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1 Introduction

HOcore is a minimal higher-order process calculus inspired of HO7. It is minimal in the
sense that it remains Turing-complete [3] , although it does not have any name restriction.
It also has the property that strong barbed congruence and 1O bisimilarity coincide and
are decidable [4].

We describe a simple abstract machine for HOcore and prove its soundness and com-
pleteness. To do this, we propose a translation between HOcore processes and machines
an prove that any reduction of the process matches a transition of the machine and the
converse.

We then refine the definition of the machine to create a notion of machine bisimilarity,
and prove that it is equivalent modulo translation to IO bisimilarity for HOcore processes.

Overall, the machine is quite similar to the Krivine Abstract Machine, with environ-
ments used to simulate reductions, only distributed in a multiset of processes that may
interact if there is a valid transmission available.

This work is organized as follow:

e Part [2 presents the semantics of HOcore

e Part [3l introduces notations for the abstract machine

e Part [] presents the main results on well-formedness

e Part [5] introduces the translation between processes and machines
e Part [6] details various consequences of the previous definitions

e Part [7] presents the proof of the soundness of the machine

e Part [§| presents the proof of the completeness of the machine

e Part [J] introduces the notion of machine bisimilarity

e Part 10| presents the proof of the equivalence between bisimilarities

2 HOcore
Definition 1. A (HOcore) process is defined as

P = d(P)‘a(:v).P‘PHP‘x‘*
where = ranges over the variables and a over the channels.

e 4 (P) designates the emission of P on channel a. HOcore is higher-order in the sense
that the message P is itself a process.



e a(z).P designates the reception on channel a of a process that will replace = in process
P.
e P || Q designates the parallel composition of P and ). This operation is commutative,

associative and admits x as neutral element.

e 1 is a variable. A process is closed if all its variables x have been bound within
receptions of the form a(z).P.

* designates the empty process.

Processes may also be represented using de Bruijn variables with the locally nameless
convention [2]:
Pu= a(P)|aP|P|P|i|z|x*

where ¢ is a natural integer which represents a bound variable and z ranges over the free
variables.
From now on, we shall only use this latter representation.

Examples:
e The process a () || a(z).z is noted in de Bruijn a (x) || @.0.

e The process (b(z).(y || a(y).z)) || b{c(z).a(r)) is noted in de Bruijn (b.(y || a.1)) ||
b(c.a0)).

e The process Q = a(a(x).(z || a(x))) || (a(z).(x || a(x))) is represented in de Bruijn
by @ =a{a. (0 a0))) || (a- (0] a(0))).

Since || is commutative, associative and admits x as neutral element, a process may also
be represented as a multiset of objects which may be either an emission a (P), a reception
a.P or a variable 7 or x.

HOcore only has one reduction rule, consisting of the transmission of a message on a
channel. It may be defined using the following construct:

Definition 2. Given two processes (Q and R and a depth ¢ € N, the substitution
R{Q/i} is a process defined by induction on the structure of R by:

e b(P){Q/i} =b(P{Q/i})
o (b.P){Q/i} =b.(P{Q/(i+1)}).
o (P || 2){Q/i} = P{Q/i} || P2{Q/i}.



e i {Q/i} = Q and for all bound variable j # i, j {Q/i} = j.
o z{Q/i} =z
o x{Q/i} = *.

This substitution is simple because of the locally nameless setting we use. We will see
in 3.1.1] a notion of well-formedness to ensure that all de Buijn indices are bound.

Definition 3. Let P be a process of the form a (s) || (a.r) | P'. Let t = (@ (s),a.r) be
the pair emission / reception (such a pair is called a valid transmission of P. P’ is called
the difference between the process P and the transmission ¢, which is noted P’ = P\ t).
Then, there is a possible reduction on channel a which results in P” = r{s/0} || P'.

This is noted P % P”, or simply P — P" if no precision is required.

Ezxamples:

o (%) | a0 @80,

o b.(yllal)] b{c.al0)) =y | (acal0))
e Q=af(a. (0 af0)) [ (a.(0]af0))) — €.

3 Definition of the abstract machine

3.1 Definitions and notations
3.1.1 Freedom and well-formedness
We begin by defining a notion of well-formedness for processes, which will be necessary to

build the abstract machine since it can only work with well-formed processes.

Definition 4. The freedom of a process P, noted f(P) is defined by induction with



Note that if there is no bound variable in P, f(P) < 0.

Definition 5. A process P is said to be well-formed when f(P) < 0.
A process P is said to be closed if it is well-formed and contains no free variable.

Ezxamples:

e f(x) =0 so it is both closed and well-formed.

e f(a.(b.0 || b{(z))) = —1 so it is well-formed. Since it has a free variable z, it is not
closed.
o f(a.a(x)) = —1 so it is well-formed, and it is also closed.

e f(a.b.0 || a.1) =1 so it is not well-formed, thus not a closed process.

o f(€) =0 where @ =a(a.(0 a(0))) || (a.(0 ] a(0))).

3.1.2 Level

The notion of freedom can be approached by another point of view which consists in com-
paring the bound variables with their level, that is the number of binder above them. We
now define these notions properly:

Definition 6. Let P and ) be processes and [ a natural integer. We define the predicate
"Q is at level [ in P", noted Level(P,Q,1), by

e (A) Level(@, Q,0).
o (P) Level(P,Q,1) = Level(R || P,Q,1) if P # x and R # .
o (S) Level(P,Q,1) = Level(a (P),Q,1).

e (R) Level(P,Q,1) = Level(a.P,Q,l + 1).

Note that if @ is not a subprocess of P, then for all I, Level(P, @,1) is false. Moreover, @
may be at level [ and at level I’ in P with [ # I, for instance in P = Q || a.Q.

Lemma 1. Let P, @Q and R be processes with P # x and @) # . Then:
1. Level(P || @Q,i,1) < Level(P,i,1) or Level(Q,1,1).

2. Level(a(R),i,l) < Level(R,1,1)

3. Level(a.R,i,l+ 1) < Level(R, i,1)



Proof of 1. In all three cases, the converse implication is a direct consequence of axiom
respectively (P), (S) and (R). We now show the direct implication.

1. Let ¢ and [ be so that Level(P || @,i,0). The only rule that may lead to Level(P ||
Q,1,1) is (P) because i is not of the form P’ || Q" (otherwise (A) could also have
applied).

So there is Py and Qo so that P || @ = Py || Qo and either Level(Fy,i,1) or
Level(Qo, 7,1). Since both cases are symmetric, let’s suppose that Level(Py,d,l). As
long as P;j is of the form P’ || @', the same method applies, so we may build a de-
creasing sequence P, ..., P, and Qo, ..., @n such that P; | Q; = Pjy1 || Qj4+1 and
Level(P;,1,1), until P, is no more of the form P’ || Q'.

Since P, is an atom, it belongs either to P or to ). Let’s suppose it belongs to
P,ie. P =P, | P. Then Level(P,,i,1) by construction of the P;, thus, by (P),
Level(P,i,1). If it belongs to @, then Level(Q,,1).

Hence the implication.

2. Let ¢ and [ be so that Level(a (R) ,4,1). The only rule that may lead to Level(a (R) ,,1)
is (S) because 7 is not of the form a (P), thus Level(R,,1).

3. Let ¢ and [ be so that Level(a.R,i,l + 1). The only rule that may lead to
Level(a.R, 7,1+ 1) is (R) because i is not of the form a.P, thus Level(R,1,1).

Lemma 2. If P contains at least one bound variable, then its freedom is so that
f(P) > 1+ max{i— | Level(P,i,1), i bound variable of P}.

Proof of 2. By induction on the structure of P:
e P cannot be x nor x because it contains at least one bound variable.

o If P =a(Q), then by definition f(P) = f(Q) and by hypothesis @ contains at least
one bound variable so the induction gives f(Q) > 1 + max{i — [ | Level(Q,,1)}.
But by 2. of the last lemma, Level(Q,i,l) < Level(P,i,l) so f(P) > 1+ max{i —
[ | Level(P,i,1)}.

e If P = a.Q) then by definition, f(P) = f(Q)—1 and by hypothesis () contains at least
one bound variable, so by induction f(Q) > 1+ max{i — [ | Level(Q,i,1)}. By|[3.| of
the last lemma, Level(Q,,1) < Level(P,i,l 4+ 1) so

f(P)> 14 max{i—1| Level(Q,i,0)} — 1
= max{i — [ | Level(P,i,l + 1)}
=max{l+i— (I +1) | Level(P,i,l + 1)}
=1+ max{i —I' | Level(P,i,1")}

7



o If P = @ || R with both @ # % and R # %, then, by definition, f(P) =
max(f(Q), f(R)). If @ contains at least one bound variable, then by induction,
f(Q) > 1+ max{i — [ | Level(Q,4,1)}. The same is valid for R. Moreover, because
of [1] of the last lemma, Level(Q,4,1) or Level(R,i,1) < Level(P,4,1). Thus, since all
the bound variables of P are either in Q or R, f(P) > 1+ max{i — | Level(P,i,1)}.

o If P =1, then f(P) =i+ 1. Moreover, by (A), Level(P,,0), and ¢ is the only bound
variable of P, so 1 4+ max{i — [ | Level(P,7,1)} =1+ i.

Theorem 3. Let P be a process. If it is well-formed, then for all bound variable ¢
within P, Level(P,i,l) =i < .

Proof of 3. If there is no bound variable in P, the proposition holds. Otherwise,
suppose there is a bound variable ¢ of P and Level(P,i,l) so that ¢ > [. Then
1+ max{i — 1| Level(P,i,l)} > 140 =1 so P is ill-formed.

The reciproque is also true, but we do not need it.

3.1.3 Environments

The abstract machine for HOcore works using processes annotated with environments to
simulate the reductions. We now define such environments.

Definition 7. An environment e is recursively defined as a list of annotated processes,
an annotated process being a pair (process, environment):

en= [] ‘ (Pye) ::e
For any environment e, we will note len(e) the length of e.

Definition 8. An environment is said to be well-formed if all its elements are well-
formed and, recursively, an annotated process (P, e) is said to be well-formed if e is well-
formed and f(P) < len(e).

Finally, we define a few notions of size to be used in inductions:

Definition 9.

e The size of a process P is defined recursively by

— size(x) =0

— size(i) = size(zr) =1



— size(P || Q) = size(P) + size(Q)
— size(a (P)) = 1 + size(P)
— size(a.P) = 1 + size(P)

e The size of an environment e is defined recursively by:

— size([]) =0
— size((P,e) :: 1) = 1 + size(P) + size(e) + size(l)

Beware that the size of an environment is not its length.
e The size of an annotated process (P, e) is defined as
size ((P, e)) = size(e) + size(P).
3.1.4 State of the machine

We may now define the abstract machine. Much like in the definition of a process, the
following definition by induction may be replaced by a definition with a multiset.

Definition 10. A state M of the machine is defined by induction with
M = (a(P),e) ‘ (a.P,e) ‘ M+ M ‘ x ‘ *

e The operation + is commutative, associative and admits x as neutral element. It is
the equivalent of the parallel composition for processes.

e x designates the empty state, similarly to the empty process.

Definition 11. The well-formedness of a state M is defined by induction on the
structure of M:

o If M = (P,e), it is well-formed if the annotated process (P, e) is well-formed, that is
if e is well-formed and f(P) < len(e).

o If M = My + Ms, it is well-formed if both M; and M are well-formed

e x and z are well-formed.

Examples:

e x is well-formed.

e (a(x),e1)+ (a.0,e2) is a well-formed state as long as e; and ey are well-formed envi-
ronments.

e (a(0),[]) is an ill-formed annotated process, thus an ill-formed state.



3.2 Transitions between states

The only possible transition of the machine state consists in sending an emission to a
reception in the same channel, similarly to the reduction of a process. The main difference
comes from the treatment of the reception, where there is no substitution in the machine.

3.2.1 Abstraction and transmission

We first need to define a few operations:

Definition 12. To abstract a process P in an environment e consists in creating a new
state noted [(P,e)] ,, and defined by induction on the structure of P:

o [(@(@),e)]m = (a(Q) ).

[(@.Q. )]y = (a.Qye).

[(Q I R, )]y = [(Q )] pq + (R, €)] g
(i

(

[(i,e)] v = [e[il] o, if variable i is a valid index of e. Otherwise, the abstraction fails.

[[ z, )HM =T
[(*, e)]]M = %.

Definition 13. To select a transmission in a state M consists in choosing a channel a
so that M = (a(s),e1) + (a.r,ea) + M'.

If there is no channel a that satisfies the property that there is both an emission and a
reception on channel a, then M is said to be terminal, and there is no transmission.

Otherwise, the pair t = ((a (s),e1), (a.r,e2)) of annotated emission / annotated recep-
tion is said to be a transmission. Such a transmission is said to be valid for M if (a (s),e1)
is an emission and (a.r, e2) is a reception that both exist in M.

Definition 14. If ¢ = (S, R) is a valid transmission for state M, let’s note M =
S+ R+ M'. The difference between M and transmission ¢ is defined as M \ t = M.

3.2.2 Transition

We may now define a transition on a state M. The machine simulates the reduction
by selecting a transmission if there is a valid one, then putting the emitted process in
the environment of the reception so that it becomes a well-formed process, ready to be
abstracted into a well-formed state. The preservation of well-formedness will be proven
shortly after.

The abstraction we use here does not look inside of emissions and receptions, which is
the main difference between the transition of the machine and the actual reduction of the
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process. However, the abstraction of a variable requires an environment: this is necessary
to allow the machine and the process it represents to have equivalent reductions.

To preserve the original semantics of HOcore, the machine operates one transition at a
time, so parallelism is only simulated in the non-deterministic choice of the transmission,
but it could easily be adapted to perform multiple parallel transitions at a time. This
non-determinism is another important difference with the Krivine Abstract Machine, and
it comes from both the inherent non-determinism of HOcore and the choice made here not
to implement a specific reduction strategy.

Definition 15.

If M is terminal, there is no possible transition.

Otherwise, let t = (S, R) be a valid transmission of M. Let’s note R = (a.r,e) and
S=(a(s),¢e).

The result of this transition is M" = (M \ t) + [(r, (s, €') : €)] o(-

We will note M % M’ or, more simply, M — M, similarly to the reduction of a process.

4 Preservation of well-formedness

We now prove that well-formedness is preserved through transition.

This result is necessary to prove that the machine is complete, which means that any
sequence of reductions starting from a well-formed process matches an equivalent sequence
of translations of the machine that represents the process.

4.1 Well-formed abstraction theorem

Theorem 4. Let (P, e) be a well-formed annotated process. Then [(P, e)] , is well-formed
and the abstraction does not fail.

Proof of 4. Let’s procede by complete induction on size ((P, e)). We note n = len(e).

o If size ((P,e)) = 0 then P = %, so [(P,e)],, = * which is well-formed, thus the
proposition holds.

e Otherwise,

— If P =z then [(z,e)] , = = is well-formed.

—If P = Q || R with size(QQ) > 0 and size(R) > 0, then we have both
size (@, €)) < size((P,e)), size((R,e)) < size((Pe)) and [(Q [ R,e)]y =
[(Q,e)] p + [(R,€e)] oy, s0 the proposition is true by induction.

11



—If P = a(Q) or a.Q, then [(P,e)],, = (P,e). Since (P,e) is a well-formed
annotated process, [(P,e)] , is well-formed.

— If P =i is a variable, then f(P) =i+ 1, but (P,e) is a well-formed annotated
process, so f(P) <ni.e. i <n. Thusiis a valid index of e and this step of the
abstraction does not fail.

Let (P',€') = eli]. Therefore, [(P,e)] v, = [(P',€)] \q-

However, size ((P’,¢e’)) = size(€’) + size(P’) and size(e) > 1 + size(P’) + size(¢’),
thus size(e) > size ((P’, €)), so size ((P’,¢’)) < size ((P, e)) and the hypothesis is
valid by induction.

4.2 Transition theorem

We will now prove the main theorem regarding the preservation of well-formedness:
Theorem 5. If state M is well-formed and M —* M’, then M’ is well-formed.

Proof of 5. By induction on the number n so that M —" M’ :
e If n =0, then M’ = M is well-formed.

e Suppose M 5 M’ with t = (S, R), R = (a.r,e) and S = (a(s), ).

Then M' = (M \t)+[(r, (s, €) :: €)] s The annotated process (a.r, e) is well-formed
so f(r) <len(e) +1 = len((s,€') :: €). Moreover, since M is well-formed, e is also
well-formed, and so is (s,€’), so environment (s,e’) :: e is well-formed. Thus, the
annotated process (r, (s,€’) :: e) is well-formed.

Thus, because of theorem |4} [(r, (s,€’) :: €)] v is well-formed. So is M \ t because all
the annotated processes that appear in M \ ¢ also appear in M and M is well-formed.

Thus, we may conclude that M’ is well-formed.

5 Translation

We now define a translation of HOcore terms into states. This will allow to define and
prove both soudness and completeness properties.

5.1 Forward translation

The forward translation converts a process into a state.

Definition 16. Given a well-formed HOcore process P, the translation of P into a
state, noted [P] vy, is [(P, [))] s

12



Intuitevly, this means that all emissions and receptions () that were put in parallel in P
were mapped to (Q,[]), and are now separated by + instead of ||. The free variables were
kept as such. Thus, the resulting state is syntactically quite close to the original process.

5.2 Partial translation

The next definition is the core of the backward translation. It is parametrized by a natural
integer, the depth d which accounts for the level of the currently translated subprocess, and
comes from the use of de Bruijn variables.

Definition 17. The partial translation of a process P in an environment e, with depth
d, noted [(P, e)]]% is a process defined by induction on the structure of P:

o [(x )] =x

o [@e)lp =2

.
=
O
=

o
=

S

|
O

o
=

S

=
=
o
=
9=

[
=
—

8
O

¢
N—
=
Y
I
8
/N
=
—~
O
9]
SN—
QU
vF
_
N—

o [[(Z e)]]d_ ) ifi<d
AP T [eli - d]]]% else, if ¢ — d is a valid index of e

The translation fails otherwise.

In essence, the partial translation recursively translates all the processes and subpro-
cesses into a new one, where all the bound variables that were mapped to a process in a
precedent transition are now actually replaced by this process, found in the environment.
The depth is used to keep track of which bound variable corresponds to which index of the
environment.

The various properties of the partial translation will be discussed further.

5.3 Backward translation

We may now define the backward translation of a state toward a process.

Definition 18. Let M be a state. We define by induction on the structure of M its
backward translation, noted [M], with

o [(Pe)]p=[(P.e)]p.
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o [My+ Mz]p = [Mi]p || [M2]p.

o [x]p =~

o [z]p =2

If one of the partial translations fails, the translation fails.

Given the nature of the partial translation, the meaning of the backward translation
is that all the successive transitions whose traces were kept in the environments are now
executed all at once. To do this, the environments are translated into substitutions.

5.4 [Equivalence of states

Definition 19. We will therefore say that two states M and M’ are equivalent and we
note M = M’ when [M], = [[M 'lp- The standard representant of the equivalence class to

which belongs M is noted M and is defined as M = [[M]p] 0

Ezxamples:

o Let My = (a(x), [])/Emd My = (@(0),[*]). Then M; = M; and we have [M;], =
[[MQ]]P =a <*> and My = My = M.

o Let My = (b. (0] 1), [(@(0) [ 0[] 0, [« (d(x),[])])]) and

My = (0. (0 ]| .0 [ 1), [((a(x),[])])-
Then M; = My and [Mi]p = [M2]p =b.(0 || @ (x) || c.0).

5.5 Well-formed forward translation

The last theorem of the section ensures that the forward translation of a well-formed term
leads to a well-formed state. This is important to ensure the soundness of the machine.

Theorem 6. If P is well-formed, then [P], is well-formed.

Proof of 6. By induction on the structure of P
o If P = x, then [P],, = * is well-formed

o If P =z, then [P],, = x is well-formed

If P=@ || R then both @ and R are well-formed, so, by induction, both [Q] ,, and
[R]  are well-formed. Thus [P],, = [Q] v, + [R] 1, is well-formed.

If P=a(Q) or P=a.Qthen f(P) <0 =len([]), thus [P] \, = (P,[]) is well-formed.

P cannot be a bound variable since it is well-formed.

14



6 Partial translation properties

We establish here a few properties of the partial translation to further explain its meaning
and to ensure that the translation is consistent and may be operated without failure under
the right conditions.

6.1 Dual properties of the level

We begin with the following properties of the which will be useful in the next proof.

Theorem 7. The dual following properties of the level hold:
o (P') Level(P,Q || R,1) = Level(P,Q,1).

e (S') Level(P,a(Q),l) = Level(P,Q,1).

e (R) Level(P,a.Q,l) = Level(P,Q,l + 1).

Proof of 7. By induction on the rule that led to the predicate. We give as example the
proof for (P’), the other ones are similar.
Let @' = Q|| R. By induction on the rule that led to Level(P,@’,1):

o (A): Level(P,Q',1), I =0 and P = @'. Then, by (A), Level(Q, @Q,0), thus by (P),
Level(Q', @,0) that is Level(P, Q,1).

e (P): Level(P’,@Q’,1) with P = P" || R'. Then, by induction, Level(P’, @,1) thus by
(P), Level(P,Q,1).

e (S): Level(P',Q’,1) with P = a (P’). Then, by induction, Level(P’, @, 1) thus by (S),
Level(P, Q,1).

e (R): Level(P,Q',1 — 1) with P = a.P’". Then, by induction, Level(P’,Q,l — 1) thus
by (R), Level(P,Q, ).

6.2 Partial translation in an empty environment

We may now show the following result, which gives an intuition on the meaning of the
partial translation.

Lemma 8. Let P be a well-formed process, let () be any subterm that may appear
within P and let [ be an integer so that Level(P, @, ). Then [(Q, [])]]é; = @ and the partial

translation does not fail.

Proof of 8. By induction on the structure of Q:

15



o If Q = * then [(Q,[])]} = *.
o If Q =z then [(Q,[])]5 = =

o IfQ = Q1 || Q2 then by (P’), Level(P, Q1,1) and Level(P, Q2,1). Thus [(Q1 || Q2, [])]]é)
(@1, H)]]é) H [(Qa, H)]]é: =@ || @2 = Q by induction

o If Q = a(R) then by (S'), Level(P, R,1). Thus, [(Q,[])]5 = a <[[(R, H)]]é:> —a(R)

by induction.

o If Q = a.R then by (R’), Level(P, R, I+1). Thus, [(Q, [])]% = a. (H(R, 0 l“) = a.R
by induction.

e If () =i is a variable, then, since P is well-formed, ¢ is bound in P, so by theorem
i < l. Thus, it is kept untouched, the translation does not fail and [(Q, [])]]%D =i=Q.

In particular, at level 0, if P is well-formed then [(P, [])ﬂ% =P.

6.3 Consistency of the translation

The following theorem ensures that the standard representant M of an equivalent class of
= is well-defined.

Theorem 9. For all process P that is well-formed, [[P].], = P and the partial
translations do not fail.

Proof of 9. Let M = [P],,. We show the theorem by induction on the structure of P:

o If P =a(Q) or a.Q, then M = (P,[]) so [M], = [(P, [])]]gJ = P because of the
[preceding lemmal and the partial translation does not fail.

If P=Q | R, then M = M; + My where M; = [Q], and My = [R],,, thus
[M]p = [Mi]p || [M2]p. By induction, [Mi]p, = @ and [Ma], = R, hence the
result.

If P =% then M = % so [M]p = and the translation does not fail.

If P = then M = x so [M], = « and the translation does not fail.

P cannot be a bound variable because it is well-formed.

Because of this last theorem, M = M and M = M.
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6.4 Stability of = by +

We prove a small corollary of the definition of the backward translation.

Lemma 10. For all well-formed states M7, My and M':
My =My < My + M = My + M.

Proof of 10. By definition of the [backward translation| for all well-formed N; and No, we
have [[Nl —I—NQHP = [[Nl]]p H [[NQ]]P Thus, if M7 = Mo, [[Ml + M/]]P = [[Ml]]p || [[M/]]P =
[Malp || [M]p = [Ma + M'].

Reciprocally, if [Mi]p || [M']p = [M2]p || [M']p, then by identification of the struc-
tures, [Mi]p = [Ma]p.

6.5 Partial translation lemma

We now generalize the last results on failure of the partial translation to the most general
case. Note that this result is optimal in the sense that if f(P) > len(e)+d, then the partial
translation [(P, e)]]dp is bound to pfail.

Lemma 11. Let P, e and d be so that f(P) <len(e)+ d. Then the partial translation
(P, e)]]% does not fail.

Proof of 11. By induction on the structure of P, for all e and d that satisfy the condition:
o if P = x then [(P,e)]% = .
o if P = then [(P, e)]]% =z

o if P =Q || R, then f(Q) < f(P) and f(R) < f(P) so, by induction, both par-
tial translations [[(Q,e)]]% and [(R, e)]]dp do not fail. Thus, the partial translation

[(P, 6)]];1; = [(Q, e)]]%” I(R, e)]]% does not fail.

o if P =a(Q), then f(Q) = f(P) <len(e) +d so, by induction, [(Q, )]]% does not fail.
Thus, [(P,e)]4 D= a< > does not fail.
o if P = a.Q, then f(Q) = f(P) + en(e) + (d + 1) so, by induction, [(Q,e)]% dr

does not fail. Thus, [(P, e)]]p =a. ([[(Q, e) ;i;'l) does not fail.
e if P =i is a variable, then f(P) =i+ 1, so i —d < len(e). Thus, either i < d, in

which case it remains untouched, either i — d € {0,len(e) — 1} in which case i — d is
a valid index of e. In both cases, the partial translation does not fail.
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6.6 Well-formed translation property

We may now prove a generalized form of theorem [9]
Theorem 12. If M is well-formed, then the backward translation [M], does not fail.

Proof of 12. This is quite straightforward, by induction on the structure of M:

e If M = (P,e). Then, since M is well-formed, (P, e) is well-formed, which means that
f(P) <len(e). Thus, thanks to the lemma |l1{ we know that [(P, e)]]% does not fail.

o If M = My+ M, both My and My are well-formed and by induction, the translations
[Mi]p and [Ms], do not fail, so [M], does not fail either.

o If M = x, [M]p = % and the translation does not fail.

o If M =z, [M], = x and the translation does not fail.

Considering this theorem, the [transition theorem| and the [well-formed forward transla-|
we have proven so far that starting from a well-formed process P, its forward
translation M = [P] ,, exists and is well-formed, thus for any M’ resulting from transitions
of M i.e. M —* M', M’ is well-formed so its backward translation [M'], does not fail.

All that remains to show to prove the soundness of the machine is that there is a chain
of reductions so that P —* [M'] .

6.7 Elementary transmissions

We refine here the notion of transmission to prove another propery of stability by =.
Definition 20. Given a transmission ¢t = (.5, R),
e The reduced transmission of t, noted [t]p, is defined as [t], = ([[S]]OP , [[R]]%)
e The standard transmission of t, noted , is defined as t = (([[S]]% , []> ([[R]]% , []))

Theorem 13.

1. If t is a valid transmission for state M, then [t] is a valid transmission of [M]; and
t is a valid transmission of M.

—

2. Let M be a state. If ¢’ is a valid transmission of [M], (respectively M) on channel a,
then there is a valid transmission ¢ of M on channel a so that ¢’ = [t], (respectively
¢ =7%).

3. Ift is a valid transmission for state M, then [M \ t], = [M]\[t]» and W = ]\/4\\?

18



Proof of 13.

1. Let t = (S,R) with S = (a(s),e;) and R = (a.r,ez). Let M’ be so that M =
S+ R+ M. S and R are both of the form (P,e) so [S]p = [[S]]% and [R]p, = [[R]]%.
Thus [M]p = [S]% || [R] || [M']p - Since we have [t]» = ([S]% ., [R]%). [t]p is a valid
transmission for [M].

Similarly, since [S]% is of the form a(P) and [R]% is of the form a.P, we have

[[[[S]]%HM = ([[S]]%,[]) and likewise for R. Thus M = ([[S]]OP,[]) + ([[R]]%,[]) + M
and ¢ = (([[S]]% , []> , <[[R]]% , [])) hence the result.

2. We consider the first case: [M]p and [t]p. Let ¢ = (a(s'),a.r’) and [M], =

a(s') || a.r’ || M" . The definition of [M], imposes the following structure for M: M =

(@(s),e1)+ (a.r,es)+M', with [(a(s), 61)]]% =a(s), [(a.r, 62)]](7)3 =a.r’ and [M'], = M".
Let t = ((a(s),e1),(a.r,e2)). Then [t], =t and ¢ is a valid transmission for M.

~

The second case (with M and t) is very similar.

3. Let t = (S,R) and M = S+ R+ M'. Then [M\ t], = [M']p and [M]p \ [t]p =
( [[S]]P H [[R]]P H [[M/]]P )\( [[5]]73 H [[R]]P ) = [[M/]]P'

The second case is very similar too.

6.8 Partial translation theorem

The next theorem aims at linking the main notions seen until now: the abstraction of an
annotated process, the partial translation and the backward translation.

Theorem 14. Let (P,e) be an annotated process. Then
[1(P. )]sl = (P, e)]p.
Proof of 14. By induction on size ((P, e)):
o If size ((P,e)) = 0 then P = x, thus [[(P,e)] ] = [(P, e)]]OP = *.
e Otherwise,
— If P =z then [[(P,e)] \ ] = [P]p = .
— If P=Q || R with neither Q) = x nor R = %, then by definition, [[(P,e)]]p =
[ )l plp || [[(R, )il and by induction, [[(Q, e)]ulp = [(Q ¢)]p and
[[(R.)plp = [(R.e)]p. Thus, [[(Pe)]ylp = [Q.]p | [(Re)]p =
[(P, )]
—If P =a(Q) or P = a.Q, then [(P,e)],, = (P,e). Therefore, by definition,
[P, &)l pdp = [(P.e)]p-
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— If P =i is a variable, then

* Either 4 < len(e), in which case i is a valid index of e. Thus, [(P,e)], =
[elillae 5o [P, &)ludp = [elilulp and (P = [c[lS.  But
size (e [i]) < size ((P,e)) so, by induction, the proposition holds.

* Either 4 > len(e) in which case both [(P,e)] ,, and [(P, e)]% fail.

7 Soundness

We are now going to prove that the machine is sound, in the sense that any transition per-
formed by the machine matches a possible transition of the HOcore process it is translated
into.

To do this, we begin by showing that any transition performed by the machine matches
a possible transition of its standard representant (main lemma). Afterwards, we may con-
clude using the close relation there is between a standard representant and its backward
translation.

7.1 Simplification lemma

The following lemma taken with ¢ = d = 0 means that if s is a well-formed annotated
process, that is suited to be translated into a process, then the obtained process may not
be re-translated into anything other than itself.

This is quite intuitive since the obtained process should be well-formed, thus indepen-
dant of the environment it may be annotated with.

Lemma 15. Let S = (P,e) be an annotated process and depth ¢ be so that f(P)

len(e)+c and e is well-formed. Let f be an environment. Then, for all d > ¢, [([S]% , e’)]];l)

[STp-

Proof of 15. By induction on size ((P,e)):

IIA

o If size ((P,e)) = 0 then P = x, thus [([S]5, €))% = [S]5 = *.
o Otherwise,
— If P = then [S]% = « thus [([S]%,e)]5 = .

~ It P=Q| Rthen [([S]5.)p = [1Q )5, )5 | [I(R )5, )] thus,
by induction, [([S]%,e)]p = [(Q, )5 || [(R, )] = [ST5-

—If P = a(Q) then [([S]%,e)]p = a<ﬂ(ﬂ(@,e)]];,,e')]];’,>. By induction,
[([@. )5, )5 = [(Q.e)]5-
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— If P = a.Q then [[([[S]]%,e’)]];l) = a. ([[([[(Q,e) o ,e’)ﬂiﬂ). By induction,

[@engt ] = 1@.en
— If P =1 is a variable, then
 Either i < ¢, so [S]p =i and i < ¢ < d, thus [[([[S]]%,e’)]];lD =i.
« Either ¢ > ¢ in which case, since f(P) =i+ 1 <len(e) + ¢, i — ¢ is a valid
index of e so the translations do not fail. Thus [S]% = [e[i — c]]]% and

[[([[S]]%,e’)]];lD = [{([[e [i — c]]]op,e')ﬂi. By induction, with ' = e[i — ¢] and

d
d =0 <d, we have [[([[e [i — %, 6/)]]73 = [e[i — ]]% hence the result.

7.2 One-step theorem

The following theorem links the used in the definition of the reduction of an
HOcore process, with the partial translation in an environment made of a singleton.

Theorem 16. Let i be a natural integer, s be a well-formed process, s = [(s, [])] and
r be a process so that f(r) < i+ 1. Then, r{s/i} = [(r,3)]p.

Proof of 16. By induction on the structure of r:
o If 7 = %, then {s/i} = [(r,3)]5 = *.
o If r =z, then r{s/i} = [[(r,%)]]é; = z.

o Ifr = P || Q, then r{s/i} = P{s/i} || Q{s/i}, we have both f(P) < f(r) and f(Q) <

f(r) and [(r,3)[p = [(P.3)]p || [(@5)]p. Thus, by induction, P{s/i} = [(P,3)]p
and Q{s/i} = [(Q,5)] hence the result.

o It + = a(P) then r{s/i} = a(P{s/i}), [(n3)p = a ([(P,)]}p) and f(P) = f(r)

thus the induction allows to conclude.

o If r = a.P then r{s/i} = a.(r{s/(i+1)}) and [(r,3)]> = a. ([[(P,fs)]];'ﬂ), and
f(P)=f(r)+1<(i+ 1)+ 1 thus the induction allows to conclude.

e If r is a variable, then

— If r = ¢ then r{s/i} = s and [[(7“,?9)]];3 = [(s, [])]](7); = s since it is the

[translation of a well-formed annotated process in an empty environment!
— If r < i then r{s/i} = [(r,3)]5 = .

— r >4 is an impossible case because f(r) <7+ 1.

21



7.3 Transmission theorem

The transmission theorem establishes an equality between two terms whose translations did
not happen at the same time.

Using the upcoming notations, P designates a process which is translated only once after
multiple transitions, whereas in P/, R was first partially translated, and is now translated
again after one last transition.

The equality shows that the order in which the partial translations and the transitions
were operated does not change the equivalence class of the resulting state.

Theorem 17. Let S be a well-formed annotated process, d a natural integer and
R = (r,e), an annotated process so that f(r) < len(e) + d and e is well-formed. Let

= [ (1515 0).
Let P = [(r.§ = ) and P/ = [([RI. s)]]‘;
Then P = P'.

Proof of 17. By induction on the structure of 7:
elfr=%xoraz, P=P =r.
P1 P2

eIf r = Q || R, then we have P = [(Q,5:¢)]% || [(R,S:¢e)]% and P’ =
P P

a3 [ S,

By induction, P, = P{ and P, = P}, thus P = P’.

X3
—_—~

o 1fr —a(@), then P :a<ﬂ<Q,s::e>ﬂ%> Moreover, [RI5 =a ([(@. )5, thus

P =a < [[([[( )% )ﬂi> By induction, X1 = X so P = P'.

X2

X1

——~
o If r = a.Q, then P = a. | [(Q,S ::¢)]p 2] Moreover, [[R]]d+l = (H(Q’ e) d+2)

/ d+2 d+1 : . _ _ pl
thus P’ = a. [(Q,e)]p .S » | By induction, X; = X9 so P = P,

X2
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e If r =i is a variable, then

— Either ¢ < d + 1, in which case [[R]];l;r1 =1, thus
« If i < d then P =P =1.
 If i = d then P = [(d, S :: €)]% = [S]% and
74 d
P = (s 8)]) = [(a [asie 0))]; = [(1s18. 0)],, = 1515
because of lemma [15
— Either ¢ > d + 1, in which case [[R]]%Jrl = [eli —d—1]]%, same as P =
[(r,S = e)]%h = [eli - d—1]]%. )
But [{([[R]]%H ’§>L = [K[[e [i —d— 1]ﬂ%’§)ﬂp = [elr—d— 1]]]93 since e is

made of well-formed annotated processes and because of lemma so P=P.

7.4 Main lemma

The main lemma is the last step before the proof of soundness. It reduces the problem of
dealing with any machine state M to a more specific state, M whose properties are much
easier to study since all its environments are empty.

Theorem 18. If M is a well-formed machine state and M — My, then M Mo
where My = M.

Proof of 18. Let (S, R) = t. We have already proven that ¢ was a valid transmission of

M (see |Elementary transmissionsl).
Let’s now write My = (M \ t) + M7, like in the definition of a transition. Similarly, let’s

write My = (]\//[\\%\) + M. |We have also seen| that m = ]\/4\\%\, so (M\t)= (1\7\?)

To prove that M; = Ms, we now only have to prove that M; = M}, because of the
Let (a.r,e) = R and (a (s),e’) = S. We can note M| = [(r, (s,€') 2 €)] o(-

Moreover, since ¢ = (((d <[[(s, e’)]]%>> , []) ) (a. (ﬂ(r, e)]]%;) , [])), we can rewrite M} =
(16013, 8)] ,, with § = [([(s. 1. 11)]

Both forms are well-defined thanks to theorem [4] 0

Moreover, [M{], = [(r, (s,€') = e)]]% and [M5], = [[([[(7", e)lp §>]]7> because of theo-
rem [I4] Thus, theorem [I7] applies, with depth 0.

Hence [Mi]p, = [M5]p, that is M| = Mj, so My = Mo.
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7.5 Soundness property

We may now prove that the machine is sound.
Theorem 19. Let M be a well-formed state. If M —* M’ then [M], —* [M']»

Proof of 19. By induction on n so that M —" M’:
o Ifn=0 M=M so[M]p—°[M]p.

o If M —™1 M’ let N be so that M —" N 5 M’. By induction, [M], —* [N]p.
Let’s show that [N]p — [M']. First, note that since M is well-formed, so are M’
and N because of theorem |5, and consequently, because of property both [N]p
and [M']p exist.

The |main lemmal implies that N L N’ and N’ = M.
Let (S, R) = 1, that may be decomposed into (@ (s'),[]) = S and (a.r”,[]) = R.
Let’s note N’ = (N \ ) + N”. By definition, N” = [(+',[(s, [DD]rq- Because of

theorem [14] [N, = [(, (', ()]
Thus, because of theorem [N"]p = r'{s'/0}, hence

N = [FNT]+ v = ([N] \ ) + 470},

Let t = [[ﬂ]P = (a(s')y,a.r"). Then, by |definition of the reduction) [{Z/\}HP 4 [IN]p,

thus [N]p 5 [M'],.

8 Completeness

We now prove that the machine is complete, in the sense that any transition performable
by the terms matches a possible transition of the machine. To put it more formally, we
prove the following theorem:

Theorem 20. If P is a well-formed term and P P’ then for all well-formed M so

that [M]p = P, there is a valid transmission ¢ of M so that [t], =t and M L M’ with
[M'], =P

Proof of 20. The existence of a valid transmission ¢ of M so that [t], = ¢’ comes from a

|pro erty of the elementary transmissionsl Considering the unique M’ so that M Sy ,
t
the soundness|of the machine ensures that there is a P” so that P 128 P and [M']p = P".

But P % P’ already, so P’ = P".
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9 Machine bisimilarity

In this section, we define a notion of bisimilarity between abstract machines.

9.1 Definition for HOcore

We begin by recalling the definition of IO bisimilarity for HOcore. To do this, we need to
change the Labelled Transition System we used up to now. Let’s now consider that the old

LTS, whose labels were of the form P BN () with ¢ a valid transmission of P, does not exist.

Definition 21. The LTS of HOcore consists in two possible transitions: input transi-

a(R
tions of the form P - Q or output transitions of the form P CLZ Q. They are defined by
three rules:

1.a.P-% P
2. d(P)ﬂ*

P& p
PlQ3P|Q

3. for a being either a or a (R),

Definition 22. A symmetric relation R on HOcore processes is

)

=5 P/I
e a higher-order output bisimulation if PR and P oW pr imply that there are Q'

and Q" so that Q a(&) Q' with P'RQ’ and P"RQ".
e an open bisimulation if whenever PRQ):
— P 5 P’ implies that there is Q' so that Q = Q' and P'RQ’.

— P = || P/ implies that there is Q' so that Q@ = v || Q" and P"RQ’, where v is
either a bound variable 7 or a free variable z.

Definition 23. IO bisimilarity, written ~%;, is defined as the largest relation on HO-
core processes that is a higher-order output bisimulation and is open.

It has been proven in [4] that IO bisimilarity coincides with strong barbed congruence
and that both are decidable.
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9.2 Definition for the abstract machine

We now define a notion of bisimilarity for the abstract machine.

Such a notion is defined and used in [1], where it uses the locally nameless convention
with a fresh variables factory in order to deal with bound variables. However, this approach
is impossible in our case because it requires that there be a unique environment for the
whole machine, whereas here there are as many environments as there are atoms of the
form (a (P),e) or (a.P,e) in the machine.

Indeed, with M = (a.P,e) + N for instance, we would have [M], = [(P, e)]%; | [N]p
whereas, if n represents a fresh variables factory, (M,n) = ([(P,n :: €)] o+ N,n+1). But
([(P,n::e)] \ + N,n+ 1) cannot correspond to [(P, e)]]%; | [IV]p because n only appears
in one part of the machine, where it ought to appear in both to establish a correspondence.

Instead of this method, we use another way consisting in the transformation of the de
Bruijn variables into free variables that keep track of the former value of the variable. To
define this properly, we need to extend the syntax.

9.2.1 Extension of syntax

We extend the definition of abstract machine to be able to create a valid notion of machine
bisimilarity.
First, we extend the syntax of environments:

ez(P,e)::e‘@::eH]

The new symbol ® represents a hole in the environment. We also extend the associated
size with size(® :: e) = size(e).
We may then adapt the notion of abstraction to change the case of the variable:

e If i is a valid index of e and e [i] # ®, then [(i,e)] , = [e [i]] v

e Ifiis avalid index of e and e [i] = ®, or if 7 is not a valid index of e, then [(4, )] \, = i.
For all bound variable 4, ¢ is a free variable. Moreover, 7 is considered different than
all the other free variables that may appear in the machine.

The partial translation is adapted similarly, with [(z, e)ﬂ% =4 when i < d or when ¢ —d
is an invalid index of e or when e[i —d] = ©®.

Note that the abstractions and the partial translations may no more fail. Consequently,
neither forward nor backward translations may fail either.

9.2.2 New LTS

Similarly to the definition of IO bisimilarity, we change the old LTS, whose labels were of

the form M % M’ with ¢ a valid transmission of M , into a new one.
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Definition 24. The LTS of the machine consists in the following different possible
transitions:

e (are)+ M S5 [(r,0e)]y + M.
o (@(s),e) + M D [(s,)] oy
o (a(s),e)+ M 5 M.
e 1+ M5 M.
Y
There are five possible types of flags:

e x is the terminal flag.

e (a), a+, a and x are called the non-terminal flags. a ranges over the channel names
and x over the free variables.

9.2.3 Machine bisimulation

We use the notion of machine bisimulation developped in [I], conditioned by the LTS for
the machines we just saw.
Let f range over the non-terminal flags of the machine.

Definition 25. A symmetric relation R is a machine bisimulation if MR M, implies:
o If M L M then there is M so that Ms ER M/, and M{RMj.
o If M7 - then My —.

Machine bisimilarity, noted =2, is the largest machine bisimulation.

9.3 Intermediate lemma

We now prove a theorem that links the extensions of the syntax and the partial translation.

n times
——f
Definition 26. The environment © :: ® :: ... :: ® :: e is noted O :: e.

Theorem 21. Let P be a process. Then [(P,®" : e)]]% =[(P,e)]p.

Proof of 21. By induction on the structure of P:

27



o If P =xthen [(P,0" :: e)]p = [(P,e)]p = *.
e If P =z then [(P,O" : e)]]% =[(P,e)]p = .

o If P=Q | Rthen [(P,o" ze)]p = [(Q.0" = e)]p || [(R,o":e)]p thus, by in-
duction [(P,®" :: e)]]% = [(Q,e)]p H [(R,e)]p sofinally [(P, o™ :: e)]]% = [(P,e)]p.

o It P = a(Q) then [(P,e" :: e)]% = a([(Q.0" = )]§) and by induction we have
(@ 0" e)]p = [(Q,e)]p so [(P,o" = e)]p = [(P,e)]p.

o If P = a.Q then [(P,0" :: €)]% = a. ([[(Q, O e)]]},) and by induction, [(Q, ®" :: €)]p
[(@ om0y = 1Q el so [(Por s o = a. (@ O ) = [(Pe)]

o If P =14 then

— Either ¢ > len(e) + n in which case [(P,®" : e)]]% =[(P,e)]p =i
— Either i < n in which case [(P,0" :: )]% = [(P, e)]’
— Either n <1i < n+len(e) in which case [(P,®" :: e)]]%

i.

[(P,e)]% = [eli — il

As a consequence of this theorem, we have the following result which will serve as an
intermediate lemma in the proof of the [strong equivalence of bisimilarities}

Lemma 22. [(P, WS)HM = [[(P,e)]p] s

Proof of 22. Because of the theorem |14| we have [(P,®" :: e)]]g)j = [[(P,o" 2 e)] pqlp s0

[(P,&" = )y = [IIP " = )l ulp] o
= [{[[(P, " e)]]%]]M
= [[(P,e)]p] o, because of the preceding lemma.
10 Equivalence of bisimilarities

In this last section, we prove the equivalence between machine bisimilarity and IO bisimi-
larity for processes, modulo translation.
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10.1 Weak equivalence

We now show the following theorem:

Theorem 23. Let P and ) be well-formed processes. Then

P ~% Q & [Py =m [Q] p

Proof of 23.

o Let & = {([P] s, [Q]ag) | P ~% Q, P and Q well-formed}. We show that ~ is a
imachine bisimulation| To do this, let P and @ be so that [P] , =" [Q] vs-

— If [P] o, =, then P = %. Thus, since P ~%; Q, Q = * 50 [Q] \, = * —.

— If [P]\ = M, then [P], = (a.rp,[]) + M'. Thus P = (a.rp) || P/, M’ =
[P pg and M = [(rp, [©D] g + [PTpr-
Since P ~3; Q, Q = (a.rg) || @ and rp || P’ ~35 ro || Q. Thus [Q], =
(arq, (1) +[QTap = N = [(rq: [©D] p + [QT -
But for all process R, [R] , = [(R, [®])] o, because the abstraction of (i,[]) and
(4,[®]) are the same. Thus M = [rp || P'|\, and N = [rq || Q'] o,
By definition of &/, [rp || P']\ =~ [rq || @]\ s0 M =" N.

— T [Py D M, then [P]y, = (a(sp),[]) + M.

Thus P = a(sp) || P’ hence M = [sp],, and Q = a(sq) || Q" with both
sp ~1g s and P’ ~55 Q. So [Q] ﬂ N = [sq] \s- By definition of ~
[sPl = [sql o Thus M ~" N.

— If [P] y, =5 M, then [P], = (a(sp),[]) + M’
Thus P = a(sp) || P' with M" = [P'],,, hence M = M' = [P'] 4 and Q =
a(sq) || @ with both sp ~2y sg and P’ ~3; Q. So [Q] \, SN = Q' p4-
By definition of ~', [P'] \, &' [Q'] r,- Thus M ~" N.

— If [P]y = M, then [P],\, =z + M', so P =v || P/, with M’ = [P'] ,, and
either x =12 and v =4, or v = .
Thus @ = v || @, with P’ ~35 Q'. Hence, [Q]\, =z + [Q] s — [Q] and by
definition of &/, [P'] \, =& [Q'] u-

= If [P] \, M , the precedent proof applies by replacing z with 3.
o Let ~'={(P,Q) | [Plys =m [Q]rs, P and Q well-formed}. We show that ~' is an
IO bisimulation. To do this, let P and @ be so that P ~' Q.
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— If P% P/, then P = (a.rp) || P" with P’ = rp || P".

Thus [Py = (a.rp, [D+H[P"] 0 = Mp = [(rp, [OD] s+ 1P Tag = [rp || P14
Since [Ply ~m [Qlu [Qly — Mg with Mp ~, Mg. Thus [Q],, =
(arg,[]) + N, hence Q = (arq) | Q" with N = [Q"] . Therefore,
Q= Q' =rq |l Q" and Mg = [(rq, [©D]y + [Q"Ip = [rq I| Q"I

Since Mp =~y Mg, [rp || P"Iag =m [rq || Q"] thus, by definition of ~'
rp || PP~ rg || @, that is P' ~' Q.

1t P8 P’ then P = a(sp) | P'. Thus, [Pl = (a(sp),[]) + [P'] which

admits two transitions: [P],, @, [sp] o and [P] 5, o [P'] os-

Since [P] ~m [Q] v(s [Q] o also admits two transitions flagged with (@) and
a+, 50 [Q) = (a(sq),[]) + N. Thus Q = a(sq) || @ with N = [Q'] \,.

Moreover, [Q] @> [sql v and [Q] o4 ot [Q'] \q so0, since [P], ~m [Q]
we have both [sp] v ~m [5Q] v, and [P'] g ~m [Q'] -

a(sq)

Thus @ — Q' and by definition of ~/, sp ~' sg and P’ ~' Q.

If P=w| P, then [P],, = x + [P'], with, if v = ¢ then z = i else z = v.

Thus [P] v = [P'] s

Slnce [Pl ~ (@l [QI g = N thus [Q] =z + N, so Q = v+ Q' with
= [Q

Moreover, [P']pq ~m [Q'] p s0, by definition of ~', P/ ~ Q.

10.2 Size of the abstract machine

In order to prove a generalization of the last theorem, we need to define a notion of size for
the abstract machine.

Definition 27. For a given process P, we note #P the number of bound variables

within P.

The measure of an annotated process (P, e), noted |(P, e)| is recursively defined

by [(P,e)| = 1+ size(P) + #P X |e| where the measure of an environment e, noted |e| is
defined as |[]| =0, |® : 1] = || and |(P,e) :: I| = |(P,e)| + |I]

The size of an abstract machine M, noted size (M) is defined by induction with:

e size

e size

e size

e size

(M + N) = size (M) + size (N).
((a(P),e)) =|(Pe)l|

((a.Pre)) =|(P,© el

(z) =
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e size (x) = 0.

Lemma 24. size ([(P,e)] () < [(P,e)].

Proof of 24. By induction on size((P,e)):

o If size((P,e)) = 0 then P = % so [(P,e)],, = » whose size is 0, whereas |(P,e)| =
1+ size(P) + #P x |e| > 1.

e Otherwise:

— If P=a(Q), then [(P,e)] \, = (a(Q) ,e). Thus,
size (I(P, ) pp) = 1@ ) = 1+ size(Q) + #Q x le] = size(P) + 4P  |e| =
[(Pe)] = 1.

— If P =a.Q, then [(P,e)] \, = (a.Q,e). Thus
size ([(P, &) g) = 1(@>® & €)] = 1-+5ize(Q)+#QX|® : ¢ = size(P)+#Pxe| =
[(Pe) = 1.

— If P = Q || R, then size ([(P,e)] v,) = size ([(Q, )] o) + size ([(R, )] ). Thus,
by induction, size ([(P, e)] 1) < [(Q,e)] =1+ [(R,e)| — 1 = size(Q) + size(R) +
(#Q + #R) e = |(Pe)| — 1.

— If P = x then size ([(P,e)] \() = size (z) = 1 and |(P,e)| > 1 + size(P) = 2.

~If P =4, then

* Either 7 is not a valid index of e, thus [(P,e)],, = 7 so size ([(P,e)] () =1
and |(P,e)| > 1+ size(P) = 2.

* Either ¢ is a valid index of e, so size ([(P,e)],) = size ([e[i]] »,) whereas
|(P,e)| =1+ size(P)+ #P x |e|] =2+ |e|. Since i is a valid index of e, e [i]
is

- either one element of the form (Q, f), so |e| > |(Q, f)|. By induction,
size ([(@, f)ng) < (@, f)|. But then |(P,e)] =24 [(Q, f)| = [(Q, )] so
finally size ([(P, )] ,) = size (@, N p0) < I(Pre).

- either ®, in which case size ([(P,e)],) = size(i) = 1 and [(P,e)| >
1 + size(P) = 2.

This notions now allows to build induction using it, because of the following property:

Theorem 25. Let f be a non-terminal flag and M and M’ be states so that M ENSYE
Then size (M') < size (M).

Proof of 25. By case on f:
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o If f =a, then M = (ar,e) + N 5 M = [(rne=e)]y, + N but size(M') =
s%ze EE[\%,@ 2e)] ) Fsize(N) < [(r,® ::e)| + size (N) = size ((a.r,e)) + size (N) =

o If f = (a), then M (@(s),e) + N @y = [(s,e)] s but size(M') =

size ([(s,e)] pq) < |(s, e)|_§ |(s,€)| + size (N) = size ((a (s) ,e)) + size (N) = size (M).

o If f = a+, then M = (a(s),e) + N -5 M’ = N but size (M) = size (N) <
size ((a (s) ,e)) + size (N) = size (M).

o If f=xthen M =2+ N 5 M’ = N but size (M') = size (N) < size (z) +size (N) =
size (M).

10.3 Stability of ~,, by +

We may now establish the following property, which is quite intuitive:

Theorem 26. Let M;, Ms, Ny and N> be states so that My ~,,, N1 and My =, Ns.
Then M; + My ~,, N1 + Ns.

Proof of 26. By induction on size (M; + Mb).
° IfSiZG(Ml —|—M2) = 0 then M7 = My = Ny = Ny = *.

e Else, suppose My + My i> M. By case on f:

— If f = a, then My + My = (a.r,e) + M’ + M;. Since both cases are symmetric,
we suppose that M; = Ms. Thus My = (a.r,e) + M’ so N1 = (a.r’,¢’) + N’ with
[(r,©:ze)]y+ M ~p [(F, 0]y + N
Thus My + My 5 M = [(r,® :e)]y + M’ + My. By induction, M =,
[, @ ey + N+ Nay but Ny + No 5 N = [(r,@ )]y + N + No,
so M =, N.

— If f = (@), then My + My = (a(s),e) + M’ + M;. Again, let’s take M; =
My. Thus, My = (a(s),e) + M' so Ny = (a(s'),e') + N’ with [(s,e)]\s ~m
[(s" )] ar-

Thus M7 + Ms @ = [(s,e)] o+ M. By induction, M =, [(s',€")] v+ No,
but N1 + Na @, [(s",eN]pg + N2, so M =, N.

— If f =a+, then My + My = (a(s),e) + M' + M;. Again, let’s take M; = Mo.
Thus, M; = (a(s),e) + M' so Ny = (a(s'),e¢) + N’ with M’ ~,,, N'.

Thus M;+My 255 M = M'+M,. By induction, M ~,,, N'+Ns, but N1+ N, ot
N’ + Ny, so M =~,, N.

32



—If f = x, then My + My = x + M’ + M;. Again, let’s take M; = Ms. Thus,
My =x2+ M so Ny =x+ N with M' ~,, N'.
Thus My + My 5 M = M’ + M. By induction, M ~,,, N’ + Na, but Nj + Ny —
N'+ Ny, so M =~,, N.

10.4 Strong equivalence

The [weak equivalence] is actually a restriction of a more general result, which completes it
with all the remaining machine states, in which environments may not be empty (or filled
with ®):

Theorem 27. Let M7 and My be well-formed states. Then
My =y Mo < [Mi]p ~19 [Ma2]p
We prove it using the following lemma:

Lemma 28. M ~,, M.

Proof of 28. By induction on size (M):
o If size (M) =0, then M = *, so ]/\/[\:*, thus M =, M.
e Else, let’s first prove that M simulates M:

a

— I M % M, then M = (are) + M 5 [(rno:ze)]y + M, so M =
(a (16 e13) . 11) + 327 5 [ ([0l @)+ M7 = [ )]+ 307
First, note that [(r, ®/\6)]]M = [{[[(r, e)]]%;]]M because of lemma
Thus, by induction, [[[[(7", e)]]%;ﬂM ~m [(r,® = e)] o By induction, we also have
M" =, M.

Hence, by [stability of a2, by + M’ ~,, [{[[(r, e)]]%;]] + M7

= (s) €)M <D [(s,)] g 50 1 = (a ([, )15 ) []) +

—IfM—)M’ then M = (a

7 [t )], - o],

But [(s, ) = [[(s. HPHM because of lemma s0, by induction, [(5, )] o ~m
[Ts.e8]
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— IEM 5 M then M = (a(s), ) + M” =5 M”50 M = (a([(s,)]}). []) +
Thus, by induction, M"” ~,, M.

— It M35 M, then M =2+ M" 5 M, so M =x+M' % M.
By induction, M" =, M.

e The proof that M simulates M uses the exact same arguments, since the general
structure of M can be deduced from that of M.

We may finally conclude the proof of the [strong equivalencel

Proof of 27.

My =y My < J\//ﬁ Rm J\/J\z as we just saw
And MMl]]p]]M Rm [[HMQ]]'])]]M by definition of M
& [Mi]p ~1o [Ma]p

because of the [weak equivalence of bisimilarities]
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