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Abstract. In aprevious paper we developed an algebraic theory about threads and
a form of concurrency where some deterministic interleaving strategy determines
how threads that exist concurrently are interleaved. The interleaving of different
threads constitutes a multi-thread. Several multi-threads may exist concurrently on
a single host in a network, several host behaviours may exist concurrently in a
single network on the internet, etc. In the current paper we assume that the above-
mentioned kind of interleaving is also present at those other levels. We extend the
theory developed so far with features to cover the multi-level case. We employ
the resulting theory to develop a simplified, formal representation schema of the
design of systems that consist of several multi-threaded programs on various hosts
in different networks and to verify a property of all systems designed according to
that schema.

1. Introduction

A thread is the behaviour of a deterministic sequential program under execution. Multi-
threading refers to the concurrent existence of several threads in a program under exe-
cution. Multi-threading is the dominant form of concurrency provided by recent object-
oriented programming languages such as Java [10] and C# [11]. In the case of multi-
threading, some deterministic interleaving strategy determines how threads that exist
concurrently are interleaved.
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Arbitrary interleaving, on which theories about concurrent processes such as ACP [5]
are based, does not provide an appropriate abstraction when dealing with multi-threading:
it happens that interleaving of certain threads leads to deadlock with a particular deter-
ministic interleaving strategy whereas arbitrary interleaving would not lead to deadlock,
and vice versa. In [7] we introduced a number of plausible deterministic interleaving
strategies for multi-threading. We also proposed to use the phrase strategic interleav-
ing for the more constrained form of interleaving obtained by using such a strategy. In
order to deal with strategic interleaving, we assumed that a collection of threads to be
interleaved takes the form of a sequence, called a thread vector.

Strategic interleaving of a thread vector constitutes a multi-thread. In conventional
operating system jargon, a multi-thread is called a process. Several multi-threads may
exist concurrently on the same machine. Multi-processing refers to the concurrent exis-
tence of several multi-threads on a machine. Such machines may be hosts in a network,
and several host behaviours may exist concurrently in the same network, and so on and
so forth. We assume that strategic interleaving is also present at those other levels.

In the current paper we extend the theory developed so far with features to cover
multi-level strategic interleaving. An axiomatic description of the features concerned,
as well as a structural operational semantics, is provided. There is a dependence on the
interleaving strategy considered. We extend the theory only for the simplest case, to wit
cyclic interleaving. Cyclic interleaving basically operates as follows: at each stage of the
interleaving, the first thread in the thread vector gets a turn to perform a step and then
becomes the last one while all others move one position. Other plausible interleaving
strategies are treated in [7]. They can also be adapted to the setting of multi-level strategic
interleaving.

Threads proceed by performing steps, called basic actions in what follows, in a
sequential fashion. Each basic action performed by a thread is taken as a command to be
processed by a service offered by the execution environment of the thread. The processing
of a command may involve a change of state of the service concerned. At completion
of the processing of the command, the service concerned produces a reply value which
is returned to the thread. In this paper we introduce thread-service composition, which
allows for certain basic actions performed by a thread to be processed by a certain service.
This is needed if certain basic actions are performed by the thread only for the sake of
getting reply values returned by a certain service and that way having itself affected by
that service. In such cases the service concerned has an auxiliary nature in the sense that
it forms part of the system under consideration.

We demonstrate that the theory developed in this paper may be of use by employing
it to develop a simplified, formal representation schema of the design of systems that
consist of several multi-threaded programs on various hosts in different networks and to
verify a property of all systems designed according to that schema. We propose to use
the term formal design prototype for such a schema. The verified property is laid down
in a simulation theorem, which states that, if a finite thread that forms part of a system
designed according to the presented schema does not make use of the services that form
part of the system, then that thread is simulated by the system. In other words, the thread
is not really affected by the system.

Setting up a framework in which formal design prototypes for systems that consist of
several multi-threaded programs on various hosts in different networks can be developed
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and general properties of systems designed according to those formal design prototypes
can be verified is one of the objectives with which we developed the theory presented in
this paper.

The main assumption made in the theory presented in this paper is that strategic
interleaving is present at all levels of such systems. This is a drastic simplification,
as a result of which intuition may break down. We believe however that some such
simplification is needed to obtain a manageable theory about the behaviour of such
systems—and that the resulting theory will sometimes be adequate and sometimes be
inadequate.

Moreover, cyclic interleaving is a simplification of the interleaving strategies actually
used for multi-threading. Because of the complexity of those strategies, we consider a
simplification like this one desirable to start with. It leads to an approximation which is
sufficient in the case where the property laid down in the simulation theorem mentioned
above is verified. The essential point turns out to be that the interleaving strategy used at
each level is fair, i.e. that there will always come a next turn for all active threads, multi-
threads, etc. The simulation theorem goes through for all fair interleaving strategies: the
proof only depends on the use of multi-level cyclic interleaving in the part where in point
of fact its fairness is shown.

Thread algebra with multi-level strategic interleaving is a design on top of BPPA
(Basic Polarized Process Algebra) [6], [3]. BPPA is far less general than ACP-style
process algebras and its design focuses on the semantics of deterministic sequential
programs. The semantics of a deterministic sequential program is supposed to be a
polarized process. The idea is that a polarized process may occur in two roles: the role
of a client and the role of a server. In the former role, basic actions performed by the
polarized process are requests upon which a reply is expected. In the latter role, basic
actions performed by the polarized process are offers to serve a request and to return a
reply. The distinction between these roles is relevant in case BPPA is extended with a
mechanism for client—server interaction, as in [4]. However, BPPA deals with polarized
processes that occur in the role of a client only. In thread algebra, threads are regarded
as polarized processes that occur in the role of a client only.

The structure of this paper is as follows. After a review of BPPA (Section 2), we
extend it to a basic thread algebra with cyclic interleaving, but without any feature for
multi-level strategic interleaving (Section 3). Next, we extend this basic thread algebra
with thread-service composition (Section 4) and other features for multi-level strategic
interleaving (Section 5). Following this, we discuss how delayed processing and ex-
ception handling can be expressed (Section 6) and give a formal representation schema
of the design of systems that consist of several multi-threaded programs on various
hosts in different networks (Section 7). Finally, we make some concluding remarks
(Section 8).

2. Basic Polarized Process Algebra
In this section we review BPPA (Basic Polarized Process Algebra), a form of process

algebra which is tailored to the description of the behaviour of deterministic sequential
programs under execution.
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Table 1. Axiom of BPPA.

x<Jtau Dy=xJtau B x T1

In BPPA it is assumed that there is a fixed but arbitrary finite set of basic actions
A with tau € A. We write Ay, for A U {tau}. BPPA has the following constants and
operators:

— the deadlock constant D;
— the termination constant S;
— for each a € Ay, a binary postconditional composition operator - < a > _.

We use infix notation for postconditional composition. We introduce action prefixing as
an abbreviation: a o p, where p is a term of BPPA, abbreviates p < a > p.

The intuition is that each basic action performed by a polarized process is taken as
a command to be processed by the execution environment of the polarized process. The
processing of a command may involve a change of state of the execution environment.
At completion of the processing of the command, the execution environment produces a
reply value. This reply is either T or F and is returned to the polarized process concerned.
Let p and g be closed terms of BPPA. Then p<J a B>g will proceed as p if the processing
of a leads to the reply T (called a positive reply), and it will proceed as ¢ if the processing
of a leads to the reply F (called a negative reply). If the reply is used to indicate whether
the processing was successful, a useful convention is to indicate successful processing
by the reply T and unsuccessful processing by the reply F. The action tau plays a special
role. Its execution will never change any state and always produces a positive reply.

BPPA has only one axiom. This axiom is given in Table 1. Using the abbreviation
introduced above, axiom T1 can be written as follows: x < tau > y =tau o x.

A system of recursion equations over BPPAisasetofequations E = {X =1tx | X €
V'} where V is a set of variables and each x is a term of BPPA that only contains variables
from V. We write V(E) for the set of all variables that occur on the left-hand side of an
equation in E. Let # be a term of BPPA containing a variable X. Then an occurrence of
X in ¢t is guarded if t has a subterm of the form ¢ < a > ¢” containing this occurrence
of X. A system of recursion equations E is guarded if all occurrences of variables in
the right-hand sides of its equations are guarded or it can be rewritten to such a system
of recursion equations using the equations of E. Following [3], a CPO structure can be
imposed on the domain of the projective limit model of BPPA. Then guarded recursion
equations represent continuous operators having least fixed points. These matters will
not be repeated here, taking for granted that guarded systems of recursion equations have
unique solutions.

We extend BPPA with guarded recursion by adding constants for solutions of
guarded systems of recursion equations and axioms concerning these additional con-
stants. For each guarded system of recursion equations E and each X € V(E), we add
a constant standing for the unique solution of E for X to the constants of BPPA. The
constant standing for the unique solution of E for X is denoted by (X|E). Moreover, we
use the following notation. Let ¢ be a term of BPPA and let E be a guarded system of
recursion equations. Then we write (¢| E') for ¢ with, for all X € V(E), all occurrences of
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Table 2. Axioms for guarded recursion.

(X|E) = (tx|E) f X=txecE RDP
E=X=(X|E) if XeV(E) RSP

X in t replaced by (X|E). We add the axioms for guarded recursion given in Table 2 to
the axioms of BPPA. In this table, X, y and E stand for an arbitrary variable, an arbitrary
term of BPPA and an arbitrary guarded system of recursion equations, respectively. Side
conditions are added to restrict the variables, terms and guarded systems of recursion
equations for which X, rx and E stand. The additional axioms for guarded recursion
are known as the recursive definition principle (RDP) and the recursive specification
principle (RSP). The equations (X|E) = (tx|E) for a fixed E express that the constants
(X|E) make up a solution of E. The conditional equations E = X = (X|E) express
that this solution is the only one.

Remark 1. Let E and E’ be two guarded systems of recursion equations over BPPA
with V(E) = V(E’), where E’ is E rewritten using the equations of E. Then, by RDP,
(X|E) = (X|E') forall X € V(E). This can be regarded as ajustification of the definition
of a guarded system of recursion equations. Moreover, it shows that no generality is lost
if we assume in proofs that all occurrences of variables in the right-hand sides of the
equations in a guarded system of recursion equations are guarded.

Henceforth, we will write BPPA(A) for BPPA with the set of basic actions A fixed
to be the set A, and BPPA(A) 4+ REC for BPPA(A) extended with the constants for
solutions of guarded systems of recursion equations over BPPA(A) and the axioms RDP
and RSP from Table 2.

The projective limit characterization of process equivalence on polarized processes
is based on the notion of a finite approximation of depth n. When for all n these approx-
imations are identical for two given polarized processes, both processes are considered
identical. This is expressed by the infinitary conditional equation AIP (Approximation
Induction Principle) given in Table 3. Following [6], which in fact uses the notation of [5],
approximation of depth # is phrased in terms of a unary projection operator ,(_). The
projection operators are defined inductively by means of axioms PO-P3 given in Table 3.
In this table and all subsequent tables with axioms in which a occurs, a stands for an
arbitrary action from A, It happens that RSP follows from AIP.

Theorem 1 (RSP follows from AIP). Let E be a guarded system of recursion equa-
tions, and let X € V(E). Then it follows from AIP that E = X = (X|E).

Table 3. Approximation induction principle.

wo(x) =D PO
Tnt1(8) = 8 P1
TTn+1 (D) =D P2

Tar1(x L a B>y)=m,(x) < a > m,(y) P3
Nnz0mn(x) = 1,(0) = x =y AIP
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that all occurrences of variables in
the right-hand sides of the equations in E are guarded (see Remark 1). After replacing
n times (n > 0) all occurrences of all X € V(E) in the right-hand sides of the equations
in E by the right-hand side of the equation for X in E, all occurrences of variables in the
right-hand sides of the equations are at least at depth n + 1. We write E” for the guarded
system of recursion equations obtained in this way, and we write ¢y for the right-hand
side of the equation for X in E". Because all occurrences of variables in % are at least at
depth n + 1, m, (%) is a closed term. Now assume E and take an arbitrary n > 0. Then
E" and in particular X = t%. From this, it follows immediately that 7, (X) = 7, (t}).
Hence, E = m,(X) = m,(ty). From this, and the fact that 7, (t¥) equals a closed term,
it follows by RDP that also 7, ((X|E)) = m,(ty). Hence, m,(X) = m,((X|E)). From
this, it follows by AIP that X = (X|E). O

As mentioned above, the behaviour of a polarized process depends upon its execu-
tion environment. Each basic action performed by the polarized process is taken as a
command to be processed by the execution environment. At any stage, the commands
that the execution environment can accept depend only on its history, i.e. the sequence of
commands processed before and the sequence of replies produced for those commands.
When the execution environment accepts a command, it will produce a positive reply
or a negative reply. Whether the reply is positive or negative usually depends on the
execution history. However, it may also depend on external conditions.

In the structural operational semantics, we represent an execution environment by
a function p: (A x {T,F})* — P(A x {T, F}) that satisfies the following condition:
(a,b) & p(@) = p(a~{(a,b))) =@foralla € A,b e {T,Flanda € (A x {T,F}*.!
We write £ for the set of all those functions. Given an execution environment p € £
and a basic action a € A, the derived execution environment of p after processing a
with a positive reply, written (01 /0a)p, is defined by (07 /9a)p (@) = p({(a, T)) ™ a);
and likewise the derived execution environment of p after processing a with a negative
reply, written (0~ /da) p, is defined by (07 /da)p(x) = p({(a, F)) ™~ a).

The following transition relations on closed terms of BPPA are used in the structural
operational semantics of BPPA:

a

— a binary relation (_, p) — (_, p’) foreach a € Ay and p, p' € &;
a unary relation _ | ;
— aunary relation _ 1;
a unary relation _ §.

The four kinds of transition relations are called the action step, termination, deadlock
and termination or deadlock relations, respectively. They can be explained as follows:

— {p,p) = (P, p'): in execution environment p, process p can perform action a
and after that proceed as process p’ in execution environment p;

p |: process p cannot but terminate successfully;

— p 1:process p cannot but become inactive;

p $: process p cannot but terminate successfully or become inactive.

! We write () for the empty sequence, (d) for the sequence having d as sole element, and o ~ 8 for the
concatenation of sequences « and 8. We assume that the identities @ ™ () = () ™ « = « hold.
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Table 4. Transition rules of BPPA.

Si D1 (x <D tau >y, p) 2% (x, p)
— (a, Ty e p()) — (@, F)ep)
(xJdaby,p) = (x, (@%/9a)p) (xJaly,p)—(y (37/da)p)
x| x 1
x4 xp

The termination or deadlock relation is an auxiliary relation needed when we extend
BPPA in Section 3.

The structural operational semantics of BPPA is described by the transition rules
given in Table 4. In this table and all subsequent tables with transition rules in which a
occurs, a stands for an arbitrary action from Ay,,. The transition rules for the constants
for solutions of guarded systems of recursion equations over BPPA are given in Table 5.
In this table, X, ry and E stand for an arbitrary variable, an arbitrary term of BPPA and an
arbitrary guarded system of recursion equations over BPPA, respectively. The transition
rules for projection are given in Table 6.

Bisimulation equivalence is defined as follows. A bisimulation is a symmetric binary
relation B on closed terms of BPPA such that for all closed terms p and g:

— if B(p, q) and (p, p) = (p’, o), then there is a ¢’ such that (g, p) = (¢’, p)
and B(p', q');

— if B(p,q) and p |, thengq |;

— if B(p,q) and p 1, then g 1.

Two closed terms p and ¢ are bisimulation equivalent, written p < ¢, if there exists a
bisimulation B such that B(p, q).

Bisimulation equivalence is a congruence with respect to the postconditional com-
position operators and the projection operators. This follows immediately from the fact
that the transition rules for these operators are in the path format (see e.g. [2]). The
axioms given in Tables 1-3 are sound with respect to bisimulation equivalence.

3. A Basic Thread Algebra with Foci and Methods

In this section we introduce a thread algebra that deals with single-level strategic in-
terleaving. Features for multi-level strategic interleaving will be added in subsequent
sections. The thread algebra introduced in this section is an extension of BPPA. In [6]
it has been outlined how and why polarized processes are a natural candidate for the
specification of the semantics of deterministic sequential programs. Assuming that a
thread is a process representing a deterministic sequential program under execution, it
is reasonable to view all polarized processes as threads.

Table 5. Transition rules for guarded recursion.

<(I‘E)’p)_)(X/’p/)X:teE mE)iX:teE mE)TX:teE
((X|E), p) 5 (&', p") (XIEY | (XIE) 1
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Table 6. Transition rules for projection.

a

(x, p) = (x', p') xl x4
(Tar1(x), p) > (a(x'), p) Tny1(x) | Tny1(x) 1 7o(x) 1

In order to deal with strategic interleaving, it is assumed that a collection of threads to
be interleaved takes the form of a sequence, called a thread vector. Strategic interleaving
operators turn a thread vector of arbitrary length into a single thread. This single thread
obtained via a strategic interleaving operator is also called a multi-thread. Formally,
however both threads and multi-threads are polarized processes.

In this paper we only cover the simplest interleaving strategy, namely cyclic inter-
leaving. Cyclic interleaving basically operates as follows: at each stage of the interleav-
ing, the first thread in the thread vector gets a turn to perform a basic action and then the
thread vector undergoes cyclic permutation. We mean by cyclic permutation of a thread
vector that the first thread in the thread vector becomes the last one and all others move
one position to the left. If one thread in the thread vector deadlocks, the whole does not
deadlock till all others have terminated or deadlocked. An important property of cyclic
interleaving is that it is fair, i.e. there will always come a next turn for all active threads.

Other plausible interleaving strategies are treated in [7]. They can also be adapted
to the features for multi-level level strategic interleaving that will be introduced in the
current paper. The strategic interleaving operator for cyclic interleaving is denoted by
[[(0). In [7] it was denoted by ||.;(-) to distinguish it from other strategic interleaving
operators.

It is assumed that there is a fixed but arbitrary finite set of foci F and a fixed
but arbitrary finite set of methods M. For the set of basic actions A, we take the set
FM = {fm | f € F,m € M]}. Each focus plays the role of a name of a service
provided by the execution environment that can be requested to process a command.
Each method plays the role of a command proper. Performing a basic action f.m is taken
as making a request to the service named f to process the command m.

The axioms for cyclic interleaving are given in Table 7. In this table and all subse-
quent tables with axioms or transition rules in which f and m occur, f and m stand for
an arbitrary focus from F and an arbitrary method from M, respectively. In CSI3 the
auxiliary deadlock at termination operator Sp () is used. This operator turns termination
into deadlock. Its axioms appear in Table 8.

Henceforth, we will write TAg, for BPPA(FM) extended with the strategic inter-
leaving operator for cyclic interleaving, the deadlock at termination operator, and the
axioms from Tables 7 and 8.

csi

Table 7. Axioms for cyclic interleaving.

IH=s CSII

1({S) ™) = ||(e) CSI2

(D) ™) = Sp(ll(x)) CSI3

[({(tauo x) ~a) =tauo |[(« ™~ (x)) CS14
{

((x D fom By) > ) =ll(@ > (x) D fim B l(@~(y))  CSI5
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Table 8. Axioms for deadlock at termination.

Sp(8) =D S2D1
Sp(D) =D S2D2
Sp(tau o x) = tau o Sp(x) S2D3

Sp(x 94 fm B> y)=8p(x) 4 fm > Sp(y)  S2D4

Example 1. The following equation is easily derivable from the axioms of TAy:

ICO)v(f{-m) 0 S) fi.mi(f{".m] o8)
~((fmy08) D foumy B (fy.m508))
= ((f{-m} o fy.myo8S) < fomy > (f{.m) o f,'.m508))
< fiomy B ((f) .m0 fmy08) I famy & (f].m} o fy/.mj08)).

This equation shows clearly that the two threads (f{.m} 0 S) q fi.m; > (f{'.m]| o S)
and (f;.m5 0 8S) 4 frumy > (fy.m5 o S) are interleaved in a cyclic manner: first the
first thread performs f;.m, next the second thread performs f,.m,, next the first thread
performs f|.m) or f{'.m{ depending upon the reply on f;.m, next the second thread
performs f;.m) or f;.m’; depending upon the reply on f>.ms.

We can prove that each closed term of TAg, can be reduced to a closed term of
BPPA(FM).

Theorem 2 (Elimination). For all closed terms p of TAs, there exists a closed term q
of BPPA(FM) such that p = q is derivable from the axioms of TAgy,.

Proof. 'We prove this by induction on the structure of p:

— p = S: Sis aclosed term of BPPA(FM).

— p = D: Dis aclosed term of BPPA(FM).

— p =tauop’: Let g’ be aclosed term of BPPA(FM) such that p’ = ¢’. Such aterm
exists by the induction hypothesis. Then tau o ¢’ is a closed term of BPPA(FM)
andtauo p’ =tauogq’.

- p=p'< f.m B> p”:Letq and ¢” be closed terms of BPPA(FM) such that p’ =

¢’ and p” = ¢”. Such terms exist by the induction hypothesis. Theng¢'< f.m >q”

is a closed term of BPPA(FM) and p' 4 fm > p”" =¢' < fm > q".

p = Sp(p'): By the induction hypothesis, there exists a closed term ¢’ of

BPPA(FM) such that p’ = ¢’. So we are done if we have proved the follow-

ing lemma:

Let q' be a closed term of BPPA(FM). Then there exists a closed term r’ of
BPPA(FM) such that Sp(q") = r’ is derivable from the axioms of TAgy,.

We prove this lemma by induction on the structure of ¢’:
— q' = 8:5p(S) = Dby S2D1 and D is a closed term of BPPA(FM).
— g’ =D: Sp(D) = D by S2D2 and D is a closed term of BPPA(FM).
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— q' =tauoq”: Sp(tau o ¢”) = tau o Sp(g”) by S2D3. Let r” be a closed term
of BPPA(FM) such that Sp(g”) = r”. Such a term exists by the induction
hypothesis. Then tau o r” is a closed term of BPPA(FM) and Sp(tau o ¢”) =
tauor”.

-q'=q"< fm>q":Sp(¢" 2 fm >q") =Sp(g") < f.m = Sp(q") by
S2D4. Let r” and r”” be closed terms of BPPA(FM) such that Sp(¢”) = r” and
Sp(g”") = r”. Such terms exist by the induction hypothesis. Then "< f.m >
r""is aclosed term of BPPA(FM) and Sp(q¢”" < f.m >q") =r"< fm >r”.

— p=|(x): Ifae = (),then ||(«) = Sby CSIl and Sisaclosed term of BPPA(FM).

Ifo = ||({p})~--~(p,)) forsomen > 0, then, by the induction hypothesis, there

exist closed terms g1, . .., g, of BPPA(FM) such that p| = ¢/, ..., p, = q,. SO

we are done if we have proved the following lemma:

Letqy,...,q, (n > 0) be closed terms of BPPA(FM). Then there exists a closed
term v’ of BPPA(FM) such that ||({q{) ~ --- ~(q,)) = r’ is derivable from the
axioms of TAg.

We prove this lemma by induction on the sum of the depths plus one of ¢, . .., g,

and case distinction on the structure of ¢|:

— gl =S (S) ™ g5) ~ - {g)) = I ({gh) ~ -~ (g})) by CSI2. Let ' be
a closed term of BPPA(FM) such that ||({(g;) ~ -~ (gq,)) = r’. Such a term
exists by the induction hypothesis. Moreover, [|({S) ™~ (g}) ~---~{g,)) =T

~ g} =D I((D) ~ (g) ~ -~~~ (g})) = So(ll({gs) ~ - -~ ~ {g]))) by CSI3. Let
r’ be a closed term of BPPA(FM) such that || ({(g5) ™~ --- ™~ (g,)) =r’. Such a
term exists by the induction hypothesis. Let s’ be a closed term of BPPA(FM)
such that Sp(r’) = s’. Such a term exists by the lemma proved above for the
case p = Sp(p’). Moreover, ||((D) ~ {g5) ~---~{q,)) = 5.

- q) = tauogqy: |[({tauog{) ~(q;) ~-- -~ (q,)) = tauol|({g3) ~- - -~ {(q,) ~{q]))
by CSI4. Let 1’ be a closed term of BPPA(FM) such that ||({g}) ~---~ (g} ™
(g{)) = r’. Such a term exists by the induction hypothesis. Then tau o r’ is a
closed term of BPPA(FM) and ||({tau o g7’} ~ (g5) ~--- ™~ {q,)) =tauor’.

- qi=q{ < fm >q" (g] Q fom =q]") > {g5) ~ -~ Lg) = 11 ({gy) ~
g gD D fm B (gs) -~ (q)) ~ (g]”) by CSIS. Let 7 and r”
be closed terms of BPPA(FM) such that ||({(g5) ™~ -~ {q,) ™~ {q{)) = r" and
l({q3) ~---~{g,)~{q]")) = r”. Such terms exist by the induction hypothesis.
Thenr'<d f.m >r”isaclosed term of BPPA(FM) and ||({q/ < f.m >q{")~
(@) igy)=r"d fim Br". O

The following proposition, concerning the cyclic interleaving of a thread vector of
length 1, is easily proved using Theorem 2.

Proposition 1. For all closed terms p of TAgn, the equation ||({p)) = p is derivable
from the axioms of TAgy,.

Proof. By Theorem 2 itis sufficient to prove that this equation is derivable for all closed
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terms p of BPPA(FM). We prove this by induction on the structure of p:

p =S:||({(S)) = S by CSI2 and CSII1.

p = D: ||({D)) = D by CSI3, CSII and S2D1.

— p=tauo p: ||({tauo p’)) = tau o p’ by CSI4 and the induction hypothesis.
-p=p < fmp|(p < fm>p"))=p < f.m > p” by CSI5 and the
induction hypothesis.

In the proof of each case, in addition to the above-mentioned axioms, the fact that
oa=o~ ()= () ~aisneeded. O

The equation ||({p)) = p from Proposition 1 expresses the obvious fact that in the cyclic
interleaving of a thread vector of length 1 no proper interleaving is involved.

The following are useful properties of the deadlock at termination operator which
are proved using Theorem 2 as well.

Proposition 2. For all closed terms p1, ..., pp of TAm, the following equations are
derivable from the axioms of TAgy:

So(Sp(p1)) = So(p1), ey
So(l({p1) ™+ > {pu))) = 1({Sp(p1)) ™ - - > (Sp(pn)))- @

Proof. By Theorem 2, it is sufficient to prove that these equations are derivable for all
closed terms py, ..., p, of BPPA(FM). We prove that (1) is derivable by induction on
the structure of p;:

— p1 =S:Sp(Sp(S)) = D by S2D1 and $2D2, and D = Sp(S) by S2DI.

— p1 =D: Sp(Sp(D)) = Sp(D) by S2D2.

— p1 = tau o p|: Sp(Sp(tau o p})) = tau o Sp(Sp(p))) by S2D3 twice, tau o
Sp(Sp(p})) = tau o Sp(p}) by the induction hypothesis, and tau o Sp(p}) =
Sp(tau o p}) by S2D3.

- p1 = p; < fm > pl:Sp(Sp(p) < fom > pl)) = Sp(Sp(p))) < fom >
Sp(Sp(py)) by S2D4 twice, Sp(Sp(p))) I fm > Sp(Sp(py)) =
Sp(py) < f.m > Sp(pY) by the induction hypothesis, and Sp(p}) < fm >
Sp(py) = Sp(p; 4 f.m > pi) by S2D4.

We prove that (2) is derivable by induction on the sum of the depths plus one of py, ..., p,
and case distinction on the structure of py:

— p1=3S:Sp([[((S) > (p2) ™ - (pn))) = Sp(Sp(|({p2) ~- - -~ (pu)))) by CSI2
and (1), Sp(Sp(1({p2) ™ -+~ (pa)))) = Sp(I((Sp(p2)) ™~ - - ™ (Sp(pw)))) by
the induction hypothesis, and Sp (|| ((Sp(p2)) ™ - - ™ (Sp(pa)))) = [[((Sp(S)) ™
(Sp(p2)) ™~ -+~ (Sp(pn))) by CSI3 and S2D1.

— p1 = D Sp([[((D) ™~ (p2) ™ - > (pu))) = Sp(So(I({p2) ™ --- > (pa)))) by
CSI3, Sp(Sp([|((p2) ™ -+~ {pa)))) = Sp(I((Sp(p2)) ~ -+~ ™ (Sp(pa)))) by
the induction hypothesis, and Sp(||((Sp(p2)) ™ - - > (Sp(pn)))) = [I((Sp(D)) ~
(Sp(p2)) ™~ -+~ (Sp(pn))) by CSI3 and S2D2.



14 J. A. Bergstra and C. A. Middelburg

- p1 = tauo pi: Sp(l[({tau o p}) ™ (p2) ™~ -+~ (py))) = tau o Sp([|((p2) ™
-~ (pp) ~(p}))) by CSI4 and S2D3, tau o Sp([|((p2) ™ - - ™ {pa) ™ (P})) =
tau o [|[({Sp(p2)) ™ - -~ (Sp(pn)) ™ (Sp(p}))) by the induction hypothesis, and
tauo [|((Sp(p2)) ™+ -~ (Sp(pn)) ™ (So(p)))) = [({Sp(tauc p})) ~(Sp(p2)) ~
-+~ (Sp(pn))) by CSI4 and S2D3.

-p = py < fm B opls Sp(((py 2 fim & pi) ~ (p2) ~ - > (pa)) =
So(l({p2) ™ ===~ (pu) > (p1)) D fom &> Sp(lI({p2) ™~ -+ > {pa) ™~ (P])
by CSIS5 and S2D4, Sp([|({p2) ™~ -+~ (pa) ™ (1)) X fom > Sp([[((p2) ~
e pa) > (PT))) = I(Sp(p2)) ™ -+ ™~ (Sp(pa)) ™ (Sp(p)) D fm >
I({Sp(p2)) ~ -+~ (Sp(pn)) ™ (Sp(p}))) by the induction hypothesis, and
1((Sp(p2)) ™ -~ (Sp(pn)) > (Sp (PPN f.m B>[({Sp(p2)) - -~(Sp(pa)) ™
(So(PN)) = I(Sp(py 9 f.m & p)) ~ (Sp(p2)) ™~ -+~ (Sp(pa))) by CSI5
and S2D4. O

We extend TAg, with guarded recursion like in the case of BPPA. It involves
systems of recursion equations over TAg,, which require an adaptation of the no-
tion of guardedness. A system of recursion equations over TAsy, is a set of equations
E={X =1tx | X € V} where V is a set of variables and each 7y is a term of TAg, that
only contains variables from V. Let ¢ be a term of TAg, containing a variable X. Then
an occurrence of X in 7 is guarded if t has a subterm of the form #’ < a > t” containing
this occurrence of X. A system of recursion equations E is guarded if all occurrences
of variables in the right-hand sides of its equations are guarded or it can be rewritten to
such a system of recursion equations using the axioms of TAg;, and the equations of E.

Henceforth, we will write TAg, + REC for TAy, extended with the constants for
solutions of guarded systems of recursion equations over TAg, and the axioms RDP and
RSP from Table 2.

Theorem 2 states that the strategic interleaving operator for cyclic interleaving and
the deadlock at termination operator can be eliminated from closed terms of TAg,. It
does not state anything concerning closed terms of TAg, + REC. The following two
propositions concern the case where the operand of the strategic interleaving operator
for cyclic interleaving is a sequence of constants for solutions of guarded systems of
recursion equations over BPPA(FM) and the case where the operand of the deadlock at
termination operator is such a constant.

Proposition 3. Let E' and E” be guarded systems of recursion equations over
BPPA(FM), let X € V(E') and let Y € V(E”). Then there exists a guarded sys-
tem of recursion equations E over BPPA(FM) and a variable Z € V(E) such that
I((X|E"Y) ~ ({(Y|E"))) = (Z|E) is derivable from the axioms of TAg, + REC.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that all occurrences of variables in
the right-hand sides of the equations in E’ and E” are guarded (see Remark 1). Without
loss of generality, we may also assume that V(E’) and V(E”) are disjoint sets. We take
an injective function Z that maps each pair of variables in (V(E’) x V(E")) U (V(E") x
V(E")) to a variable not in V(E’) U V(E”), and define, guided by axioms CSI2-CSI5,
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the following guarded system of recursion equations:
E={ZX,Y)=Y' | X =ScE A Y eV(E")
UZ(X,Y)=Sp(Y)| X' =D e E' A Y € V(E"))
U{ZX,Y)=tauo Z(Y', X") |
X =tauo X" € E' AN Y € V(E"))}
U{ZX,Y)=ZX' , X")< fm >ZY, X") |
X' =X'<9 fm>X"eE AY eV(E")
U{ZY,X)=X|Y =SeE" A X eV(E))
UZ(Y,X)=Sp(X) | Y =D e E" A X' € V(E)}
U{ZY', X)) =tauo Z(X, Y") |
Y =tauo Y’ € E' A X' € V(E))
UZY,X)=2ZX,Y")< fam > Z(X',Y") |
Y=Y'< fm>Y"eE" A X eV(E))
UE UE".
If we replace in E, for all X’ € V(E’) and all Y/ € V(E”), all occurrences of Z(X', Y")
by [({((X'[E")) ~{(Y'|E"))), all occurrences of Z(Y", X") by [[(({(Y'|E")) ~ ((X'|E"))),
all occurrences of X’ by ||({({(X’|E’))) and all occurrences of Y’ by ||({(Y'|E”})), then
each of the resulting equations is derivable by first applying RDP and then applying one

of CSI2-CSI5. Hence, ||(((X|E")) ~ ((Y|E"))) is a solution of E for Z(X,Y). From
this, it follows by RSP that ||({({X|E")) ~ ((Y|E"))) = (Z(X, Y)|E). O

Proposition 4. Let E’ be a guarded system of recursion equations over BPPA(FM),
and let X € V(E'). Then there exists a guarded system of recursion equations E over
BPPA(FM) and a variable Y € V(E) such that Sp({(X|E’)) = (Y |E) is derivable from
the axioms of TAtm + REC.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that all occurrences of variables in
the right-hand sides of the equations in E’ are guarded. We take an injective function
Y that maps each variable in V(E’) to a variable not in V(E’), and define, guided by
axioms S2D1-S2D4, the following guarded system of recursion equations:

E={Y(X)=D|X =SeE}U{¥Y(X)=D|X =DeE'}
U{Y(X) =tauo Y(X") | X' =tauo X" € E’}
UYX) =YX fm >YX") | X' =X"< fm > X" € E'}.

If we replace in E, for all X’ € V(E'), all occurrences of Y (X’) by Sp({(X'|E"})), then
each of the resulting equations is derivable by first applying RDP and then applying one
of S2D1-S2D4. Hence, Sp({X|E")) is a solution of E for Y (X). From this, it follows
by RSP that Sp((X|E’)) = (Y(X)|E). |
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Table 9. Transition rules for cyclic interleaving and deadlock at termination.

xrdo.., Xk s (Xt 1, P) f (X1 P «>0
Cxr)y ™~ > () @), ) = (e ™ (xp ), )
xd, ... e d,x (Xk+al, p) = (P k=10
(1) ™ oo > xegr) @), p) = (i@ > (D) ™ {x 1), ")
Xp s, Xk x1$, ..., Xk, x 1 =150
I (x1) ”‘~~;“(Xk))¢ 1) > > )
(x, p) = (x', p') x$
(Sp(x), p) > (Sp(x). p/) ST

Proposition 3 states that the strategic interleaving operator for cyclic interleaving can
be eliminated from terms of the form || (((X|E’)) ~ ((Y|E"))) if E’ and E” are guarded
systems of recursion equations over BPPA(FM). Proposition 4 states that the deadlock
at termination operator can be eliminated from terms of the form Sp((X|E’)) if E' is a
guarded system of recursion equations over BPPA(FM). Moreover, both state that the
resulting term is a term of the form (Z|E) where E is a guarded system of recursion
equations over BPPA(FM). It is clear that the proof of Proposition 3 generalizes to the
case where the operand is a sequence of length greater than 2.

The structural operational semantics of TAs, is described by the transition rules
given in Tables 4 and 9.

Bisimulation equivalence is also a congruence with respect to the strategic inter-
leaving operator for cyclic interleaving and the deadlock at termination operator. This
follows immediately from the fact that the transition rules for TA¢, constitute a complete
transition system specification in the relaxed panth format (see e.g. [12]). The axioms
given in Tables 7 and 8 are sound with respect to bisimulation equivalence.

4. Thread-Service Composition

In this section we extend the thread algebra introduced in Section 3 with thread-service
composition, which allows for certain basic actions performed by a thread to be processed
by a certain service. This is needed if certain basic actions are performed by the thread
only for the sake of getting reply values returned by a certain service and that way having
itself affected by that service.

For each f € F, we introduce a thread-service composition operator _ /; _. These
operators have a thread as first argument and a service as second argument. P /¢ H is the
thread that results from processing all basic actions performed by thread P that are of the
form f.m by service H. When a basic action f.m performed by thread P is processed by
H, it is turned into the action tau and postconditional composition is removed in favour
of action prefixing on the basis of the reply value produced by H.

A service is represented by a function H: M* — {T, F, B, R} with the property
that H(o) = B = H(a ™~ (m)) = Band H(o) = R = H(ax ~ (m)) = R for all
a € M* and m € M. This function is called the reply function of the service. Given a
reply function H and a method m, the derived reply function of H after processing m,
written (d/0m) H, is defined by (d/0m)H () = H({m) ™~ a).

|
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Table 10. Axioms for thread-service composition

S/fH=S8 TSC1
D/fH=D TSC2
(tauox) /r H =tauo (x /y H) TSC3
xdgm By /H=0u/H<Dgm>G/[H i f#g TSC4
xd fm B>y)/p H=tauo (x /; (3/0m)H) if H({(m))=T TSC5
x<d fm B>y)/r H=tauo (y /s (3/0m)H) it H({(m))=F TSC6
xd fm B>y /fH=D if H((m)) € {B,R} TSC7

The connection between a reply function H and the service represented by it can be
understood as follows:

If H((m)) = T, the request to process command m is accepted by the service, the
reply is positive and the service proceeds as (d/dm)H.

If H((m)) = F, the request to process command m is accepted by the service, the
reply is negative and the service proceeds as (d/dm)H.

If H({m)) = B, the request to process command  is not refused by the service,
but the processing of m is temporarily blocked. The request will have to wait until
the processing of m is not blocked any longer.

If H({m)) = R, the request to process command m is refused by the service.

The axioms for thread-service composition are given in Table 10. In this table
and all subsequent tables with axioms or transition rules in which g occurs, like f,
g stands for an arbitrary focus from F. Axiom TSC3 expresses that the action tau is
always accepted. Axioms TSC5 and TSC6 make it clear that tau arises as the residue
of processing commands. Therefore, tau is not connected to a particular focus, and is
always accepted.

Henceforth, we write TAETCl for TAs, extended with the thread-service composition
operators and the axioms from Table 10.

Example 2. Letm,m’,m” € M, and let H be a service such that H(a« ~ (m)) =T
if #,/ () — #, (@) > 0, Ha ~ (m)) = Fif#, (@) —#, (@) <0, Ha~{m')) =T
and H(a ~ (m"”)) = T, for all « € M*. Here #,(«) and #,,»(«) denote the number
of occurrences of m’ and m”, respectively, in «. Then the following equation is easily
derivable from the axioms of TAC:

(fm' o ((f'.m 0S) < fim > (f".m" 08))) /s H=tauotauo f.m' oS.

This equation shows clearly how the thread f.m’ o ((f'.m' 0S) < f.m > (f".m" 0 9))
is affected by service H: the processing of f.m’ and f.m by H turns these basic actions
into tau, and the reply value returned by H after completion of the processing of f.m
makes the thread proceed with performing f’.m’.

tsc

i can be reduced to a closed term of

We can prove that each closed term of TA
BPPA(FM).
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Theorem 3 (Elimination).  For all closed terms p of TALS, there exists a closed term g
of BPPA(FM) such that p = q is derivable from the axioms of TASC.

fm

Proof. The proof follows the same lines as the proof of Theorem 2. Here, we have to
consider one additional case, viz. p = p’ /; H. By the induction hypothesis, there exists
aclosed term ¢’ of BPPA(FM) such that p’ = ¢’. So we are done if we have proved the
following lemma:

Let q' be a closed term of BPPA(FM). Then there exists a closed term r’ of
BPPA(FM) such that q' /; H = r' is derivable from the axioms of TAEC.

We prove this lemma by induction on the depth of ¢’ and case distinction on the structure
of ¢

S:S /s H =S by TSCI and S is a closed term of BPPA(FM).

D:D /f H =D by TSC2 and D is a closed term of BPPA(FM).

- ¢’ =tauoq”: (tauoq”) /s H = tauo(q” /s H) by TSC3.Let " be a closed term of
BPPA(FM) suchthatg” /s H = r”. Such aterm exists by the induction hypothesis.
Then tau o " is a closed term of BPPA(FM) and (tauo ¢”) /f H =tauor”.

- q' =q" <4 g.m > q"": We distinguish four cases:

- f#g(@q'<gm>q")V/H=(q"/fH)I g.m >(q" /s H)by TSC4.Letr”
and " be closed terms of BPPA(FM) suchthatqg”/; H = r" andq"”' /s H = r".
Such terms exist by the induction hypothesis. Then r” < g.m >r"" is a closed
term of BPPA(FM) and (¢” < g.m >q") /[y H=r"< gm >r".

- =g H(m)=T:(q"< gm >4q") /s H="tauo (¢" [y (3/dm)H) by
TSCS5. Let r” be a closed term of BPPA(FM) such that g” /¢ (9/dm)H =r".
Such a term exists by the induction hypothesis. Then tau o r” is a closed term
of BPPA(FM) and (¢" < g.m > ¢q") /f H =tauor”.

— f =g, H((m)) = F: This case goes analogous to the previous case.

- f=g H(m)) € {B,R}: (¢"d gm >q")/f H=Dby TSC7 and Dis a
closed term of BPPA(FM). O

7
y

The following are useful properties of the deadlock at termination operator in the
presence of both cyclic interleaving and thread-service composition which are proved
using Theorem 3.

Proposition 5. For all closed terms p, ..., p, of TAYS

the following equations are
fm?
derivable from the axioms of TALS:

Sp(Sp(p1)) = Sp(p1), (1)
So(l({p1) ™ -~ {pa))) = I({Sp(p1)) ~--- > (Sp(pn)), 2
So(p1 /r H) = Sp(p1) /r H. 3

Proof. By Theorem 3 it is sufficient to prove that these equations are derivable for all
closed terms py, ..., p, of BPPA(FM). For (1) and (2), this is already done in the proof
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of Proposition 2. For (3), we do it by induction on the depth of p; and case distinction
on the structure of p;:

- p1 = S:Sp(S/f H) = Dby TSCI and S2D1, and D = Sp(S) /; H by TSC2
and S2D1.

— p1 =D:Sp(D /f H) = D by TSC2 and S2D2, and D = Sp(D) /s H by TSC2
and S2D2.

— p1 = tauo pi: Sp((tau o p}) /f H) = tau o Sp(p] /f H) by TSC3 and S2D3,
tau o Sp(p] /r H) = tau o (Sp(p}) /¢ H) by the induction hypothesis, and
tau o (Sp(p}) /r H) = Sp(tau o p}) /s H by TSC3 and S2D3.

- p1 = p; < g.m B p: We distinguish four cases:

- f # g So((p) < gm > p)/r H) = So(py [y H) < g.m > Sp(p] /f
H) by TSC4 and S2D4, Sp(p} /f H) < g.m > Sp(p] /y H) = (Sp(p}) /f
H) < g.m > (Sp(p]) /r H) by the induction hypothesis, and (Sp(p}) /¢
H)< g.m > (Sp(p)) /s H) = So(p| < g.m = p})/; H by TSC4 and S2D4.

~ [ =g H(m) =T:Sp((p} < g.m = p}) /s H) = tauoSo(p} /7 (3/dm) H)
by TSC5 and S2D3, tauoSp(p) /¢ (3/0m)H) = tauc (Sp(p}) /s (3/dm) H) by
the induction hypothesis, and tau o (Sp(p}) /f (3/dm)H) = Sp(p} J g.m >
p!) /r H by TSC5 and S2D4.

— f =g, H((m)) = F: This case goes analogous to the previous case.

~ f =g H(im)) € {B.R): So((p| < g.m = p}) /; H) = D by TSC7 and
S2D2, and D = Sp(p} J g.m > pY) /r H by TSC7 and S2D4. O

We extend TAtffI‘; with guarded recursion as in the case of TA¢,. Systems of recursion
equations over TAFS and guardedness of those are defined as in the case of TAgy, but
with TAg, everywhere replaced by TAS.

Henceforth, we will write TAFS+REC for TAPS extended with the constants for
solutions of guarded systems of recursion equations over TAFC and the axioms RDP and
RSP from Table 2.

Theorem 3 states that the strategic interleaving operator for cyclic interleaving, the
deadlock at termination operator and the thread-service composition operators can be
eliminated from closed terms of TAf<. It does not state anything about closed terms of
TAFS +REC. Propositions 3 and 4, concerning the case where the operand of the strategic
interleaving operator for cyclic interleaving is a sequence of constants for solutions of
guarded systems of recursion equations over BPPA (FM) and the case where the operand
of the deadlock at termination operator is such a constant, go through in the presence of
the thread-service composition operators. The following proposition concerns the case
where the first operand of a thread-service composition operator is such a constant.

Proposition 6. Let E’ be a guarded system of recursion equations over BPPA(FM),
and let X € V(E'). Moreover, let f be a focus and let H be a reply function. Then
there exists a guarded system of recursion equations E over BPPA(FM) and a variable
Y € V(E) such that (X|E') /; H = (Y |E) is derivable from the axioms of TAfs + REC.

fm

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that all occurrences of variables in
the right-hand sides of the equations in E’ are guarded (see Remark 1). Let H be the set
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Table 11. Transition rules for thread-service composition.

(x, p) 2% (v, p) (x, p) £ (', ') Ft
(/p Hop) 25 jp Hoply  (xfp Hop) £ 0 fp Hop)

(x, p) L% (', p)

H((m)) € {T,F}, (f.m, H((m}))) € p({))

(x/r Hop) =% (' [y - H, p')
fom / ’
(x, p) =—> (X', 0) x xt
=8 TPy B,R
T T (m)e®R)  —r

inductively defined by the following rules: (i) H € H; (ii) if m € M and H' € H, then
(0/0m)H’ € H. We take an injective function Y that maps each pairin V(E’) x H to a
variable not in V(E’), and define, guided by axioms TSC1-TSC7, the following guarded
system of recursion equations:
E={Y(X',H)=S|X' =Se€E A H €H)
U{Y(X,H)=D|X =DeE A H €H)
U{Y(X',H')=tauoY(X",H') | X' =tauo X" € E' A H' € H}
UYX, H)=YX",H)< gm >YX", H) |
X =X"1gmPD>X"eE AN f#g A H €H}
U{Y(X',H') =tauo Y(X", (8/0m)H’) |
X" (X' =X"< fm>X"€E A H({m)=TA H €H))
U{Y(X',H') =tauo Y(X"”, (0/0m)H’) |
AX"e (X' =X"A fm>X"€eE AN H({m)=F A H €H)}
U{Y(X',H)=D|3m, X", X" .
(X'=X"< fm >X"e€E A H(m))e{BR} A H € H).
If we replace in E, for all X’ € V(E’) and all H' € H, all occurrences of Y (X', H') by
(X'|E") /+ H, then each of the resulting equations is derivable by first applying RDP and

then applying one of TSC1-TSC7. Hence, (X|E’) /¢ H is a solution of E for Y (X, H).
From this, it follows by RSP that (X|E’) / H = (Y(X, H)|E). O

The structural operational semantics of TAES is described by the transition rules
given in Tables 4,9 and 11.

Bisimulation equivalence is also a congruence with respect to the thread-service
composition operators. This follows immediately from the fact that the transition rules
for these operators are in the path format. The axioms given in Table 10 are sound with
respect to bisimulation equivalence.

5. Guarding Tests

In this section we extend the thread algebra developed in Sections 3 and 4 with guarding
tests. Guarding tests are basic actions meant to verify whether a service will accept
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the request to process a certain method now, and if not so whether it will be accepted
after some time. Guarding tests allow for dealing with delayed processing and exception
handling as will be shown in Section 6.

We extend the set of basic actions. For the set of basic actions A, we now take the
set FM& = {f.m, fIm, f?m | f € F,m € M}. Basic actions of the forms f?m and
f7m will be called guarding tests. Performing a basic action f?m is taken as making
the request to the service named f to reply whether it will accept the request to process
method m now. The reply is positive if the service will accept that request now, and
otherwise it is negative. Performing a basic action f?m is taken as making the request
to the service named f to reply whether it will accept the request to process method m
now or after some time. The reply is positive if the service will accept that request now
or after some time, and otherwise it is negative.

A service may be local to a single thread, local to a multi-thread, local to a host, or
local to a network. A service local to a multi-thread is shared by all threads from which
the multi-thread is composed, etc. Henceforth, to simplify matters, it is assumed that
each thread, each multi-thread, each host, and each network has a unique local service.
Moreover, it is assumed that t, p, h, n € F. Below, the foci t, p, h and n play a special
role:

— for each thread, t is the focus of its unique local service;

— for each multi-thread, p is the focus of its unique local service;
— for each host, h is the focus of its unique local service;

— for each network, n is the focus of its unique local service.

As explained below, it happens that not only thread-service composition but also
cyclic interleaving has to be adapted to the presence of guarding tests.

The additional axioms for cyclic interleaving and deadlock at termination in the
presence of guarding tests are given in Table 12. Axioms CSI6 and CSI7 state that:

— after a positive reply on f?m or f7m, the same thread proceeds with its next
basic action; and thus it is prevented that meanwhile other threads can cause a
state change to a state in which the processing of m is blocked (and f ?m would
not reply positively) or the processing of m is refused (and both f?m and f7'm
would not reply positively);

— after a negative reply on f?m or fT’m, the same thread does not proceed with it;
and thus it is prevented that other threads cannot make progress.

Without this difference, Theorem 5 in Section 7 would not go through.

Table 12. Additional axioms for cyclic interleaving and deadlock at
termination.

xS fm >y ~a) = () ~a) D fIm D@~ (y)  CSI6
(xS f2m > y)~a) = (1) ~a) I f2m D@~ (y)  CSI7

Sp(x d f2m B y) =8p(x) I fIm B Sp(y) S2D5
Sp(x D f2m B y)=58px)Jd f2m B Sp(y) S2D6
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Table 13. Additional axioms for thread-service composition.

D gm By fH=(/H<gm >/ H i f#e TSC8
(x< fim >y)/f H=tauo (x /s H) it H((m)) € {T,F} TSC9
x<d f2m B>y)/r H=tauo(y/r H) it H((m))=B A f#1t TSC10
@< fim>y)/fH=D it (H(m) =B A f=1

v H({(m))=R TSCI11
(xDgMmBy)/fH=x/H)DgMm>(y/fH i f#g TSC12
x<d fPm >y)/r H=tauo (x /f H) it H((m)) e {T,F,B} TSC13
(x< f2m >y) /f H=tauo (y /s H) it H(m)) =R TSC14

The additional axioms for thread-service composition in the presence of guarding
tests are given in Table 13. Axioms TSC10 and TSC11 are crucial. The point is that, if
the local service of a thread is in a state in which the processing of method m is blocked,
no other thread can raise that state. Consequently, if the processing of m is blocked, it is
blocked forever.

Henceforth, we write TAp-® for TAY extended with a postconditional composition
operator for each guarding test and the axioms from Tables 12 and 13.

We can prove that each closed term of TAE;’g[ can be reduced to a closed term of
BPPA(FM®).

ts

Theorem 4 (Elimination). For all closed terms p of TA¢.®', there exists a closed term

. . . tsc, gt
q of BPPA(FM#&") such that p = q is derivable from the axioms of TAf?ﬁ &

Proof. The proof follows the same lines as the proof of Theorem 3. Here, we have to
consider two additional cases, namely p = p'<d f2m >p"andp=p'<d fPm > p”.
These cases go the same as the case p = p’ < f.m > p”. In the lemma for the case
p Sp(p’), we have to consider the additional cases ¢’ = ¢” < f?m > ¢"” and
q =q" < fPm > q". These cases go the same as the case ¢’ = q¢” J f.m > g”.
In the lemma for the case p = |(«), we have to consider the additional cases ¢| =
g7 Q fMm >gq" and q; = q{ < fMm > g{". These cases go analogous to the case
q; = qf < f.m > q{’. In the lemma for the case p = p’ /; H, we have to consider
the additional cases ¢’ = ¢” < g?m > ¢q"” and ¢’ = q¢” < gMm > q”. These cases go

"

similar to the case ¢’ = ¢” < g.m > q”. O

In other words, Theorem 3 goes through in the presence of guarding tests.

We extend TAE;’gt with guarded recursion as in the case of TAyy,. Systems of recur-
sion equations over TAtff;’gl and guardedness of those are defined as in the case of TAgy,,
but with TAg,, everywhere replaced by TAp<®

Henceforth, we will write TAp ®+REC for TAj® extended with the constants for
solutions of guarded systems of recursion equations over TAthC’g[ and the axioms RDP

and RSP from Table 2.

Example3. Let f € F be such that f # t, let m,m',m” € M, and let H be
a service such that H(ax ~ (m)) = T if #,(«) — #,»(a) > 0, Hla ™~ (m)) = B

|
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Table 14. Additional transition rules for cyclic interleaving and deadlock at termination.

Xtde oo b g p) B (g 00

” (@, T) € p({)) (k= 0)
N1y > (rgr) > a), p) = (1{x ) ™), )

Y.
xad, ..., X 3 (e, p) = (g, 0")

v, (@Dep() *=1>0
(xr) ™o (xegn) @), p) = (I({xg, ) ~a (D)), p')

X do o X b (e, p) S (g 00
(I(xn) ™ ) ~ @), p) B (e ™ (x4, ). )
x4 x bt (kg p) B (x s 0)
(1) ~ -~ i) > @), p) B (Il ™ (D) ~ (xp, ), 0')
(x, p) B> (', 0)
(Sp(x), p) > (Sp(x"). ')

(@, F) € p({}) (k=0

(@Fep) *k=1>0

if #, (@) —#,(a) <0, Hla ~{m')) = Tand H(ae ~ (m")) = T, for all « € M*.
Moreover, let E be the guarded system of recursion equations that consists of the equation
X=((f'moS)d fm > (f".m" 0S)) < f2m > X. Then the following equations
are easily derivable from the axioms of TAp< *+REC:

I(((f'-m' 08) < fm > (f".m" 08)) ~(fm'o8)) /f H=tauoD,
I((X|E)) ~ (fm' ©S)) /s H = tauotau o tau o tau o f'm’ o S.

The first basic action performed by ||({(f'.m' 08S) < fum > (f".m"0S)) ~{(f.m'o8))is
f.m.Because H ((m)) = B, the processing of f.m by H leads to D. The first basic action
performed by [|(((X|E)) ~ (f.m’ o 8)) is f?m. Because H({m)) = B and f # t, next
f.m’ is performed and thereafter f ?m is performed again. Because (3/dm’)H ({m)) =T,
next f.m is performed and thereafter f’.m’ is performed.

Just like Theorem 3, Propositions 3, 4 and 6 go through in the presence of guarding
tests. The proofs follow the same lines as before, but, like in the proof of Theorem 4, we
have to take into account that two additional kinds of basic actions may occur in guarded
systems of recursion equations.

The additional transition rules for cyclic interleaving and deadlock at termination
in the presence of guarding tests are given in Table 14, where y stands for an arbitrary
basic action from the set { f 7m, f7?m | f € F, m € M}. The additional transition rules
for thread-service composition in the presence of guarding tests are given in Table 15.

Bisimulation equivalence remains a congruence with respect to these operators. The
axioms given in Tables 12 and 13 are sound with respect to bisimulation equivalence.

6. Delayed Processing and Exception Handling

We go on to show how guarding tests can be used to express postconditional composition
with delayed processing and postconditional composition with exception handling.
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Table 15. Additional transition rules for thread-service composition.

? !
(x, p) 25 (', )

prm f#s
o /r H.p) == ' [y H. p')

(x, ) L5 (v, p')

(x /7 H,p) '—> (' [y H,p')
(x, ) L (', p')

(x/r H,p) =% (x' /y H, p')

H((m)) € {T,F}, (f?2m,T) € p(())

H((m)) =B, f#t (fIm,F) € p({())

t2m VARV _)f’]m o
P W) gy = L L) gy —
<hH i HA

(x, p) £ (', p)

(x /r Hop) 22 (x' /y H.p')
(x, p) L2 (x', p)
(x/r H,p) =% (x' [y H, p')
f7m o
(x, p) — (x, ")

(x/r H,p) =% (x' [y H, p')

f#g

H((m)) € {T,F, B}, (f2m,T) € p({))

H((m)) =R, (f?m,F) € p(())

For postconditional composition with delayed processing, we extend the set of basic
actions with the set {f!m | f € F,m € M]}. Performing a basic action f!m is like
performing f.m, but in case processing of the command m is temporarily blocked, it is
automatically delayed until the blockade is over.

For postconditional composition with exception handling, we introduce the notations
x < fm[y] >z and x < flm[y] > z. The intuition for x < f.im[y] B> z is that
x < f.m > z is tried, but y is done instead in the exceptional case that x < fom > z
fails because the request to process m is refused. The intuition forx I f!m [y] >zisthat
x< flm D>zistried, but y is done instead in the exceptional case thatx I f'!m D z fails
because the request to process m is refused. The processing of m may first be blocked
and thereafter be refused; in that case, y is done instead as well.

The defining axioms for postconditional composition with delayed processing and
the two forms of postconditional composition with exception handling are given in
Table 16. Axiom DP guarantees that f.m is only performed if f?m yields a positive
reply. Axioms EHI and EH2 guarantee that f.m is only performed if f?m yields a
positive reply. An alternative to axiom EH2 is

D flmylBPz=((x2 fm B2 fim B xd flm >2)d fm By,

In that case, y is only done if the processing of m is refused immediately.

Table 16. Axioms for delayed processing and exception handling.

xd flmBPy=@xd fmBy)d fimDBxd flmby) Dp
xd fmyl Bz=@d fm By d fm By EHI
xd flmyl Bz=((xd fm 2 fIm B flm[y] B2)d f2?2m By  EH2

|
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From DP, EHI1-EH2 and CSI6-CSI7 (Table 12), it follows immediately that

[((x 2 flm B> y) ~a)

= [[((x D fm By)ra) D fIm B (e~ (xd flm By)),
[((x D fm[yl Bz)~a)=|((x D fom B z) >a) D f2m B l(a > (y)),
[((x S flm[y] B2z) ~a)

= ([(x D fm Bz)~a) D fIm B (@~ (x D flm[y] >2)))

< f2m I~ ().

These equations give a clear picture of the mechanisms for delayed processing and
exception handling.

Henceforth, we write TAFCE P for TAPC® extended with the postconditional
composition operators for delayed processing and exception handling and the axioms
from Table 16.

We extend TAtfi;’gt’dp’eh with guarded recursion as in the case of TAgy,. Systems of

. . tsc,gt,dp,eh .
recursion equations over TAg - &9 and guardedness of those are defined as in the case

of TAgy, but with TA, everywhere replaced by TA}fﬁ‘gt‘dp‘eh.

Henceforth, we will also write TARS2%" 4 REC for TAFC® " extended with
the constants for solutions of guarded systems of recursion equations over TALSE- 4P
and the axioms RDP and RSP from Table 2.

Example 4. Let H be as in Example 3. Then the following equations are easily deriv-

tsc,gt,dp,eh

able from the axioms of TA

I((f'.m 08) D fim &> (f".m" 08)) ~(fm' 08)) [y H
= tauoD,
I((f'm' 08) D flm & (f".m"08))~(fm' o8)) /[ H

= tauotauotauotauo f'.m' o S.

The resemblance with the equations from Example 3 is not accidental: the equation
(X|E) = (f'.m'o8)Q flm >(f".m"0S),inwhich E is the guarded system of recursion
equations from Example 3, is derivable from the axioms of
TA;sc,gt.dp,eh + REC

n .

The additional transition rules for postconditional composition with delayed pro-
cessing and postconditional composition with exception handling are given in
Table 17.

Bisimulation equivalence is a congruence with respect to these operators. The axioms
given in Table 16 are sound with respect to bisimulation equivalence.
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Table 17. Transition rules for delayed processing and exception handling.

(xS fm >y D fm > fim B>y)p) S ()
(x < fim >y, p) >, p)
(x D fm 22y f2m B>y, p) > W', p)
(x D fmlyl Bz,p) > (W, p')
(D fm D fIm > fimlyl o)< f2m By, p) > W, p)
(x < fimlyl Bz,p) > W', p')

7. A Formal Design Prototype

In this section we show that the thread algebra developed in Sections 3—6 can be used to
develop a simplified, formal representation schema of the design of systems that consist
of several multi-threaded programs on various hosts in different networks and to verify
a property of all systems designed according to the schema. We propose to use the
term formal design prototype for such a schema. The presented schema can be useful in
understanding certain aspects of the systems with which it is concerned.

The set of basic thread expressions, with typical element P, is defined by

P:=D|S|PL fm>P|P< flmD>P|
P fm[Pl>P|P< flm[P] >P |(X|E),

where f € F, m € M and (X|E) is a constant standing for the unique solution for
variable X of a guarded system of recursion equations E in which the right-hand sides of
the equations are basic thread expressions in which variables may occur wherever basic
thread expressions are expected. Thus, the use of guarding tests, i.e. basic actions of the
forms f?m and f7m, is restricted to their intended use.

A thread vector in which each thread has its local service is of the form

(Pr fTLSy) ~ - -~ (P, 4 TLS,,),

where Py, ..., P, are basic thread expressions, and TLSj, ..., TLS,, are local services
for threads. The local service of a thread does nothing else but maintaining local data
for the thread. A multi-thread vector in which each multi-thread has its local service is
of the form

(I(TVy) fp PLSy) ~ - ~((TV},) /p PLSy,),

where TV, ..., TV,, are thread vectors in which each thread has its local service, and
PLS,, ..., PLS;, are local services for multi-threads. The local service of a multi-thread
maintains shared data of the threads from which the multi-thread is composed. A typical
example of such data are Java pipes. A host behaviour vector in which each host has its
local service is of the form

(IIPVy) /h HLS1) ~ - -~ (I(PVy,) ;h HLSy, ),

where PV, ..., PV, are multi-thread vectors in which each multi-thread has its local
service, and HLS}, ..., HLS,, are local services for hosts. The local service of a host

|
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maintains shared data of the multi-threads on the host. A typical example of such data
are the files connected with Unix sockets used for data transfer between multi-threads on
the same host. A network behaviour vector in which each network has its local service
is of the form

(ICHVY) /o NLSy) ~ - - -~ ((HV},) /n NLSy,),

where HVy, ..., HV,, are host behaviour vectors in which each host has its local service,
and NLS;, ..., NLS;, are local services for networks. The local service of a network
maintains shared data of the hosts in the network. A typical example of such data are the
files connected with Unix sockets used for data transfer between different hosts in the
same network.

The behaviour of a system that consist of several multi-threaded programs on various
hosts in different networks is described by an expression of the form ||(NV), where NV
is a network behaviour vector in which each network has its local service. A typical
example is the case where NV is an expression of the form

ICICNCP /e TLS1) ~ (P, /1 TLS3)) /p PLS1)
(I ((Ps [t TLS3) ™~ (P4 /1 TLS4) ~ (Ps [+ TLSs)) /p PLS3)) /n HLS)
~{IKIICPs /t TLS6)) /o PLS3)) /n HLS2)) /n NLS,

where Py, ..., Pg are basic thread expressions, TLSy, ..., TLSg are local services for
threads, PLS,, PLS,, PLS; are local services for multi-threads, HLS;, HLS, are local
services for hosts, and NLS is a local service for networks. It describes a system that
consists of two hosts in one network, where on the first host currently a multi-thread with
two threads and a multi-thread with three threads exist concurrently, and on the second
host currently a single multi-thread with a single thread exists.

A desirable property of all systems designed according to the schema ||(NV) is laid
down in Theorem 5 below. That theorem is phrased in terms of the relation sim (is sim-
ulated by) on closed terms of TASE"P*" 4 REC defined inductively by means of the
rules in Table 18. This relation can be explained as follows: p sim g means that, in any
execution environment, g performs the same actions as p, in the same order as p, but g
possibly performs additional actions prior to each of those common actions and next to
the last of those common actions if their number is finite. Roughly speaking, Theorem 5
states that, if a finite thread that forms part of a system designed according to the
schema || (NV) does not make use of the services that form part of the system, then that
thread is simulated by the system. In other words, the thread is not really affected by
the system.

Table 18. Definition of simulation relation.

Ssimx

Dsimx

xsimy A xsimz = xsimy <l a D>z

xsimy A zsimw = xJa BzsimyJdabw
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Theorem 5 (Simulation). Let P be a basic thread expression in which all basic actions
are from the set {f.m | f € F\ {t,p,h,n},m € M} and constants standing for the
solutions of guarded systems of recursion equations do not occur. Let C[ P] be a context of
P of the form | (NV) where NV is a network behaviour vector as above. Then P sim C[P].
This implies that C[ P] will perform all steps of P in finite time.

Proof. We prove this theorem for a more general schema than the schema |[(NV)
presented above. We consider the schema that is obtained from the one presented above
by replacing all expressions of the form ||(V'), where V is a thread vector, a multi-thread
vector, a host behaviour vector or a network behaviour vector, by expressions of the form
Sp(I(V)). Here, for each term p and each n > 0, the term S{j(p) is defined by induction
on n as follows: S% (p) is p and S'[',Jrl (p) is Sp(Sp(p)). The less general schema is
covered because S)([[(V)) is [|(V).
Let

TV = (Py h TLSy) ~ -+ -~ (P, A TLS),),
PV = (Sy (I(TV1) fp PLS)) ~ -+~ (Sg" (I(TV},)) /p PLS,,),

HY = (S (I(PV) jy HLS;) ~ - - ~ (S (I (PV},)) /n HLS;,).
NV = (Sp(I(HV1)) /o NLSy) ~ -+~ (Sgr (I (HV},)) /n NLS;,)

be the thread vector in which P occurs, the multi-thread vector in which TV occurs, the
host behaviour vector in which PV occurs and the network behaviour vector in which
HYV occurs, respectively. Let i, be the position of P in TV, let i, be the position of TV in
PV, let i) be the position of PV in HV, and let i, be the position of HV in NV. Then the
position of P in S{(||(NV)) isi; + (i, — 1 + 1, — 1 + 1,0, — 1))).

We prove P sim C[P] by induction on the depth of P and case distinction on the
structure of P:

— P = S: Ssim C[S] follows immediately from the definition of sim;
— P = D: Dsim C[D] follows immediately from the definition of sim;
-P=P 4 fm>P"

We prove this case by induction on the position of P in ||[(NV):

— Position of P in ||(NV) is 1:
Because Py = P’ < f.m > P”, we derive, using TSC4, CSI5 and S2D4,
Sp (I(TV)) =Sy (ITV') S fom & S (II(TV")) (1), where

TV' = (P, f TLSy) ~ -+~ (P, A TLS},) ~ (P" f TLS)),
TV" = (Py L TLSy) ~ - - -~ (P, 4 TLS;) ~ (P” / TLS;).

Because TV, = TV, we derive from (1), using TSC4, CSI5 and S2D4,
Sp (IPV)) = S (I(PV')) < f.m © Sy (II(PV")) (2), where

PV' = (SF(I(TV2)) fo PLS2) -+~ (Sp" (I[(TV},)) /p PLS),)
~ (Sp (I(TV") /o PLS),
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PV" = (SF(I(TV2)) fp PLSy) ~ -+~ (Sp" (I(TV,,)) /p PLS;,)
~ (S (I(TV")) /p PLS)).

Because PV, = PV, we derive from (2), using TSC4, CSI5 and S2D4,
Sp (IHV)) = Sy (I(HV')) < fim © Sp' (I(HV")) (3), where

HY' = (S (|(PV2)) /o HLSy) ~ -~ ~ (Su" (|(PV4,)) /n HLS),)
~ (SE(I(PV)) /n HLS)),
HYV" = (S (|(PV2)) o HLS,) ~ - - ~ (S (I (PV},)) /n HLS;,)

~ (Sg' (I(PV")) /n HLS)).

Because HV|, = HV, we derive from (3), using TSC4, CSI5 and S2D4,
SpI(NV)) = SH(IINV)) < fim > SE([[(NV")) (4), where

NV' = (S (|(HV2)) /o NLS2) ~ -+~ ~ (St (|(HV,)) /u NLS,,)
~ (SH(IGHV)) /u NLS1).
NV" = (S (I(HV2)) ju NLS5) -+ ~ (Ser (|(HV),)) /o NLS,)

~ (SE(IHV")) /o NLS)).

The depth of NV’ and NV” is one less than the depth of NV. Hence, it fol-
lows from (4), using the induction hypothesis and the definition of sim, that
P'<d fm > P"simC[P'< fm > P"].
Below, in similar pieces of proof, more than one case must be considered
because TSC4, TSCS5, TSC6 or TSC7 is applicable where above only TSC4 is
applicable.

— Position of P in ||(NV) is greater than 1:
Let

TV = (Py fTLS,) ~---~ (P, L TLS},),
PV = (S5 (I(TV1)) fp PLSy) ~ -+~ (Sg"(H(TVz,,)) /p PLS1,),

HV, = (Sg' (II(PV1)) /h HLS ) ~--- (Sg]” (IICPV,)) /n HLS), )

be the thread vector at position 1 in PV, the multi-thread vector at position

1 in HV and the host behaviour vector at position 1 in NV, respectively. We

make a case distinction on the structure of P;:

e P, = S: We derive, using TSCI and CSI2, Sp' (|[(TV1)) = Sp' (I[(TV))),
where TV = (P, 4 TLS;) ~ --- ~ (P, / TLS;,). Therefore, S{(||(NV)) =
SHUI(NV’)), where NV’ is NV with Sy (|(TVy)) replaced by
Sp (I(TV)). The position of P in SP(|[(NV")) is one less than the posi-
tion of P in S§(]|(NV)). Hence, it follows, using the induction hypothesis,
that P sim C[P].
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e P, = D: We derive, using TSC2 and CSI3, S (|[(TV))) = S5 (1(TV)),

where TV = (P, 4} TLS;) ~ -+ ~ (P, / TLS;,). Therefore, S{(|[(NV)) =
SHUI(NV’)), where NV’ is NV with Sy (|[(TV})) replaced by
S',S'H(H(TV’I)). The position of P in S{(|[(NV)) is one less than the po-
sition of P in S} (||(NV)). Hence, it follows, using the induction hypothesis,
that P sim C[P].

Py = P/ d fi.m; > P/: On similar lines as for P above, we derive, using
TSC2-TSC7, CSI3-CSI5 and S2D3-S2D4, either S{(|(NV)) =
SpUINV)) D fi.my B SE(I(NV)), Sp(I(NV)) = tau o SE([[(NV*)) or
SLUIVY)) = S’[',H(H(NV**)), where NV', NV”, NV* and NV** are such that
the position of P in S{(I((NV'), SHUIKNVY)), SEUI(NV*)) and
S’,;’l (II(NV**)) is one less than the position of P in S{(||(NV)). In each
case it follows, using the induction hypothesis and the definition of sim, that
PsimC[P].

Py = P/ < film; > P/": On similar lines as for P above, we derive,
using TSC2-TSC11, CSI3-CSI6 and S2D3-S2D5, either Si(|[((NV)) =
(SpUINVY) - D fimy & SpUINVY))) D fi?tmy &> Sp([(NV™)),
SRUI(NV)) = tau o tau o SE((NV*)), SE(II(NV)) = tau o S{(I[(NV**)) or
SEUI(NV)) = S'é“ (JI(NV***)), where NV', NV”, ... are such that the posi-
tion of P in SH([[(NV), SpUIWNV"), Sp(I(NV™)), Spl(NV*)),
SH(I(NV*)) and S’[',H(H(NV***)) is one less than the position of P in
SH([(NV)). In each case it follows, using the induction hypothesis and the
definition of sim, that P sim C[P].

Py = P/ < fium[P] > P/": On similar lines as for P above, we de-
rive, using TSC2-TSC7, TSC12-TSC14, CSI3-CSI5, CSI7, S2D3-S2D4
and S2D6, either SH([(NV)) = (SHI(NV') < fi.my B> SE([(NV")))
< fiTmy > SHUNV™), SRUINNY)) = tau o tau o SH(INV*)),
SpIVY)) = tau o S5 (|(VV*)) or SR(I(NV)) = tau o SR(I(NV**)),
where NV', NV”, ... are such that the position of P in S{([|(NV")),
SpUINV"). SHUNY™)). ShUINV*)), St (I(NV**) and Sp([I(NV***))
is one less than the position of P in S([|(NV)). In each case it follows,
using the induction hypothesis and the definition of sim, that P sim C[P].
P =P/ 2 film [Pl > P{”: On similar lines as for P above, we derive,
using TSC2-TSC14, CSI3-CSI7 and S2D3-S2D6, either S{([|(NV)) =
((SpUINVY)) < fimy & SE(IINVT))) D fi27my & SR(I(NV™)))
< fiPmy = SHUINV™)), SH(II(NV)) = tau o tau o tau o SH([[(NV™)),
Sp(IVY)) = tau o tau o S (| (NV*)), S(| (NV)) = tau o S+ (| (NV*+))
or S{([(NV)) = tau o SE(|[(NV***)), where NV’, NV”, ... are such that
the position of P in Sp([[(NV")), Sp([[(NV")), SHIINV™)), SpI(NV™)),
SBUIV)), SEFLINV*)), ShUINV**)) and Sp([[(NV**)) is one less
than the position of P in S{(||(NV)). In each case it follows, using the
induction hypothesis and the definition of sim, that P sim C[P].

P, = (X|E): Let tx be the right-hand side of the equation for X in E.
By RDP, (X|E) = (tx|E). Hence, in this case P; can be replaced by (tx|E).
The structure of (tx|E) is covered by one of the previous
cases. O
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In the proof of P sim C[P] for the case P = P’ J f.m > P” given above, we show
among other things that multi-level cyclic interleaving (in the presence of delayed pro-
cessing and exception handling) is fair, i.e. that there will always come a next turn for
all active threads, multi-threads, etc. For the single-level case, a mathematically precise
definition of a fair interleaving strategy is given in [8].

8. Conclusions

We have presented an algebraic theory of threads and multi-threading based on multi-
level strategic interleaving for the simple strategy of cyclic interleaving. The other inter-
leaving strategies treated in [7] can be adapted to the setting of multi-level strategic inter-
leaving in a similar way. We have also presented a reasonable though simplified formal
representation schema of the design of systems that consist of several multi-threaded
programs on various hosts in different networks. By dealing with delays and excep-
tions, this schema is sufficiently expressive to formalize mechanisms like Java pipes
(for communication between threads) and Unix sockets (for communication between
multi-threads, called processes in Unix jargon, and communication between hosts). The
exception handling notation introduced is only used for single threads.

To the best of our knowledge, there is no other work on the theory of threads
and multi-threading that is based on strategic interleaving. Although a deterministic
interleaving strategy is always used for thread interleaving, it is the practice in work
in which the semantics of multi-threated programs is involved to look upon thread
interleaving as arbitrary interleaving, see e.g. [1] and [9].

Options for future work include:

— formalization of mechanisms like Java pipes and Unix sockets using the thread
algebra developed in this paper;

— adaptation of some interleaving strategies from [7], other than cyclic interleaving,
to the setting of multi-level strategic interleaving;

— extension of the program algebra from [6] with features for delayed processing
and exception handling, with a behavioural semantics based on the thread algebra
developed in this paper.
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