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ABSTRACT

We define a class of process algebras with silent step and a generalised operation Z that allows explicit
treatment of alternative quantification over data, and we investigate the specific subclass formed by the
algebras of finite processes modulo rooted branching bisimulation. We give a ground complete axiomatisation
for those branching bisimulation algebras of which the data part has built-in equality and Skolem functions.
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1. Introduction

In Groote and Luttik (1998) we proposed an axiomatisation of process algebras with data, conditionals
and alternative quantification, that we called pCRL-algebras. We proved that our axiomatisation is
complete for strong bisimulation algebras of which the data part has built-in equality and Skolem
functions. This seems a rather severe restriction; it implies that the entire first-order theory of the
data algebra is decidable. However, in the same paper we argue that one cannot do much better.
It turns out that strong bisimulation is not recursively enumerable (it is I1}-hard), and clearly, the
existence of a general axiomatisation would contradict this.

The main cause for the complexity of the theory pCRL is the binder >  that is used to express
alternative quantification over data. If dgy,dy,ds,... is an enumeration of some data type D and x
is a variable that ranges over D, then we let the process term ), p refer to the (possibly infinite)
alternative composition of the processes p[x := dol,p[z := di],p[x := dz],.... Such an operation is
a useful specification tool, since it allows us to describe the action that inputs an arbitrary element
from some data type. For instance the term ) read(n) - p(n) refers to the process that reads an
arbitrary natural number and then executes the process p instantiated with this particular natural
number.

In this paper we shall address the extension of the theory pCRL with an element 7 (‘silent step’)
that represents internal activity, and we study it in branching bisimulation semantics. This extension
is operationally conservative (processes that do not involve 7 are branching bisimilar if, and only if,
they are strongly bisimilar), so the question of whether two processes are branching bisimilar is at



least as hard as the question of whether they are strongly bisimilar. Nevertheless, we shall prove that
the extension to a branching bisimulation algebra of any strong bisimulation algebra for which we
provided an axiomatisation in our previous paper, is axiomatised just by adding the two branching
bisimulation laws of Van Glabbeek and Weijland (1996).

As far as we know, the only other investigation of alternative quantification in branching bisimu-
lation semantics is by Klusener (1992). In his work, a (time-stamped) 7 is included in a real time
process algebra with integration. To the axioms for strong bisimulation Klusener adds a single law
to arrive at an axiomatisation of branching bisimulation. It defines the interaction of three concepts
(integration, internal activity, and real time) in one go, and is therefore of complicated nature.

Klusener’s setting resembles ours in that integration can be viewed as alternative quantification
over the datatype of real numbers. On the other hand, our setting is simpler, because there is no
interaction between data and sequential composition, and our 7 has no parameter. From the results in
the present paper we conclude that the complexity of Klusener’s law is not caused by the combination
of integration and internal activity.

Other extensions of message-passing process algebras with the silent step have been carried out by
Hennessy and Lin (1996), Lin (1995), and Parrow and Victor (1998). Contrary to our approach, these
extensions take place in a variant of weak bisimulation semantics of Milner (1980). In the first two
papers the extension takes place in a setting with input prefixing instead of alternative quantification
(we proved in Groote and Luttik (1998) that the input prefix mechanism is in general a less expressive
operation than alternative quantification). In both papers it is shown that it suffices to add Milner’s
T-laws.

The paper of Parrow and Victor (1998) deals with the extension of the fusion calculus with silent
steps. In the fusion calculus there is a single binder that resembles our alternative quantification. The
authors argue that, since mismatch operators do not distribute over prefixes in a setting with fusion
actions, Milner’s third 7-law must be replaced by two schemes.

This paper is organised as follows. In the next section we define the theory of process algebras with
data, conditionals, alternative quantification and silent step, and we define the notions of strong and
branching bisimulation that give rise to specific models of this theory. In §3 we show that branching
bisimulation is first-order definable. This result plays a key role in our completeness proof, which is
given in §4.

Acknowledgements We thank Michel Reniers for his careful reading of a draft version of this
paper.

2. Process Algebras with Data and Silent Step

In this section we define the class of process algebras with data, conditionals, alternative quantification
and the silent step, which we call pCRL,, and we introduce the notions of strong- and branching
bisimulation. We assume that the reader has some familiarity with universal algebra, for which
we refer to McKenzie et al. (1987). We refer to Groote and Luttik (1998) for an account of the
generalisation of some of the notions in universal algebra to a setting with infinitary (or: generalised)
operations.

2.1 The theory pCRL,

For the purpose of this paper we fix a many-sorted, first-order data signature A that contains at least
a sort b of booleans with function declarations for T, L, =, A, and V. We assume that A is a set of
action declarations over A, function declarations of the form a: sy - - s, — p with s1,...,s, € A and
P € A, which are usually denoted by a:sy - - s,.
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We obtain the pCRL-signature over A and A by extending A with a sort p, the action declarations
in A, and

1. nullary function declarations d: A\ — p (A refers to the empty sequence) for ‘deadlock’ and
7: A —  for the ‘silent step’;

2. binary function declarations (- + _): pp — p for choice and (-- _): pp — P for sequential com-
position;

3. a ternary function declaration (- <1 _> _): pbp — p for conditionals (p <1 b > ¢ should be read
as ‘then p if b else ¢’); and

4. a binder declaration ) : p for alternative quantification over data (if dy,d1,ds, ... is an enumer-
ation of elements of some data type and = ranges over the same type, then Zg plz = ] refers
to the (possibly infinite) choice between p|x := dy], p[z := d1], p[z :=d2],....)

Let ¥ denote such a pCRL -signature. Terms over ¥ are constructed using disjunct, countably infinite
families X and E of free and bound variables for A (if s € A is a sort, then we denote by X the set of
variables in X of sort s). Terms of sort p we refer to as p-ground process terms (note that X does not
contain variables of sort p); they are considered modulo a-conversion. The other terms over ¥ and X
are data terms; these may contain free variables. A process term a = a(f), with a:5 € A, is called an
action term; we adopt the convention that the leading action declaration of an action term is denoted
by the name of the action term in typewriter font, e.g., a refers to the leading action declaration of a.

We adopt some notational conventions regarding boolean terms and process terms. Function dec-
larations are usually written in mixfix notation and brackets are omitted where possible. We give the
following precedence to the operators: (-4 _) < Y. < (- <. _) < (--.). Terms of the form p - ¢
are usually written pq. If p = p(x1,...,2,) is a process term, z; € X, (for 1 <i < n) and £ is a
bound variable of sort s;, then we shall use > . p as an abbreviation for the term ), plz; := ¢].
Note that by a-conversion the specific choice of the bound variable £ is immaterial and that the free
variable z; does not occur in ) . p. Thus, provided that X is infinite for all sorts s € A, we
may choose z; different from all the other free variables that occur in a context; e.g., if p=73__ . p'
and ¢ = ) .., ¢, then we may assume without loss of generality that z1 # x2, 21 ¢ FV(q) and
x2 & FV(p). This assumption will often be implicitly present. We use Zwl s, P as an abbrevi-
ationof .. ---> 0 . P

The axioms of the theory pCRL, are the axioms for boolean algebras (see e.g. Koppelberg (1989))
and the axioms depicted in Table 1; we obtain the subtheory pCRL by omitting the axioms Bl and
B2. We write pCRL; - p = ¢ if the identity p ~ ¢ is derivable from the axioms of pCRL, by means of
generalised equational logic, that is equational logic extended with a congruence rule for binders (cf.
Groote and Luttik (1998)). In this particular setting, this rule takes the form

B Y I

bp=q

eplz =¢]) = 3 (qlr == ¢])

In derivations we shall use BA to refer to applications of the boolean axioms.
In the sequel, we shall make liberal use of an element € that acts as a unit for -. That is, we assume
p-€=c¢€-p=p. We stress that € is not an element of 3 and that it is only used to facilitate notation.
It is well-known that process terms may be thought of as having the form defined below.

with x a variable in X.

DEFINITION 2.1 Let A be the set of action terms, and let B be the set of boolean terms.
We inductively define the set of basic terms as follows:

1. ¢ is a basic term;

2. if pis a basic term or p =€, then Y. _a-p<1b>0 (with a € AU{7} and b € B) is a basic term;
and



(Al) z+4vy Ryt (Suml) >, ..¥ ~y
(A2) z+(y+2)~(x+y +z  (Sum3) S .plv:=¢  ~)plv:=¢+p
(A3) z+z ~ T (Sumd) > (p+4q) APt d
(Ad) (z+y)z m~zztyz (Sumb) (Ev:sp)y N D s DY
(A5)  z(yz) ~ (zy)z (Sum12) (>°,..p)<b>d=> p<b>d
(A6) x+46 ~ T
(A7) oz ~ (B1) xT R
(B2) z(r(y+2)+y) =a(y+z)

(Conpl) Ty ~

(ConND2) z<li>y ~y

(ConND3) z<b>y RrAb>o+y<a-b>d

(ConD4) (x<aby>0)<tba>6 ~r<dby ANby>9

(CoND5) (2 <ab1>0)+ (z<qba>d) =~z <aby Vb > 06

(CoND6) (x<abr>d)y ~ay<ib> 6

(ConD7) (x4y)<b>4 Rr<b>oi+y<b>o

Table 1: The axioms for pCRL, for a given a pCRL,-signature ¥; the SUM-axioms are schemes in
which p and ¢ range over p-ground process terms; the symbols z, y and z are free variables of sort
P, and b, by and by are free variables of sort b. (We have kept our numbering consistent with Groote
and Ponse (1994): they have an axiom SUM2 that defines a-conversion.)

3. if p and ¢ are basic terms, then p 4+ ¢ is a basic term.

LEMMA 2.2 (Basic TERM LEMMA) For every p-ground process term p there exists a basic term ¢
such that pCRLFp = q.

PrROOF.  Straightforward by induction on the number of symbols in p. |

We call a basic term simple if it is of the form
D oss@-p<Ab>0,

where p is a basic term or e. Defining § = >, pi, any basic term can be written as

Epiv

i€l

p; a simple basic term for all ¢ € I (I finite).

2.2 The Branching Bisimulation Algebra

For the rest of this paper we fix a A-algebra © that contains a boolean algebra with precisely two
elements; we denote ®(T) (the interpretation of T in ®) by T, and ®(L) by L. We construct models
for pCRL and pCRL., based on ®, by constructing an algebra of processes B, defining congruences
< and <, on this algebra, and taking the quotients /<= and P/«,,; they will turn out to be a
pCRL-algebra and a pCRL,-algebra, respectively.

Processes First, define a set A of atomic actions by

A ={a(dr,...,dn) |as1---sp € Aand d; € D(s;) for 1 <i<n }.
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a—¢ forallaec A~

p—=>p p—e

< < acA,;and p,p’,qeP
p-q—p-q p-q—q

p——q

—_ acA,,peP CP andqecP¢
SP g ™ P CPandq

Table 2: The transition system specification for .

Let 6 and 7T be distinct elements such that d,7 ¢ A; we shall abbreviate A U {7} by Ar. The set
P =J,,c,, P" of processes is obtained by the following recursion

po = A,U{d}
prtl = Pru{p-q, 3P’ |p,qe P, 0#P CP"};

we shall write p+ q for Y {p, q}.
Let B be the X-algebra of which the restriction to A is D, B (p) = P, and operations on P defined
by

Ba)(di,-..,dyn) = a(dy,...,d,) foreacha:s; - s, €3;
(1) = 7
B(9) = §;
B(+)(p,q) = p+aq;
F()(p,a) SR
p uUb=1;
Pla-IPba) = {4 b=l and
BOo)EP) = Y P for each ) £ P’ C P.

Operational Semantics For convenience of notation we define P = P U {e} and, for any binary
relation R on P, R = RU{(e,€)}. The rules in Table 2 define a transition relation — C Px A, xPe
on P. In the sequel, we shall tacitly assume that p ranges over P and p’ ranges over P€ in p -2 p'.
If there is an a € A, such that p -2 p’, then we call p’ a residual of p.

Let us first recall the definition of strong bisimulation.

DEFINITION 2.3 (STRONG BISIMULATION) A binary relation R C PxP is called a strong bisimula-
tion relation if it is symmetric and R satisfies

if (p,q) € R and p -2 p/, then there exists g’ € P¢ such that q =+ q' and (p’,q’) € R*.

If p,q € P and there is a strong bisimulation relation that contains the pair (p, q), then p and q are
called strongly bisimilar (notation: p & q).

Strong bisimulation gives rise to a model 3/« for the axiom system pCRL (cf. Groote and Luttik
(1998)), that we call the strong bisimulation algebra for © and A:

THEOREM 2.4 The family & = (§,] s € S) with 6= = and 6;=id(P(s)) for s # p is a congruence
on ‘P, and P/« = pCRL.

Let us write po = p», to abbreviate a (possibly empty) sequence of T-transitions



DEFINITION 2.5 (BRANCHING BISIMULATION) A binary relation R C P¢xP¢ is called a branching
bisimulation if it is symmetric and (p,q) € R implies

i. if p =% p’, then either a = 7 and (p’,q) € R, or there exist q* € P and q' € P¢ such that
a==q" > q and (p,q*), (p’,q’) € R; and

ii. p=e¢if, and only if, q=>e.

If p,q € P¢, and there is a branching bisimulation relation that contains the pair (p,q), then p and
q are called branching bisimilar (notation: p £y q).

Clearly, in accordance with Table 2 we can associate with every element of A a labeled tree. If
we consider the induced set of labeled trees modulo isomorphism, then we obtain a subalgebra of the
algebra of graphs of Van Glabbeek and Weijland (1996). Consequently, the following lemma, proved
in Van Glabbeek and Weijland (1996), also holds in our setting.

LEMMA 2.6 (STUTTERING LEMMA) If pg —— p1 — ... — p,, and po £ Pn, then p; = p; for all
1,7 < n.

The relation < is not a congruence, for if a and b are distinct atomic actions, then 7-a+ a < a,
but 7-a+ a4+ b %}, a+ b. This motivates the following definition.

DEFINITION 2.7 A branching bisimulation relation R is rooted with respect to p if (p,q) € R and
a /s L. fata !« a ’ ey
p — p’ implies that there exists a g’ such that q = ¢’ and (p’,q’) € R.

If p,q € P and there is a branching bisimulation relation that contains the pair (p,q) and that is
rooted with respect to p and g, then p and q are called rooted branching bisimilar (notation: p £, Q).

LEMMA 2.8 The family <, = (05| s € S) with = <, and 0,= id(P(s)) for s # p is a congruence

on B, and P/, = pCRL,.

PrOOF.  Basten (1996) has shown that <, is an equivalence relation on the set of labeled graphs.
By the remarks preceding Lemma 2.6 it is clear that <, is then also an equivalence relation on P.
In view of the definition of the operations on 8 we only need to show that <, has the substitution
property for - and ).

If p;,q; € P and R; is a branching bisimulation relation that witnesses p; <, q; (for i = 1,2),
then it is straightforward to verify that

{ip-pP2.a-q2),(P-az,q-p2) | (P.a) € R1}UR,

is a branching bisimulation relation, and since R, is rooted with respect to p; and qi, R is rooted
with respect to p; - p2 and q - q2. Hence p1 - p2 &4 q1 - qo.

If 4P/ P”" CP and P'/=,, = P"/<=,4, then for all p € P/ there exists q € P” and a branching
bisimulation Ry, that is rooted with respect to p and q and contains (p, q), and for all g € P” there
exists p € P’ and a branching bisimulation R4 that is rooted with respect to p and q and contains
(q,p). Arbitrary unions of branching bisimulations are branching bisimulations. Thus it follows
that the relation

{ZP, 2P"), (P P UU{Re [ P € PYU[J{Ra | a € P}

is a branching bisimulation relation, and it is clear that it is rooted with respect to Y P’ and Y P”.
We conclude that <, is a congruence on ‘B.

Since & C <., we find by the Second Isomorphism Theorem (p. 149 of McKenzie et al. (1987))
that P/, is a homomorphic image of P /<. Hence, by the HSP Theorem (p. 237 of McKenzie
et al. (1987)), we conclude that /<=, | pCRL. It remains to verify that PB/=,, = Bl,B2; we
leave it to the reader to find the witnessing relations. |
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We call P/, the branching bisimulation algebra for ® and A.

DEFINITION 2.9 (7-INERTNESS AND COMPACTNESS) We call a T-transition p——p’ inert if p = p’.
We call p € P compact if p has no inert 7-transitions and, recursively, all its residuals are compact,
that is, if there are no p1,...,pn, P’ € P¢ such that

a a an T ! li
p—p—— - —=p,—p and p, &= p'.

LEMMA 2.10 (CoMPACTNESS) If all residuals of p and q are compact, then p &, q iff p & q.

PROOF.  Since any strong bisimulation relation containing the pair (p, q) is a branching bisimulation
relation that is rooted with respect to p and q, the implication from right to left is immediate. For
the other direction observe that, by rootedness, it suffices to show that if p and q are compact and
P £ q, then p £ q.
If p =y q and p—— p’ then p’ ¥ q; so if p &3 q and p = p/, then there exists q*,q’ € P such
that q = q* 2> q/, p 2 q* and p’ =, q'. Using Lemma 2.6 and compactness we may conclude
that q = q*, so q == ¢’. It follows that p & q. O

3. The first-order definability of branching bisimulation

The set of first-order A-formulae is the smallest set that contains the A-equations and is closed under
the connectives =, A, and V of first-order logic. We abbreviate (T ~ T) by T, =(T ~ T) by L (instead
of (T &~ T) we could of course have used any other tautology). Moreover, we use V and 3 according
to their well-known definition in terms of =, A and V. We shall use the standard satisfaction relation
(see e.g. Chang and Keisler (1990)); if ¢ is a first-order A-formula and « is a valuation of X in D,
then we shall write D, = ¢ to express that a(yp) is true of © (if « is a valuation of X in ©, then
we shall denote by @ the unique extensions of a to functions from terms to elements of ® and from
formulae to truth values).

Our goal in this section is to associate to every pair (p,q) of p-ground process terms a first-order
A-formula ¢ such that ©,a = ¢ iff a(p) & @(q). In the sequel, we shall postulate the existence of
such a formula by means of the phrase “p < ¢ is first-order definable”; we shall denote the formula
by [p =y q].

LEMMA 3.1 For each p-ground process term p there exists a first-order A-formula p| such that

D,a =pl iff @(p) = ¢, for all valuations a of X in ®.

PROOF. By structural induction on p; we give the definitions and leave their straightforward
correctness proofs to the reader. We define 6| := L, 7| := T, and a| := L for all action terms
a # 7. If there exist formulae p; | (i = 1,2) such that ©, « |= p; | iff &(p;) =€, then we can define
(pr+p2) | = (prlVp2l), (pr-p2)| = (Pl Ap2l), (p1<b>p2)] == (b= T)Apil) Vv (b~
L) Ap2l)), and (32, p1) | = (Fw:s)(p1 ). O

THEOREM 3.2 For all p-ground process terms p and ¢ there exists a first-order A-formula ¢ such
that ©, a = ¢ iff a(q) 23 a(p), for all valuations « of X in ®.

ProOOF. Identities between action terms and 7 are first-order definable. Namely, if a = a(t1,...,tm)
and ¢’ =a/(t},...,t),) with a:5,a":5" € AU{7}, then a(a) = a(d) iff a = a’ and a(tx) = a(t),), for
all 1 < k < m = n; so we can define

/ uE if a 7& a’
o = a'] { (L~ ) A A(tm ~t) otherwise.
For the proof of this theorem we may assume, by Lemmas 2.2 and 2.8, that p and ¢ are basic terms.
So let I and J be disjoint finite sets such that

p= Z Dis q= Z 45, with p; and g; simple.
i€l j€d



We proceed by induction on the sum of the complexities |p| and |q| of p and ¢ respectively, defined
as the maximal nesting of -, with |0] = 0 and |a| =1 if a is an action term or 7.

If |p| + |¢| = 0, then p = g = §; so a(p) = a(q) for all valuations o of X in D, and p = ¢ is
first-order definable as the formula T.

For the induction step we distinguish two cases: (1) one of |p| and |g| equals 0; and (2) |p], |¢| > 0.

1. Suppose [p| > 0, [¢| = 0 and p; = »_; .. a;p; <b; > 6. By induction hypothesis we find that

Ti:5;
pl £ ¢ is first-order definable, whence so is

o= \(vZi:5:) (b = L) V ([a; =0 7] A [p] =24 6])).

i€l

If D,a | ¢, then a(p) = p’ implies that a = 7 and p’ <, §, whence a(p) <5 8. Conversely,
if ®, a [~ ¢, then there exists a sequence d; of elements of ® such that Qz,:=q,)(bi) = T, and
Qz,:=q,)(@i) # T or &z,.—q,)(p;) #2b 6. Hence a(p) #2p, 6. We conclude that ¢ indeed defines
[p = ql.

2. Next, suppose that [pl, |¢| > 0, each p; is as in the previous case, and ¢; = Z@jj a;q; < bj > 0.
It suffices to prove that p <, p+g¢; is first-order definable, for all j € J; for then, by symmetry,
q £ q + p; is also first-order definable, for all ¢ € I, and by the identity

PEVP+Y GG =PH+a=) Pi+qhg
Jj€J i€l

to conclude that [p = q] := (Aic;la =0 ¢+ pi]) A (Njes [P =6 P+ g;]) is a correct definition.
We now define

¢r = laj = I A g =0 1,

oc = \/(Ela’cizgi)((bi ~ T)Ala; & 7] A p; =4 P +q4]), and
el

o =\ (@Ts)((bs = T) Alas = a5] A} = qf).
el

We complete the proof by verifying that the definition

[p =6 p+q;] = [(V2;:5;)(b; = T) — (pr Voc Vo) A (gl — pl)

is correct. Note that by induction hypothesis and Lemma 3.1 it is a well-formed A-formula.
It remains to verify that ©,a |= [p 2 p+ ¢;] if, and only if, a(p) = a(p) + a&(g;)-

(=) Suppose D, a = [p £ p+ ¢j] and &(qj)—-q’. Then there exists a sequence d; of elements
of ® such that

Az ymd;) (05) = A, Qg (q5) = d, and Gz g, (b;) = T.

IfD,a = ¢r, thena =7 and q' &4 a(p), and if D, a | (oc Ve, ), then a(p)=p*—p’
such that p* & p* + a(g;), and q' < p’. Furthermore, a(p) = € iff a(p + ¢;) = ¢,
since ®, o = (g; | — pl). Hence a(p) = a(p) + a(g;).
(<) Fix an arbitrary sequence d; of elements of D such that Oz,:=d;)(bj) = T; then a(g;) 2,
q', with a = &j3,._q,1(a;) and q' = az,._g,1(p}). So if a(p) =4 @(p) + &(g;), then either
a=T1 and q < a(p), whence D, a = ¢,, or a(p) = p* —= p’ such that q' =} p’. In
the latter case we apply Lemma 2.6 to conclude that ®,a = (¢c V ¢—). Moreover, it is
clear that ©,a = (¢; | — pl). Hence ©,a |= [p =4 p + ¢;], and the theorem follows. [



4. Completeness 9

4. Completeness

We shall now prove that, under certain restrictions imposed on ®, the branching bisimulation algebra
can be equationally axiomatised. We need that every first-order A-formula is logically equivalent to
an equation of the form b~ T. We shall achieve this by assuming that ® has built-in equality and
Skolem functions, as defined below.

DEFINITION 4.1 (EQUALITY) A A-algebra ® has built-in equality for sort s iff there exists a boolean
A-term [z =, y| in variables x and y of sort s such that for all valuations o of X in ©

Gz = o)) = { T if a(z) = a(y)

1 otherwise.
A A-algebra has built-in equality if it has built-in equality for all its sorts.

DEFINITION 4.2 (SKOLEM FUNCTIONS) A A-algebra ® has built-in Skolem functions if for every A-
formula ¢ with FV(¢) = {z,y1,...,yn} there exists a term t, = t,(y1,...,yn) such that for every
valuation « of X in ®

D,a = (Jris)p implies D,a = @te (Y1, Yn)s Y1y« Yn)-
The term t, shall be called a Skolem function for x.
The following proposition follows easily by structural induction on A-formulae.

PROPOSITION 4.3 If® has built-in equality and Skolem functions, then for every first-order A-formula
¢ there exists a boolean term ©® such that D,a | ¢ iff D,a F ¢P ~ T.

(AE.) a(@)<z=g|>0
(Sca) (zy<br9)

a(y) <z =y|>6
(x<abr>d)(y<tbr>d)

Q&

Table 3: We define AE = {AE, | a € A}; if © has a two-clement boolean algebra and built-in equality
for A, then AE and SCA hold in the strong bisimulation algebra for © and A.

If © has built-in equality and Skolem functions, then the first-order theory of ® is decidable, and
so is its equational theory EqTh(®) (i.e., the set of all equations that hold of D). In order to arrive
at a complete set of axioms for strong bisimulation we should add the axioms depicted in Table 3.
Let II5(®) = pCRL+EqTh(®)+AE+ScA. Groote and Luttik (1998) proved that this set ground
axiomatises the strong bisimulation algebra.

THEOREM 4.4 If D has built-in equality and Skolem functions, then P /= = p = ¢ iff I (D)Fp = ¢,
for all p-ground process terms p and gq.

Below we shall prove that it suffices to add the 7-laws B1-2 to axiomatise the branching bisimulation
algebra. Our proof consists in showing that every p-ground process term is provably equal to a basic
term the residuals of which are all compact. Then we make use of the fact that < and <, coincide
on the set of processes whose residuals are compact (Lemma 2.10); for this set completeness follows
by Theorem 4.4.

First, we prove two useful consequences of the compactness lemma (Lemma 2.10) and the complete-
ness theorem for strong bisimulation (Theorem 4.4): basic terms may be split into a compact and an
inert part, and moreover, we may assume that, in certain circumstances, this inert part is of a simple
form. First, we define the notions of compactness and inertness for process terms.

We call a p-ground process term p compact if &(p) is compact, for all valuations « of X in ®. If
all residuals of &(p) are compact for all valuations « of X in ©, then we shall say that p has compact
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residuals. If ¢ is a p-ground process term and, for all valuations « of X in ©, a(p) = p’ implies
a =7 and p’ & a(q), then we say that p is g-inert; we define that p is e-inert if a(p) = p’ implies
a=7and p’' =€

LEMMA 4.5 Suppose that © has built-in equality and Skolem functions.

If p is a basic term with compact residuals, then there exist a compact basic term p° and a p-inert
basic term p” such that Iy (D) Fp ~p°+p7.

PrOOF. Let I be a finite set such that

PZZPm with p; = Y72 .o aip; <b; > 4.
il

We show that each p; with a; = 7 can be split into a compact part p{ and a p;-inert part p]. By
Theorem 3.2 and Proposition 4.3 there exists a boolean term b} such that a(b}) = T iff a(p) <
a(p}), for any valuation o of X in ©. Consequently, the transition a(p;) — a(p}) is inert iff
a;) = T. Sopf = > ;.5 i <bi A=b} >0 is compact and p] = > . . TP, < bi Ab; >3 is p;-
inert, and we derive

Di R s, TP <1 (bi A b))V (b A B) B 8 (BA)

R Y gs, (TG by A=by > 0+ 7p; Qb A by 1> 6) (ConD5)

RY g, TP <O N=b >0+ 3 T <Abi Ab > (Sum4)

=i +1i- 0
LEMMA 4.6 Suppose ® has built-in equality and Skolem functions, and let ¢ be a compact process
term or e. If p is g-inert, and p has compact residuals, then there exists a boolean term 4™ such that
(@) Fpr~T¢ab™ > 0.
PrROOF.  We may assume by Lemma 2.2 that

p:Zpi, with p; :Zii@i TP, < b; > 4.
iel

If ¢ = ¢, then we may assume that each p, = ¢, while if ¢ is compact then we may assume that
p} # € for all i € I. By induction on the length of the sequence Z;, we get a sequence ¢; of Skolem
functions for the z; such that a(b;[z; :=¢)) =T il D, a | (37::5;)(b; = T).

CLAIM a(p;) & a(rq < b;[Z; :=t;] > 6), for any valuation a of X in D.

PrOOF. If &(p;) —— p’, then there exists a sequence d; of elements of ® such that Qz,:=q,)(bi) = T.
Hence a(b;[z; :==¢;]) = T and a(rq< b;[z; :== ;] >5) —>q. If p’ = q = ¢, then there is nothing
to prove; if p’ and q are compact, then since they are branching bisimilar, we conclude with
Lemma 2.10 that p’ = q. Conversely, if a(rq < b;[z; :=t;] > §) —— q, then there exists a
sequence d; of elements of ® such that [z,:=d,] (b;) = T. Hence a(p;) — p’, for some p'.
Again, if p’ = q = ¢, then we are done, and if p’ and q are compact, then we find p’ & q in
the same way as above.

Hence it follows by Theorem 4.4 that s (D) F p; & 7q < b[T; := t;] > J; so we define
b = \/ bz[i‘z = 'Ez]
iel
and derive with COND5

p:Zpi%ZTQQbi[a’:i :=f¢]>5%7'q<l\/bi[a’ci =4 >d=Tg<b” >4.
el el il



4. Completeness 11

Let % (D) = pCRL, +EqTh(®)+AE+SCA.

PRroOPOSITION 4.7 The following equalities are derivable from IIZ (D):
Laz(tr<ab>d)mae<b>d+xd <—br> d; and
. z(r(y+2)<b>d+2)~z(y<tb>d+ 2).

ProOF.  We derive the first equality; the derivation of the second equality goes in a similar fashion
(with an application of B2 instead of B1).

2(r<b>d) ma(tab> ) b>I+z(rab> ) IbD> 6 (Conpl,5,BA)
~rTAb>d4+xd<1-b>6 (Sca,Conbp2,4,6,BA)
Rrdb>Id+xd<tb>0 (B1) O
Now we are in a position to prove our main theorem.

THEOREM 4.8 If © has built-in equality and Skolem functions, then for every p-ground process term
p there exists a basic term ¢ such that IIZ (D) F p ~ ¢ and ¢ has compact residuals.

PrROOF.  We may assume, by Lemmas 2.2 and 2.8, that p is a basic term.
We shall prove the theorem by induction on the complexity of |p|. Suppose |p| > 0; we need to show
that each of p’s summands is provably equal to a basic term that has compact residuals. Hence, it
suffices to consider the case where p is simple, i.e., let

pP=> . ap" Ab> 0.

From the induction hypothesis, we get that p* has compact residuals, so with Lemma 4.5 we can
split p* into a compact part p¢ and a p-inert part p” such that p* ~ p® + p”; let I be a finite set
such that

pT :Zpi, with p; = Y. o TP, < b; 1> 4.
icl
Now it suffices to distinguish two cases: (1) p¢ = § and p; = € for all i € I, or (2) p; # € for all
1 € I; namely, we may derive

PR sapt SOA(PTL) >0+ ) s ap” AbA(pt]) >,

and by means of SCA, COND4, 7, SUM12, and BA we cancel all the p; with p} # € in the left summand
and those with p, = € in the right summand.

1. If p¢ = §, then p” is e-inert, so, by A6 and Lemma 4.6, there exists a boolean term b7 such
that p* = 7 <b” > §. We apply Proposition 4.7(i) and derive

PRY La(TIb" >0)b>ox)Y . aIbAD >I+Y . ad<AbA D" >,

and all residuals of this latter basic term are compact.
2. Suppose that p} # € for all ¢ € I. We define
Pl =0+ 3 D <bi 6.
il

Since a(p') <4 a(p*), p” is p'-inert. Moreover, p' is compact, so by Lemma 4.6 there exists
a boolean term b7 such that IIs (D) F p* ~ p¢ + 7pf < b7 > 6. We derive

prY . a(tpt Qb >+ p°) b6
(T(p" +p°) b > +p°) b6 (A1-3)
(Pt <b" >6+p°)<b>6 (Prop 4.7(ii)).

Q

Q

250
25:5 a
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All residuals of this latter term are compact, and we can transform it to a basic term according
to Lemma 2.2. Since this transformation does not involve applications of B1 and B2, the result
is compact, and the proof is complete. O

We now obtain that II%, (D) is an axiomatisation of P /<=, as an easy consequence of Theorems 4.8
and 4.4.

COROLLARY 4.9 If © has built-in equality and Skolem functions, then P/« = p ~ ¢ iff L (D) F
p =~ q, for all p-ground process terms p and gq.

ProOF.  The implication from right to left is by Lemma 2.8. We may, by Theorem 4.8, assume that
p and ¢ have compact residuals, so the other direction follows from Lemma 2.10 and Theorem 4.4. ]

References

Basten, T. (1996). Branching bisimilarity is an equivalence indeed! Information Processing Letters,
58(3), 141-147.

Chang, C. C. and Keisler, H. J. (1990). Model Theory, volume 73 of Studies in logic and the foundations
of mathematics. North-Holland, Amsterdam - New York - Oxford - Tokyo, 3rd edition.

Van Glabbeek, R. J. and Weijland, W. P. (1996). Branching time and abstraction in bisimulation
semantics. Journal of the ACM, 43(3), 555—-600.

Groote, J. F. and Luttik, S. P. (1998). Undecidability and completeness results for process algebras
with alternative quantification over data. Report SEN-R9806, CWI, The Netherlands. Available
from http://www.cwi.nl/~1luttik/.

Groote, J. F. and Ponse, A. (1994). Proof theory for yCRL: A language for processes with data. In D. J.
Andrews, J. F. Groote, and C. A. Middelburg, editors, Proceedings of the International Workshop
on Semantics of Specification Languages, Workshops in Computing, pages 232-251, Utrecht, The
Netherlands. Springer-Verlag.

Hennessy, M. and Lin, H. (1996). Proof systems for message-passing process algebras. Formal Aspects
of Computing, 8(4), 379-407.

Klusener, A. S. (1992). The silent step in time. In W. R. Cleaveland, editor, Proceedings of CON-
CUR’92, volume 630 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 421-435. Springer.

Koppelberg, S. (1989). Elementary arithmetic. In J. D. Monk and R. Bonnet, editors, Handbook of
Boolean Algebras (Vol. 1), pages 5—46. North-Holland.

Lin, H. (1995). Complete inference systems for weak bisimulation equivalences in the 7-calculus. In
P. D. Mosses, M. Nielsen, and M. I. Swarzbach, editors, Proceedings of TAPSOFT’95, volume 915
of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 187—201. Springer.

McKenzie, R. N.; McNulty, G. F., and Taylor, W. F. (1987). Algebras, Lattices, Varieties — Volume
I. Wadsworth & Brooks/Cole, Monterey, California.

Milner, R. (1980). A Calculus of Communicating Systems, volume 92 of Lecture Notes in Computer
Science. Springer.

Parrow, J. and Victor, B. (1998). The tau-laws of fusion. In D. Sangiorgi and R. De Simone, editors,
Proceedings of CONCUR’98, volume 1466 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 99-114.
Springer.



