flatten(K3) = gg{iz

(9101]9202) { X5 0
((9161]9202)012|g303) Qiﬁiﬁﬂ?jﬁ;ﬁfﬁfg
(9204] g30%) {iﬁﬁﬁ

(9107 (920% 9305 g ) { X ot e e
nd let

1

+ (012 0 01 0 01)] g, 4,

Flatten((K;|K»)| K3
Flatten(K3| K3
Flatten (K| (K3|K3)

Let F = FN(K,|(K2|K3)) a

)

)

)
Flatten(K;|Ky) =

)

)

)

(67

p

+ (812 0 83 0 8 0 8y 5757
+(d3 0050 553)|<1>35§553
Then
>
(91011 (g205|g303) =
(d,6) U

(A8, U

553)Pa
(D205 U @305)d53) p°
(Ag6h U A3dy)dhs)p®

a (9151‘9252)512’!]353
(@1(51 U @2(52)(512 U @353
(A1(51 U A262)512 U A363

as required in this case.

If the proof tree is an instance of EMPTY, then the identity renaming
= Flatten(K).
Say that the proof tree is an instance of FLATTEN:

will work, since Flatten(K{g)

K{{RE KRR
Say that
Flatten(K) = g¢{%
Flatten(K{A ) = g& 2%11%‘1;11
Flatten( K { ) = 6,69 {Ei?l LLJ;IZI 5;2%422
Flatten(K {X7% ) g {0
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Let F'=FN(K{X'J%) and let

p* = 1‘F
Then
gd'p®
(@5/ U @1 U @2>pa
(A(Sl U Al U Ag)pa

as required in this case.

4

+ (020010 5/)‘@5/ + 52’% + 1‘%

o 90109
- (@51 U @1)52 U @2
= (A6 UA)o UA,

Say that the proof tree is an instance of FLATTEN:

K| (K2{R)

Say

Flatten(K7)
Flatten(K?)
Flatten(K>{%)
Flatten( K [(K2{%))
Flatten(K;|K>)
Flatten((K;|K2){%)

Let F = FN(K;|K2{%) and let

p* = 1lp

Then

(9107]9205)6p%
((@163’ U @2(55)(5 U @)pa
((A107 U Agd)o U A)p®

as required in this case. W

E (K |Ka){%

g {2

92{A2

9252{222%22%(2

(9101 |92525'){2§/U ?fﬁﬁfy

7 1 2167 UD26Y
91071926 {Alég'uAgég

17 17 (‘IHJIIIU@Q(S&/)(SU‘I)
(910719205 )5{@15/{%25;/)5%

(8007 0 8)l a5 + (53052065 06|y 505 + bl

I

o (9101]920205)
D16] U (P02 U D)0}
AL, U (Agdy UA)S,

Lemmas B.4.7-B.4.10 are necessary for the proof of Theorem B.4.11.

They give us an internal view of the shape of a subsystem which can perform
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a labelled action. We only provide the proof of Lemma B.4.7 as the others

are similar.

Lemma B.4.7 Say K; and Ky are configurations such that

c(v1,...vn)

r,o» K, Koy

and
Flatten(K;) = ¢ ill

Flatten(K,) = gg{ii

then there is some renaming p such that FN(g2{32) th Change(p) and

@2[3 = D,

Nop = Ay
>

g = o[cvy,...v.) pllg
>

G2p =a O[pllg

Proof: We use an induction on the proof tree of

c{v1,...0n)

r,o» K, K,

Say that the proof tree is an instance of SND:

L, @ » o[c{vy,...v,) Pl Hotn) o[p]
Well
Flatten(o[c!/(vy, ... v,) p]) = o[clvy,...v,) p]{g
Flatten(o[p]) = o[p|{}
then
olcl(vy, ... v,) D] = olc!(v1, ... vy,) p||nil
olp] = ofp]lnil

So, with p as the identity renaming, we have the result for this case.
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Say that the last step of the proof tree is an instance of EQV-LFT:

K\ 2K, T.0»K —>K;

T,0p Ky > K

lo

Say
P4

Flatten(K;) = gi{x!
Flatten(K{) = g{{Xl
Flatten(K>) = g¢.{%

Since K, z K5 we have K, z K. Thus, by Theorem B.4.6 there exists some

renaming p such that
>
P1p = 0 Arp = Ay 91P =a 92

Also, by the induction hypothesis, there is some renaming p’ such that

O p =Py Ap = A
and
>
g = olcvr,...va) pllg
>
910" =a opllg
Then
92
> )
=, (choice of p)
g1p

d

(Lemma 4.1.6)

(ofe! v, .- vn) pllg)p
(renaming procedure; {c, vy, ...v,} M Change(p))

(0p)[c!(v1, ... vn) pp]|(9p)
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At this point, we’ll need the following sublemma.

Sublemma 1 Say

>
g =a o[cNv1,...v,) Pl
then
> ./
g = o[c(vy,...v) Pllgy
where
P =ap 91 =a 01

Proof of Sublemma: By Lemma B.2.4 we know
9= 4 =, olc!/ vy, ... vn) pllgr
and by the nature of =, system, we know that
g' = olcl{vr,...va) P9y
for some p’ and ¢| such that
/

P =ap =

as required. [

Thus, by this sublemma

where

Let p* = pop'. Then

P p* = By Alp™ = A
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gr*

=, (Lemma 4.1.8)
Nr'p

= (choice of p/ and Lemma 4.1.11)

(olpllg)p

(renaming procedure)

(op)[prll(gp)
=, (above, ALPHA-COD and CONG-PAR)

(op)[P']lg’

as required.

Say that the last step of the proof is an instance of EQV-RHT:

KEK, T,0» K, =K

la

Lo » K~ K,

Say
Flatten(K;) = ¢ ill
Flatten(K}) = gi{i/l/l
Flatten(K>) = g¢.{%

Since K| z K5, Lemma B.4.6 means that there is some renaming p such that
>
Dyp = @ Agp = A 920 =a G

By the induction hypothesis, applied to the right subtree, there is some

renaming p’ such that

Py = P

Aﬁpl = A

g = olcvr,...v) pllg
gir Za olpllg
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Let p® = p/ o p. The result easily follows by using p®.
Say that the last step of the proof tree is an instance of PAR:

Lo e K~ K,

L@ e Ki|K > KoK

Say
Flatten(K) = ¢{%
Flatten(K;) = ¢ 211
Flatten(K3) = 92{222
N\ D161 U‘I)(Si
Flatten(K;|K) = (9151\951){A151UA53
Flatten(/>|K) = (g202|965) {Zfsii%g

By the induction hypothesis, there is some renaming p such that

Oyp = Dy

A2P = Ay
>

g = o[cvi,...v,) pllg’
> /

920 =a olpllg

Let F = FN(Flatten(K,|K)) and let
«a -1 -1
pr=1p+ (Gropod )|, . + (8100 )q>5;

Then
(@252 U ééé)pa = @151 U @(Si

(A252 U A&é)pa = A1(51 U A(Si

and

9101|901
(Lemma 4.1.6 and CONG-PAR)

d

(ocKvr, - vn) pllg")d1|g01

(renaming procedure; {c, vy, ...v,} th Change(p))
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((0d1)[c!(v1, . .. vn) po1]|g'61)] 90}
(PAR-ASS)

(001)[c (v, ... vn) PO1]|(g'61|g07)

Using arguments about isolated sum similar to those in Lemma B.3.16 gives

us

(g202|g05)p®

(renaming procedure)

9252Pa’g5§l)

lllv

o (isolated sum splits)
92001199}
o (from above with CONG-PAR)
(olpllg')d1190}
= (renaming procedure)
((001)[pon]]g"01)]901
(PAR-ASS)

(001)[pd1][(g'01]907)

|14

v

as required.

Say that the last step of the proof is an instance of SCP:

r,cI>ucI>’>K1§—;>K2

T, ®» Ki{% = Ko{}

Say
Flatten(K;) = ¢ Z’ll
Flatten(K,) = 92{A2
Flatten(K,{%) = g6 illfsllffi/
Flatten(K,{%) = 9252{222?2%%’
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By the induction hypothesis, there is some renaming p such that

Csz = D,
A2P = Ay
>
g = o[cv,...v) pllg
>
g2p =a opllg
Let F = FN(Flatten(K»{])) and let

p*=1lp+ (dr0po 5271)}@52 + g

Then
(P20 UD)p* = P16, UD
(Agdg UA)p* = A6 UA
no = (o[cX vy, ... vn) pllg)o1
= o001[cN(vy,...v,) PO1]|gdy
92020 Za (0lpllg)
2, o [pd1]| 901

as required. W

Lemma B.4.8 Say K, and Ky are configurations such that

c?(v1,...vn)

r,o» K,

Ky
and
Flatten(K;) = ¢ ill
Flatten(K,) = 92{222

then there is some renaming p such that FN(g2{2) th Change(p) and

@gp = q)l
Aop = Ay
>
g = olc?(ri:Ty,...ro:Ty) pllg
>

920 =a olp{"Yri.. U ralllg
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Lemma B.4.9 Say K, and Ky are configurations such that

o' . ml(vi,..vn)

z:T

r,o» K, Ko

and
Flatten(K;) = ¢ ill

Flatten(Ks) = g¢.{%’

then there is some renaming p such that FN(gQ{iz) M Change(p) and

Qop = Py
Aop = Ay
>
g = oo mlvy,...v)7(r1,...T0) Dllg
4

g2p =a olx?(ri:Ty,...rp:Tw) pllg

Lemma B.4.10 Say K; and K, are configurations such that

o' .m?(vi,..vn)

x:T

r,o» K,

Ky

and
Flatten(K;) = g {X.

Flatten(K>) = g¢.{%

then there is some renaming p such that FN(g2{32) th Change(p) and

Dyp = Dy
Nop = Ay
Gap ;a o p{Y/r, ... "/, O//this, Y/returnl}]|g

Our main result of this section means that any internal action taken by

a configuration can be simulated by some reaction of its flattened form.
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435
Theorem B.4.11 Say K; and Ky are configurations such that p120

F,@>K1—>KQ

and
Flatten(K:{) = ¢{}

Flatten(K>{j) = g¢.{%

then there is some renaming p such that FN(g2{32) th Change(p) and
I > g {X— gp{3*

Proof:  We use induction on the proof tree of I', ® » K; — K5. EQV-
LFT, EQV-RHT, PAR and SCP can all be dealt with as in the proof of
Lemma B.4.7. Say the proof tree is an instance of END:

I', ® » o[end] — Nil

So
Flatten(o[end]{%’) = o[end]{g’
Flatten(Nil{§) = nil{J

Use the identity renaming and
[ > o[end]{j — nil{}

This gives the result for this case. The case for FRK is similar.

Say that the proof tree is an instance of NEW:

[, ® » olnew c: ChT p] — o[p] éczChT}

Then
Flatten(o[new ¢: ChT pl{j) = o[new ¢: ChT p|{}

Flatten(o[p{{*""{$) = olp{/el{y "
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The second statement above is true because the shove the Flatten algorithm
chooses will exchange ¢ with some new name ¢’. Use the identity renaming
and

[’ > o[new ¢: ChT p]{g>—> o[p{|0,/c|}] éC”ChT}U@

to give the result. The case for CRT is similar to this case.

Say that the proof tree is an instance of UPD:

F7 o » O[G!U p]{?o::f} - O[p]{?o::fﬂav—»v}}

Then
Flatten(o[alv p]{?oz:f}{g) = olalv p]{({bo:zf}

Flatten(o[p] {?O:ﬁ[aHv]}{g) = o[p] {<{I>0::f‘['[w—>’u]}

Use the identity renaming and

I'> O[CL!U p]{({bo::f}—> 0[p]{({bo::f’[[ar—>v]}

to give the result. The case for ACC can be dealt with like the last two cases.
Say the proof tree ends with an instance of COM:

cv1,...0n) c?(v1,...0n)

Ie» K;

K, T,&» K]
T ®» KK, — KK},

Ky

Say
Flatten(Ky) = ¢ ill

(K1)

Flatten(K,) = gg{iz
Flatten(K}) = ¢} {ill,l
Flatten(K}) = gé{i/z

By Lemma B.4.7 and Lemma B.4.8, there exist renamings p and p’ such that

Pop = Py o’ = P
Aop = Ay Ay = A
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and
g = olclvr,...v) pllg
90 Za olpllg
A = oe?(r: Ty, . ..rn: Ty) P'|9
ghp' Za oYY, Onfrablg
Also
Flatten(K,[K7) = (91019105 o
Flatten(Ko|/3) = (gadalghdy) {2 0es
Flatten((K:|K{){F) = (9101l010)3(x5 i
Flatten((Kal K3){F) = (9200108008 Sy

Let F' = FN(Flatten((K|K5){y)) and let

(07

+(07 0010 p0 320 8)]g,5,5
+ (87 06 0 pf 0 8 0 68) gy 151

+1g
Then
(a0s U BLE)SL U D)™ = (815, UD,8,)00 U D
(A252 U A’Q(Sé)éé’pa = (A1(51 U A’l(ﬁ)éi’
Now

(910119101)67

(renaming procedure)
01016719161

(Lemma 4.1.6)
(o[cHvy, ... vy) pllg)o10Y

| (J[c?(ri:Th, ... T}) P]|g)010Y

(renaming procedure, choosing § and §’ appropriately)

(00167) [l (v, - . va) (p0107)] | (90197
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| (0'0107)[e?((r100"): T, - (1 00"): Tr) (p'6070"07)] | (90167)
(several structural equivalence rules)
(00167)[cl(vy, ... vp) (p616Y)]
| (0'0167)[c?((r160"): T, . .. (rp00"): T},) (p'6616'dY)]
| ((99:07) | (9'0197))

(92029205) 05 p*
=  (renaming procedure)
(9202)05 | (9205) 93 p*
o (choice of p%)
(920)01071(920") 0107
(Lemma 4.1.11)
(olpllg)d107 | ('Y ra, - - Un/rultlg") 5107
= (renaming procedure)
(00167)[pd107] | (90107)
| (0G0, - "/ ral})0167] | (96167)

|14

L
—«

=, (renaming procedure, using ¢ and ¢’ from above)
(00107)[p101] | (9616Y)
| (0/0107)[(p'6010"67){|*Y/ (r168"), ... "/ (rndd")}] | (g'6107)

> .
=  (several structural equivalence rules)

(00167)[pd107]
| (/3167 [(p'6610"07 ) (" (r1687), ... U0/ (1,00") }]
| ((90167) | (9'6107))
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It is not difficult to show, using the rules of the reaction relation, that

I' >
(00167) [N vy, ... vn) (p0167)] (16, U D) 57)o7
| (00107)[c?((1100"): Ty, ... (rp0d"): To,) (p'601667)] U
| (8:50) | (9/5157)) (At U A3,
.
(00107)[pd107] (@10, U ®67)07
| (/6167)[(p'6016"07){|"Y/ (r1.80"), ... "/ (rnd&") ] U o
| ((90:87) | (9'6107)) (A1dy U AY07)o7

which, using EQV-LFT and EQV-RHT, gives our result in this case.
Say the last step of the proof tree is an instance of MTH:

o' .ml(v1,...vn)
Loew K — o

o'.m?(v1,...un)

Ky r,o» Kj T

K

L, & » K|K| — (K K3){§=""

Say
Flatten(K;) = ¢ ill
Flatten(K,) = 92{222
Flatten(K}]) = gi{i/l'l
Flatten(K}) = gé{i/z

By Lemma B.4.9 and Lemma B.4.10, there exist renamings p and p’ such

that
Dyp = Py’ = P
Nop = A Ay = A
and
g1 = olo . m!(vy,...v.)7(r1,...70) Pllg
Gap %a olx?(ri: Ty, ...rn:Tow) pllg
g = oV sy, ... /sy, Ol/this, T/returnl}]|q,
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Also
D167 U‘I)ll 6’1

/
91011910} {AléluA’lé’l

Flatten (K| K}
Do 5oUDL, S,
9202|950 {Aiéuifé

) = ( )

Flatten( K| K}) ( ")
Flatten((GlKD{™) = (9202195000 (Ao "
) = ( )
) = ( )5

Flatten(( K| K1){ (®16,UP] 6787 UD

)
9101910} 5”{(A161UA’16’1)53’
Flatten((K2| K3) éx:T}{ 5//{((¢252U¢’252)5IU{9“T})62 v

[
0
[
0 2 L(A005UNL5,)6, 04

92521925,
Let F = FN(Flatten((Ka| K3) {5 {2)), let &, shove {} N (FUDom((®:d,U
d07)07 U D)) and let

+ (63/ o 51 o po 62 o 53} o 65)|¢’2526m65
+(07 081 0 pf 085 08, 00 |ay 515,50
+ (05 © 09)| pryay
+1g

Then

(D202 U @L05)0, U{x: T} Ud)p® = (P16, U P60 U{xd:THUP
(Agdy U ALGL)O08p* = (A6 U AL6Y)0]

Now

(91119,8,)07
(renaming procedure)
0155 | 613,57
(Lemma 4.1.11)
(o[’ mN vy, ... v) (1, ... D] 9)0107] | ¢10767
(renaming procedure and structural equivalence laws)
(00107)[0 . mN vy, ... 0,)?((1100"), ... (riy0d")) (pdd10'07)]
[ ((98160) | (645157)

114

v
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To avoid the complexity of showing how p® affects the two parallel agents,

we skip several steps in the following calculation.

(9202]9505)0205 p
(renaming procedure)

(9202)0205 p°|(9505) 9205 p"
(lemmas 4.1.11 and 4.1.8 and equivalence laws)
(1 00"): Tr) (p0016'6Y)]

d

(00107)[(20;,)?((r100"): T,
| O {"Y 51, .. U/ s, Ol/this, (x(sé)/return|}]
| ((90107) | (910167))
It is not difficult to show, using the rules of the reaction system, that
(161 U P)57)07

uo

I' >
) ?((r1007), .. (rpe0d”))
(055,55}
(A101 U AL6Y)6Y

(00167)[0" . m! vy,
(P10, U D07)07

(1 d0"): Ty ) (p0018'07)]
U{zd.: T} U D

(00107)[(xdL)?((r100"): T, . .
| o (VY51 .. Un/s,, @ fthis, (702)/returnl)]
(A8, U AL 68"

| ((96:07) | (910167))

| ((90107) | (910167))
which, using EQV-LFT and EQV-RHT, gives the result in this case. B
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Appendix C

Technical Results for the Type
System

This appendix provides the proofs of results relating to Oompa’s type theory.
It is structured into four sections. Section C.1 deals with Oompa’s type trees,
Section C.2 considers subtyping, Section C.3 establishes the soundness of
the type safety system with respect to the agent-based dynamic system and

Section C.4 does the same for the configuration-based system.

C.1 Type Tress

In this section, we give the proofs of Lemma 5.2.2 and Theorem 5.2.3.

Lemma C.1.1 EY(T) is finite and can be calculated with finite applications
of the look-up function er(-) for any finite ', T and V.

Proof: Consider the evaluation as a tree, where an application of the
expansion function labels the nodes. Consider such a node EX'(7"). Let

SubTerms|T] give the set of proper subterms of a type 7' !. We use the tuple

INot the same as the function Sub|-] defined on page 323

315

5.2.2
pl36




APPENDIX C. TECHNICAL RESULTS FOR THE TYPE SYSTEM

(#V', #SubTerms[T']) as a metric, with the following ordering:
(ti,to) < (,8h) if t; > t, or t, = ¢, and t, < t,

As we move down through the tree, either the first argument grows or it stays
the same and the second shrinks. The first argument is bounded above by
#V plus the number of occurrences of type variables in I', which is certainly
finite. The second is bounded below by 0. l

In order to prove Theorem C.1.3, we define a recursive function which, for
a given n, is like Treer () except that it only performs n recursive unfoldings
and definition look-ups. We augment the language L with the symbol “19”,
and label nodes with this symbol at the point where an nth unfolding or

look-up would previously occur. The different cases are as follows:

Treep(rec t.T)(A) = 19

Treel ™ (rec t.T) (1) = Treep(T{*eC t'T/t|})
Treel (t)(A) = 1

Treel ™ (t)(n) = Treef(er(t))(m)

The functions Treeft(+) can be viewed as finite approzimations to the function

Treer(-)?.
Lemma C.1.2 Treep(T)(w) = Treel(T)(w) for all n > |x|

Proof: We use induction on the length of 7. The base cases are when
m = A. Consider the structure of T. The base cases for the guarded types and
the case for signature types are all the same, since Treer(7') and Treep(7")

are the same on these types.

2Using finite approximations to prove a result such as Lemma C.1.2 might be considered

old fashioned. An alternative approach might use a co-inductive technique instead.
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Say T = t, some variable. Then, since n > 0 we have:

Treer(t)(A) = Treer(er(t))(A)
Treel:(t)(A) = Treel *(er(t))(A)
In this case both will equal to Intf™, as that will be the outermost type

constructor of er(t).

Say T'=rec t.T’. Then T" is guarded and since n > 0 we have:

Treer(rec t.T')(A) = Treer(T'{F¢ tT /11 )(A)
Treef:(rec t.T")(A) = Treep ' (T'{*®C t'T//t]})(A)

These will be the same, as the two functions are the same on guarded types,
giving us the result in this case.

The inductive cases occur when 7 = in’. Again we consider the structure
of T

Say T = t, some variable. Then if ep(t) has signature types SgT},...SgT,

where k£ > ¢ we have
Treer(t)(m) = Treer(er(t))(in') = Treer(SgT,;) ()

Treel:(t)(r) = Treel *(ep(t))(in’) = Tree} ' (SgT,)(x")

In this case they are equal by the induction hypothesis. In the case where
er(t) has less than 7 signatures both are undefined.

Say T = rec t.T" and T" has immediate subterms 77, ... 7} where k > i.
Then T" is guarded and

Treer(rec t.T")(m) = Treer(T'{*°¢ t'T//t]})(m’)
= Treer (T +1/t)) ()

Treel(rec t.T")(r) = Tree® }(T'{FeC T /1)) (i)
= Treep (T {7 M1 t)(w)
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and these are equal by the induction hypothesis. In the case where 7" has
less than ¢ immediate subterms both are undefined.
The guarded cases and the case for signature types are all the same. Say
T is some guarded type with immediate subterms 77,...7) where k& > 1.
Then
Treer(T')(in") = Treer(T;) (')

Treel:(T)(in') = Tree} ' (T;) ()

These are the same by the induction hypothesis. In the case where T has

less than ¢ immediate subterms both are undefined.
Theorem C.1.3 T'|= S =E%(S)
Proof: We have to prove
Treer(S) = Treep(EL(S))
We prove this by showing that for any n and set of variables V/,
Tree:(S) = Treef(EY(9))

by induction on n. The theorem statement follows from Lemma C.1.2, since
for any argument sequence m we can pick n = || + 1 and V = {).

The base case is where n = 0. We use another induction on the con-
struction of S. If S = Long or S = Char, then E{(S) = S. The trees are
obviously the same in these cases.

If S = t, there are two subcases. If t € V then EX(S) = S and again
the trees are the same. If t ¢ V then EL(t) = rec t.E¥U{t}(ep(t)). But
then, given 7, we have that Treel(t)(r) and Treel(rec t.EIYU{t}(ep(t)))(ﬂ')

are either both 19 if 7 = A or both undefined. Thus the trees are the same.
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If S =rec t.T, then E{(S) = rec t.E‘F/U{t} (T') and, given 7, we have that
Treel (rec t.7)(7) and Treel(rec t.E‘F/U{t} (T))(7) are either both 1% if 7 = A
or both undefined. So the trees are the same.

If S = Chan(T},...T,), then EX(S) = Chan(E{(T1)...E{(T,)). The

trees are the same since:

Treep(S)(A) = Chan”
Treep(EX(S))(A) = Chan”
)

)

Tree(S)(ir) = Treel(T;)(r)

Treep (EX () = Treep(E(T;))(7)

)
)(im
The last two are equal by the local induction hypothesis. The other inductive
cases for S are like this channel case.

We now consider the cases when n > 0. Again, we use another induction
on the construction of S. If S = Long or S = Char then S = E}(S), so the
trees must be the same. Note that we won’t be able to use the local induction
hypothesis in the cases for S = t and S = rec ¢t.T. The main induction
hypothesis will be sufficient. If S =t and ¢t € V then since Ef (t) = t, the

trees are the same.

If S =t where t ¢ V, then
EV(S) = EX(t) = rec t.EL " (er (1))
and
Treef (rec £} (e (1)) = Treef™ (BY“) (er (1)) §70¢ B0 fer ()

Also
Treel:(t) = Treel '(ep(t))
= Tree} "(EL"™ (ep(1)))

by the induction hypothesis.
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Therefore, it will be sufficient to show that the following two trees are
equal:
Treep™ (B e (1)) 7€ 1Br " er (0
Tree ™ By 1 (er (1))
It is easy to see that the only place they could differ is at the subtrees where
E[ Vit (er(t)) has a free occurrence of t. For one such occurrence the two

subtrees will have the form:

Treel " (rec t.E} " (ep(t)))
Treel '™ (t)

for some m > 0 (m will be the number of rec operators the interpreta-
tion function will have passed through). We rely on the convention that
bound variables are renamed to guarantee that none of the free variables of
rec t.E‘F/U{t} (er(t)) will be captured when it is substituted into E‘F/U{t} (er(t)).
Thus, no substitution generated when the Tree function encounters the rec

operator will apply to it. This justifies the form of the first subtree above.
By the induction hypothesis applied to the second subtree:

Treel "™(t) = Tree} "™ (EL (1))
= Tree} "™ (rec t.E} " (er(t)))

Thus, these subtrees are the same. Thus the main trees must be equal.
Say S = rec t.T" and use the variable convention to make sure that ¢ is

chosen different to any other name in the system. Then

Treef(Ey (5))

= (by the definition of E}(+))
Treef(rec t.E‘F/U{t} (T))

= (by the definition of Treep(-))
Treep ™ (ELV () gree LEF (D))
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Also,

Treep(rec t.T)
= (by the definition of Treef(-))
Tree?il(T{\reC t.T/t’})

= (main induction hypothesis)

Treep ™ (Ep U (T frec BT 4 )

Therefore, it will be sufficient to show that the following two trees are
equal:
Tree?_l(E}/U{t} (T){rec t.E‘F/U{t} (T)/t\})
Treef ! (By U (1frec 1 /1)y))
These trees will have the same “upper structure” and they could only differ
at the subtrees where 7" has free variables. There are two cases.
Consider an occurrence of t in T'. The subtrees at this point will have the

form
Tree ' "(rec t.Ep 1 (T))

Tree?il*m(EgUUU{t} (rec t.T))
for some m > 0 and set of variables U. Again, we rely on the convention that
bound variables are renamed to guarantee that none of the free variables of
rec t.T" are captured when it is substituted into 7. Thus, no substitution
generated when the Tree function encounters the rec operator will apply to
it.

The first subtree is equal to
Treel: =" (EY. (rec t.T))
and by the induction hypothesis twice this is equal to

Treep ' " (rec t.T) = Tree?_l_m(E‘F/UUU{t}(rec t.7))
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Thus in this case, the subtrees are the same.
Next, consider an occurrence of s in T', where s # t. The subtrees at this

point will be

Treep ™ ™ (B (s)pr . )

Vu{t
Treept = (BY V0 (s)grec LB (T, py)

where p; ... pr are substitutions generated when the Tree function encoun-
ters the rec operator. As t was chosen different from any other name, the
extra substitution in the second subtree can be dropped — it won’t apply to
anything. Thus, these subtrees are the same, and hence the main trees are
the same.

Say S = Intf{SgT,,...S¢T,,}. Then
By (S) = Intf{Ey (SgTy),. .. Br (SgT,,)}

The trees are the same, since:

Treel(S)(A) = Intf™
Treef(EY(S))(A) = Intf™

Treep(5)(im) = Treep(SgT,)(m)
Treep(Ey (5))(im) = Treep(Ey (SgT;))(w)

The last two are equal by the local induction hypothesis. The other inductive

cases for S are all like this one, so we're done.

C.2 The Subtyping System

This section establishes the termination, completeness and soundness of the

subtyping system, results 5.3.1, 5.3.2 and 5.3.3 respectively.
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C.2.1 Termination

We need the following technical construction to facilitate some of our proofs.
We define a function Sub[-], which gives the set of subterms of a closed type

including recursive unfoldings:

Sub[Chan(T},...T,)] = {Chan(Ty,...T,)}
U Sub[Ti] U...Sub[T}]
Sub[InCh(Ti,...T,)] = {InCh(Ty,...T,)}
U Sub[T3] U...Sub[T,]
Sub[0uCh(T3,...T,)] = {0uCh(Ty,...T,)}
U Sub[Ti] U ... Sub[T}]
Sub[Intf{SgT,,...S¢T,}] = {Intf{SgT,,...S¢T,}}

U Sub[SgT,] U...Sub[SgT,]
Sub[m?(Sy, ... STy, ... T)] = {m?(Sy,... STy, ... T}
U Sub[$1] U...SublS,]
U Sub[Ty] U...Sub|[T}/]
Sublrec t.T| = {rect.T}
U {sgFec tTt) | S € SublTT}

We also use Sub[S, T to represent Sub[S] U Sub[T].
Lemma C.2.1 For a finite closed type T, Sub|T] is finite

Proof:  Sub[T] can have no more elements than the distinct subterms of

T

5.3.1
pl40

Theorem C.2.2 (Termination) The subtyping algorithm is terminating.

Proof:  Consider the algorithm applied to S < T where S and T are
closed. Consider a node in the proof tree X k7.5 < T’. We claim that this

node satisfies the following three properties:
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1. S" and 7" are in Sub[S, 7.
2. For every assumption U; < Uy € X, both Uy and U, are in Sub[S, T.

3. No assumption occurs in Y more than once.

These properties clearly hold for the root node. We show that if the current
goal node satisfies them, then so do the premises.

In the cases of the SUB-RFL and SUB-ASS rules, there are no premises.
The cases for the channel subtyping rules and the SUB-SIG and SUB-INT
rules are all similar, so we describe only one. Consider the SUB-CHIN rule.
S = Chan(S},...S,) € Sub[S,T] so by the definition of Sub[], Si,...S, €
Sub[S,T] and T" = InCh(T},...T,) € SublS,T], so T,...T,, € Sub[S,T].
This means that the first property holds for all the premises. This rule adds
no new assumptions, so the second and third property hold.

Consider the SUB-RECRHT rule. S" was in Sub[S,T] as it is one of
the types in the antecedent. T"{*€¢ t'T//t|} is in Sub[S, T, since rec t.T"
is. Thus the first property holds. The second property comes from the
fact that the added assumption is exactly the antecedent, so both of its
elements are in Sub[S, T]. The third property comes from the fact that if we
added an assumption which was already there, it would have contradicted
the algorithm order, which stipulates that the SUB-ASS rule be attempted
before the SUB-RECRHT rule. The SUB-RECLFT rule can be dealt with
similarly.

We now associate a measure with each node. Let
M(XES<T)=(n,m)

where 7 is the number of assumptions in ¥ and m is the maximum nesting
of brackets in either S or 7. We say that (n,m) > (n/,m’) if n < n’ or else

n=n'"and m >m'.
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It is easy to see that at any application of the rules, the measure of
any of the premises is less than that of the antecedent. The SUB-RFL and
SUB-ASS rules do not generate any new premises, the SUB-RECLFT and
SUB-RECRHT rules add an assumption and the other rules all reduce the
maximum nesting of brackets in their types. The measure of a goal cannot
decrease for ever, as the number of assumptions is bounded by (#Subl[S, T])?
and the second component must stay greater than zero. Thus the algorithm

must terminate.

C.2.2 Completeness

In this section, we need another technical construction.

Call a subtype algorithm statement, ¥ 7 S < T', sound if
o Tree(S) < Tree(T)

o Tree(U;) < Tree(Us) for each Uy < U, € X.

Lemma C.2.3 If a statement, ¥ IS < T, is sound, then it matches the
antecedent of one of the rules of the subtyping algorithm and the premises of

the rule are all sound.

Proof: Let X IS <T be asound statement. If S =T then the SUB-RFL
rule applies and there are no premises. If S < T € X then the SUB-ASS rule
applies and there are no premises.

Suppose S < T' ¢ %. Say neither S nor T are of recursive form. Since
the statement is sound, Tree(S) < Tree(T), so there is some tree simulation
R such that (Tree(S), Tree(T')) € R. For this to be the case, R must satisfy
the conditions of a tree simulation and we consider those conditions as they

apply to Tree(T")(A).
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If T = Long, then Tree(T)(A) = Long” and hence Tree(S)(A) = Long’,
so S = Long. Therefore, S =T and we have dealt with this case above.

We pick T' = InCh(T3y,...T,) as an example of the other non-recursive
cases. They can all be tackled in a similar way. If T = InCh(7},...T},,), then
Tree(T)(A) = InCh". Hence, by the definition of Oompa tree simulation,
either Tree(S)(A) = InCh" or Tree(S)(A) = Chan". It follows that S is
either InCh(Sy,...S,) or Chan(Sy,...S,), and that Tree(S;) = Tree(S)(i) <
Tree(T)(i) = Tree(T;). Either the SUB-ININ or SUB-CHIN rules will match
'S < T and the premises will all have the form X & S; < T;. ¥ is the
same as for the antecedent, so the premises are sound as required.

Suppose S is of recursive form, say S = rec s.5’. Then SUB-RECLFT ap-
plies. This rule has one premise of the form ¥ U {S < T'} 5 S’{|*€¢ S'S//s\} <
T. The new assumption, S < T, has Tree(S) < Tree(T') since the original
judgement was sound. Also, Tree(rec s.5’) = Tree(S'{*¢¢ S‘S//s|}) and the
right hand side of the judgements, 7', has not changed, so the trees of the
premise types are still the same. Thus the premise is sound. The case when

T is of recursive form is similar. W

Lemma C.2.4 Say S and T are closed types and Tree(S) < Tree(T'). Then
S <T.

Proof: If Tree(T) < Tree(S) then IS < T is sound. The algorithm can-
not return false on a sound statement since, by Lemma C.2.3, any premises of
any sound statement are also sound and therefore matched by a rule. Since

the algorithm is terminating by Theorem C.2.2; it must return true.
Theorem C.2.5 (Completeness) IfI' =S <T thenT'F S <T.
Proof: I'|=S <T means Treep(S) < Treer(T"). But by Theorem C.1.3,

Tree(EL(S)) = Treep(S) < Treep(T) = Tree(EL(T'))
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Both of E2(S) and EX(T') are closed, so by the Lemma C.2.4, the algorithm
will affirm 3 E%(S) < EX(T) which is what I' - S < T means. B

C.2.3 Soundness

The following lemma describes a property usually called weakening.
Lemma C.2.6 X ;S < T implies UY S5 <T.
Proof: This is obvious after an inspection of the rules. B

Lemma C.2.7

1. Suppose tzrec .5 <T and (rec s.5 <T) ¢ X . Then

YU{rec s.S <T} KU <Uy implies ¥ 15U < Us

2. Suppose 5 S <rect.T and (S <rec t.T) ¢ X . Then

YU{S <rect.T} KU <U; implies ¥ gU; < U,

Proof: We only prove this for the first case. Use induction on the length
of a derivation of ¥ U {rec 5.5 < T} [z U; < Us.

Say the last rule used was the SUB-ASS rule. There are two cases. If
U, < U, € ¥, then the rule still applies with the smaller premise . Say
Uy = rec s.5 and U, = T. Now, we know K rec s.5 < T, so using the
Lemma C.2.6 we have X l; rec 5.5 <T.

In the cases where the last rule is not the SUB-ASS rule, the premises
are all of the form ¥’ U {rec 5.5 < T} Iz Uj < Uj. Any assumption added in
Y’ not in ¥ will definitely not be rec 5.5 < T', therefore rec s.5 < T ¢ 3.
Thus the induction hypothesis applies to the premise, giving us ¥’ 7 U; < Uj.
The last rule will still apply, giving us X Iz Uy < U; as required. W
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Lemma C.2.8

1. If lyrec 5.5 < T then Iz S{¥eC s-S/s} < T

2. If 5 S <rectT and S is not of recursive form

then I S < T{rec t-T /¢
3. If tzrec 5.5 <rec t.T then f3 S{*e° S‘S/s\} < T{*ec t'T/T\}

Proof:

1. Consider the last rule used in K rec s.5 < T. It is either SUB-RFL
or SUB-RECLFT and we consider the SUB-RFL case first, so T" =
rec s.5. Also by SUB-RFL, we have

{S{|rec S'S/S|} S rec S.T} |_a S{|rec S'S/S|} S S{|rec S'S/S|}
Using the SUB-RECRHT rule, this gives us
7 S{Fec S'S/s|} <rec s.5

as required in this case.

Next we consider the case where the last rule used was SUB-RECLFT.
So, the tree had the form:

{rec 5.8 < T} Iz S{¥ec s-S/s) < T

brec s.5<T

We can use Lemma C.2.7 to remove the assumption from the an-

tecedent, giving us k; S{TC 55/s} < T as required in this case.

2. Similarly to part 1, the two cases which can apply are SUB-RFL and
the SUB-RECRHT and they can be dealt with in the same way. The
extra condition on this case means we can avoid considering the case

where the last rule was SUB-RECLFT.
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3. We use part 1 and then part 2 to give the result.

Lemma C.2.9 IfS and T are closed and guarded types such that 7S < T,
then Tree(S) < Tree(T).

Proof: Let
R = {(Tree(S), Tree(T))| tzS < T where S and T are guarded}

We claim that R is a tree simulation.

Assume (Tree(S), Tree(T)) € R. We go through the conditions of what
it means to be a tree simulation, depending on the construction of 7. Say
that 7" = Chan(7},...7,). Then Tree(T)(A) = Chan”. The only rules
that could establish kS < T are either SUB-RFL or SUB-CHCH. The
first case is obvious and the second means that S = Chan(Sj,...S,). Thus
Tree(S)(A) = Chan".

For R to work, we need both

(Tree(S)(z), Tree(T) (i) € R
(Tree(T') (i), Tree(S)(i)) € R
Now Tree(S)(i) = Tree(S;) and Tree(T")(i) = Tree(T;). The premises of the
rule give us 5 .5; < T; and K T; < 5;. By Lemma C.2.8 we can unfold .5;
and 7; into guarded terms S; and 7} such that 5 S; <7/ &S] <7/ and
LT! < SI, so (Tree(S)), Tree(T})) € R and (Tree(T7), Tree(S!)) € R. By
the definition of the Tree function, unfolding a type does not affect it’s tree,
so we have (Tree(S)(i), Tree(T)(i)) € R and (Tree(T)(i), Tree(S)(i)) € R.
This gives us this case.
Since S and T are guarded the other cases are all very similar to the one

given. W

329



APPENDIX C. TECHNICAL RESULTS FOR THE TYPE SYSTEM

5.3.3

Theorem C.2.10 (Soundness) IfT'+-S <T thenT =S <T. p140

Proof: T'F S < T means f;EL(S) <E%T). EL(S) and EL(T) are closed
and by Lemma C.2.8 we can unfold them to give guarded types S’ and T’
such that 78" <7T’. By Lemma C.2.9, this gives us Tree(S’) < Tree(1”).

Now, by the definition of the Tree function, unfolding does not affect trees,
so Theorem C.1.3 gives us Treer(S) < Treer(T'), which is what I' = S < T
means. W

We will need the following lemma in the proof of Theorem C.3.6.
Lemma C.2.11 Say I'FS<T and"+-T <U. ThenT'- S < U.

Proof: By soundness, we know that ' = S < T and I' T < U.
By inspection of the rules of tree simulation, it is clear that tree simulation
is transitive. This means that I' = S < U. By completeness, we have
'S <U as required. W

C.3 Soundness of the Type Safety System

In this section, we provide the proofs of results 5.4.1-5.4.4.
We introduce an abbreviation to help with the readability of the proofs
of the following theorems. Every object o given a type in the type dictionary

must be given a class type. Say o:C' € ® and say C’s definition in I is
class C {ay: AtT; ... a,: AtT, mdef; ... mdef, }
Then we let Att, be the set of attribute typings of 0’s class, i.e.

Att, = {a1: AtTy, ... a,: AT, }
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Lemma C.3.1 IfT' £ g{% then I' > g{3 is not type violating.

Proof: Say o[p| is an agent in g. We know T’ lﬁbg{i, so,® F ¢g and
therefore T', ® £ o[p]. We consider the form of o[p]. Say that o[p] is invoking
a method m of an object o, i.e. p =o' .ml{vy,...v,)?7(ry,... 7)) p/. Thus we
have

T, ® U Att, 15 o' .m!(vy,...v) 20, o) P

By DTS-INV, this means that we must have
[, ®UAtt, b o' Intf{m?(Ty,... T,)TY,... T.)}

and I', U Att, b v;: T; for each 0 < i < n.

Now from the first statement, we can conclude that o'’s class in ® must
have a method m with signature type m?(Sy,...5,)!(S]...S),) where I' -
T, < S; for each i. Thus the agent cannot be performing a feature or arity

mismatch. Using the TAS-SUB rule of the typing system, we have

P"ESSZ F,@UAttOI_UZ‘IE
P,@UAttOFUZ‘ISZ‘

Hence the agent isn’t performing a value mismatch. This means that the
agent isn’t type violating.
The cases for the send and receive are similar. Next, we consider attribute

update. Say o[p] is updating an attribute a, i.e. p = alv p’. Thus we have
I, ® U Att, 5 alv p/

By DTS-UPD, we must have I', ®UAtt, F a: Attr{T} and I', PUAtt, - v: T
Thus, we know that o’s class must have an attribute a of type Attr{7T'}. So

the agent isn’t performing either a feature mismatch or a value mismatch.
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The case for attribute access is similar. It follows that no agent in the

system is type violating, so I' > ¢g{% isn’t type violating. W
Lemma C.3.2 [fI,®F p then I, ® I p.

Proof: A proof tree in the static type safety system is also a proof tree in
the dynamic type safety system. In each of the four rules which have changed,
we can use an identity substitution to justify instances of their standard form

in the dynamic type safety system. B
Lemma C.3.3 If & T then T I gr{°.

Proof: We know that the state is fine, since it is empty. We have to
consider the initial agents.

Let {C4,...C,} be those classes in the definition set I' which have a
method with signature main?()!() and let the bodies of those methods be
P1y---Dn. Then, gr = dummy;[p1]|... dummy,[p,]. By the requirements
for the initial system, we know that C; has no attributes and p; doesn’t
use return. Since g - I', we know I',®y - C; for all . Thus, I',®y
main_def where main_def is the method definition of the main method of
C;. Hence I', &y  p; and by Lemma C.3.2 we have I, ®, Igpi. This gives
us I', @ I(—? dummy;[p;] for all i and, hence, T', ®, I(—? gr. Finally, we can say

N gr{;)% as required. W

C.3.1 Preservation of Dynamic Type Safety

Before tackling the main results of this section, we need to prove certain

properties of the dynamic type safety system.
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Lemma C.3.4

1. Weaken: IfI',® I3 =p and ® @ then T, <I>U<I)’|—

2. Strengthen: If ', & U @’ I;Tp and none of the names in Y occur in p
then I', ® |'3> P

3. Switch:
IFU,oU{v:T}Ep and T,0F " T then T, ® U {v: T} & p{¥/v]}.

4. Rename: IfT,®U{v:T} 15 p then T, ®U {v/: T} £ p{? /v[} for new v'.

5. Weaken 2: If I, ®U{v: T} 5 p and T+ T' < T then T, U {v: T'} £

Proof: Cases 1-3 can be proved by a standard inductive argument on the
structure of proof trees.

Case 4 is proved in terms of the first three. Say I',® U {v: T} £ p then
[0 U {v:TY U {v:T} £ p by Weaken. T, ® U {v:T}U {v:T} F T
by TAS-ASS, so I',® U {v:T} U {v": T} 15 p{? /v|} by Switch and I',® U
{v": T} 1 p{? /v|} by Strengthen.

Case 5 is proved in terms of the first four. Say T',® U {v:T} £ p and
I'FT' <T. Then I',® U {v: T} U {v":T'} &5 p for some new v’ by Weaken.
By TAS-ASS, we have I', ® U {v: T} U {v": T'} + ¢:T" and by TAS-SUB,
we have IO U {v: T} U {v":T"} F v:T. We use Switch to give us I', ® U
{v:T} U {:T'} 2 p{]V"/v]}. Next, Strengthen to I',® U {v/: 7'} &£ p{|¥/v[}
and Rename v’ back to v to give I, ® U {v: 7'} 15 p. W

Lemma C.3.5 If we have I', ® Ig A and & h ', then ', U P’ IHD A.

Theorem C.3.6 If &, - T and T & ¢g{% and T' > g{&— ¢{% then T +
Q{A'

Proof: We use induction on the proof tree of I' > g{& — ¢’{%,. There are

ten cases to consider.
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Left Equivalence

Say the last step of the proof tree was an instance of EQV-LFT:

9'=g9g To>g{d— %

Lo g{R— d{%
The equivalence of g and ¢” means that they differ only in the reordering and
regrouping of their constituent agents. This reordering and regrouping will

not affect type safety, so we have F g"{X. Thus, the induction hypothesis
applies to the right-hand subtree, giving us I' 5 g "L A/, as required.

Right Equivalence

Say the last step of the proof tree was an instance of EQV-RHT:

" /

=g Togd— g%

I g{X— g1{%
The induction hypothesis will apply to the right-hand subtree, giving us
r IHD ¢"{%,. However, by the equivalence of ¢” and ¢', we have ' = 5 1%
Parallelism

Say the last step of the proof tree was an instance of PAR:

> g{X— ¢1{%

I (g1]g2){2— (9i192){2

where g = (g1]¢2) and ¢’ = (¢}|g2). By the premise of the theorem, we have
T (91]92){2 giving us ', ® £ (g1]g2) and I, ® 15 A. So we have ', ® £ ¢,
and I', I—D go. Thus the induction hypothesis applies to the subtree, giving
us I’ I— g1{%,. Therefore I, &' I— gy and I', @' IHD A’. The type dictionary, ®, is

only enlarged by the operational semantics, so we can use Lemma C.3.4, case
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1, to weaken I', @ IHD g2 to give us I', @’ IHD go. Hence I', @’ IHD (91lg2). Thus we

have T' 15 ¢'{%, as required.

End

Say the proof tree is an instance of END. This case is trivial as nil is a type
safe agent and the state remains unchanged.

Fork

Say the proof tree is an instance of FRK:

I' > o[fork{p1} p2{x— o[p1]|o[p2{X

By the premise of the theorem I' I o[fork{p; }ps]{% so I', ® I o[fork{p; }ps]
and ', @ I(—? A. From the former we have I', ® U Att, I(—? fork{p;}p,. By the
DTS-FRKrule, we know that I', ®UAtt, 'IH> p1 and I', PUAtt, 'IH> pa. Therefore
[, ® 1 ofp] and I', @ K o[ps] and thus T', ® 5 (o[p1]|o[ps]) The state remains

unchanged, so I' I (o[p]|o[p2]){2, as required.

New Channel

Say the proof tree is an instance of NEW:
' > o[new c: ChT p]{% — o[p{‘cl/cy}] ZU{C/:ChT}

where ¢’ is the new channel name “chosen” by the axiom. By the premise
of the theorem, we have I' I o[new ¢: ChT p|{%, so ', ® 15 o[new ¢: ChT p),
and I', ® IHD A. Thus we have I', ® U Att, lgnew c¢:ChT p. By the DTS-
NEW rule, we have I', ® U Att, U {¢”: ChT} I'fp{\cﬂ/c]}. By Lemma C.3.4,
case 4, we can use a different new name, so we pick ¢, giving us I', ® U

Att, U {¢: ChT} £ p{|/c}}. Then T, ® U {¢: ChT} £ o[p{/c}}]. We can
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weaken I',® 15 A to give I, ® U {¢: ChT} I A by Lemma C.3.5. Hence
1N o[p{]d/ LAY a5 required.

Communication

Say the proof tree is an instance of COM:

roe o1[c/ vy, ... vn) p1] | 0}
0o[c?(r1: Ty, ... 1n: Ty) P2l A
. o1[p1] | P
oa[p2{| VY71, - U/ ] A

By the premise of the theorem, we have
r 'IH> o[l (v, ... vy) pilloo[c?(ri: T, .. rn: Ty) po){%

so we must have both

I, ® U Att,, %c!(vl,...vn) 1
I, @ U Att,, Igc?(rl:Tl, oo ) 2

The first of these, by the DTS-SND rule, gives us
I, ® U Att,, F ¢:0uCh(S;...S,)

and I', ® U Att,, Fv;: S; for 1 < < n, and the second gives us
[, ® U Att,, F ¢: InCh(T} ... T},)

The only way we could assign these two types to ¢ in the typing system would
be if I' = .S; < T; so we also have I', ® U Att,, F v;: T; using TAS-SUB.

The proof tree of I'; ® U Att,, 'IH> c?(r: Ty, .. .rn: Ty) po has a right subtree
which concludes T', ® U Atto, U{r|: Ty .. .7/ T, } £ p2{|rll/r1 . .T;z/rn }. Then,
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since the v; have suitable typings in ®, we can apply Lemma C.3.4, case 3 and
case 2 to use the v; instead of the 7; to give ', DU Att,, & po{VY/r1 ... Un/r,[}.
Thus T, ® E 0q[po V71 ... U/, .

Also, T', ® U Att,, IHD cl{vy,...v,) p1 has a right subtree which concludes
I, ® U Att,, Igpl so I',® 'IH> o1[p1]. Using this and the above result, gives
us T, @ 5 0y [p1]|0a[p2 VY71 ... Un/r,[}]. The state remains unchanged, so we

have I' 1 o1 [py]]0a[p2 VY71 . .. U/, }{2 as required.

Method Invocation

Say the proof tree is an instance of INV:

P
r o olor.m!(vy, ... v)7(s1,...8,) P
A
olx?(s1: T, ... s$n:T}) pl | o’
—_—
o1[pi{YY/r1, ... Y/r;, °1/this, ¥/returnl}] A

where @ = ®U{x: Chan(Ty,...T,)} and x is the return channel “chosen” by
the axiom. The main premise gives us I' & ofo.m!(vy, ... 0)?(s1, . .. 5n) pI{%,

so T, ® £ oloy.m!(vy,...0)7(s1,...5,) p|, and hence we have
I, ® U Att, 1 op.m!(vy, ... 0)2(s1,...50) P

From this, we can conclude the following three facts:

I, ® U Att, F or: Intf{m?(Sy,... S!Sy, ... S} (A)
I, ® U Att, U {a’:Chan(S] ... SV} K 2/?(s1: 5, .. .5,:S) p  (B)
I, & U Att, - v;: S, (C)

Now o01: C' € ® and the fact that the invocation rule applied means that C

must have a method with a signature of the form

m?(r: Uy o Uy T oy T
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By (A), using the subtyping system, we know that
C'Em?2U; ... U)NTy...T,,) <m?(Sy,...S,)S],...5])

which means that I' = S; < U/ and I' = T; < 5.
By (B), using DTS-RCV, we have

D, & U Att, U {2':Chan(S, ... )Y U {s): S ... 8" SLY E pll5Ysy ... Sn/s, ]}

By using Lemma C.3.4, case 2, we can remove z'’s typing from the context,
to give T, ® U Att, U {s]:5]...5:5/} I;Tp{]sll/sl . S;z/sn\} We can now
use Lemma C.3.4, case 5, to strengthen the typings of the s}, giving us
Do UAtt, U{s):Th...s,: T} I';1>p{|5/1/31 . S;z/sn|} Now use Lemma C.3.4,

case 1, to give us
D, & U Att, U {2:Chan(T} ... T\ U{s: Ty ... sL: T} & pl51/s, ... Sn/s, ]}
from which, using DTS-RCV, we can conclude
I, ® U Att, U {z:Chan(T} ... T,)} 5 22(s1: Ty ... 5,:T,) p

Thus I', ® U {z: Chan(T; ... T,)} 'IH> olx?(s1: T ... sp:T0) D).

By (C), we know that {v;: U;} € ® and that I' - U; < S;. Therefore, by
Lemma C.2.11, I' - U; < U]. Now we know that o; has a method with a
signature m?(ry: Uj ... U))y1: Ty . . . yn: T,,) and if it has code p;, we know

that
[, & U{r;:U;...r: U/} U{return: 0uCh(7; ...T,)} U {this: C} F p;

We bring this into the dynamic type safety system and apply Lemma C.3.4

to give

L, ogU{v:Uy...op U} U{x:Chan(T} ... T,,)} U{o:: C}

= p VY7 .. VY, ¥/return, %L/this|}
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and again
I, ® U Att, U {z: Chan(T} ... T,)} 15 pr{JYry ... %r;, ¥/return, ©!/this|}
Thus
[, ® U {z:Chan(T} ... T,)} K5 o1[p {71 ... Y/r, ¥/return, ©1/this]}]

Putting this and the earlier fact together, we have

olx?(sy:Ty...8,: 1Ty,

[, ®U {z:Chan(T, ... T,)} 5 #Hor:Th ) 7l
o1[p1{YYr1 ... "r, ¥/return, ?1/this[}]

The state hasn’t changed, so we have I' I ¢/{%, as required.

Object Creation

Say the proof tree is an instance of CRT:

I' > o[create 0;:C p]

— oy { T

AU{d, =0}

where o} is the new object name “chosen” by the axiom. From the main
premise of the theorem we have I' I o[create o;: C' p]{% which gives us both
r,o Igo[create 01:C p] and T, ® IHDA. So I', ® U Att, I(—? create 01:C p.
This implies that I, ® U Att, U {0"1: C'} lgp{\oﬂl/ol }. So by Lemma C.3.4,
case 4, we can use 0} instead 0"y to give I', ® U Att, U {0}: C'} lgp{|0/1/01 I} so
L, ®U{0:C} 5 olp{ 0/1/01 }]. The addition of the empty assignment to the

typing state, will not affect it’s dynamic type safety, so we have:

/ dU{o":C
T i olp{ Yo BI{A0 o oy

as required.
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Attribute Access

Say the proof tree is an instance of ACC:

I & ofa?r pl{X— p{"/r[H2
where v = A(0)(a). The premise of the theorem gives us I' 5 o[a?r p|{2 so
we have I', @ IHD ola?r pland T, ® IHD A . From the first statement, we can infer
[, ® U Att, I a?r p. By DTS-ACC, this implies I', ® U Att, F a: Attr{T}
and I', ® U Att, U {r': T} I';1>p{|7",/r|} . Since the state is dynamically type
safe, we have I', ® U Att, U {r": T} - v: T. Then by Lemma C.3.4, case 3 and
case 2, I', ® U Att, I£ p{V/r[}. So T, ® & o[p{¥/r[}]. Thus I & o[p{¥/r[|{%

as required.

Attribute Update

Say the proof tree is an instance of DTS-UPD:
I > olalv pl{3— o[pl{}

where 0 € Dom(A) and A’(01)(a;) = A(o1)(a1) if 0y # o0 or a; # a and
v otherwise. The premise of the theorem gives us: I' 15 ofalv p|{% from
which we deduce I', ® IHD olalv p] and T', ® I';1> A . From the first of these we
get I',® U Att, 5 alv p. By DTS-UPD, this gives us I, ® U Att, - v: T,
[® U Att, F a:Attr{T} and T',® U Att, lgp . This last point gives us
r,o IHD olp]. Considering state, we can see that T', ® |'3> A, since v is appro-
priately typed. This, with the above dynamic agent type safety statement,
gives us I' i o[p]{%, as required.

That was the last of the axioms, so we're done.
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Theorem C.3.7 (Type Safety) If oo - T and T’ > gp{§°:> {3 then
T £ g{% is not type violating.

Proof: This follows from Lemma C.3.3 and Theorem C.3.6, using an

obvious inductive argument on the derivation of I' > gp{§°:> g{%. 1

C.4 Configurations and the Type System

In this section, we provide the proofs of Theorem 5.4.5 and Corollary 5.4.6.

Lemma C.4.1
Lok vT =0 opFvp:T

Proof: By a simple induction on the proof tree of I', @+ v: 7. R

Lemma C.4.2
TOIEA=T, Oplf Ap

Proof:

oA
= (dynamic type safety of state dictionaries)
Vo € Dom(®).3C.
(0:Ced
Aclass C {ay : Attr{T1},... g, : Attr{T,}} €T
AYa € Dom(A(0)).(Ji.a = a; AT, @ F o(a): T;))
= (renaming, set theory, logic)
Vo' € Dom(®p).3C.
(o:C e Pp

341

5.4.4
pl45




APPENDIX C. TECHNICAL RESULTS FOR THE TYPE SYSTEM

Nclass C {ay : Attr{T\},... g, : Attr{T,}} €T
AVa € Dom(Ap(0)).(Fi.a=a; AT, Pp 0 (a): T7))
= (dynamic type safety of state dictionaries)
L, ®p i5 Ap
[ |

Lemma C.4.3
ToEp=T,0p pp

Proof: By induction on the proof of I', ® 'IH> p. We only consider one case
here.
Say that the last step of the proof is an instance of the new channel rule
L@ U (T} i p/{|cl
r,o Iﬁbnew c:Tp

So p =new ¢: T p/, hence

pp = (newc:T p)p
= new (cdp): T (p'dp)
Say that ¢d = ¢, and let ¢” be new. We note that pd = p{|cﬂ/c|} because the
shove will only effect ¢. Then, by the induction hypothesis three times, we
have

P (@ UL TH(E ) p(c"e") 1 /el (ol

ie.
Lopu{c": T} 15 p{/chp(c"c")
= pop{< e}
We can apply the dynamic type safety rule for new channel to this to give
I, ®p IHD new ¢":T p'dp
= mnewcop:T p'dp

= (newe:T p)p
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which gives us the result in this case. B

Lemma C.4.4
D@15 g=T,®pl5 gp

Proof: If g = nil, then the result is obvious, so we assume that g contains
one or more primitive agents. Say o[p] € g. Then I', ® Igo[p] so I'® U
Att, 'IH> p so, by Lemma C.4.3, we have I', ®p U Att,, lgpp. This means that
T, ®p 5 oppp] i.e. T, ®p K (o[p])p. Since this is true for all the agents of g,

we have our result. l

Corollary C.4.5
Lig o{2= T K 9n{2,

Proof: This is an immediate consequence of lemmas C.4.4 and C.4.2. R

Theorem C.4.6 Say ® T and T',® % K then

1. IfT,o» K — K' then T, ® % K'.

cv1,...vn)

2. IfT, o K K' thenT,® ¥ K’

c?(vi,...un)

3. If0,®» K
[, ®, thenT,® % K'.

K' and c?(vy,...v,) is a type safe reception in

o.m!(v1,...vn)

4o T, o0 K ————> K then T, ® K

5 ]fF,(I) > K o.m(?(:.;...vm

inT,®, then T, ® ¥ K.

K" and o.om?(vy, ... v,) is a type safe reception

Proof: Consider the first case. Say

F,@>K1—>KQ
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and
rof K,
and
Flatten(K:1{§) = ¢1{%
Flatten(K>{) = g¢{x
Then

>

[f§ g11a)
By Theorem B.4.11, there exists some renaming p such that

P> gi{x— 920220
By Theorem C.3.6, we know
r 'HD 92[9{2222

and by Lemma C.4.5, this means

r 'ED 92{2)22
ie.

T 15 Flatten(K,{})

. » .
which means I', ® Ij K5 as required.
Now consider the second case. So we have

cl(v1,...vn)

r,o» K, K,

and
rol K,

and
Flatten(K;) = ¢ 211

Flatten(K,) = 92{222
Flatten(Kl{ab) = glpl{ii%wb
Flatten(K2{§) = gap{R227"
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By Lemma B.4.7, we know there exists a renaming p such that

Dyp = Dy
A2P = A
>
g = olcvy,...vn) pllg
>
g2p =a opllg
Now
B1p1UD
r 'HD glpl{ml,))lu
SO
[,opUd 15 Aip
L®pUd 'HD g1p1
SO
I,oppUd I(—? (o[cH vy, ... va) Dllg)p1
hence
D00 U® K (opy)[cl v, ...vm) (pp1)]
[,opUd I g;m
Thus

T, ®1p; U U Att,,, 15 cl(vr,...v,) (pp1)

from which we can conclude

T, 0p, UDUAtt,, & pp
T,®pUQ |5 opilppi]
I, oipU® 15 opilppi]lgp
L5 (opilppllgo) {007

Let
pr=(pop op Ny, + s
Then, by Lemma C.4.5, we have

o ((D1p1UD)p>
[ (opilppn]lgpn) po{R0
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which gives us

> [} [
Il 92P2{A22ffgu

1.e.

T 5 Flatten(Ko{})

which means I', 'TT K5 as required. B

5.4.6

Corollary C.4.7 IfT",® Ig KiandD',® » K, % K5 and all the receptions |p147
)

wn Ly are type safe, then I, I;T K.
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Simulations

This appendix provides many of the simulations mentioned in the main text.
The definition of satisfying simulation can be found on page 167. The defi-
nition of refining simulation can be found on page 178.

Section D.2 gives the satisfying simulations used in the Scheduler example
of Chapter 6. Section D.1 gives the refining simulations used in that exam-
ple. In Section D.3, we give the refining simulations used for the concurrent

dictionary example of Chapter 7.

D.1 Refining Simulations for the Scheduler
Example

First we justify the statement Sched’ C Schedé, given the definitions:

Sched? = H bj.SchedOI_IH a;.Sched’
Jjel.n i€l.n

Schedl, % H bj.sched;ij¢ a;.Sched,,
X 1€ X

J€
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where X C {1..n}. We use the following refining simulation:

{(Sched”, Sched};) | X C {1..n}}
b;.Sched® H a;.Sched”, Sched,) | X C {1.n}}

i€l.n

(-
—

| 1jel.n

-
—~—

b;.Sched”, H b.Schedl_,) | 0 # X C {1.n}}
jeX

-
—~—

a;.Sched?, ﬂ a;.Schedl ) | {1.n} # X C {1.n}}

i€l.n ¢X

{(b;.Sched®, b;.Sched_;) | j € X C{l.n},}

(

(

( j€l.n
i

(b
(a;.Sched”; a;.Sched’ ;) | i ¢ X C {1.n},}

u {

Next we justify the statement Schedql) C Sched% given the definition:

S h d2 def D b]SChed?ij El (H ai-SChed?XU’i M 0)
jeX

i¢X
We use the following refining simulation:

{ SchedX,SchedX) | X C{1.n}}

U (] ] _ brsehedk, mﬂ a;.Sched,;, Sched%) | X C {1.n}}
U (| | _ b Sehedi Djexbj.sched§_j) 10+ X C {1.n}}
u { ierai.SChedﬁ(Ui, Hi¢xai.Sched§(Ui) | {1.n} # X C {1.n}}

U {(b;.Sched)_;,b;.Sched%_;) | j € X C {1.n}}

(
(
(
(
(
(a;.Sched;, a;.Sched% ) | i ¢ X C {1.n}}

u {
Now we consider the statement Schedj C Sched; given the definition:

D b;.Sched?_ DH a;.Sched®,; if X # {1.n}
jeX

b;.Sched’, y otherwise
jeX

def
Sched} =
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We use the following refining simulation:

c C
J T o e

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

c ¢ Cc Cc C
——

{(a

{(Sched, Sched%) | X C {1..n}}

b;.Sched%_; O ( a;.Sched,; M0),Sched) | X C {1..n}}

Ljex igX

b;j.Sched}_;) | 0 # X C {1.n}}

bj Sched? . D
je
a;.Sched%; M0, . a;.Sched% ;) | {1.n} # X C {l.n}}
igX

jeX

ig X
a;.Sched% ;M0,0) | X = {1.n}}

i¢X
e Schedi Hi¢xai.SChed§(Ui) | {1.n} # X C {L.a}}

{(b;.Sched%_;, b;.Sched%_,) | j € X C {1.n}}
i.Sched%;;, a;.Sched ;) | i ¢ X C {1.n}}

Next we consider the statement Sched% C Schedf@ given the definition:

Sched

1 Djexbj.sched;{“ 0 (ﬂ(m _aw-Schedt i, 10)

where ¢ € {1..n}. We use the following refining simulation:

-
—~—

-
——

(
(
(
U {(

u {(

{(Sched’, Sched; ) | X C {l.n},i € {l.n}}

b;.Sched?_, O (H a;.Sched%, 110), Sched ) | X C {1..n}}

jex igX 7

bj Sched? . D bjSched! ()| 0# X C {l.n},i € {L.n}}

jeX ’
Sched? mo,ﬂ

Hhe-DHECx Uk (k& X k=i)

| {1.n} # X C{l.n},i € {1.n}}
ay.Sched;y yur)

az.Sched? H
F XOR | (g X ki)

| {1.n} £ X C {L.n},id X}

jeX

rex ay.Schedy 1y, 110)

kEX

{(0,0)}
{(b;.Sched% _;, b;.Sched; x_;) | j € X C {1.n}}

{(a.Sched? , ar-Schedy ; x.;)

[ {l.n} #XC{lnbie{l.n}i=k¢X}
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Lastly, we consider the statement Schedi@ C Schedi@ given the definition:

N Djexbj.SChediX_j O a; Sched?,, ;i ¢ X
cned;

X T 5 .

jEX

We use the following refining simulation:

{(Schedf,X,Schedix) | X C{l.n},ie {l.n}}
U {(| | bpSched; O (H

ag.Schedy, | y, M0), Sched? y)
_jGX ’ ’

(kg X k=i)
| X C{l.n},i € {l.n}}

U {(| | bSched!,, Djexbj.schediX_j) 104X C {1.n},ie{l.n})

Ljex
Ul (kezx,k:i)&k'SChedi“vXUkﬂo’ai'SChed?+1,Xui)
| {l.n}# X C{l.n},i¢ X}
U {(_(WMi)ak.schediﬂ,xuk M0,0) | {l.n} # X C {l.n},i € X}
Al | (k:ng,k:i)ak'SChedi“vXUk’ ai'SChed?Jrl,XUi)

[ {1.n} #X C{l.n}i¢ X}

{(0,0)}

{(b;.Sched! x_,, b;.Sched} y_) | X C {l.n},j € X}
{(ax.Schedy 4y xuy, ai-Sched? x.;)

| X C{ln}ie{ln).k¢ X, k=1)

D.2 Satisfying Simulations for the Scheduler
Example

First we justify the statement design® sat Sched%, where we convert design’

to normal form as follows:

1 def 1 1 def 1 1 def 1 1 def 1
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We use the following satisfying simulation:

{(Schedy, d}), (Schedy, a;.d}),
je@bj'SChedql)’j r Hi@ai.SChed%i}, ap.dl), (Hi%ai'SChed}d}’ ap.dl),
Schedyyy, a1.d3), (Schedyyy, d3), (Schedyyy, az.d3),
by Sehedyy_, 1| | sy 0Sched iy a2 ),
12{1 ’

a

=

| lje{1}

ig{l}ai.Sched}M}, ay.d}), (as.Schedy, 5y, as.dj),

(
(
(
(
(Schedy, oy, d3), (Schedy, 5y, by.d}),
( bj Sched, 5, M Higm}
(

(

(

(

o

a;.Sched}, , . ,by.dd),
| ljepo {1.2:}> b2-dy)

bj.Schedy, 91 ;,b5.d}), (by.Schedyy, by.d}),

Jje{1,2}

Sc hedy,y, d}), (Schedyy, by.d}),
by Sehedyy_, 1| | oy 0 Schedy iy bud),
1¢{1 ’

(@]

| lje{1}

b;.Schedyyy ;, by.di), (by.Schedg, by.df)}

je{1}
Next we consider the statement design? sit Schedql) where we convert

design® to normal form as follows:

2 def 2 2 def 2

We use the following satisfying simulation:

{(Schedy, d}), (Schedy, a;.d2),
( jewbj.Schedql)_j r Hi@ai.SChed%i}, a.d3), (Hi%ai.Schedii}, a;.d3),
(a_ Schedyyy, a1.d3), (Schedyyy, d3), (Schedyyy, by.dP),
( b;.Sched};,_; M H oy 0 Schedy iy b,
12{1 ’
(

=

| lje{1}

b;.Schedyyy ;, by.d?), (by.Schedg, by.df)}

je{1}
We justify the statement that design’ sat Sched% by showing that no sat-

isfying simulation can exist which contains (Sched%,d%). Say Q is such a
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satisfying simulation. As a consequence of the definition of satisfying simu-

lation, it is easy to show that we must have (Sched%l}, ap.di) € Q. This leads
us to having (D bj Sched}y,_; O (H a;.Sched}, , M0), a2.d}) € Q,
je{1} i¢{1} ’
which fails the satisfying simulation property. This is a contradiction, so we
conclude that design' sat Sched;.
Next we show that design® sit Schedj. We use the following satisfying

simulation:

{(Schedj, d?), (Schedj, a;.d2),

Djewbj.schedaj O (Hi¢@ai.80hed%i} M10), ar.d2),
0,0), (Hiwai.Schein} M0, a;.d3),

ar.Schedfyy, a1.d3), (Schedfyy, d3), (Schedfyy, by.dP),
Dje{l}bj.schedfl}j O (Hig{l}ai.Sched%u} M10), by.d2),

b;.Sched?y,_, by.d2), (H a;.Sched?, , 10,0),

Jje{1}

by.Sched3, b;.d?)}

(
(
(
(
( ¢{1}
(

Now we justify the statement design3 sat Sched% given the definition:

aet | Djex bj.designi(fj + a(miny).designiu(miny) it X # {l.n}

design’ ;
> jex bj.design’y_; otherwise
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We use the following satisfying simulation:

djex bj.designi(_j + a(miny).designiu(miny))
X # {1}
U {(D]eXb Schedy_,, 3,y bydesignk_) | # X € {1.n}}
U {(H as.Sched% i, Ay - designy i) | X # {Ln}}
U {(b, Schedi 2 .design’ i) 1jeX C{l.n}}
U {(a;.Sched%;, a;.design’ | minx)) | X #{l.n},i= (min X)}

Next we justify the statement design] sat Schedi@. We convert design

to normal form using:

4 def 4 4 def 4
dl,i = ai‘dQ,i d2z bi.dj i+l
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We use the following satisfying simulation:

{(Sched;y,d{,) | i € {1..n}}
U {(Sched;y, a;.d3,) | i € {1.n}}

U {(_jewb].SChed;lJrl,@—j Il (H(kgm,ki)ak'SChediH’{’“} ro), @i.dgﬂ,)
li € {1.n}}

N {(_(k:eé@,kz‘)aksehediﬂ,{k} M0,a;.dy;) | i € {l.n}t}

U {(_(W ,)ak.SchediH,{k},ai.d;{i) | i€ {l.n}}

U {(a; Schedzﬂ{},al di,) i€ {1.n}}

U {(Sched; a0 d3,) i€ {1.n}}

U {(Sehedm{},b di) [ie{l.n}}

U (], biSchediiy gy O H(W}’k e Sehiedi iy 110), b )
li € {1.n}}

U A eSehedby gy beddn) i € (1o}

U {( e )ak.SChediH,{k} M0,0) | i€ {l.n}}

U {(b SchedZJrl 0s bi d‘llzﬂ) |ie{1.n}}

U {(0,0)}

Lastly, we justify the statement that designi@ sat Sched‘i@ given the def-
inition:
deSIgnf X o 2jex b de&gnz x—j T G d651gnz+1 xui 1¢X

> jex by design} x_, ieX
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We use the following satisfying simulation:

Sched; , djex bj.design?,xfj + a;.design?,; xu;) | X € {l.n},i ¢ X}

. 5 L
ZjeX bj.demgni?X_j + ai'de&gni-f—l,XUi)

|IX C{l.n},i¢ X}
U {(Djexbj.Schedin,Zjex bj.design; ;) | X C {1.n}}
{(ai.Sched?H,XU{i},ai.design?+17XUi) | X C{l.n},i¢ X}
{(b;.Sched; x_;, b;.design} y_;) | X C {l.n},j € X}

D.3 Refining Simulations for Chapter 7
To show that Dspec® C Dspecé’@ we use the following simulation:

{( Dspec, Dspeck, , ) | Ri,Ro C A}

o.get?(k) 0
U H ——— Dspec
{( keKey,zeN v P

o.set?(k,v)

M — Dspec’
(k,v)€Key x Value,zeN
] !
r ) Dspec®
vEValue,zEN
] !
M 2 Dspec’
zeN
M —— Dspec’,
€N
1
Dspecg, g, ) | Ri;R2 SN}
] get?(k
U {( Ogex ) Dspec?,
keKey,zeN
] o.get?(k) 1
x DspeCRlU{x},Rg ) ‘ Rl’ R’2 g N}
keKey,r new
] o.set?(k,
U {( i x< ) Dspec’,
(k,v)€Key x Value,xeN
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o.set?(k,v)
x

DSpeC11{17R2U{x} ) | Rl, RQ g N}

(k,v)€Key x Value,z new

U {( 2o Dspec’,

vEValue,z€N

] z!(v)

— DSpeC%ﬁ\{x},Rg ) | Ri,Re C© N, Ry # 0}

vEValue,z€Ry

z!()

U —= Dspec’,
{( zeN P
] z!()
o Dspec%{hRQ\{x} ) | Ri,Ra SN, Ry # 0}
U I — Dspec’, H —— Dspect
{( ieN P N PECR, R, )}
o.get?(k) o.get?(k)

U {( ———= Dspec’, —x>DSpeC%{1U{x},R2 )

| Ri,R2 C Nk € Key, xnew}

o.set?(k,v)

U {( — Dspec’,

o.set?(k,v)

1
DSpeCRl,RQU{LB} )

| Ri, Ry C N, (k,v) € Key x Value, z new}

z!{v z!{v
U {( —<>> DSpeC07 —<>> Dspecll%l ~{z},R2 )

| Ri,Ry C N, v € Value,z € Ry }

z!() z!()

U {( —> Dspec’, —> Dspecllng,RQ\{w} ) | Ri,Re C N,z € Ry}

U {( — Dspec’, —>Dspeclla1,R2 )}

Let Dstate; = (0,0,0,0). To show that Dspec(},’@ C DspecQDStateo, we use
a refining simulation which requires a non-trivial equivalence step. The two
subprocesses of Dspec? which are meets of silent actions need to be matched
with a single meet of silent actions in Dspec'. Let S(Dstate) = In; + In, and

for s € S(Dstate) let

f5(Dstate, z, k,v) if s = (z,k) € In; and v € Value
m(Dstate, s) =
fe(Dstate, x, k,v) if s = (z, k,v) € Iny
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Clearly, we can map S(Dstate) to a subset of N. Thus

o.get?(k)

Dspechgiare = - _ DSpeC?ﬁ(Dstate,x,k)
B st ? (k)
" (k,v)eKey x Value,r new % DSpeC?Q(DState,x,k,v)
" (z,v)€0uty ﬂ) DspeC?B(Dstate,ac,v)
T o S Dspec, e
" s€S(Dstate) —> Dspecz’l(DStateys)

To relate the specifications we use the following projection
7(Dstate) = (71 (Iny) U (Outy ), m (Ing) U Outy)

where m; projects out the first element of a tuple.

To show that Dspecqlm C DSpechgate, We use the following simulation:

{( DSpeC}r(Dstate)?DSpeC2Dstate ) ‘VDState}

o]
{( keKey,r new

o.get?(k)

1
DspeCRlu{x},RQ

o.set?(k,v) 1
r —— > Dspec

R1,RoU
(k,v)€Key x Value,z new ac 1 R2U{e}

! {v)

1
r —— Dspec
R R
v€Value,z€R1 i~{zhR2
] x!() 1
r — Dspec
R1,R
zER2 1R2{a}
1
M = Dspech’RQ,
1eN

Dspec? ... ) | VDstate, (R;, Ry) = m(Dstate)}

o.get?(k) 1
U H Dspec
{( keKey,r new r p RiU{z}.R2>

H o.get?(k) D 2 )
= USPECy (Dstate,z,k
keKey,z new r F1(Dstate,a.k)

| VDstate, (R, R2) = m(Dstate) }

o A{C | ]
(k,v)€Key x Value,z new

o.set?(k,v) 1
> DSPeCRl,RQU{LE}’
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o.set?(k,v) 2
x DSpeCfg(Dstate,ac,k,v) )

(k,v)€Key x Value,z new

| VDstate, (R, Re) = m(Dstate) }

(] z!(v) 1
U —— Dspec
{( vE€Value,z€R1 PECR, ~{z}Reo
(] z!(v) 9
— Dspec
(z,0)€0uty PECy, (Dstate,z,v) )

| VDstate, (R, Re) = m(Dstate) }

2)

U {( e Dspecll{hlh\{x}7

_xeoth = DspeC?”zx(Dstate,x) ) | VDstate, (Rq, Ry) = m(Dstate) }
U {( _iEN — Dspec%{l’RQ,

_SES(Dstate) —> DSpeC?n(Dstate,s) ) | VDstate, (Rq, Rg) = m(Dstate) }
U {( w Dspechlu{x}ﬂg’ o.gez?(m DSpeC?ﬁ(Dstate,x,k) )

| VDstate, (R1, Re) = m(Dstate), k € Key, z new}

o.set?(k,v) 1 o.set?(k,v) 2
U {( T DSpeClh,RgU{x}? T DSpeCfg(Dstate,:v,k,v) )

| VDstate, (R1, Re) = m(Dstate), (k,v) € Key x Value, z new}

z!(v) 1 z!(v) 2
1~{z},R2’ S 3(Dstate,z,v
U {( — Dspecg, (s}, — DSPECE, (dstaten0) )

| VDstate, (R1, Re) = m(Dstate), (x,v) € Outy }

U {( LO Dspecllil,Rg\{x]ﬂ

z!

s Dspect, pstatesy ) | VDstate, (R1, Ry) = m(Dstate), 2 € Outy}
u {( — Dspec%{hRQ,

— DSpeC;(Dstate,s) ) | ¥Dstate, (Rq, Ry) = w(Dstate), s € S(Dstate)}

It is easy to show that Dspe(:2Dstateo C Dspec%statel. Relate the specifica-
tions with a projection which discards the Dict component of the state.

3 4 . . .. .
To show that Dspecpgae & DSpechgaie again requires a non-trivial equiv-
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alence:

4 _
DSpeCDstate =

DkzeKey,xnew

el
(k,v)€eKey x Value,z new
0 ([

( ( (z,v)€O0uty

M
| lz€Outz

M
| 1(z,k)€Iny,v=get(Dict,k)

n

(z,k,v)Elng

mo)

We use the following refining simulation

o.get?(k)
x

o.set?(k,v)
—_—
x

z!(v)

z!()

e

{( Dspec?l))statmDspeCle)state ) IVDState}

o.get?(k)

o ]|
{( keKey,z new

3
Specfl(Dstate,ac,k)

4
DSpeCfl(Dstate,:v,k)

4
DSpeCfQ(Dstatew,kvv)>

4
DSpeCfg(Dstate,:v,v)

4
Dspecf4 (Dstate,z)
4
Dspecf5 (Dstate,z,k,v)

4
DSpeCfg(Dstate,:v,k,v) )

o.set?(k,v) 3
. Dspec
(k,v)€Key x Value,z new f2(Dstate,z,k,v)
] zl(v) X
i —— Dspec
(ﬁ,v)GOutl fS(DState7x7v)
[ ] z1() X
M Dspec
Dstat
z€0uts f1(Dstate,x)
3
i — Dspec
D
(2,k)€Iny v=get(Dict k) f5(Dstate,z,k,v)
N 3
A — Dspec
(z,k,v)€lng fo(Dstate,z,k,v)>
4
DspeCDstate ) ’ VDState}
[ ] o.get?(k) 3
- spect p
{( k€Key,r new f1(Dstate,z,k)>
[ ] o.get?(k) 4
Dspecfl(Dstate,x,k) )
L keKey,z new
| VDstate}

(k,v)€Key x Value,z new

L (k,v)eKey x Value,z new
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| VDstate}
] z!(v) 3
—— Dspec ,
(2,0)€0uts p f3(Dstate,z,v)

— z!(v) 4
— DSpeCf3(Dstate,x,v) )

(x,v)€0uty
| VDstate}
] !
x€0uty $—<>> DspeCi(Dstate,x)a
ﬁ) DSpeC;l%(Dstate x) )
z€0uty ,
| VDstate}

3
— Dspecy, (pstate,,k )
(z,k)€Iny ,u=get(Dict, k) fs(Dstate,z,k,v)

4
— Dspecy, ipstate.s b))
(z,k)€Iny ,u=get(Dict, k) fs(Dstate,,k,v)

VDstate}

3
— Dspecy, psate.z.k
(z,k,v)EIng fo(Dstate,z,k,v)1

4
— Dspect pstates ko) )
(z,k,v)€Iny fo(Dstate,z,k,v)

| VDstate}

o.get?(k)

3
Specﬁ(Dstate,ac,k)?

o.get?(k)
DSpecjlfl(Dstate,x,k) )

| VDstate, k € Key, z new}

o.set?(k,v)

3
T DSpeCfg(Ds‘ca‘ce,x,k,U)’
o.set?(k,v) 4
T Dspecfg(Dstate,x,k,v) )

| VDstate, (k,v) € Key x Value, x new}

! {v)
— Dspecz;s(

z!(v) 4
— Dspecy, instate,z,0) )

Dstate,z,v)»

| VDstate, (z,v) € Outy }

DSpeCﬂ;(Dstate,x)?

360



APPENDIX D. SIMULATIONS

- DSpeCﬂ; (Dstate, ) )

| VDstate, z € Outy}
U {( — DSpeCi(Dstate,x,kvv)’

4
- Dspecf5 (Dstate,z,k,v) )

| VDstate, (z, k) € Iny, v = get(Dict, k)}
U {( - DSPeC?ﬁ(DSt&tQ,I,k,’U)’

4
Dspecfﬁ (Dstate,z,k,v) )

| VDstate, (z, k,v) € Ing}

It is relatively straightforward to show Dspecp ... = DSpech.ac-
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