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Pomsets with Boxes: Protection, Separation,
and Locality in Concurrent Kleene Algebra

Paul Brunet and David Pym

University College London
{p.brunet,d.pym}@ucl.ac.uk

Abstract. Concurrent Kleene Algebra is an elegant tool for equational
reasoning about concurrent programs. An important feature of concur-
rent programs that is missing from CKA is the ability to restrict legal
interleavings. To remedy this we extend the standard model of CKA,
namely pomsets, with a new feature, called boxes, which can specify
that part of the system is protect from outside interference. We study
the algebraic properties of this new model. Another drawback of CKA
is that the language used for expressing properties of programs is the
same as that which is used to express programs themselves. This is often
too restrictive for practical purposes. We provide a logic, ‘pomset logic’,
that is an assertion language for specifying such properties, and which
is interpreted on pomsets with boxes. We develop the basic metatheory
for the relationship between pomset logic and CKA and illustrate this
relationship with simple examples.

Keywords: Concurrent Kleene Algebra- Pomsets: Atomicity: Seman-
tics- Separation- Local reasoning- Bunched logic.

1 Introduction

Concurrent Kleene Algebra (CKA) [8] is an elegant tool for equational rea-
soning about concurrent programs. However, the language used for expressing
properties of programs is the same as that which is used to express programs
themselves.

It is clear that this situation is not ideal for specifying and reasoning about
properties of programs. Any language specifiable in CKA terms has bounded
width (i.e., the number of processes in parallel; the size of a maximal inde-
pendent set) and bounded depth (i.e., the number of alternations of parallel
and sequential compositions). However, any property involving the existence of
a pattern — e.g., the set of pomsets satisfying a given property — has both
unbounded width and unbounded depth.

In this paper, we provide a logic, ‘pomset logic’, that is an assertion language
for specifying such properties. We develop the basic metatheory for the relation-
ship between pomset logic and CKA and illustrate this relationship with simple
examples. In addition, to the usual classical or intuitionistic connectives — both
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are possible — the logic includes connectives that characterise both sequential
and parallel composition.

In addition, we note that CKA allows programs with every possible inter-
leaving of parallel threads. However, to prove the correctness of such programs,
some restrictions must be imposed on what are the legal interleavings. We pro-
vide a mechanism of ‘boxes’ for this purpose. Boxes identify protected parts
of the system, so restricting the possible interleavings. From the point of view
of the outside of the box, the behaviour of the box is as though the program
within box be atomic. However, boxes can be nested, with this atomicity obser-
vation holding at each level. Pomset logic has context and box modalities that
characterise this situation.

Ezample 1 (Running example: a distributed counter).

We consider here a program where a counter is incremented in parallel by two
processes. The intention is that the counter should be incremented twice, once
by each process. However, to do so each process has to first load the contents
of the counter, then compute the increment, and finally commit the result to
memory. A naive implementation is presented in Table 1.

print (counter);
X:=counter; || y:=counter;
x:=x+1; y:=y+1;
counter:=x; || counter:=y;
print(counter);
Table 1: Distributed counter

To get simpler pictures, we represent the print instruction print (counter)by
&, the read instruction x:=counter by ==,, the increment instruction x:=x+1
by e, and finally the write instruction counter:=x by #,. Doing so, we may
represent the program from Table 1 as follows:

==y —> e, — 4,
s
/

==y —> Cdy — &y

This program does not comply with our intended semantics: indeed a possible
run of this program goes as follows:

— Py —> =y e, ed, #y #,

The result is that the counter has been incremented by one. We can identify
a subset of instructions that indicate there is a fault: the problem is that both
read instructions happened before both write instructions, i.e.:
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==y —> &1,

e?y—),@hy

To fix this problem, a simple solution is to make the sequence “read;compute;write”
atomic. This yields the program in Table 2.

print (counter);

atomicq{ atomicq{
x:=counter; y:=counter;
X:=x+1; y:=y+1;
counter:=x; counter:=y;
} }

print (counter);
Table 2: Distributed counter with atomic increment

Diagrammatically, this can be represented by drawing solid boxes around the
atomic{} blocs:

==y —>ed, — 4,
e NN
\

= A

With these boxes, it is no longer possible for problematic behaviour we described
earlier to happen. We will show in this paper how to make this formal.

The paper has a number of remaining sections. In Section 2, we extend pom-
sets with a new construct for protection, namely boxes. We provide a syntax for
specifying such pomsets and characterise precisely its expressivity. This enables
us, for example, to correctly represent the program from Table 1. We axiomatize
the equational theory of this model.

In Section 3, we introduce pomset logic. This logic comes in both classical
and intuitionistic variants. In addition to the usual classical or intuitionistic
connectives, this logic includes connectives corresponding to each of sequential
and parallel composition. These two classes of connectives are combined to give
the overall logics in the same way as BI's additives and multiplicatives [14,1,16].
The logics also include modalities that characterise respectively protection and
locality. These correspondences are made precise by a van Benthem—Hennessy—
Milner-type theorem asserting that two programs are (operationally) equivalent
iff they satisfy the same formulae.

Finally, in Section 4, we briefly discuss how local reasoning principles can be
established for our framework of programs and their logics.

For space considerations, some proofs are deferred to the appendix.
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B > ooy > oy > A, > by — 5 Z = ¢

Fig. 1: Poset subsumption

2 Algebra of Pomsets with Boxes

In this section we define our semantic model, and the corresponding syntax. We
characterise the expressivity of the syntax, and axiomatise its equational theory.
The results in this section have been fully formalised in Coq; the development
is available on GitHub: https://github.com/monstrencage/AtomicCKA.

For the remainder of this section, we fix an set X' of atomic actions.

2.1 Pomsets with boxes

Definition 1 (Poset with boxes). A poset with boxes is given by a tuple
P := (Ep,<p,\p,Bp), where Ep is a finite set of events; <pC Ep X Ep is a
partial order; \p : Ep — X is a labelling function; Bp C P (Ep) is a set of
boxes, such that O ¢ Bp.

Definition 2 (Poset morphisms). A (poset with boxes) homomorphism is a
map between event-sets that is bijective, label respecting, order preserving, and
box preserving. In other words, a map ¢ : Ep — Eg such that (i) ¢ is a bijection;
(11) Mg o ¢ = Ap; (iii) ¢(<p) C<qg; (W) ¢(Bp) C Bg. If in addition (iii) holds
as an equality, ¢ is called order-reflecting. If on the other hand (iv) holds as
an equality ¢ is box-reflecting. A homomorphism that is both order- and boz-
reflecting is a (poset with boxes) isomorphism.

In Figure 1 are some examples and a non-example of subsumption between
posets. We introduce some notations. Py is the set of posets with boxes. If ¢
is a homomorphism from P to @), we write ¢ : P — Q. If there exists such a
homomorphism (respectively an isomorphism) from P to @, we write Q C P
(resp. Q = P).


https://github.com/monstrencage/AtomicCKA
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(0,0) :a —> (1,0) :a —> (2,0) :a —> (3,0) :a ———> - -~
P: (0,1):a— (1,1):a—> (2,1):a—> (3,1):a —> - -~
0,2) : a (1,2) 1 a (2,2) 1 a (3,2) 1 a

(0,0) :a —> (1,0) :a —> (2,0) :a —> (3,0) :a ——> - -~
Q:
0,1) : a (1,1):a (2,1) :a (3,1):a

Fig. 2: Example of mutual homomorphic pomsets that are not isomorphic

~

Lemma 1. = is an equivalence relation. T is a partial order with respect to =.

Remark 1. Note that the fact that C is antisymmetric with respect to = relies
on the finiteness of the posets considered here. Indeed, we can build infinite
pomsets that are not isomorphic but have nevertheless homomorphism between
them in both directions. An example is provided in Figure 2.

Definition 3 (Pomsets with boxes). Pomsets with boxes are equivalence
classes of =. The set Pomy of pomsets with bozes is defined as Py /~.

We now define some elementary operations to build posets.

Definition 4 (Constants). Given a symbol a € X, the atomic poset associated
with a is defined as a:= ({0},[0 — a], Id;y,0) € Px.
The empty poset is defined as = (0,0,0,0) € Px.

Remark 2. For any poset P € Py, PC < P 1 <& P = . This is because
each of those relations imply there is a bijection between the events of P and
€ = 1. So we know that P has no events, and since boxes cannot be empty, P
has no boxes either. Hence P =2

Definition 5 (Compositions). Let P, Q be two posets with bozes. The sequen-
tial composition P ® Q and parallel composition P || Q are defined by:

PoQ .= <5p&JgQ,§pUSQ,/\le/\Q,BPUBQ>
PoQ:=(EpW&y,<pU<gU(Ep x&),\pUNg,BpUBg)

where the symbol U denotes the union of two functions, i.e. given f : A — C
and g : B — C, the function fUg: AW B — C associates f(a) to a € A and
g(b) tobe B.

Intuitively, P & @ consists of disjoint copies of P and @ side by side. P ® @ also
contains disjoint copies of P and @, but also considers every event in P to be
smaller that any event in Q.
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Definition 6 (Boxing). Given a pomset P its boxing is denoted by [P] and is
defined by: [P] := (Ep,<p,Ap,Bp U{Ep}).

Boxing a pomset simply amounts to drawing a box around it.

Definition 7 (Restriction, sub-poset). For a set of events A C Ep, we may
define the restriction of P to A as:

PLA = <A7§Pﬂ(AXA)7APLAaBPm,P(A)>'

We say that P is a sub-poset of Q, and write P @ Q, if there is a set A C &g
such that P = Q| 4.

Definition 8 (Pomset terms, SP-Pomsets). A (pomset) term is a syntactic
expression generated from the following grammar:

s,t €SPy u=1]als;t|s|t]]s].
By convention ; binds tighter than ||. A term is interpreted as a poset as follows:

[a] :==a [ = [[s1] == [LsI]
[s:¢] := [s] & [¢] [s1/t] == [s] & [t]

A pomset [Pl is called series-parallel if it is the interpretation of some term,
i.e. 3s € 8Py : [s] = P.

Ezample 2. The program in Table 1 of the running example corresponds to:
[E: (e i ey s, | 2y 1 ey 9y ) 5]
The corrected program, from Table 2, corresponds to:
[E; ([= s ede s 1] || [y s ey 5 49y ]) s 2]

Finally, the problematic pattern we identified may be represented as:

[(c=z [e=y) 5 (212 [ 2ay)] -

Sets of posets We now lift our operations and relations to sets of posets.

Definition 9 (Orderings on sets of posets). Let A, B C Py, be two sets of
posets. We define the following relations:

Isomorphic inclusion AC B iff VP € A, IQ € B: P Q.
Isomorphic equivalence A = B iff AC BAB C A.
Subsumption AC B iff VP € A, 3Q € B: PLC Q.

Remark 3. Isomorphic inclusion and subsumption are a partial orders with re-
spect to isomorphic equivalence, which is an equivalence relation.
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Definition 10 (Operations on sets of posets). We will use the set-theoretic
union of sets of posets, as well as the pointwise liftings of the two products of
posets and the boxing operators:
AR B:={P®Q| (P,Q) € Ax B} [A] :={[P] | P € A}
AeoB:={PaoQ| (P,Q) € Ax B}.
Definition 11 (Closure of a set of posets). The (downwards) closure of a set
of posets S is the smallest set containing S that is downwards closed with respect

to the subsumption order, i.e.: S| := {P €Pyx |3Q € S: PLC Q}. Similarly,
the upwards closure of S is defined as: ST:={P €Px | 3Q € S: P I Q}.

Remark 4. ()] and () T are Kuratowski closure operators [11], i.e. they satisfy
the following properties:

0L =0 AC Al ALl = Al (AUB)] = AL UBL.

(And similarly for the upwards closure.) Using downwards-closures, we may ex-
press subsumption in terms of isomorphic inclusion:

ACB o AC Bl & Al C BI.

Similarly, the equivalence relation associated with C, defined as the intersection
of the relation and its converse, corresponds to the predicate Al = BJ.

Definition 12. Terms are defined by the following grammar:
e,f€Tsu=0|1]ale;flelflet+f]le]
The can be interpreted as finite sets of posets with bozes as follows:
[o] := 0 [={} [a] := {a}
[lell :==lel]  [e; f1:=lelelf] [e+f1:=1[eJUlf] lell 1= [e]&[f]-

Remark 5. Interpreted as programs, 0 represents failure: this is a program that
aborts the whole execution. + on the other hand represents non-deterministic
choice. It can be used to model conditional branching.

2.2 A characterisation of series-parallel pomsets

Theorem 1. A pomset [P is series-parallel iff and only if it does not contain

any of the patterns in Figure 3, i.e. none of the following properties are satisfied:

Pi: Jej,en,es,es €Ep:eg <peshes<peghey <pesNeir £pesNex £p el A
eq Lp €3.

Py: Jdeq,es,e3€ Ep,JA, B € Bp : €1 GA\B/\GQ € ANBAes EB\A

Pg.' 361,62,63 GSP,HAGBPZ €1 ¢A/\€2,€3 GA/\el SP ea2 N ey ﬁp €3.

Py: Jdej,en,e3 €Ep,JAEBp: e1 & ANeg,e3 € ANes <pej ANeg £p ey.
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e —— 0
Pi: e Ps:
: % v o [e] -
e ——> 0
, o o |
Ps: 0( Py: 2.
* ® o[

Fig. 3: Forbidden patterns of SP-pomsets: dashed arrows (in red) are negated.

Before we discuss the proof of this result, we make a number of comments.

The four properties in Theorem 1 are invariant under isomorphism, since they
only use the ordering between events and the membership of events to boxes.
This is consistent with SP being a property of pomsets, not posets.

Pattern P is known as N, and is the forbidden pattern of series-parallel
pomsets (without boxes), as proved by Gischer [5]. Pattern Py indicates that
the boxes in an SP-pomset are well nested: two boxes are either disjoint, or one
is contained in the other. Patterns P3 and P4 reflect that if an event e is outside
of a box B, then e cannot distinguish events in B by the order: e can be smaller
than all of B, larger than all of B, or incomparable with every event in B.

Together, Po, P3, and P4 provide an alternative view of pomsets with boxes:
one may see them as hyper-pomsets, i.e. pomsets where some events (the boxes)
can be labelled with non-empty pomsets (the contents of the boxes). However,
even though this definition is equivalent to the one we use, it seems that for
our purposes the definition we provide is more convenient. In particular, the
definition of hyper-pomset homomorphism is more involved.

Proof (Sketch). By a simple induction on terms, we can easily show that sp-
posets avoid all four forbidden patterns. The more challenging direction is the
converse: given a poset P that does not contain any of the forbidden patterns,
can we build a term s € SPy such that P 2 [s]. We construct this by induction
on the size of P, defined as number of boxes plus the number of events. Notice
that if a poset does not contain a pattern, any sub-poset does not either.

If P has at most one event, then the following property holds:

— if P has no events, then P 2 [1];
— if P has a single event e, let a = P](e); we know that

Bp C{BC{e} [ B#0} ={{e}}
e if Bp =0 then P 2 a= [a];
o if Bp = {{e}} then P = [a] = [[a]].

If £p € Bp, then let P’ be the poset obtained by removing the box Ep. The
size of P’ is strictly smaller than that of P, and P 2 [P’]. By induction we get
a term s such that [s] = P, so P = [[]].
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e=feA Akbe=f AkFe=f AFf=g
_— AkFe=e -
Are=f Ak f=e Abe=yg

Va € X, At o(a) = 7(a)
Ak 6(e) =7(e).

o,7: X —>Tx,

e=feA f=ecA e<feA Ak o< AkFe<f AF f<g
Are<f AFe<f Are<{ €e=c AFe<g

Va € X, At o(a) < 7(a)
Al 6(e) < 7(e).

Table 3: Equational and inequational logic

o,7: X —Tx,

Consider now a pomset P with at least two events, and such that £p ¢ Bp.
A set of events A C Ep is called:

non-trivial if A ¢ {0,Ep};

— nested if for any box 8 € Bp either 8 C Aor ANS =10

prefix if for any e € A and f ¢ A we have e <p f;

isolated if for any e € A and f ¢ A we have e £p f and f £p e.

If P contains a non-trivial, nested, prefix set A, then we may conclude by in-
duction, since: P = P|, ® P|3. If P contains a non-trivial, nested, isolated set
A, then we may conclude by induction, since: P = P|, @ P|4. To conclude, it
suffices to show the following pair of claims (whose proofs are omitted):

(Claim 1) if P contains a non-trivial prefix set, it contains one that is nested;
(Claim 2) if P contains a non-trivial isolated set, it contains one that is nested.

Indeed, as a corollary of Gischer’s characterisation theorem [5, Theorem 3.1], we
know that since P is N-free (i.e. does not contain P;) and contains at least two
events, it contains either a non-trivial prefix set or a non-trivial isolated set. O

2.3 Axiomatic presentations of pomset algebra

We now introduce axioms to capture the various order and equivalence relations
we introduced over posets and sets of posets. Given a set of axioms A (i.e. uni-
versally quantified identities), we write A - e = f to denote that the pair (e, f)
belongs to the smallest congruence containing every axiom in A. Equivalently,
A+ e = f holds iff this statement is derivable in equational logic, as described in
Table 3. Similarly, A e < f is the smallest precongruence containing A, where
equality axioms are understood as pairs of inequational axioms. An inference
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s;(t;u) = (s;t);u (A1) et(f+g)=(e+tf)+g (B1)
sl =slle (A etf=fte (B2)
slit=t|ls (A3) ete=e (B3)
l;s=s (A4) Ot+e=e (Ba)
s;l=s (As) 0;e=e;0=0 (Bs)
1l|s=s (As) Olle=0 (Bs)

[[s]] = [s] (A7) e;(f+9) = (e;f)+(e;9) (B7)
[1]=1. (As) (et+f)sg=(e;9)+(f:9) (Bs)
el(f+9) = (el ) +ellg)  (Bo)

(sllt)s(ullv) < (s;u)[I(t;v)  (C1) [0] =0 (D1)
[s] <'s. (C2) [e+ /] = [e] +[/] (D2)
(sl1t)s(ullv) +(s50) [[(E50) = (s5u) [[(t;0) (E1)
[s]+s=s. (E2)

Table 4: Axioms

system is also provided in Table 3. We will consider the following sets of axioms:

BiMong := (A1) — (As) (Bimonoid with boxes)
CMong := BiMong, (C1), (C2) (Concurrent monoid with boxes)
SRp := BiMong, (B1) — (Bg) (Bisemiring with boxes)
CSRp := CSR, (E1), (E2). (Concurrent semiring with boxes)

Remark 6. One can show that for A € {SRg, CSRg}, we have:

ArFe<fe Are+f=f AFe=fo AFe< fAAF f<e.

Posets up to isomorphisms: the free bimonoid In this section, we prove
the following soundness and completeness theorem:

Theorem 2. [s] = [¢] & BiMong + s =t.

The key ingredient in this proof is the construction of a syntactic version of
the restriction operator, which extracts a subpomsets out of a pomsets, guided
by a subset of events.

Definition 13 (Syntactic restriction). Let s € SPyx be a term and A C £
a set of events. The syntactic restriction of s to A, written 74 (s) is defined by
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induction on terms as follows:

Ta (s5t) = Tang, (8);Tangy, (t)

ma (1)
74 (a) @ otherwise ma (s][t) = Taner, (8) | Taney, ().

1
{1z‘fA:(7J

ma ()= { B o

A (8) otherwise

The main properties of this operator are stated in the following lemma:

Lemma 2. For any s € SPx, and A C EM the following holds:

(i) Ima (s)] = [s]la;
(i) if A is prefiz and nested (see Section 2.2 for definitions), then

BiMong 74 (s) ;77 (s) = 55
(iii) if A is isolated and nested (see Section 2.2 for definitions), then
BiMonp 74 (s) || 75 (s) = s.
(Here A denotes the complement of A relative to £y, i.e. A:=Epp\ A.)

The proof of Theorem 2 then follows by induction on terms.

Posets up to subsumption: the free concurrent monoid
Theorem 3. [s] C [¢] & CMong F s <t

To prove this result, we will deal with the two extra axioms (C1) and (C2)
separately. In order to do so, we define the following sub-orders of C:

Box-subsumption We write P C; @ if there is an order-reflecting poset ho-
momorphism ¢ : Q — P.

Order-subsumption We write P C, @ if there is an box-reflecting poset ho-
momorphism ¢ : Q — P.

Lemma 3 (Factorisation of subsumption). If P C @, then there are Ry, Ry
such that: P E, Ry Cp Q and P Ty Ry T, Q. In other words, C=0C, o Cp and
E=L 0 L.

Proof. Let ¢ : Q@ — P be a poset homomorphism witnessing P C (. We may
define Ry = (£g,<q, g, {B | ¢(B) € Bp}) and Ry := (ép,<p,Ap, ¢ (Bg)) .
Checking that P ©, Ry T, @ and P Ty Ry C, @ hold is a simple matter of
unfolding definitions. a

We also notice the following properties of T, and C, with respect to the forbidden
patterns of series parallel posets:

Lemma 4. Let P,Q be two posets:
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(i) if P Cy Q, then P contains Py iff Q contains Py;
(ii) if P C, Q, then P contains Py iff Q contains Ps;
(iii) if P Cp Q and Q contains Ps, then P contains Ps;
(iv) if P Ty Q and Q contains Py, then P contains Py.

We now prove the first half of the theorem:
Lemma 5. If [s] C, [t], then CMong F s < t.

Proof. First, we define the following operator H (-) : Px, — Py (Px):
H(P) = {<€P7SP7)‘P3B> | B C BP}

From the definitions it is straightforward to show that P Cp @ iff @ is isomorphic
to some P’ € H (P). This operator H (P) can be mirrored on terms, i.e. we

can associate inductively to each term s a finite set of terms H(s) such that
VP € H([s]),3t € H(s) : [t] = P and V¢ € H(s), CMong F s < ¢. We may
therefore conclude:

[SIC [t =3P eH([s]): L] =P
=3t e H(s): [t'] = [t]
= ' € H(s) : BiMong ¢ =t ACMong s < t/
= CMong Fs <t =t. O

We now prove the second half of the theorem:

Lemma 6. If [s] C, [t] then CMong F s < t.

Remark 7. The proof we give below relies on Gischer’s completeness theorem [5].
In the Coq proof however, we make no assumptions, and we do not have access
to Gischer’s result. Therefore we perform a different, more technically involved
proof there, with Gischer’s theorem as a corollary.

Proof. We will perform this proof by induction on the number of boxes in s. Let
¢ : [t] — [s] be the box-reflecting homomorphism witnessing [s] C, [t].
If s contains no boxes, then by Gischer’s completeness theorem we know that

[s] T, [t] = BiMong, (C1) s < t.

Hence, as we have BiMong, (C1) € CMong, we get CMong F s < ¢.
If on the other hand s has boxes, consider the following set of boxes:

B:= {B € B[[S]] | VC € B[[SH,B CC=B= C} (: maXB[[s]])-

Notice that since ¢ is box-reflecting, we have that B = ¢ (max B[[t]]) . Further-
more, we have the following property: for any box B € max Bp], the map ¢|p
is a box-reflecting homomorphism from [t[l5 to [s]l,5). We pick new sym-
bols for the elements of B, i.e. we find a set X’ disjoint from X' and a bijection
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£()): B — X' Using the observation (A.4) we made earlier, we find two maps
s(2),t(2) : X such that:

VB € B, BiMong - 75 (s) = [ (£ (B))]. (2.1)
Vo € Z/, 5[[5(1.)]] ¢ B[[S(w)]]. (2.2)
VB € max By, BiMong b 75 () = [¢ (L(6(B)].  (2.3)
Vo e X, 5[[t(x)]] ¢ B[[t(x)]]. (2.4)

Clearly, for every x € X', s(x) has strictly less boxes than s. Our previous
observations imply that [s(z)] C, [t (z)]. Therefore, by induction hypothesis,
we get that Vo € X', CMong F s (z) < ¢ (z), hence:

Vo € X', CMong F [s (z)] < [t (z)].
Combined with (2.1) and (2.3) this yields:
VB € max B, CMong = 7y (s) < 7p (1).
We define two substitutions o, 7 : X' U X’ — SPx as follows:

mp(s) ife=4¢(B mp(t) ife=20(¢(B
U(x)::{xB() if:cEE( ) T(x)::{xB() if:z:GE( )

Finally, we syntactically substitute maximal boxed subterms with letters from X’
in s,t, yielding terms s, € SPxyx+ such that & (s') = s, 7 (t') = t, and neither
s’ nor t has any box. By unfolding the definitions, we can check that since
[s] T, [t] we have [s]’ C, [t]'. Furthermore, since s’ and # do not contain any
box, we may use Gischer’s theorem to prove that CMonp - s’ < t'. We may now
conclude: by applying o everywhere in the proof of CMong F s’ < ¢/, we get that
CMong Fs=6(s") <& (t'). Since Va € XU X" we have CMong F o(a) < 7(a),
we get CMong -6 (') <7 (') =t. O

Finite sets of posets as free algebras The following lemma allows us to
extend seamlessly our completeness theorem from BiMong to SRg and from
CMong to CSRg.

Lemma 7. There is a function T : Tx, — Ps (SPx) such that:

SRD}—e:Zs. lel = {[s] | s €Te}.

seT.
Proof. Simple induction on terms. a

Corollary 1. e] 2 [f] © SRgte=f

Corollary 2. [e]| =2 [f]l < CSRgte=f.
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3 Logic for pomsets with boxes

We introduce a logic for reasoning about pomsets with boxes. The logic we intro-
duce is a bunched modal logic, in the sense of [14,6,4,1,16], with substructural
connectives corresponding to each of sequential and concurrent composition.
Modalities characterise boxes and locality. The logic is also conceptually related
to Concurrent Separation Logic [13,3].

3.1 Pomset logic: definitions

We generate the set of formulas Fx; and the set of positive formulas FJZr as follows:

g EFLu=L1]a|loVy| oAy | owib| dxy| (8] ] (9D
Y EFsu=Llal oV |dAv|owi|oxi|[8]] (0| -0

Remark 8. Here the atomic predicates are chosen to be exactly X. Another
natural choice would be a separate set Prop of atomic predicates, together with
a valuation v : Prop — P (X) to indicate which actions satisfy which predicate.
It is equivalent:

— to encode a formula over Prop as a formula over X, simply replace every
predicate p € Prop with the formula \/aev(p) a

— to encode a formula over X' as one over Prop, we need to make the customary
assumption that Va € X, 3p € Prop : v(p) = {a}.

These formulas are interpreted over posets. We define two satisfaction rela-
tions: = allows one to reason on posets modulo isomorphism, while =4 and
=, consider them up to subsumption:

P =k ¢ is defined by induction on ¢ € Fyx:
- PEg Lif P
7P|:KaiffP%a
— Pk ~¢iff Pk ¢
—PIZK(]S\/’(ﬁiffP):KQbOI‘Plsz
— PEx oAV Pk ¢ and P g o
fP|=K¢>z/)iﬁ'P%P1®PgsuchthatP1 ':KgbandPgl:Kw
— PEk ¢xypiff P2 P ® P, such that P; Ex ¢ and Py Ex ¢
Pk [¢]iff P=[Q] and Q Fk ¢
— PEg (¢)iff P2 Qand Q [k ¢.
P 4t ¢ is defined by induction on ¢ € F:
— Py Liff P
~ PEkpaif PJa
- PEnroVyif PEjgor PEngy
— Pl oAy iff P =gy ¢ and P =g 1)
—P|:JT¢>wifngP1®P2suchthatP1':JTanndPg):nl/)
—P|:JT¢*wifngP1@P2suchthatP1 ):JTqﬁaIldPg':JTw
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— PRy [¢]iff PO[Q] and Q =1 ¢

— Py ) iff PO P »Q and Q =54 6.
P =y ¢ is defined by induction on ¢ € F:

—P'z‘]l'J_iﬁ‘P%

—P|:J¢aiffPEa

-~ Pl oVt Py ¢or Py i

- PEjonyiff Pl=y ¢and P =y ¢

fP|:J¢¢>1/)iffPEP1®P2suchthatP1':JiqﬁandPg':Nw

—P|:J¢¢*¢iHPEP1@P2suchthatP1 ):J¢¢andP2':J¢1/)
Py (o] Hf PC[Q] and Q =y ¢
—P|:J¢Qq/)|)iffPEP’BQandQ|:J¢¢.

FEzample 3. Recall the problematic pattern we saw in the running example, i.e.

==y ——— 41,

e’ey _ .ﬁxy

This pattern can be represented by the following formula:
conflict := ((c=g x==y) B (Za, % £2y))).

We may also interpret these formulas over sets of posets. We consider here
two ways a set of posets X may satisfy a formula:

— X satisfies ¢ universally if every poset in X satisfies ¢;
— X satisfies ¢ existentially if some poset in X satisfies ¢.

Combined with our three satisfaction relations for individual pomsets, this yields
six definitions:

XEY ¢iff VP e X, P =k ¢ XE%L ¢iff 3P e X, P =k ¢
XY 6iff VP € X, Pyt ¢ X3, it IPEX, Py ¢
XEy ¢iffVPEX, Py ¢ XEj, ¢if AP X, P =y, ¢.

For a term e € Ty, we write e =Y ¢ to mean [e] =Y ¢.

3.2 Some facts about pomset logic
Lemma 8. For every formula ¢ € FL, if P =k ¢ then P =y4 ¢ and P =, ¢.

Proof. This is straightforward, since = is obtained from =;4+ by replacing J
with 2, and since P =2 Q) = P J Q. A similar argument holds for |=j,. a

Lemma 9. For a formula ® € Fx and a pair of posets P,Q € Px, if P =2 Q
then P Ex @ iff Q Ex P.

Proof. We proceed by induction on @.
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—Ifd=1, Pk L means that X PX=Q, ie QFx L.
—lfd=-¢p, &= ¢V, or ® = p A1, we use the induction hypothesis to show
—IfP=0qa, &=0¢ph, d=¢xth, d = [d], or P = (@), then the satisfaction
relation says P =i @ iff P = P’ and h(P’). Since Q = P, @ also satisfies
Q = P’ and h(P’) so we get Q =k @ without using the induction hypothesis.
By symmetry, the converse implication holds as well. a
In other words, two isomorphic posets K-satisfy the same formulas. This means
K-satisfiability is defined on pomsets.
Lemma 10. For a formula @ € F; and a pair of posets P,QQ € Px, if PLC Q
then the following hold: P l=y3 @ = Q Ey+ @, and Q =y, ¢ = P =, D.

We can build formulas from series-parallel terms: ¢(a) := a, ¢(1) = L,
¢ ([s]) = [¢(s)], ¢(s:t) := d(s) » (1), and &(s [ 1) := d(s) % B(t).

Lemma 11. For any sp-term s and any poset P, we have:

Phyols)oP=[s] PlEnoés)oPI[s]  Plyyols) e P[],

3.3 Algebraic presentation

Given a formula ¢ and a satisfaction relation =x, with X € {J1, J], K}, we may
define the X-semantics of ¢ as [¢]y := {P € Px | P =x ¢}. We may rephrase
the results of the previous subsection from this perspective:

Lemma 8 : [¢] - C [¢] ;4 N [¢],-
Lemma 9 : [¢], is closed under ==.

Lemma 10 : [¢];, = [¢],4 1 and [¢]; = [¢],, |, ie. the JT semantics is
upwards-closed and the J|-semantics is downwards-closed.

Lemma 11 : [¢(s)] x = {[s]}, [¢(s)],, = {s]3 4, [9(s)] 54 = {3 -

We may also use this to describe the satisfaction relations for sets of posets:
elEx o & [eln[o]x #0 ek o= [e] S [0l - (3.1)
With these definitions, we make the following observations:

Lemma 12. The following statements hold universally:

ek ¢ el S [¢lx (3.2)
ey ool Tl (3.3)
e oevVPele],IQe¢l,,: PIQ. (3.4)
eCf=Vo el o= flEr ¢ (3.5)
eCf=Vo ebq 0= fERo (3.6)
eC =V fEkd=>ebk o (3.7)
eCf=Vo, fEy ¢=eky ¢ (3.8)

e Ex 0(s) & [s] € [e] (3.9)
e ):% o(s) < [s] € [e]d (3.10)
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We may use ¢(_) and T to generate formulas out of terms: let e € Ty be a
term, we define the formula @(e) :=\/ 1. é(s).
Lemma 13. &(e) satisfies the following equivalences:
ek 2(f) & [e] S [f] (3.11)
ey o(f) < [l E 1] (3.12)

Proof. Recall that since _1 and _| are Kuratowski closure operators, they dis-
tribute over unions. We may thus obtain:

[2(e)]x = | [k = |J {Is1} = [e] -

s€Te s€T,
[@(e)ﬂu = U M(S)]]u = U {[s]}4 = [eld.
seT, seT,
The statements then follow by (3.2) and (3.3). O

3.4 Adequacy of pomset logic

In this section, we present adequacy lemmas. These should be understood as ap-
propriate formulations of the completeness theorems relating operational equiv-
alence and logical equivalence in the sense of van Benthem [2] and Hennessy—
Milner [7,12] for this logic (cf. [1]). From the results we have established so far,
we may directly prove the following:

Proposition 1. For a pair of series parallel terms s,t, the identity BiMong -
s =t is derivable if and only if for any formula ¢, [s] Ex ¢ iff [t] Ex ¢

Proposition 2. For a pair of terms s,t € SPx, the identity CMonp - s <t is
derivable if and only if for any formula ¢, [s]| =4 ¢ implies [t] =4 ¢.

Proposition 3. Given two terms e, f € Ty, the following equivalences hold:

SRobe<fe (Vo eFx o= fEr o)« (Vo, fEk 0= ek ¢) (3.13)
SRoke=fo (Vo ebg oo fErd) & (Vo ek oo f K ¢). (3.14)

Proof. (3.13) We prove both directions:
(=) Assume SRt e < f. By Corollary 1 this means [e] C [f]. Therefore,
we may conclude by (3.5) and (3.7).

(<) We show that each LHS implies [e] C [f], i.e. SRoFe < f:
— Assume V¢, f E% ¢ = e E) ¢. Then in particular, since [f] C [f]
by Lemma 13 we have f =} ®(f), hence e =} @(f) ergo [e] C [f]-
— Assume V¢, e =3 ¢ = f =5 ¢, and let P € [e]. By Lemmas 7 we
know that there is s € T, such that P = [s], and by Lemma 11 we get
e =3 ¢(s), hence f =3 ¢(s). Hence by (3.9) we get P = [s] € [f].
(3.14) follows from (3.13), and the fact that < is antisymmetric. O
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We may also prove the variants of this proposition for J| and J1:

Proposition 4. Given two terms e, f € Ty, the following equivalences hold:

CSRote<f& (Vo el=gp 6= f 7 ) (3.15)
CSRoke=fe (Vo,el=0 ¢ & f =7 0). (3.16)
Proposition 5. Given two terms e, f € Ty, the following equivalences hold:
CSRoke<fe (Yo, f =), ¢ = e =), ¢0) (3.17)
CSRobe=f o (V6, e Y, 6= F Y, 6). (3.18)

4 Local Reasoning

The discussion in this section does not rely on which satisfaction relation we pick,
so in the remainder we assume we picked some relation =€ {Exk, i1, Eut}-

The modality () provides an explicit way of performing local reasoning (in
the sense of (Concurrent) Separation Logic [10,17,13,3]). Indeed, if a program
satisfies some formula ¢, then, if we insert this program in any context, the
resulting program will satisfy (¢). (Relationships between Concurrent Separation
Logic and CKA have bee explored in [15].)

Pomset logic enjoys a high level of compositionality, much like algebraic logic.
Formally, this comes from the following principle:

If e = ¢ and Va, oa = Ta, then Ge = 7¢.

This makes possible the following verification scenario. Let P be a large program,
involving a number of simpler sub-programs p,...,p,. We may simplify P by
replacing the sub-programs by uninterpreted symbols 1, ..., z,. We then check
that this simplified program satisfies a formula @, the statement of which might
involve the z;. We then separately determine for each sub-program p; some
specification ¢;. Finally, using the principle we just stated, we can show that the
full program P satisfies the formula @', obtained by replacing the x; with ¢;.

To illustrate how the box modality relates to protection, consider the classi-
cal formula ([=(a)]). A poset satisfies this formula iff it contains a box that do
not contain any a-labelled event. Note that the negation is used here to express
a closed-world property, which is not intrinsically classical, but cannot be ex-
pressed in our intuitionistic language. If a program p satisfies ([—(a)]), then any
program featuring p positively also satisfies it. This can be understood as saying
that if p contains a correct box, then no use of p can introduce an a-bug inside
that box, justifying our claim that boxes embody protection.
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A Omitted proofs

Proof (Claim 1). assume there exists non-trivial prefix set. We pick a minimal
one, i.e. a non-trivial prefix set A such that for any non-trivial prefix B, if B C A,
then B = A (this is always possible since C is a well-founded partial order on
finite sets). If A is nested, then A satisfies our requirements. Otherwise, there is
a box that is not contained in A while intersecting A. Since P does not contain
the pattern Py, we know that we may pick a maximal such box . This means
that we know the following;:

B € Bp VaeBp, Ca=f=a) dey e fNA ey € B\ A.

First, we show that A C 3. Consider the set A’ := A\ 3. Clearly A’ C A
(since e; € A\ A’). We may also show that A’ is prefix. Let e € A" and f ¢ A’.
There are two cases:

— either f ¢ A, then since A is prefix and e € A’ C A we have e <p f;

— or f € AN S. In this case, we use the fact that P does not have pattern Ps:
we know that e; € 8\ A, so since e € A’ C A we have e <p ey, and since
e ¢ B and ey, f € f we may conclude that e <p f.

Therefore A’ is prefix and strictly contained in A. By minimality of A, A’ has
to be trivial. Since A is non-trivial this means that A’ = ), hence that A C 3.
Now we know that A C . Because we know that 3 is not empty, and that
Ep ¢ Bp, we deduce that § is non-trivial. Since P does not contain pattern Po,
and by maximality of 3, we know that 3 is nested. We now conclude by showing
that § is in fact prefix. Let e € 8, and f ¢ 3. Since A C 8 we get that f ¢ A.
By the prefix property of A we get e; <p f, and since ej,e € f and f ¢ 3, by
the absence of pattern P4 we get that e <p f. ad

Proof (Claim 2). This proceeds in a similar manner as Claim 1. We pick a
minimal non-trivial isolated set A, and try to find a maximal box § such that
BNAZPand 8\ A # 0. If no such box exists, A is already nested. If we do find
such a box, we first show that A has to be contained in 5. Then we use this to
show that 3 is a non-trivial nested isolated set.

As noted before, this concludes the proof, Claim 1 and Claim 2 being enough
to call on our inductive hypothesis and build a term out of the poset. O

Theorem 2. [s] = [¢] & BiMong + s =t.
Before proving this theorem, we need to check the following statements:

5[[16]] =0 = BiMongFt=1 (A1)
5[511 € B[[S]] = 3t: BiMong ks = [t] A gﬂt]] ¢ B[[tﬂ (A.2)
Proof (statement (A.3)). Since £ = 0, t does not feature any symbol from

X, meaning t € SPy. We may then show that for every term ¢ € SP; we have
BiMonp +t = 1. a
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Proof (statement (A.4)). We proceed by induction on s:

s =1, s = a contradicts the premise;
s = [s'] we have to consider two cases:
— &[s1 € Bpoq: in this case, by induction we get ¢ such that &y ¢ By,
and BiMong F s = [¢'] = [[t]] = [t].
- 5[[81]] ¢ B[[S/]]: pick t = §'.
s = 5152 we know the following facts:

11 Y €] = €L € Bis] = Bpsa] YU Blsa]
VB € Bls,1 B C €5,
5[151]] N g[[sz]] =0

From them we deduce that either £f,,) = 0 or &5, = 0. We conclude by
applying the induction hypothesis to the appropriate subterm, and use (A.3)
to conclude.

s = 51| s2 same as s7 ; s9. O

We will also need the following observations:

Epp =0 = BiMong Ft =1 (A.3)
g[[s]] € B[[S]] = dt: BiMong s = [t] N 5[,5]] ¢ BM] (A.4)

We may now prove Theorem 2:

Proof (Theorem 2). As often for this kind of result, the right-to-left implication,
i.e. soundness, is very simple to check, by a simple induction on the derivation.
For the converse direction, we prove the following statement by induction on
the term s:
Vt € SPy, [s] = [t] = BiMong F s =1t.

s=1 : follows from (A.3).
s = a : we prove the result by induction on ¢:
t=1,t=[t'] : impossible since [t] & a;
t =b :since [t] = a this means a = b, i.e. by reflexivity BiMong F ¢t = a;
t =11ty : since @ has a single event, and &, . 4,] = €[, W Er,], that event
must be either in £, or in &,p, and the other term has no event.
The term that has no event, by (A.3), is provably equal to 1. The term
containing an event is isomorphic to a, so by induction it is provably
equal to a. Hence we get that ¢ is provably equal to either a;1 or 1;a,
both of which are provably equal to a.
t =t ||tz : same as t ;to.
§=81;82 ¢ let A := 5[[51]] - 5[[5]] Notice that Z = g[[s]]\g[[sl]] = 5[82]]. Let Qb be the
isomorphism from [s] to [t] and let ¢; := 744y (£) and to := T5CAY (t). Since
A is nested and prefix, so is its image by the isomorphism ¢. Therefore by
Lemma 2 we get that: BiMong - ¢t = t; ;5. By properties of isomorphisms,
we can also see that for any set X C &, we have [s]|yx = [t]],(x)- Hence
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we have [t1] = [t] |44y = [s]1a = [s1]. Similarly, and because by bijectivity

of ¢ we have ¢(A) = ¢ (A), we get [to] = [s2]. We may thus conclude by
induction that BiMong & s; =¢; (1 € {1,2}), i.e

BiMOHDI—5281;82:t1;t2:t.
s =51 82 : same as $1 ; S2. O

Lemma 4. Let P,Q be two posets:

(i) if P Cy Q, then P contains Py iff Q contains Py;
(ii) if P C, Q, then P contains Ps iff Q contains Ps;
(#i) if P Ty Q and Q contains Ps, then P contains Ps;
(iv) if P Cp @ and Q contains Py, then P contains Py.

Proof. (i) if ¢ : Q — P is order reflecting, then by definition we have
r<Qy < o(x) <p oY)

The result follows immediately.
(i) if ¢ : Q — P is order reflecting, then by definition we have

BeBg < o(B)eBp

e€B\C o dle) €p(B)\d(C) e€BNCdle)cd(B)Ng(C).

The result follows immediately.
(iii) if ¢ : @ — P is order reflecting and @ contains P3 then by definition of the
pattern we have eq, ez, e3 € £g and B € Bg such that

e1 ¢ B es € B es € B e1 <g e e1 £ es.
Since ¢ is a poset homomorphism, we know that ¢ (B) € Bp and ¢(e;) <p
@(e2). By definition of the direct image, we also know that ¢(e1) ¢ ¢ (B)
and ¢(e2), d(e3) € ¢ (B). Finally, since ¢ is order reflecting ¢(e1) £p ¢(es).
(iv) similar to the proof for (iii). O

Lemma 7. There is a function T : T, — Py (SPx) such that:
SRD}—e:Zs. le] ={[s] | s€T}.
seT,
Proof. T, is defined by induction on e:
TO = @ T1 = {1}

T, :={a} Tie = {[s] | s € Te}
Te,p:={s;t| (s,t) € Te x Ty} Teypi=Asllt] (s,t) € Te x Ty}
Te+f::TeUTf.

Checking the lemma is done by a simple induction. ad
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Corollary 1. [e] 2 [f] & SRote=f

Proof. Soundness is easy to check: by a simple induction on the derivation tree,
we can ensure that SRg e = f = [e] = [f].

Using Lemma 7 we may rewrite any term e as a finite union of series parallel
terms. Let s € T.. By soundness, there is P € [e] such that P = [s]. Since
[e] = [f], there is @ € [f] such that P = Q. Since SRg F f = ZseTf s, by
soundness there is ¢ € Ty such that @@ = t. Therefore [s] = [t], so by Theorem 2
we have BiMong F s = t. Since BiMong C SR, we also have SR F s = ¢,
and because t € Ty we get SRg F s < f. Since this holds for every s € T, this
means that:

SRoke= Y s</
seT.
By a symmetric argument we obtain SRg F f < e, allowing us to conclude by
antisymmetry that SRoFe= f. O

Corollary 3. [e]l = [f]l < CSRokFe=f.

Proof. Again, soundness is straightforward. For completeness, it is sufficient to
show if [e] C [f] then CSR F e < f. Assume [e]] C [f], i-e. every poset in [e]
is subsumed by some poset in [f]. Since SRg C CSRp, we get by Lemma 7:

CSRoghe= > s CSRok f=> t.

seT. teTy

Let s € T, since [e] C [f], and because of Lemma 7, we know that there is
a term ¢t € Ty such that [s] C [¢]. By Theorem 3, that means CMong F s <
t. Since CMong C CSRp, we get CSRg F s < ¢t < f. This means that for
every s € T,, we have CSRg F s < f, hence that CSRg e = ZseTe s<f. O

Lemma 10. For a formula @ € F; and a pair of posets P,Q € Px, if PC @
then the following hold: P |=y3 @ = Q Ey+ @, and Q =y, ¢ = P =4, D.

Proof. We proceed by induction on @, first to prove the statement with J1.

—If® = 1, P =y L means that = P C @, which implies, thanks to
Remark 2, that Q = , ie. Q =y L.

—Ifd=¢pVor®=¢A1, we use the induction hypothesis to show that
P ':JT P implies Q ':JT .

—IfP=0a, &=0¢pp, d=dxtp, P =[d], or & = (¢), then the satisfaction
relation says P |=y4+ @ iff P J P’ and h(P’). Since @ J P, @ also satisfies
@ J P’ and h(P’) so we can conclude that Q =4 ¢ without using the
induction hypothesis.

Now we do another induction on @ to prove the statement with J|.

- If® =1,Q Fy, L means that P C @ = , which implies, thanks to
Remark 2, that P = ,ie. Py L.



24 P. Brunet & D. Pym

—Ifd=¢Vor®=¢A1, we use the induction hypothesis to show that
Q ':Ji ] implies P ':Ji P.

—IfP=0qa, &=0¢ph, d=¢xth, d =[], or & = (@), then the satisfaction
relation says Q =y, @ iff Q C Q' and h(Q'). Since P C @, P also satisfies
P C @ and h(Q') so we can conclude that P =y, @ without using the
induction hypothesis. a

Lemma 11. For any sp-term s and any poset P, we have:

Phio(s) & P=[s] Plyos)ePI[s] Py ds) e PCs].

Proof. By induction on s:

PEs o) e PCQIAQ Eyy ¢(t)
< PC[QIANQLC[]
< PC[t]] =[]
s=581;82: PEKds1)PP(s2) PP P,
ANPLEK ¢(s1) NP2 Ex ¢(s2)
& P P1®P2/\P1 [[81]]/\P2 [[82]]
P = [s1] @ [s2] = [s1582] -
P)=J¢¢(81)>¢(52)®P3P1®P2
AP Egt ¢(s1) A P2 gt ¢(s2)
@PQP1®P2/\P12[[51]]/\PQQ[[52]]
& P d[s1] @ [s2] = [s1582] -
Py ¢(s1)»¢(s2) & PEPL@P,
ANPLEg ¢(s1) NP =gy ¢(s2)
@PEPl(X)PQ/\PlE[[Sl]]/\PQE[[SQ]]
& P C [s1] @ [s2] = [51582] -

s=1: PErko(l)=L e P =]1].
PEpro(l)=LePx <P =[1].
PEjno(l)=LeP= < PC =]1].
s=a: PEg ¢la)=a= P=a=1[d.
PEj ¢la)=a< PJa=]d].
P’:J¢¢(a)_a<:>PEa_[[a]]
s=[t]: PFKW()] = [QINQ Fk o(t)
=[QINQ =]
= [[e) = 1] -
Pl (o ()]@PH[Q]AQ Far o(t)
< PI[QIANQ D[]
< P[] =[]
[
[
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s=s1|s2: PEgrds1)*xd(s) @ PEPL P,
NP EKk ¢(51) NPy Fr ¢(s2)
S P=P®P, AP = [s1] APy = [s2]
© P [s1] o [s2] = [s1] s2] -
Py d(s1)xd(s2) & PIP @ Py
NP1 ¢(s1) APy [t ¢(s2)
SPIP@®P AP Jd[s1] APy O [s2]
< P I [s1] @ [s2] = [s1] s2] -
Py o(s1)*xp(s2) & PC P @ P
NP o(s1) NPy =gy ¢(s2)
& PCP &P, AP C[s1] AP, C [s9]
< PC[s1] ® [s2] = [s1]] s2] -

O

Lemma 12. The following statements hold universally:
ek ¢ &[] C ek (3.2)
ey oo [l E gl (3.3)
e oevVPele],IQe¢l,,: PIQ. (3.4)
eCf=VoefFrd=[Fx¢ (3.5)
cCf=Vo el o= fENHo (3.6)
eCf=Ye flEko=eFio (3.7)
cCf=Ve fEj o=ck) ¢ (3.8)
ek 0(s) & [s] € [e] (3.9)
e =g 6(s) & [s] € [e] L (3.10)

Proof. We prove each statement in sequence:

(3.2),(3.4),(3.3) By (3.1) and Lemmas 9 and 10.

(3.5) ife =3 ¢ and e C f, then f =3 ¢:
The first premise the existence of a poset P € [e] N[¢] ;. The second allows
us to find a poset @ € [f] such that P = Q. Since P € [¢], and [¢] ) is
closed under = we get Q € [f] N [¢] -

(3.6) ife |:3T ¢ and e C f, then f |:3T o:
The first premise the existence of a poset P € [e] N[¢] ;;. The second allows
us to find a poset @ € [f] such that P C Q. Since P € [¢] ;, and [¢] ;; is
upwards-closed we get @ € [f] N [¢] ;4.

(3.7) if f EV ¢ and e C £, then e Y% ¢:
The premise tells us that [f] C [¢], and [e] C f, so by transitivity we get
that [e] G [¢] g, ie. e Ek ¢.
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(3.8) if f |=Yw ¢ and e C f, then e szﬁ o:
The premise tells us that [f] C [¢] ;, and [e] C f, so by transitivity we get
that [e] C [¢],,, i.e. e IZ?L 0.

(3.9) el=i ¢(s) & [e] N [6(s)l # 0 < [el N {[s]} # 0 < [s] € [e].

(3.10) € 3, 6(s) & [e] N [6(s)] ;£ 0 & [l {51} £ D& [s] € []4. O

Proposition 1. For a pair of series parallel terms s,t, the identity BiMonp
s =t is derivable if and only if for any formula ¢, [s] Ex ¢ iff [t] Fx -

Proof.

BiMong F s =t < [[s] & [t] (Theorem 2)
=Vo €Fyx, [s] Ex ¢ < [t] Ex ¢ (Lemma 9)

= [s] Ex ¢(t) (Since [t] Ex ¢(t) follows from Lemma 11)

< [s] = [t] (Lemma 11)

& BiMong s =t (Theorem 2)

O

Proposition 2. For a pair of terms s,t € SPx, the identity CMonp s <t is
derivable if and only if for any formula ¢, [s] Es+ ¢ implies [t] Eu+ ¢.

Proof.

CMong s <t < [s] CE[¢t] (Theorem 3)
= Vo € FL, [s] Bt ¢ = [t] Bt ¢ (Lemma 10)
= [t] =g+ ¢(s) (Since [s] =71 ¢(s) follows from Lemma 11)
< [t] 2 [s] (Lemma 11)
< CMonp F s < t. (Theorem 3)

O
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