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We consider models of CSP based on recording availability information, i.e. the models
record what events could have been performed instead of those that were actually
performed. We present many different varieties of such models. For each, we give a
compositional semantics, congruent to the operational semantics, and prove full abstraction
and no-junk results. We compare the expressiveness of the different models.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we consider a family of semantic models of CSP (Hoare 1985; Roscoe
1997, 2010) that record availability information; i.e. the models record what events could
have been performed instead of those events that were actually performed. For example,
the models will distinguish ¢ — STOP O b — STOP and a — STOP M'b — STOP : the
former offers its environment the choice between a and b, so can make a available before
performing b; however, the latter decides internally whether to offer a or b, so cannot
make a available before performing b.

A common way of motivating process algebras (dating back to Milner (1980)) is to
view a process as a black box with which the observer interacts. The models in this paper
correspond to that black box having a light for each event that turns on when the event
is available (as in van Glabbeek (1993, 2001)); the observer can record which lights turn
on in addition to which events are performed. The models have some similarity with the
ready trace model (Olderog and Hoare 1983), in that both record availability of events;
however, the latter records availability only in stable states, where no internal activity is
possible, whereas the models of this paper record availability in all states.

I initially became interested in such models by considering message-passing
concurrent programming languages that allow code to test whether a channel is ready
for communication without actually performing the communication. For example, in
JCSP (Welch et al. 2007), the input and output ends of channels have a method pending (),
to test whether there is data ready to be read, or whether there is a reader ready to receive
data, respectively. Similarly, Java InputStreams have a method available() that returns
the number of bytes that are available to be read. Andrews (2000) gives a number of
examples using such a construct.

In Lowe (2009), I considered the effect of extending CSP with a construct
‘if readya then P else Q’ that tests whether the event a is ready for communication
(i.e. whether this process’s environment is ready to perform a), acting like P or Q
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appropriately. The model in Lowe (2009) recorded what events were made available
by a process, in addition to the events actually performed. That model seems rather
different from standard CSP models; its study raised a number of questions. We therefore
investigate models that record the availability of events more fully in this paper. We
show that — even without the above construct — there are many different variations, with
different expressive power.

By convention, a denotational semantic model of CSP is always compositional, i.e.
the semantics of a composite process is given in terms of the semantics of its components.
Further, there are several other desirable properties of semantic models:

Congruence to the operational semantics. The denotational semantics can either be
extracted from the operational semantics, or calculated compositionally, both
approaches giving the same result;

Full abstraction. The notion of semantic equivalence induced by the denotational
semantics corresponds to some natural equivalence, typically defined in terms of
testing;

No-junk. The denotational semantic domain corresponds precisely to the semantics
of processes: for each element S of the semantic domain, we can construct a
corresponding process whose semantics is S.

Each of the semantic models in this paper satisfies these properties.

In Section 2, we describe our basic model. We formalize the notion of availability
of events in terms of the standard operational semantics for CSP. We then formalize
the denotational semantic domain, and explain how to extract denotational information
from the operational semantics. We then give a congruent compositional denotational
semantics, and prove full abstraction and no-junk results.

In Section 3, we describe variations on the basic model, in two dimensions: one
dimension restricts the number of observations of availability between successive standard
events; the other dimension allows the simultaneous availability of multiple events to
be recorded. For each resulting model, we describe compositional semantics, and full
abstraction and no-junk results (we omit some of the details in the interests of brevity).
We then study the relative expressive power of the models.

In Section 4, we vary the models in a different way: we record events that were
available as alternatives to the events that were actually performed: i.e. those alternative
events were available from the same state as the events that were performed. We again
describe compositional semantics, full abstraction and no-junk results, and study the
relative expressive power of the models.

Finally, in Section 5, we discuss various aspects of our models, some additional
potential models, and some related work.

1.1. Overview of CSP

We give here a brief overview of the syntax and semantics of CSP; for simplicity and
brevity, we consider a fragment of the language in this paper. We also give a brief overview
of the traces and stable failures models of CSP. For more details, see Hoare (1985) and
Roscoe (1997, 2010).
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CSP is a process algebra for describing programs or processes that interact with
their environment by communication. Processes communicate via atomic events, from
some set . Events often involve passing values over channels; for example, the event c.3
represents the value 3 being passed on channel c.

The simplest process is STOP, which represents a deadlocked process that cannot
communicate with its environment. The process div represents a divergent process that
can only perform internal events.

The process a — P offers its environment the event a; if the event is performed, it
then acts like P. The process ¢ ?x — P is initially willing to input a value x on channel c,
i.e. it is willing to perform any event of the form c.x ; it then acts like P (which may use x).
Similarly, the process ?a : A — P is initially willing to perform any event a from A; it
then acts like P (which may use a).

The process P O Q can act like either P or Q, the choice being made by the
environment: the environment is offered the choice between the initial events of P and Q.
By contrast, P M Q can act like either P or Q, with the choice being made internally,
not under the control of the environment; ['1 ., Py nondeterministically acts like any Py
for x in X. The process P > Q represents a sliding choice or timeout: it initially acts
like P, but if no visible event is performed then it can internally change state to act
like Q.

The process P ||z O runs P and Q in parallel; P is restricted to performing events
from the set A; Q is restricted to performing events from the set B; the two processes
synchronize on events from 4 N B. The process P ||| Q interleaves P and Q, i.e. runs them
in parallel with no synchronization.

The process P \ A acts like P, except the events from A are hidden, i.e. turned
into internal, invisible events, denoted 7, which do not need to synchronize with the
environment. The process P [R] represents P where events are renamed according to the
relation R, i.e. P[[R] can perform an event b whenever P can perform an event a such
that a R b.

Recursive processes may be defined equationally, or using the notation uX « P,
which represents a process that acts like P, where each occurrence of X represents a
recursive instantiation of u X e P.

Prefixing (—) binds tighter than each of the binary choice operators, which in turn
bind tighter than the parallel operators.

CSP can be given both an operational and denotational semantics. The operational
semantics is presented in Figure 1. For brevity, we omit symmetrically equivalent rules for
nondeterministic choice, external choice, parallel composition and interleaving.

The denotational semantics can either be extracted from the operational semantics, or
defined directly over the syntax of the language; see Roscoe (1997). It is more common to
use the denotational semantics when specifying or describing the behaviours of processes,
although most tools act on the operational semantics.

A trace of a process is a sequence of (visible) events that a process can perform. If
tr is a trace, then tr | A represents the restriction of tr to the events in 4, whereas tr \ 4
represents tr with the events from 4 removed; concatenation is written *~’; A” represents
the set of traces with events from A.
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Fig. 1. Operational semantics; symmetrically equivalent rules are omitted.

A stable failure of a process P is a pair (tr, X ), which represents that P can perform
the trace tr to reach a stable state (i.e. where no internal events are possible) where X
can be refused, i.e. where none of the events of X is available.

2. Availability information

In this section, we consider a model that records that particular events are available
during an execution. We begin by extending the operational semantics so as to formally
define this notion of availability. We then define our semantic domain — traces containing
both standard events and availability information — with suitable healthiness conditions.
We then present compositional trace semantics, and, show that it is congruent to the
operational semantics. Finally, we prove full abstraction and no-junk results: that the
semantic notion of equivalence corresponds to a notion of testing equivalence, and
that each element of the semantic domain corresponds to a process expressible in the
syntax.

We write offer a to record that the event a is offered by a process, i.e. a is
available. We augment the operational semantics with actions to record such offers
(we term these actions, to distinguish them from standard events). Formally, we define
a new transition relation —> from the standard transition relation — (as in Figure 1)
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Example 1.

a— STOP Ob —- STOP Uﬁi{f a— STOP Ob — STOP —h{> STOP.

By contrast

4 — STOP Mb — STOP — b — STOP 1’

Note that the transitions corresponding to offer actions do not change the state of the
process.

Lemma 2. The — relation satisfies the rules given in Figure 2. For convenience, for
A = X, we define

offer A= {offera|ac A}, A'=AUofferd, A" =4"U{1}.

We now consider an appropriate form for the denotational semantics, recording
availability information. One might wonder whether it is enough to record availability
information only at the end of a trace (by analogy to the stable failures model). However, a
bit of thought shows that such a model would be equivalent to the standard traces model:
a process can perform the trace tr~(offer a) precisely if it can perform the standard
trace tr ™ (a).

We therefore record availability information throughout the trace. We define an
availability trace to be a sequence tr in (X7)*. We can extract the traces (of X' actions)
from the operational semantics (following the approach in Roscoe (1997, Chapter 7)):

Definition 3. We write P —— Q, for s = (0y,...,a,) € (£)", if there exist Po = P, Py, ...,
P, = Q such that P; ke Py fori =0,...,n — 1. We write P N 0, for tr € (V) if
there is some s such that P —— Qandtr =5\ 1

Example 4. The process a — STOP O b — STOP has the availability trace (offer a,b);
see Example 1. However, the process a — STOP M b — STOP does not have this trace.
This model therefore distinguishes these two processes, unlike the standard traces model.

Note in particular that we may record the availability of events in unstable states
(where 7 events are available), by contrast with models like the stable failures model that
record (un)availability information only in stable states. The following example contrasts
the two models.

Example 5. The processes a — STOP and a — STOP M STOP are distinguished in the
stable failures model, since the latter has stable failure ({),{a}); however they have the
same availability traces.
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Fig. 2. Derived operational semantics; symmetrically equivalent rules are omitted.

The processes (¢ — STOP > b — STOP) N (b —» STOP » a — STOP) and
a — STOP b — STOP are distinguished in the availability traces model, since only the
former has the availability trace (offer a,b); however, they have the same stable failures.

We do not consider the fact that the model fails to distinguish a — STOP and
a — STOP 1 STOP to be a problem: the two models are considering orthogonal issues,
availability and stable refusal. It is straightforward to combine the two models to record
the information from both; we discuss this further in the conclusions.

The availability-traces of process P are then {tr | P é} The following definition
captures the properties of this model.

Definition 6. The availability traces model </ contains those sets 7 < (Xf)* that satisfy
the following conditions:

1. T is non-empty and prefix-closed.
2. offer actions can always be remove from or duplicated within a trace:

tr~(offer a)"tr' € T = tr~(offer a,offera)"tr' e T Ntr~tr' € T.
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3. If a process can offer an event it can perform it:
tr~(offeraye T = tr—(a) e T.
4. If a process can perform an event it can first offer it:

tr~(a)"tr' € T = tr™{(offer a,a)"tr' € T.

Lemma 7. For all processes P, T = {tr | P é} is an element of the availability traces
model.

Proof: (Sketch). It is enough to show that T satisfies the four healthiness conditions; each
follows directly from the definitions of —> and = m|

Compositional traces semantics

We now give compositional rules for the traces of a process. We write traces, [[P] for the
traces of P. (We include the subscript ‘A’ in traces4 [[P]] to distinguish this semantics from
the standard traces semantics, traces [[P]].) Below we will show that these are congruent,
to the operational definition above.

STOP and div are equivalent in this model: neither can perform or offer events.

traces, [STOP] = traces [div]] = {{)}.

The process a — P can initially signal that it is offering a; it can then perform a,
and continue like P.

tracesy [a — P]| = {offer a}” U {tr~(a)"tr' | tr € {offer a}* A tr' € traces, [P]}.

The process P > Q can either perform a trace of P, or can perform a trace of P
with no standard events, and then (after the timeout) perform a trace of Q. The process
P n Q can perform traces of either of its components; the semantics of replicated
nondeterministic choice is the obvious generalization.

tracesy [[P > Q] = traces, [P] U

{trp"trg | trp € traces, [P N trp [ 2 =)
N trg € traces [Q]},

tracesy [[P M Q] tracesy [[P] U traces4 [[Q]],

tracess [, _, Pill = Uie] traces4 [[P;]).

Before the first visible event, the process P O Q can perform an offer a action if
either P or Q can do so. Let tr ||| tr’ be the set of ways of interleaving tr and tr' (as
in Roscoe (1997, page 67)):

ONler" = {tr'},
||l () = {tr},
(@)"tr ||| (b))~ tr’" = {(a)~tr" | tr" €tr ||| (b)"tr'}U
{b)y~tr" | tr" € (a)"tr ||| tr'}.
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The three sets in the definition below correspond to the cases where (a) neither process
performs any visible events, (b) P performs at least one visible event (after which, Q is
turned off), and (c) the symmetric case where Q performs at least one visible event.

tracesy [P O Q] =
{tr | 3trp € traces, [P, trg € traces [Q] »
trp [Z=trg [Z=()Atretrp||tro}U
{tr~(a)"trp | trp~(a)"trp € tracess [P]l,tro € traces [Q] »
trp [ Z=tro [Z=()ANaecZAtretrp|||trg}U
{tr“(a)“tr/Q | Atrp € tracesy [[P]],trQ“(a>“tr’Q € traces, [[Q] »
trp [ Z=tro [Z=()ANaecZAtretrp||trg}.

In a parallel composition of the form P |, Q, P is restricted to actions from AT,
and Q is restricted to actions from BY. Further, P and Q must synchronize upon both
standard events from A N B and offers of events from A N B. We write trp |trg for the set
of ways of synchronizing trp and tryp on actions from X ; this relation can be defined (as
in Roscoe (1997, page 70)) by the following equations and symmetrically equivalent ones:

010 = {0
(a)"tr Il () = (o)~ e’ etr || ()}, ifa¢ X
X X
{} ifoeX,
(o) " tr )ﬂ B)"tr' = )"t |t € tr )|{\ '}, ifa=peX,
{3, ifo,peX, a+p,
oy~ [ er" etr || (B)"tr'}, ifogdX, peX,
X
oy~ [ tr" etr || (B)"tr'} U

(Bt | o € () ~er || '), if o, B & X.
X

The semantics of parallel composition is then:
traces4 [P 41|z Q1 = {tr | trp € traces, [P] N (AT)",trg € tracess [Q] N (BT)" «
tretrp |l tro}
(ANB)t
The semantics of interleaving is similar:

traces4 [P ||| QI = {tr | 3trp € tracess [P]l,tro € traces, [[Q] « tr € trp ||| tro}.

The semantic equation for hiding of 4 captures that offer A actions are blocked, and
A events are internalized.

tracesy [P \ Al = {trp \ A | trp € traces, [P]] A trp | offer A = ()}.
For relational renaming, we lift the renaming to apply to offer actions, i.e.

(offer a) R (offer b) iff aRb.
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We then lift the relation to traces by pointwise application. The semantic equation is then
a further lift of R:

tracesy [P[RI1 = {tr | trp € traces4 [P]] » trp R tr}.

We now consider the semantics of recursion. Our approach follows the standard
method using complete partial orders; see, for example, (Roscoe 1997, Appendix A.1).

Lemma 8. The availability traces model forms a complete partial order under the subset
ordering <, with traces, [[div]] = {()} as the bottom element.

Proof: It is clear that {()} is least under the subset ordering. It is straightforward to see
that the model is closed under arbitrary unions, and hence is a complete partial order.
O

The following lemma can be proved using precisely the same techniques as for the
standard models (see Roscoe (1997, Section 8.2)).

Lemma 9. Each of the operators is continuous with respect to the < ordering.

Hence from Tarski’s fixed point theorem for complete partial orders (see, e.g. (Roscoe
1997, Theorem A.1.3)), each mapping F definable using the operators of the language has
a least fixed point given by (J, o F"({()}). This justifies the following definition.

traces, [ X o F(X )] = the =-least fixed point of the semantic
mapping corresponding to F.

The following theorem shows that the two ways of capturing the traces are congruent.

Theorem 10. For all traces tr € (Z7)*:

tr € tracesy [[P]] iff P =

Proof: This is a straightforward structural induction over the non-recursive operator,
together with standard techniques for dealing with recursion (as in Roscoe (2009D,
Section 5)). a

Theorem 11. For all processes, traces, [P] is a member of the availability traces model
(i.e. it satisfies the conditions of Definition 6).

Proof: This follows directly from Lemma 7 and Theorem 10. a

2.1. Full abstraction

We can show that this model is fully abstract with respect to a form of testing in the
style of (de Nicola and Hennessy 1984). We consider tests that may detect the availability
of events. Following Lowe (2009), we write readya & T for a test that tests whether a is
available, and if so acts like the test 7. We also allow a test SUCCESS that represents a
successful test, and a simple form of prefixing. Formally, tests are defined by the grammar:

T ::= SUCCESS |a —> T |readya & T.
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We consider testing systems comprising a test 7" and a process P, denoted T | P. We
define the semantics of testing systems by the rules below; w indicates that the test has
succeeded, and Q represents a terminated testing system.

P -0

T|P—T|Q

SUCCESS | P -5 Q

P a Q Poﬁerap
a—>T|P > T]Q readya & T | P —> T || P

We say that P may pass the test 7, denoted P may 7, if T | P can perform o (after
Zero Oor more ts).

We now show that if two processes are denotationally different, we can produce a
test to distinguish them, i.e. such that one process passes the test, and the other fails it.
Let tr € (£7)*. We can construct a test T}, that detects the trace tr.

T, = SUCCESS,
Ty~ = a > Ty,
Tioffer ay~nr = readya & T,
The following lemma can be proved by a straightforward induction on the length of tr:
Lemma 12. For all processes P, P may T}, if and only if tr € traces, [[P]].
Theorem 13. tracesq [[P]] = traces4 [[Q]] if and only if P and Q may pass the same tests.

Proof: The left-to-right direction is trivial. If traces, [P]] # traces, [[Q] then without loss
of generality suppose tr € tracess [[P] — traces, [[Q]; then P may T}, but not Q may T,.
O
We now show that the model contains no junk: each element of the model corresponds

to a process.

Theorem 14. Let 7 be a member of the availability traces model. Then there is a process P
such that traces, [P] = T.

Proof: Let tr be a trace. We can construct a process P, as follows:
Py = STOP,
P(a}”tr =a— Py,
P(oﬂera)’\lr = a — divd> Py.

Then the traces of P, are just tr and those traces implied from tr by the healthiness
conditions of Definition 6. Formally, we can prove this by induction on tr. For example:

— The traces of P~ are prefixes of traces of the form® (offer a)*~{a)~tr’, where
k = 0 and tr' is a trace of P,. Hence (by the inductive hypothesis) tr’ is implied

T We write (offer a)¥ to denote a trace containing k copies of offer a.
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from tr by the healthiness conditions. Thus (a)"tr’ is implied from (a)"tr. Finally
(offer a)k~{(a)~tr’ is implied from {a)~tr by k applications of healthiness condition 4.
— The traces of Py a)~ are of two forms:

— Prefixes of traces of the form (offer a)*~{(a), which is implied from (offer a) by
healthiness conditions 2 and 3.

— Traces of the form (offer a)*~tr’ where tr' is a trace of P,. Hence (by the
inductive hypothesis) ¢’ is implied from tr by the healthiness conditions. And so
(offer a)*~tr' is implied from (offer a)"tr by healthiness condition 2.
Then, given 7, a member of the availability traces model, we can define P =[]
such that traces, [P =T.
The above proof makes critical use of the timeout operator (). This operator could
have been replaced with hiding, since hiding can be used to simulate timeout:

treT

Py
O

P>Q = (P Otrig — Q) \ {trig},  where trig is a fresh event.

However, without these two operators, the above result does not hold. We will need the
following lemma, which can be proved by a straightforward structural induction.

Lemma 15. If P does not use the timeout or hiding operators, P s opr Ozfﬁ; and

offera . .. .
P’ — & P” then P” —>, l.e. T-transitions do not cause offers to be withdrawn.

Proposition 16. There are elements of the availability traces model that cannot be
expressed without timeout or hiding.

Proof: Consider the element T of the availability traces model containing all traces of the
form

(offer ay~(a) and  (offer ay ~(offer b)*~(b)
and all prefixes. (In the full language, T corresponds to the process a — STOP >
b — STOP.) Note that T does not contain the trace {(offer a, offer b, offer a), so the offer
of a must be withdrawn. However, offer-transitions do not change the state of the process,
so this withdrawal must be due to a t-transition. The above lemma then shows that T is
not expressible without the timeout or hiding operators. |

3. Variations

In this section, we consider variations on the model of the previous section, extending the
models along essentially two different dimensions. In Section 3.1, we consider models that
place a limit on the number of offer actions between consecutive standard events. Then in
Section 3.2, we consider models that record the availability of sets of events. In Section 3.3,
we restrict these models to place a bound on the size of the availability sets. Finally in
Section 3.4, we combine these two variations, to produce a hierarchy of different models
with different expressive power (illustrated in Figure 5). For each variant, we sketch how
to adapt the semantic model, and the full abstraction and no-junk results from Section 2.
We concentrate on discussing the relationship between the different models.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50960129514000334 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960129514000334

Models for CSP with availability information 1033

3.1. Bounded availability actions

Up to now, we have allowed arbitrarily many offer actions between consecutive standard
events. It turns out that we can restrict this. For example, we could allow at most one
offer action between consecutive standard events (or before the first event, or after the
last event). This model is more abstract than the previous; for example, it identifies the
processes

(a — STOP O b — STOP) 1 (a — STOP O ¢ — STOP) 1 (b — STOP O ¢ — STOP)

and
(a > STOP Ob — STOP O ¢ — STOP),

whereas the previous model distinguished them by the trace (offer a, offer b, c).

More generally, we define the model that allows at most n offer actions between
consecutive standard events. Let Obs, be the set of availability traces with this property.
Then the model .7, is the restriction of ./ to Obs,, ie. writing tracess, for the
semantic function for ,, we have tracess, [P] = tracess [P]] N Obs,. In particular,
o/ 1s equivalent to the standard traces model.

The following example shows that the models become strictly more refined as
n increases; further, the full availability traces model .o/ is finer than each of the
approximations .o7,,.

Example 17. Pick a set A = {aq,...,a,} of size n + 1. The processes

M,_,2a:A—{b} ->STOP and ?a:A— STOP

beA

are equivalent in model ./, _;: each can perform any trace of at most n — 1 actions of
the form offer a; followed by an event a; (and prefixes of such traces). However, they are
distinguished in model .o, and model .o/ by the trace (offer ay, offer ay,...,offer a,_y,a,).

The following alternative example uses a bounded alphabet.
Example 18. Consider the processes:

Py = STOP,
Pyii = (a > STOP b — STOP) > P,.

Suppose n is non-zero and even (the case of odd n is similar). Processes P, and P,
can be distinguished in model .o7,, and model .o, since only P, has the trace (offer a,
offer b,offer a,offer b,...,offer a,offer b,a) with n offer actions. However, these processes
are equal in model o7, _;.

Following Roscoe (2009b), we write M < M’ if model M’ is finer (i.e. distinguishes
more processes) than model M, and < for the corresponding strict relation. The above
examples show

Ado=T <A1 < Ay < < d.

It is easy to see that these models are all compositional: in all the semantic equations,
the presence of a trace from Obs, in a composite process is always implied by the
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presence of traces from Obs, in the subcomponents. It is important, here, that the number
of consecutive offers is downwards-closed: the same result would not hold if we considered
a model that includes exactly n offer actions between successive standard events, for in
an interleaving P ||| Q, a sequence of n consecutive offers may be formed from k offers
of P and n — k offers of Q.

In some cases, the semantic equations have to be adapted slightly to ensure the traces
produced are indeed from Obs,, for example:

tracesyn [P 45 QI =
{tr | 3trp € tracesa, [P N (AT)",trg € tracesy, [Q] N (BT)" o

tr €(trp | trg) N Obs,},
(ANB)

tracesan [P \ Al =
{trp \ A | trp € traces, [P] N trp | offer A=) Atrp \ A € Obs,}.

The healthiness conditions need to be adapted slightly to reflect that only traces from
Obs,, are included. For example, condition 4 becomes

4. tr~{a)~tr' € T ANtr~{offer a,a)"tr' € Obs, = tr~(offer a,a)"tr' € T.

Finally, the full abstraction result still holds, but the tests need to be restricted to
include at most n successive ready tests. And the no-junk result still holds.

3.2. Availability sets

The models we have considered so far have considered the availability of a single event
at a time. If we consider the availability of a set of events, can we distinguish more
processes? The answer turns out to be yes, but only with processes that can either diverge
or exhibit unbounded nondeterminism (a result which was surprising to me).

We will consider actions of the form offer 4, where A is a set of events, representing
that all the events in 4 are simultaneously available. We can adapt the derived operational
semantics appropriately:

P-25pQ < P50, foraeXuit,

offer A a
P—p>pP < VacAeP — .

Lemma 19. The —p relation satisfies the rules given in Figure 3. (For standard events
in X U {1}, the rules are precisely as for the — relation, and so omitted.) For relational
renaming, we lift the renaming to apply to offer actions, by forming the subset-closure of
the relational image:

(offer A)R (offer B) < Vb€ Bedac AeaRb.

For convenience, we define

AP = AU {offer B| B € PA).
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ffer B
offer{} 2a:A—P Ty ta:A- P,

STOP —»p STOP, for B C A,

offer{}
P Q —>p P Q’ I_l P; Ofﬁli}p [—l P,
icl iel

offer A

—>p P offer A

offer B P —>pP

—>r Q offer A

offer AUB PDQ%PPDQ
POQ —> pPOQ

offer X
P, p

offer Y

Q —>rQ

offer XUY
Pulp @ —> pP 4l Q@

XCAANYCBAXNA=YNB

offer X
—>p P
offer Y

Q —>rQ

offer XUY
PllQ —> Pl @Q

offer X offer A
P —>pP P >p P
offer X—A offer B (offer A) R (offer B)
P\ATE Y P A PIR] 2%, P[R]

pxer O ux.ep.

Fig. 3. Derived operational semantics for the availability sets model; symmetrically equivalent
rules are omitted.

Traces will then be from (XF)*. We can extract traces of this form from the derived

operational semantics as in Definition 3 (writing rinp and l:r]}) for the corresponding
relations).

We call this model the availability sets traces model, and will sometimes refer to
the previous model as the Singleton availability traces model, in order to emphasize the
difference.

Definition 20. The availability sets traces model </ contains those sets 7 < (XP)* that
satisfy the following conditions.

1. T is non-empty and prefix-closed.
2. offer actions can always be removed from or duplicated within a trace:

tr(offer A)"tr' € T = tr{offer A,offer A)"tr' € T ANtr~tr' € T.
3. If a process can offer an event it can perform it:
tr{offer Ay e T = VYacAetr~(a)eT.
4. If a process can perform an event it can first offer it:

tr-{a)"tr' € T = tr-(offer{a},a)"tr' € T.
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0170 = {0h

(@t 170 = )"t |t et (), ifagX
X X
{} ifaeX,
(offer )7 tr [0 = {},
(@t 1T = ()" v et || '), ifa=0beX,
X X
12 ifa,be X, a#b,

{a)~tr" | tr" ctr |"(B)" 0"}, ifag X, beEX,
X

{a)y~tr" |t ctr |" ()"t} U ifabé&X,
X

(o)~ tr" | tr" € (a)"tr ||¥ tr'},
X

(offer A" tr I (offer BY"tr' = {offer(AUB) " tr" | tr" € tr |" &'}, fANX=BnNX,
X X
{}, otherwise,
(offer A" tr | ()" tr' = {}.
X

Fig. 4. Parallel combination of traces; symmetrically equivalent clauses are omitted.

5. The offers of a process are subset-closed
tr™{offer A)"tr' e T AB < A = tr™{offer B)"tr' € T.
6. Processes can always offer the empty set

trotr' e T = tr™(offer{})"tr' € T.

Lemma 21. For all processes P, {tr | P Z:V]P} is an element of the availability sets traces
model.

Compositional semantics. We give below semantic equations for the availability sets traces
model. Most of the clauses are straightforward adaptations of the corresponding clauses
in the singleton availability traces model.

For the parallel operators and external choice, we define an operator H]P such that
X

o |® o gives all traces resulting from traces tr and tr', synchronizing on events and
b
offers of events from X . The operator is defined in Figure 4.
The semantic clauses are then as follows.
traces® [STOP] = traces¥ [div] = (offer{})’,

traces® [a — P] = Init U {tr~{a)"tr' | tr € Init A tr" € traces¥ [P]]},
where Init = {offer{},offer{a}}",

P P
tracesy [P > Q] = traces, [P] U
{trp"trg | trp € traces® [P Atrp | £ = () Atrg € traces® [0},

traces]: [P ol = tracesf [P U traces}f o1,
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traces}; [POQ] =
{tr | 3trp € traces® [P], trg € traces® [[Q]]];
trp 1 S=trg [Z=)Atretrp | tro}U
{

1
{tr(a)~trp | Itrp~(a)"trp € traces¥ [P, trg € traces® [Q] «

trp [Z=trg |ZE=()ANa€XZAtr €trp H]PtrQ}U
it
{tr{a)~try | 3trp € traces® [P],tro~(a)"try € traces® [Q] »

trp [Z=tro [Z=()ANac€XZAtretrp H]PtrQ},
{

traces} [P 4|z Q1 = {tr | 3trp € traces® [P] N (A¥)",trg € traces¥ [Q] N (BPT)" «

P
tretrp | tro},
ANB

P
traces’ [P ||| Q1| = {tr | Itrp € traces [P],tro € traces} [Q]] « tr € trp {IL tro},
!

tracest [P \ A]) = {trp \ A | trp € traces¥ [PI AV X soffer X intrp =X NA=1{}},
tracest [P[R]] = {tr | 3trp € traces® [P] « trp R tr},

tracesf; [pX o F(X)] = the =-least fixed point of the semantic
mapping corresponding to F.

Theorem 22. The semantics is congruent to the operational semantics:

. tr
tr € traces’t [P] iff P =>p .

Full abstraction and no-junk. In order to prove a full abstraction result, we extend our
class of tests to include a test of the form ready A & T, which tests whether all the events
in A are available, and if so acts like the test 7. Formally, this test is captured by the
following rule.

p offer A P

ready A& T |P —> T | P

Given tr € (ZP)*, we can construct a test T}, that detects the trace tr as follows:

S
|

= SUCCESS
T(“)”" =a—->T,
Tioffer a)y~r = ready A & Ty,
The full abstraction proof then proceeds precisely as in Section 2.

We can prove a no-junk result as in Section 2. Given trace tr, we can construct a
process P, as follows:

Py = STOP,
P<”>A”' =da—- Plr,
Piofror ay~1r = (a : A — div) > Py,
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Then the traces of P, are just tr and those traces implied from tr by the healthiness
conditions. Again, given an element 7 from the availability sets traces model, we can
define P =] P, ; then trozces}iP [P =T.

treT

Distinguishing power. We now consider the extent to which the availability sets model
can distinguish processes that the singleton availability model can not.

Example 23. The availability sets traces model distinguishes the processes

P =a—STOP Ob — STOP,
0) (a > STOP b — STOP) > Q,
since just P has the trace (offer{a,b}). However, these are equivalent in the singleton

availability traces model; in particular, both can perform arbitrary sequences of offer a
and offer b actions initially.

The process Q above can diverge (i.e. perform an infinite number of internal 7 events) by
repeatedly performing timeouts. We can obtain a similar effect without divergence, but
using unbounded nondeterminism.

Example 24. Consider

Qo = STOP,
0n+1 = (a — STOP N'b — STOP) > Q,,
Q, = l—lne]NQ”'

Then P (from the previous example) and Q' are distinguished in the availability sets
traces model but not the singleton availability traces model.

For finitely nondeterministic, non-divergent processes, it is enough to consider the
availability of only finite sets: such a process can reach only a finite number of different
states after a given trace; hence it can offer an infinite set A if and only if it can offer all
its finite subsets. However, for infinitely nondeterministic processes, one can make more
distinctions by considering infinite sets.

Example 25. Let 4 be an infinite set of events. Consider the processes

2 :A—STOP and T[1 _, % :4A—{b} > STOP.

beA

Then these have the same finite availability sets, but just the former has all of 4 available.

Theorem 26. If P and Q are non-divergent, finitely nondeterministic processes, that are
equivalent in the singleton availability model, then they are equivalent in the availability
sets model.

Proof: Suppose, for a contradiction, that P and Q are non-divergent and finitely
nondeterministic, are equivalent in the singleton availability model, but are distinguished
in the availability set model. Then, without loss of generality, there is an availability-set
trace tr that is a trace of P but not of Q.
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Suppose, for the moment, that tr contains a single offer action, so it is of the form
tri " {offer A)"tr,, with no offer actions in tr; or tr,. By the discussion above, we may
assume, without loss of generality, that A is finite, say A = {ay,...,a,}. Since Q is non-
divergent and finitely nondeterministic, there is some bound, k say, on the number of
consecutive 7 events that it can perform after ¢r; and before the next visible event. Since
P can offer all of A after try, it can also offer any individual events from A, sequentially,
in an arbitrary order (from clauses 2 and 5 of Definition 20). In particular, it has the
singleton availability trace

tri " {offer ay,...,offer an>k+1”tr2.

Since P and Q are, by assumption, equivalent in the singleton availability model, Q also
has this trace. Q must perform at most k t events within the sub-trace (offer ay,...,
offer a,)**!. This tells us that there is a sub-trace within that, of length n, containing no
7 events. Within this sub-trace there are no state changes (i.e. there are only self-loops
corresponding to the offer actions), and so all the a; are offered in the same state. Hence
tr = try"{offer A)"tr, is an availability set trace of Q, giving a contradiction.

If tr contains multiple offer actions, the above argument can be applied
simultaneously to all those offer actions. a

3.3. Bounded sets

We can consider some variants on the availability sets traces model.

First, let us consider the model .27 that places a limit of size k upon availability sets.
It is reasonably straightforward to produce compositional semantics for such models: in
order to deduce the offers of size at most k for a composite process, it is enough to know
the offers of size at most k for the components; of course, this would not hold if we
considered the offers of size exactly k. It is perhaps surprising that such a semantics is
compositional, since a similar result does not hold for stable failures (Bolton and Lowe
2004) (although it is conjectured in Roscoe (2009b) that this does hold for acceptances).
It is also straightforward to adapt the full abstraction and no-junk results.

Clearly, .o/! = .o/, and .«/° = 7 (the standard traces model). Examples 23 and 24
show that .27 is finer that .o/!. We can generalize those examples to show that each model
/% is finer than 7K1,

Example 27. Let Ay be a set of size k. Consider
P, = % : Ay —» STOP,
Ok = M, (Pa : Ax— {b} - STOP) > Q.

Then Pj and Qy are distinguished in ./* since only P, has the trace (offer A;). However
they are equivalent in ./¥~': in particular, both can initially perform any trace of offers
of size k — 1.

The limit of the models .#* considers arbitrary finite availability sets; we term
this .o/F. The model .«/F distinguishes the processes Py and Q) from Example 27, for
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all k, so is finer than each of the models with bounded availability sets. As shown by
Example 25, .«/F is coarser than .«/F.
Example 27 makes critical use of timeout, as shown by the following result.

Proposition 28. Suppose P and Q do not use the timeout or hiding operators, and are
equivalent in the singleton availability traces model .oZ. Then they are equivalent in .o/,
and hence in all models .o/ for finite k.

Proof: Suppose, for a contradiction, that P and Q are distinguished in ./F by some
trace tr that can be performed (without loss of generality) by P but not Q. Consider
the singleton availability trace tr; obtained from tr by replacing each action of the
form offer{ay,...,a,} by the sequence (offer ai,...,offer a,) (where the order is arbitrary).
Clearly tr; is a singleton availability trace of P. But P and Q are presumed equal in the
singleton availability model, and hence trq is also a trace of Q. However, by Lemma 15, Q

cannot change state during any such subtrace (offer ai,...,offer a,); hence Q must offer
the whole of the set {ay,...,a,} in this state. But this means that Q has trace tr in .o/,
giving a contradiction. |

In fact, for an arbitrary infinite cardinal x, we can consider the model .«7* that places a
limit of size x upon availability sets. Example 25 showed that considering finite availability
sets distinguishes fewer processes than allowing infinite availability sets, ie. /T < .o/,
The following example shows that the models become finer as k increases.

Example 29. Pick an infinite cardinal x, and pick an alphabet X such that card(Z) = k.
Then the processes

P. =T % : A — STOP,

Q’C = l_lAEZ,card(A)<K?a 4 — STOP

ACE, card(A)=x

are distinguished by the model .«7*, since only P, can offer sets of size k. However, for
) < K, they are not distinguished by the model .«/*; for example, if P, has the trace
(offer Ay,...,offer A,) in o/, then card(A;) < A < k, for each i; but also 4 = |JI_, 4;
has card(4) < 1 < K, so Q, can perform this trace by picking 4 in the nondeterministic
choice.

(In fact, this example shows that these models — like the cardinals — form a proper class,

rather than a set!) In most applications, the alphabet X is countable; these models then

coincide for processes with such an alphabet. The model .«/F distinguishes the processes

P, and Q, from Example 29, for all k, so is finer than each of the models .&/*.
Summarizing:

=T <A =d<J*<... <AV <IN < g < < I

3.4. Combining the variations

We can combine the ideas from Sections 3.1 and 3.2 to produce a family of models .«7%.,
where:
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A= AL
AN2 EA%‘Q AL
% \
AN = At As
% % \
ARo = Ao A?;z Aﬂl”
e e
A= Ay A
P
A§O A;ﬁ ANz
A= A3 A AR AR
7
A’ = A7 Al Al
A=Al =4 A AT

v
/\/

3,
2

Ad 3 AZ
7 /
Az = .A2 Af
|
./415./@

\
AOEA/O\/EA()JCE

Fig. 5. The hierarchy of models.

— 4 is either a natural number k or infinite cardinal k, indicating an upper bound on
the size of availability sets, or the symbol IF indicating arbitrary finite availability sets
are allowed, or the symbol IP indicating arbitrary availability sets are allowed;

— A is either a natural number n, indicating an upper bound on the number of
availability sets between successive standard events, or the symbol IF indicating any
finite number is allowed.

We write <, <, etc. for the obvious orderings over these parameters.

If # =0 or A/ =0 then M’f is just the standard traces model. Further, .« - = &{1‘
and /7 = .

We can show that this family is ordered as the natural extension of the earlier
(one-parameter) families; the relationship between the models is illustrated in Figure 5.
In particular, these models are distinct for .47, #" # 0. We can re-use several of the earlier
examples to this end. Example 18 shows that for each " # 0

AL <A < AT <. < AL

https://doi.org/10.1017/50960129514000334 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960129514000334

G. Lowe 1042

Example 27 shows that:
A% < AL < A <. < A

The following example adapts Example 27 to a bounded number of offer sets.

Example 30. Let n and k be positive natural numbers. Let 4 be a set of size n x k + 1.
Consider

P = % : A — STOP,
Q =Tl;_,% :B— STOP.

Let Ay,...,Ay, {a} be a partition of A, where each A; is of size k. Then (offer Ay,...,
offer A,,a) is a trace of P but not of Q, so these processes are distinguished by .«7¥.
However, the two processes are equivalent in .«/¥~!. Hence .«/K~! < .o/, Further, .o/F
distinguishes these processes, for all (finite) n and k, so =7k < /F.

Example 25 shows that .o/ < /¥ for each infinite cardinal x and for each .4". Further,
Example 29 shows that if 4 < xk are two infinite cardinals, then Lzz/fv- < .o% < 8.

4. Alternatives

In this section, we consider models that record events that were available as alternatives to
the events that were actually performed: i.e. those alternative events were available from
the same state as the events that were performed. More precisely, an event b is considered

an alternative to a particular transition P SN Q if b was available from the state P, i.e.
b
P —.

The following example illustrates the idea.

Example 31. Consider the processes

P =a—c¢c—STOPOb — STOP,
0 (a > STOP O b — STOP)>a — c — STOP.
Then P can perform a while offering b as an alternative, and can then perform c; however,

if Q performs a while offering b as an alternative, it must be from the first branch of the
timeout, so can not subsequently perform c.

However, it turns out that a model that records just the events that were available
from the same state as the events that were performed cannot be compositional. To see
why, consider the processes

a—>STOP>b - STOP and b — STOP >a — STOP.

These would be equivalent in such a model: each can perform a or b and offers no events
as alternatives from the states where those events are performed. However,

a— STOP >b — STOP |||c > d — STOP
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can perform ¢ while offering a as an alternative, and then perform d while offering b as
an alternative; but

b — STOP >a — STOP ||| c — d — STOP

cannot do this. Hence, such a model would not be compositional.

We therefore need to record both those alternative events that were available from
the same state as the events that were performed, and events that were offered before
events were performed (as in the previous models).

In order to capture this idea, we adapt the transition relation to record transitions of
(alt B,
the form P a—{éAh Q to indicate that P can perform a to become Q, but that P could

also have performed any event from B from the same state; we specify a ¢ B in this case
(since including a in B gives no extra information). We also record offers as in previous
models. The transition relation is defined as follows:

(alt B,a)

P—1>A1zQzﬂP—>Q/\VbeB P—> fora€ZX, a ¢ B,

P_DAIIQWP_)Qa

offer B b
PSP iff YbEBP .

(alt
Note, in particular, that if P SN Q then P —l}|>A Q. Note also that we do not record

alternatives for t-transitions.

Lemma 32. The — 4, relation satisfies the rules in Figure 6. (Rules for offer actions and
the t-promotion rules are as in Figure 3, so are omitted.) For relational renaming, we lift
the renaming to alternative sets:

ARB < VYbeBedacAeaRb.

For A = X, we let 44" be the set of (alt B,a) actions and offer B actions, where
a €A, B< A, a¢ B. We define an alternatives trace to be a sequence tr in (Z4")*. We
can extract alternatives traces from the operational semantics, as in the earlier models

(writing NN 41r and = 41 for the corresponding relations).
Example 33. Consider again the processes
P=a—5c¢c—>STOPOb — STOP,
Q = (a—>STOPU0b — STOP)>a — c — STOP.

Then P has the alternatives trace ((alt{b},a),(alt{},c)); but Q does not have this trace.
Note that these two processes are equivalent in .«/E, and hence all the other availability
models.

Definition 34. The alternatives traces model ./ contains those sets T < (X4")* such that:

1. T is non-empty and prefix-closed;
2. offer actions can always be remove from or duplicated within a trace:

tr{offer A)"tr' € T = tr(offer A,offer A)"tr' € T Ntr~tr' € T.
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(alt B,a)

P, forac A, BC A—{a},

(alt X ,a) ,

P ——>au P (alt X ,a) ,
offer Y 0 P —>au P
—D

(alt X ,a)
(alt XUY,a) —a gy P Q —>au P’

pPOQ an P
(alt X,a) ,

P —D> A P
offer Y

Q —ban Q 0€EA-—BANagYANXCAANY CBA

(alt XUY ,a) XNA=YnNBAB

Pl @ —> auP

(alt X,a) ,
P ——au P

(alt Y,a)
Q —>aun Q

/

"alls @

a€ ANBAXCANY CBA

(alt XUY ,a)

PAHBQ —> an P

(alt X,a) ,
P ——a P

offer Y
Q —an Q

XNA=YnB
"alls @

agY

(alt XUY ,a
PllQ —

(alt X ,a) ,
—>an P

)
aw P Q

(alt X ,a) ,
P —— P
a€A

alt X—A,a
poa R

—D A”P/\A

adg A -
P\A—DAHP/\A

(alt X,a) ,
P ——>au P

aROLANXRY
(alt Y ,b)

P[R] —>'ax P'[R]

Fig. 6. Derived operational semantics for the alternatives traces model; symmetrically equivalent
rules are omitted.

3. Events performed and their alternatives can be previously offered:
tr~((alt B,a))"tr' € T = tr~{offer B U {a},(alt B,a))"tr' € T.

4. If a process can offer a set of events, it can perform any member of that set with the
rest available as alternatives:

tr(offer A) e T = Yae Astr~((alt A—{a},a)) e T.
5. Alternatives can be performed:
tr{(alt B,a))"tr' € T = Vb e Betr((alt B—{b}U{a},b)) eT.
6. The offers of a process are subset-closed:
tr{offer A)"tr' € T AB < A = tr™{offer B)"tr' € T.
7. The alternatives of a process are subset-closed:

tr~{(alt A,a))"tr' e TAB < A = tr™{(alt B,a))"tr' € T.
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O 1M 0 =10}
X
(@t M0 =1},

X
Alt

(offer A" tr |77 (offer BY " tr' =
X

{(offer(AU B)Y " tr" | tr" € tr || "
X
{}, otherwise,

((alt A,a))’\tr)H( (offer BY " tr' =

tr'y, fANX=BnNX,

Alt

{((alt AUB, a))"tr" | tr" € tr |™ &'}, ifag XNagBAANX =BNX,
X

{}, otherwise,

((alt A, a)) " tr || ((alt B, b)) " tr' =

{{(alt AU B, a))"tr" | tr" € tr [ tr'y, fa=beXAANX=BNX,
X

{} otherwise.

Fig. 7. Parallel composition of traces in the alternatives traces model; symmetrically equivalent
clauses are omitted.

8. Processes can always offer the empty set:

trotr' € T = tr(offer{})"tr' € T.

Lemma 35. For all processes P, the set 7 = {tr | P Zéfm} is an element of the
alternatives traces model.

4.1. Compositional semantics

We now give compositional semantic equations for this model with alternatives. Most
equations are straightforward adaptations of earlier equations; we discuss here a few
interesting points.

For parallel composition and external choice, we define an operator I*" such that
X

Alt . . .. .
tr |7 & gives all traces resulting from traces tr and tr', synchronizing on actions
b

corresponding to events from X. We arrange for each (alt A,a) to synchronize with an
offer B action if a ¢ X, or with a (alt B, a) action if a € X ; in each case, A and B should
contain the same events from X . Figure 7 gives the definition.

We define a hiding operator over traces such that tr \ X removes all (alt 4, a) actions
such that a € X ; the semantic equation below blocks all offer B or (alt B,a) events with
BNA#{}.

For relational renaming, we lift the renaming to apply to alternative actions so that
(alt X,a)R(alt Y,b)ifaRbandVy €Y ¢eIx € X exRy.

The semantic equations are as follows:

traces™ [STOP] = traces™™ [div]] = (offer{})’,
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traces™ [a — P] =

Init U {tr~{(alt{},a))"tr' | tr € Init A tr' € traces™" [P]},

where Init = {offer{},offer{a}}",
traces™ [P > Q] =

traces [[P] U

{trp~trg | trp € traces™ [P A trp | £ = () A trg € traces?" [Q]]},
traces™ [P 1 Q] = traces™ [[P]) U traces™ [Q]],

traces™ [P O Q] =
{tr | 3trp € traces™ [P]], trg € traces™ [Q]] «
trp [Z=tro 1Z=() Ntretrp H tro} U

{tr=trp | 3trp™((alt B,a))"trp € traces Ale [[P]] trg € traces" [Q] «
trp [ Z=tro | 2= () Atr €trp™((alt B,a)) H tro} U

{trotrg | 3trp € traces!" [P, tro~((alt B,a))"t ro € ztmcesAlr ol -
trp | Z=trg 2= Atretrp ||l tro™((alt B,a))},
it

traces’" [P |l Q1 =
{tr | 3trp € traces™ [P N (A4)*,trg € traces™™ [Q] N (BA)* o

tretp || tro},
ANB

traces™ [P ||| QT =
{tr |3trp € traces!t [P]l.tro € traces™™ [Q] s tr € trp | tro},
it

traces™ [P \ A]) =
{trp \ A | trp € traces™" [P] A
V B e offer Bintrp \V (alt B,a) intrp = BNA=/{}},

traces™™ [P[R]] = {tr | Itrp € traces’" [P]] « trp R tr},

traces™ [uX « F(X)] =
the <-least fixed point of the semantic mapping corresponding to F.

Theorem 36. The semantics is congruent to the operational semantics:

: tr
tr € traces™ [P] iff P == .

4.2. Full abstraction

In order to prove a full abstraction result, we extend our class of tests to include a test
of the form (alt4,a) — T, which tests whether all the events in 4 U {a} are available,
and if so performs a, and then acts like the test 7. Formally, the behaviour of this test is
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captured by the following rule.

(alt A,a)
—ui Q

(altd,a) > T |P — T | Q

Given tr € (ZA”)*, we can construct a test 7}. that detects the trace tr as follows:

Ty = SUCCESS,
Tyt 4y~ = (altd,a) = Ty,
Tioffer ay~1r = ready A & Ty,

The full abstraction proof then proceeds precisely as in Section 2.
We can prove a no-junk result as in Section 2. Given trace tr, we can construct a
process P, as follows:

Py = STOP,
Pt Bayy~wr = a = P, O 2 : B — div,
Pofer By~or = b : B — div> Py,

Then the traces of P, are just tr and those traces implied from tr by the healthiness
conditions. Again, given an element 7" from the alternatives traces model, we can define
P =T1___ P,;then traces™ [P = T.

treT

4.3. Variations

‘We now consider some variations on the alternatives traces model. As with offers, we can
place an upper bound Z on the size of the alternatives set: either a natural number r, the
symbol TF indicating arbitrary finite alternatives sets are allowed, an infinite cardinal p,
or the symbol PP indicating arbitrary alternatives sets are allowed. We write %o/ for
the model that has alternative information of size at most %, and at most ./ offer sets
between successive events, with offer sets of size at most J#° (where ./~ and ¢ are as in
Section 3.4). When # = 0, no alternatives are recorded, so %/”. = /.

It turns out that /. is not compositional if #" < %. The following example shows
this in the case that both are finite, generalizing the example at the start of this section;
this example can easily be adapted to non-finite 2#* or Z.

Example 37. Suppose k < r, with both finite. Let #4 = #B = r with AN B = {}.
Consider,

P = (% :4—STOP > :B — STOP)n (I
Q = (% :B—>STOP % :A— STOP) (I

DIV
xeauB.px—k X X - P),

DIV
xeaup gx—k X X = P).

Then P and Q are equivalent in ’/; for example each allows arbitrary offers from AUB
of size at most k, followed by an action of the form (alt B —{b},b) with b € B. However,
let ¢,d ¢ AU B and consider,

Plllc—>d—STOP and Q]||c —>d— STOP.
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Then the former has the alternatives trace ((alt A4,c¢),(alt B,d)) but the latter does not.
Hence o/¥ is not compositional.

Further, if n is finite (i.e. n # IF) and 4", # # 0, then %/;/ is not compositional, as
shown by the following example.

Example 38. Let n be finite, and let 27", # # 0. Consider

Py = STOP,
P,.y = (a > STOP b — STOP)»> P,.

Then P, and P,,, are equivalent in %o/} : each can perform an arbitrary sequence of
up to n offer{a} or offer{b} actions followed by either (alt{},a) or (alt{},b). However, let

Q =c—>d-0Q,

94

and consider P, ||| Q and P,.» ||| Q. These are distinguished in %7 since only
the latter has the trace ((alt{a},c), (alt{b},d), (alt{a},c), (alt{b},d), ...) of length n + 2.
Hence, %/ is not compositional.

If # > % then the models “/f are compositional. The semantic equations can
be adapted appropriately to produce only suitable traces. The critical point is that an
alternative of size # in a composite process cannot depend upon a larger offer from a
component (in particular, see the case combining an offer and an alternative in Figure 7).

We now investigate the relative discriminating strengths of the models (including those

that are not compositional). The following examples show that these models become more
discriminating as the size of the availability parameter % increases.

Example 39. Let r > 0 be finite, #X =r, and let a ¢ X . Consider

P=a—-a—->STOPO??% :X — STOP,

0 = (a— STOP O : X — STOP) >
(@—>a—STOPOT  ?x:X —{y} — STOP).

Then P and Q are distinguished in the ’#”. models (for all # and /"), since P has
trace ((alt X ,a),(alt{},a)), but Q does not. However, the processes are not distinguished
in model "~!/”.; for example, each has (for #" > r and for each y € X) the trace
(offer X U {a},(alt X —{y},a),(alt{},a)), with the first action coming from the first branch.
Hence "o/’ < 'o/”.. Further, Tz’ distinguishes P and Q (for all finite r), and so
rof . < Ty X

Example 40. Pick an infinite cardinal p, and pick an alphabet X such that card(Z) = p.
Consider the following processes:

a—a— STOP O]

(a > STOP O |_|Xg2,card(X):P
(a > a—STOP O]

I

P
0

XX, card(X )=p XX - STOP,

7 :X — STOP)»>
7 : X — STOP).

I

XX, card(X )<p
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Then P and Q are distinguished in models #/*. and ®e/*, since only P can offer an
alternative X of size p in a trace of the form ((alt X ,a), (alt{},a)). However, they are not
distinguished in models /. or %/ for ¢ < p.

Summarizing the above two examples, for all 4" and #":
< < < < By < N < Nt << By

For a given maximum size of the alternative set, the models become more
discriminating as the number of offer sets increase; Example 18 shows that for all
k #+ 0, and for all %,

gy < Ttk <o < Aok

We now consider how the size of offer sets affects the distinguishing power of the
models.

Example 41. Let k > 0 be finite; let A" % 0; let A be a set of events with #4 = k; let
¢ & A. Consider,

P =7%:4A— STOPv>c — STOP,
Q = (Mycqpami 7@ A" —- STOP >Q)Mc¢— STOP M :A— STOP.

Then in %/%., P and Q are distinguished since only P has trace (offer 4, (alt{},c)).
However, they are equivalent in %o/ ff;l; for example, both have the trace ((alt A—{a},a))
when # > k — 1 and a € A; and both have traces (offer Ay,...,offer A,,(alt{},c)) with
each 4; € A, #A; = k — 1. Further, %/%. distinguishes P and Q.

Example 42. Let x be an infinite cardinal; let A" # 0; let 4 be a set of events with
#A = k; let ¢ ¢ A. Consider,

P = % :A4— STOP > ¢ — STOP,

Q= (M ypue’a A" — STOP >¢ — STOP)M %a : A — STOP.

Then in %/%., P and Q are distinguished since only P has trace (offer A4, (alt{},c)).
However, they are equivalent in %/’ for A < k; for example, both have the trace
((alt A—{a},a)) when # > k and a € A4; and both have traces (offer Ai,...,offer Ay,
(alt{},c)) with each A; = A, #A; = J. Further, /¥, distinguishes P and Q, but %%,
identifies them.

Hence, for 4" # 0, and for all #:
0 < 2l < < gE < AN < AN < < Ay

To summarize: we have shown that for each #, the “/”. models (as A" and A
vary) form a hierarchy isomorphic to that in Figure 5, but that the models become more
discriminating as # increases.
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5. Discussion
5.1. Simulation and model checking

The models described in this paper are not supported by the model checker FDR (Formal
Systems Europe; Roscoe 1994). However, it is possible to simulate the semantics, using a
fresh event offer.A to simulate the action offer A, and a fresh event alt.4.a to simulate
the action (alt 4, a). For example, P =a — STOP 0O b — STOP would be simulated by

Psm = alt.{}.a > STOPgy, O alt.{b}.a — STO Py
O alt.{}.b > STOPgy, O alt.{a}.b > STOPgp
O offer?4 : P({a,b}) = Psm,

STOPg, = offer.{} — STOPgp.

This simulation process, then, has the same traces as the original process in the
full alternatives model, but with each offer A or (alt A,a) action replaced by offer.4 or
alt.A.a, respectively. (Inevitably, the number of actions available in this model grows
exponentially in the number of events available in standard models, which limits the size
of systems that can be analysed.) The semantics in each of the other models can be
obtained by restricting the size or number of offer and alt events.

In Roscoe (2009a), he shows that any operational semantics that is CSP-like, in a
certain sense, can be simulated using standard CSP operators. The derived operational
semantics in Figures 2, 3 and 6 are CSP-like, in this sense. Roscoe’s simulation is supported
by a tool by Gibson-Robinson (2010), which has been used to automate the simulation of
the singleton availability model and availability sets model. This opens up the possibility
of using FDR to perform analyses in these models. Note, though, that Theorem 26 shows
that the singleton availability model is as expressive as the availability sets model in
most practical circumstances. We see no difficulty in using the tool to also automate the
alternatives model.

In practice, simulating a semantics in this way is somewhat inefficient. We are
currently planning a new version of FDR, which will allow users to define their own
operational semantics, which could be used to directly support models like those in the
current paper.

5.2. Related and further models

We've explored many different models in this paper. However, we believe that there are
many related models still to be explored.

In Roscoe (2009b), he investigates the hierarchy of finite linear observation models
of CSP. All of these models record availability or unavailability of events only in stable
states (if at all), unlike the models of this paper. Example 5 shows that the singleton
availability model is incomparable with the stable failures model. In fact, this example
shows that all of the models in this paper except the traces model are incomparable with
all of the models in Roscoe’s hierarchy except the traces model (so including the ready
trace model (Olderog and Hoare 1983) and the refusal testing model (Mukarram 1993;
Phillips 1987)); it is, perhaps, surprising that the hierarchies are so unrelated.
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We believe that we could easily adapt our models to extend any of the finite linear
observation models from Roscoe (2009b), so as to obtain a hierarchy similar to that
in Figure 5: in effect, the consideration of availability and alternative information is
orthogonal to the finite linear observations hierarchy.

Further, we have not considered divergences within this paper. We believe that it
would be straightforward to extend this work with divergences, either building models
that are divergence-strict (like the traditional failures-divergences model (Hoare 1985;
Roscoe 1997)), or non-divergence-strict (like the model in Roscoe (2005)).

In van Glabbeek (1993, 2001), he considers a hierarchy of different semantic models
in the linear time — branching time spectrum. Several of the models correspond to
standard finite linear observation models, discussed above. One other model of interest is
simulation.

Definition 43 (van Glabbeek (2001)). A simulation is a binary relation R on processes
such that for all events a, if PRQ and P —— P’, then for some Q/, 0 — Q' and

P'RQ’. Process P can be simulated by 0, denoted P Q if there is a simulation R with
PRQ. P and Q are similar if P 5 Q and Q =3

Proposition 44. If P and Q are similar, they are equivalent in the alternatives traces
model, and hence all our other models.

Proof: If P > Q via relation R, and P —“1>Ah P’, then it is easy to show that Q —MDAI[ Q'
for some Q' such that P'RQ’, by a case analysis on the action o« Hence, if P > Q

and P »LAI,, then Q »L»A,z, by induction on the length of tr; so if P 5 0, then
traces™ [[P]] < traces™" [[Q]. Hence if P and Q are similar, they are equivalent in the
alternatives traces model. O

The following (standard) example shows that simulation is strictly finer than all our
models.

Example 45. Consider the processes

P=a—>b—->c—>STOPOb—>d— STOP),
Q =a—->b—->c—>STOP0Oa—->b—>d— STOP.

Then P 7i> 0, essentially because no state of Q simulates the state b — ¢ — STOP O
b —d — STOP of P. However, these processes are equivalent in all of our models.

We believe that there is another variant of the alternatives traces model, which
considers alternatives of only the last event of a trace. The following example illustrates
this model.

Example 46. Consider again the processes from Example 33:

P =a—>c¢c—STOP Ob — STOP,
Q = (a—>STOPOb — STOP)>a —c — STOP.
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These processes are distinguished in the alternative traces model. However, they are
equivalent when alternatives are restricted to the last event of the trace: for example, they
both have traces ((alt{b},a)) and (offer{a,b},a, (alt{},c)).

We believe that such a model would be compositional, essentially because the alternatives
to the final event in a trace of a composite process depend only on the alternatives to the
final event in the subcomponents. We leave further investigation of this model for future
work.

Two further possible directions in which this work might be extendable would be
(A) to record what events are not available, or (B) to record the complete set of events
that are available. We see considerable difficulties in producing such models. To see why,
consider the process a — P. There are two different ways of viewing this process (which
amount to different operational semantics for this process):

— One view is that the event a becomes available immediately. With this view: in model A,
one cannot initially observe the unavailability of a; in model B, the initial complete
availability set is {a}.

However, under this view, the fixed point theory does not work as required, since
div is not the bottom element of the subset ordering: in model A, div has a initially
unavailable; in model B, div’s initial complete availability set is {}; these are both
behaviours not exhibited by a — P.

Further, under this view, nondeterminism is not idempotent, since, for example,
a — P M a — P has a unavailable initially; one consequence is that the proof of
the no-junk result cannot be easily adapted to this view.

— The other view is that a — P takes some time to make the event a available: initially
a is unavailable, but an internal state change occurs to make a available. With this
view: in model A, one can initially observe the unavailability of a; in model B, the
initial complete availability set is {}.

However, under this view, it turns out that the state of a — P after the a has become
available cannot be expressed in the syntax of the language; this means that the proof
of the no-junk result cannot be easily adapted to this view. (Proving a full abstraction
result is straightforward, though.)

Further, this view leads to some common identities not holding; for example,
a — STOP > a — STOP is not the same as a — STOP, since the former has a
trace where a is available and then unavailable.

Similar problems arise if one tries to record (A’) what events are not available as
alternatives, or (B’) the complete set of alternative events.

As noted in the introduction, in Lowe (2009) we considered models for an extended
version of CSP with a construct ‘if readya then P else Q’. This construct tests whether or
not its environment offers a, so the model has much in common with model A above (and
was built following the second view). As such, it did not have a no-junk result. Further,
it did not have a full abstraction result, since it distinguished if readya then P else P
and P, but no reasonable test would distinguish these processes.
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