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1 Introduction

Concurrency is pervasive in modern computer architecture. Starting in the early 1960s, the study of its seman-
tics, both operational and denotational, and within different paradigms (from interleaving to the so-called true
concurrency) became a highly active research area with concrete implications in language design.

In the interleaving paradigm, saying that two atomic actions a and b are in parallel is interpreted as a then b
or b then a. On the other hand, from a true concurrent point of view, the same command is interpreted as a and
b, which are causally unrelated. We focus on the latter interpretation for which event structures [Win82, [Win8§]
are a known model.

An event structure is a partial order with a conflict relation on events. If @ and b are in conflict, then they
are incompatible events, i.e. they cannot be performed in the same computation. Furthermore, event structures
are very flexible, and proof of that is the fact that they have been used to study several computational effects:
parallelism [Win88]|, probabilities [VVWO06, VY07, [dV19], quantum effects [CAVW19, Winl4], shared weak
memory [Casl@], etc.

Despite all the work around event structures on different computational effects, when the goal is to provide
denotational semantics to a programming language, they seem to play a secondary role. More often than not,
they serve as the backbone of some much more complex models, such as games and strategies [Cas17, [Paq20,
CdVW19]. Some exceptions are the works of Winskel [Win88, [Wing82], in which he used event structures to
give denotational semantics to CCS [Mil89], and Marc de Visme [dV19], in which two notions of conflict are
used in order to accommodate both probabilistic and non-deterministic choices in a probabilistic extension of
CCS [BK97], who have used event structures as the primary model.

Contribution. In this paper, we aim at giving event structures the leading role as a computational model. Our
work combines parallelism with three different algebraic effects: non-determinism, probabilities, and quantum.
For each algebraic effect, we propose a small imperative-style programming language together with suitable
operational semantics, wherein for the non-deterministic and quantum cases, we used a simple labeled transition
system — or, in the probabilistic case, a labeled Segala automaton [Seg95| [SDV04].

We rely on different flavors of event structures. For the non-deterministic case, we use the event structures
defined by Winskel [Win88| as a base model. For the probabilistic case, we use probabilistic event struc-
tures [Winld]. For the quantum case, we consider a restriction of the definition in [Winl4], which we call
Unitary event structures. This modification allows us to extend [Wini4, Theorem 3], which states that quan-
tum event structures without events in conflict are probabilistic event structures when given an initial state, by
dropping the necessity of having an empty conflict relation.

We also show that the operational and denotational semantics are sound and adequate for the three different
algebraic effects considered. We do it by checking that the words created by the operational semantics and the
covering chains in event structures, which are essentially finite sequences of events, coincide.



2 Event Structures

In the imperative setting, the evaluation of a program is commonly accompanied by a memory that changes
accordingly the execution of said program, where each step performed by the computation is not labeled. On the
other side we have a process algebra approach, in which states are dropped and each step of the computation
is labeled by the action that caused the occurrence of the computation. Although we intend to model an
imperative language, our approach is similar to the latter. This decision comes from the use of event structures.
By dropping the state we can use the usual definitions of event structures [Win84, Win82|. Since we want to
model an imperative language, we need to have the notion of state. Well, since we label the transitions we
perform, we can create a trace of the actions that were performed. By doing this, we can apply each instruction
in the trace to a given state.

Informally, an event structure [Win88] is composed of a set of events, together with a notion of causality
given by a partial order on events: if e < e’ then e’ can only occur if e already occurred, and a notion of conflict
between events: if e#te’ then either e occurs or e’ occurs, which is a behavior similar to a non-deterministic
choice.

Definition 2.1 (Event Structures). Define an event structure to be a structure E = (E, <, #) consisting of
a set E of events, which are partially ordered by <, the causal dependency relation, and a binary, symmetric,
irreflexive relation # € E x E, the conflict relation, satisfying:

o {¢'| € <e} is finite
o cfte’ <& = e#e”
for all e,e’,e” € E.

Definition 2.2 (Concurrent Event). Two events, e, e’ are said concurrent iff —(e <e’)A=(e’ <e)an=(efte’). In
other words, two events are concurrent when they are not causally dependent and are not in conflict.

Definition 2.3 (Configuration). A configuration is a subset of the set of events, « € E, that are

conflict-free: Ve e’ €z . —(efte’)

down-closed: Ve,e' . e’ <enecex=¢e'ex

We then denote by C*(E) the set of all configurations and by C(E) the set of finite configurations.

Definition 2.4 (Covering chain). Let E = (E, <, #) be a event structure, e € E, and x € C(E). Denote by
z—=crxu{e}ifedz and (zu{e}) e C(E). A covering chain on a configuration x € C(E) is a finite sequence of
events ejes ... e, such that

o Dcr) Bexyg Z2e... By =2

Definition 2.5 (Cover). Let E be a event structure and x,y € C(E). Say that y covers z, pictured as x —cy,
if x c y with nothing in between (3 z . x c z c y).

Later on we shall find useful to say y “'==¢ x1,...x, when y —cx1,...,2,.

Definition 2.6 (Maximal configuration). Let E be a event structure and x € C(E). Say that x is a maximal
configuration iff 3 y € C(E) such that x —cy. Denote by Cinax(E) the set of maximal configurations.

Later on we shall find useful to simplify how covering chains are represented. We then let w = ejes...e, and
denote @ Lcx; —2cxy —2c... 2cx,41 = 2 simply by @ —cuz.

Since the causal relation is a partial order we know that it is transitive. Furthermore, the conflict relation
is hereditary over events. Hence if we want to draw an event structure using these two relations we would have
to add a lot of redundant information, which would make the event structure hard to understand. To ease such
task, we find it useful to use the notions of immediate causality, pictured by —, and minimal conflict, represented
by ~ . Let E be an event structure such that ej,es € E. We say e; — eg iff e; < ez and fes e E.eq <e3 < ea.
We say e; ~ eq iff eg#es and whenever €] < ey, e]#e), and ef < es we have e1 = €] and ez = €. Note that it is
possible to deduce the causal and conflict relations from the immediate causality and minimal conflict relations.

Example 2.7] aims to get the reader familiarized with event structures.

Example 2.7. Figure [Il shows an event structure with four events, a, b, ¢, and d, where: b causally depends
on a, ¢ and d are concurrent events which are in conflict with a, and consequently also with b. Furthermore,
note that a is in minimal conflict with ¢ and d. The set of configurations, i.e. the set of possible computations,
is {@,{a},{c},{d},{a,b},{c,d}}. Furthermore note that the configuration {¢,d}, which is composed of two

concurrent events, has two possible covering chains: @ -4-c{d} --c{¢,d} and @ -c{c} <c{c,d}.



~

a ~—— ¢ d
b
Figure 1: Example of an event structure

Definition 2.8 (Map event structures). Let E = (E, <, #),E' = (E’, <', #') be event structures. A partial/total
map f from E to E’ is a partial/total function f: F —~ E’ such that:

(Configuration Preserving)Vxz € C(E) = f(z) € C(E')
(Locally injective)V(a # b) € x € C(E), if f is defined in both then f(a) # f(b)

where f(z) ={f(e)|ecx, f(e) defined}

Example 2.9. In Figure Plwe have a map of event structures f that maps a to itself and the conflicting events
¢,b to d. We note that f is total and, consequently, it preserves the size of covering chains. Consider the
covering chain @ --c{c} <c{a,c}. The respective covering chain after applying f is @ ~“c{d} “~c{a,d}. This
is only possible because of the local injective condition, in which different events of the same configuration must
have different images.

a c a d
L —— |
b e
Figure 2: Map event structures

With these definitions presented, we are now prepared to advance to the next stage, where we present the
language that we intend to model with event structures, i.e. its syntax and respective operational semantics in
terms of a small-step and n-step. After presenting the language, we present the constructions made on event
structures to capture the behavior of the language operator’s. Then we show how to interpret commands of the
language using event structures and, at last, we show that both semantics are sound and adequate.

2.1 Language

To present the language we consider a set of atomic actions Act ranged over by a (examples of atomic actions
are assignments, or unitary application, etc...).
The set of commands allowed by the language are given by the following grammar:

C:=skiplacAct|C;C|CoC|C|C

To define the operational semantics, we add a new command to the language, denoted by v/, that indicates
the end of a computation.

We denote by L = Act u {sk} the set of labels, which is ranged by [, and we consider a terminal command,
denoted by v/, representing the end of a computation. The small-step semantics is then defined as the smallest

relation ——c C' x L x (Cu{Vv'}) obeying the rules in Figure 3
Define a word to be a sequence of labels:
wu=l|l:w

where [ : w appends [ to the beginning of w. A word can also be seen as an element of L*, i.e. a possibly infinite
sequence of labels without the empty sequence. Despite L* allows the possibility of having infinite words, by
now we focus only on the finite words.

Define the n-step transition, <>c C' x L* x (C'u {v'}), where n is the length of the words, as follows:

Example 2.10. The initial program is a; b 0 ¢||d, from which we have three possible transitions: by a, ¢ or d.
If we transit by a, we reach the command b, which we execute to finish the computation. Otherwise, we could
either transit via ¢ and then execute d, or transit via d and then execute ¢, in order to finish the computation.

With the support of Figure [6] together with the above explanation, we can straightforwardly deduce the
words that can be formed by the n-step semantics: a, ¢, d, ab, cd, and dc.
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Figure 3: Rules of the small-step operational semantics
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Figure 4: Rules of the n-step operational semantics

a;boc|d
b d c
|l ]
v v v

Figure 5: Labeled transition system of a; b 0O ¢||d

Example 2.11. The initial program is (a; b)|| ¢, from which we have two possible transitions: either by a or by
c. If we transit by ¢ we go to the command a; b, where we execute a followed by b to complete the computation.
On the other hand, case we transition by a, we reach the command b|| ¢, which allows two possible transitions:
first b and then c or first ¢ and then b.

With the support of Figure [6] together with the above explanation, we can straightforwardly deduce the
words that can be formed by the n-step semantics: a, ¢, ab, ac, ca, abe, acb, and cab.

(a;d)|lc
w?/ Ni
CJ Jb £b

v v

Q o

Figure 6: Labeled transition system of (a; b)||c

2.2 Constructions on Event Structures

Having defined the language, i.e. its syntax and operational semantics, we now focus on event structures.
We need to define the constructions on event structures that captures the effects of sequential composition,



non-deterministic choice, and parallel composition.

To capture the behavior of the language’s operators, we need to define them in terms of event structures.

Let us begin with sequential composition. Consider a; b to be the sequential combination of two actions, a
and b. According to the rules in Figure [3] we execute b after a has been executed, which with an event structure
view means that b causally depends on a. As a first attempt to define sequential composition of two events
structures, E1 ; Eo, one might try to connect every event of E; with every event of E5. However, this approach
fails to interpret programs like (a O b); ¢, as show in Figure[7al This failure arises because there are two ways to
reach event a, which come from conflicting events. According to the definition of event structures, the conflict
relation is hereditary, and an event is not in conflict with itself. Thus, we would end up with an invalid event
structure. To address this issue, we introduce a ‘copy’ for each event of E5 regarding the different ways it can be
reached. For example, in the aforementioned program, we create two copies of a: one indicating it was reached
by executing event b, and another indicating it was reached by executing event ¢, as can be seen in Figure [7hl

a ~—~—— ) a ~——~——}
c Ca Cy
(a) Unwanted sequential composition (b) Good sequential composition

To capture the intended behavior in event structures, we make use of maximal configurations, as shown in
the next definition.

Definition 2.12 (Product between events and configurations). Let E be a set of events and C(E) a set of finite
configurations of a event structure E. Then

ExC(E)={(e,z)|ecE, xeC(E)}
Now we define how to sequentially compose two event structures.

Definition 2.13 (PES sequential). Let E; = (E1, <1, #1) and Ey = (B, <9, #2) be event structures. Define
El ; E2 = (E7 Sa #) as:

FE = El (W] (E2 X Cmax(El))

<={er<efe<ie}u{(ezn) <(eh,2) ] e2<aerfuer <(e2,x)|erca}

# ={e#e |I(a<ed <€) . a#ia’ VaF(o)a'}

where we use the notation a# s ,ya" iff (a,2)#24)(a’, ) iff a#taa’.

Note that we multiplied E5 with the maximal configurations of E;. That is due maximal configurations
representing finished computations. In other words, the set of maximal configurations gives all the possible
ways to reach the first event of Es.

Lemma 2.14. Let E; and E5 be event structures. E;; Es is an event structure.

Proof. Let Eq = (E1, <1, #1), E2 = (B2, <2, #2), and Eq1; Ea = (E, <, #).
We need to show that Ve,e',e’ € E:

1. {€'| €' <e} is finite

(a) Case e € Eq we are done.

(b) Case € € Ey x Cax(E1). Then e = (e2,z1) with ez € Fy and 1 € Cryax(E1). We know that {e’ | e’ <
(e2,21)} = {(eh, 1) | (eh,x1) < (e, z1)}u{er | e1 < (ea,21), e1 € 1 }. Both sets are finite because Eq
is an event structure and z; is finite, respectively. Since both sets are finite and the union of finite
sets is finite, then {e’ | e’ < (ez, 1)} is finite.

2. e#te <€’ = efte”

(a) Case e,e’, e € Ey or a,a’,e,e’,e" € Es x Chyax(E1) we are done.

(b) Case e,e’ € Ey and €” € Ey x Cipax(E1). We want to show that e#te”. Hence we have to show that
(a<e,a” <€) . a#ia” v a# s ya". Since e,e’ € Ey then a,a” € E1. Let a=e and ¢’ = a”. Hence
we have a < e < e < e < e <1 e. By the initial assumption, €’ < e’ < a’ <e”. It lacks to show that
a#1a”. That follows directly from the initial assumption ef#te’ < e#1e’ < a#1ad’.

O



The absence of communication in the language considered simplifies the definition of parallel composition
in event structures, when compared to [Win88|, since we do not need a mechanism of synchronization. In our
case, we simply place ‘side-by-side’ the two event structures.

Definition 2.15 (PES parallel). Let Eq = (E1, <1, #1) and Es = (Ea, <2, #2) be event structures. Define
E1 ||E2 = (E, S, #) as:

E:EleQ
< =51 U%y
# =41 UH2

Lemma 2.16. Let E; and E; be event structures. Eq || Eq is an event structure.

Proof. Let Eq1 = (Ex, <1, #1), E2 = (B2, <2, #2), and E1 || Ez = (E, <, #).
We need to show that Ve,e',e"’ € E:

1. {e'| €’ <e} is finite
(a) Case e Fy then {¢' |e' <e} =¢'|e’ <1 e, which is finite since E; is a event structure.
(b) Case e € Ey then {e'| e’ <e} =€’ | e’ <5 e, which is finite since Eg is a event structure.
2. efte’ <’ = efte”

We have two cases: e,e’,e”’ € By or e,e’,e” € E>. In both cases this holds because E; and Eo are event
structures.

O

At last we have the non-deterministic composition of event structures. Let us use the rules in Figure [3] to
give the intuition behind the definition. Consider the command a O b. According to the operational semantics,
if we execute a then we cannot execute b and if we execute b we cannot execute a. If we abstract ourselves
and instead of a O b we consider C; O Cs, we notice that if we execute an action from C1, then it is no longer
possible to execute any action of Cs and vice-versa. To capture this behavior in event structures, we need to
put all the events corresponding to C; in conflict with all the events corresponding to Cy. Formally:

Definition 2.17 (PES non-deterministic). Let E; = (Ey, <1, #1) and Eg = (Es, <2, #2) be event structures.
Define E; 0 Es = (F, <, #) as:

EIElLﬂEQ
< =< U<
#=F#1UHu{e1#es|e1 € By, ex € Eo}

Equivalently, we can define the partial order in Definition 2.7 as follows:

, e<1 e ifee eBy
eLe =

e<oe ifee €by

Lemma 2.18. Let E; and E5 be event structures. E; 0O E5 is an event structure.

Proof. Let Ey = (E1, <1, #1), BEa = (Ba, <2, #2), and E; 0 Ez = (F, <, #).
We need to show that Ve,e’,e” € E:

1. {e’| €’ <e} is finite
(a) Case e € Fy then {e'|e' <e} =¢€']|e’ <4 e, which is finite since E; is an event structure.
(b) Case e € F5 then {e'| e’ <e} =€’ | e <3 e, which is finite since Eg is an event structure.
2. e#te <& = efte”

We have two cases: e,e’,e” € By or e,e’,e” € E5. In both cases this holds because E; and E5 are event
structures.

O



Definition 2.19. We interpret commands as event structures as follows ([-] : C' — E):

[skip] = ({sk},{sk < sk}, @)
[a] = {a},{a<a},2)

[C1; Co] = [Ch]; [Ca]

[C1 o Co] =[Ch] o [Cs]
[Cyl[Ce] = [Ch] Il C2]

When the goal is to show the equivalence between the operational and the denotational semantics, Defini-
tion is not suitable, since sequential composition is not left-monotone. This happens because the inclusion
on the set of events is too restrict, i.e. the copies made by Definition are distinct. Hence, we loose the
inclusion on the set of events and obtain the following ordering:

Definition 2.20 (sub-PES). Let E; = (E1, <1, #1) and Eo = (F», <2, #2) be event structures. Say E; € Eq if:
E cEyst. Ei={e|(ev(ex))eE}
Ve,e' .e<1e =ee cEine<ye

Ve,e' . e#ie’ = e, € By ne#aqe’
We say that two event structures Eq, Eo are equivalent, denoted E; = Eo, iff E; £ E; and E; € E;.

Note that in Definition 2.20] when comparing the set of events, we ignore the ‘copies’ of events. This comes
as a consequence of Definition in which we make ‘copies’ of the same event to distinguish the different ways
an event can be reached. However, the ‘copies’ denote the same event. Thus we want to forget the different
ways they can be reached and just focus on the event itself. Case we have not done that, sequential composition
would not be monotone, i.e. if E; £ Ef and Es c Ef, then E; ; Eo ¢ Ef ; E}. That is easily seen when the number
of maximal configurations of E; is greater than that of Ef.

Remark 1. It is clear that if E; = E5 then E; = Eo.

To finish this section of definitions, we define the set of initial events and the removal of an initial event
from a event structure.

Definition 2.21 (Set of initial events). Let E = (E, <, #) be a event structure. Define the set of initial events
as follows:
I(E)={e'|fecE . .e<e ne+e'}

When removing an initial event from an event structure, not only the event itself but also all conflicting
events are eliminated. This decision aims to mimic, within event structures, what happens in a transition using
the small-step semantics. In small-step semantics, once an action triggers a transition, that same action cannot
be executed again. Furthermore, if the transition occurs within a non-deterministic program, only the program
associated with the triggering action continues, while the others are discarded.

Definition 2.22 (Remove initial event). Let E = (E, <, #) be a event structure and a € Z(E). Define E\a =
(E', <, #') as
E'={eeE|~(e#a),e*a}
<={e<e|ee cE'}
#' = {e#ec |e,e’ e B}
Lemma 2.23. Let E be an event structure and a € Z(E). E\a is a event structure.
Proof. Let E=(FE, <, #) and E\a = (F’, <, #).
We need to show that Ve,e',e’ € E:
1. {€'| €' <e} is finite
Since {e’ | e’ < e} is finite, then so it is {e’ | e’ <" e} ={e' | ' < e}\l.
2. e#e < = efte”
Let e,e’,e” € E'. Then e,e’,e"” #+ a and (e, ¢e’,e"#a). By Definition 222 e#'¢" entails e#e’ and e, e’ € E’
and e’ <’ ¢’ entails ¢’ < e’ and €’,e” € E. Since E is an event structure, we have e#e’ < e’ = e#e’. Thus
e#'e < e = eft'e” and e,e’,e” € E.
We have two cases: e,e’,e”’ € By or e,e’,e” € E>. In both cases this holds because E; and E, are event
structures.

O



2.3 Results

Here we present the results obtained.
For this section, we interpret v as the empty event structure, i.e. [vV'] = (@,2,9) = @.

Lemma 2.24. Let E;, E],Eq, E} be event structures. If E; c E} and E; € E} then E; ; E; £ Ef; E).

Proof. Let Eq = (En, <1, #1), B} = (B, <1, #1), E2 = (Es, <o, #2), Ef = (E}, <4, #4), E1; Eo = (B, <, #), and
El; E, = (F', <, #'), such that E; c E] and E; € Ef,.

1. EcF’

By Definition [ZT3], we have that F = E1 & (F3 X Cax(E1)) and E' = E] & (F) x Cax(E])). Since Eq ¢ Ej
and Eg ¢ Ef then E; ¢ E| and E2 € E). Furthermore, (E3 x Cpax(E1)) € (Ef x Cnax(E])). Hence, it
follows directly that E = F1 ¢ (E2 X Cax(E1)) € E1 @ (B x Cax(E})) = E'.

2. Veo,el .

eg<el <= eg,e1 € Eandeg< e

= Assume ey < e;. By Definition 2.13] we have:

(a)

(b)

()

eg<Ler €5y

Hence eg,e1 € E1 € E. Furthermore, since Eq € Ef, then eg </ e1, which by Definition gives
€0 < ey.

€o < €1 € <(2.0)

Hence eg,e1 € (B2 x Cnax(E1)) € E. Furthermore, since Eo € EY, then eq SZQJ) e1, which by
Definition RT3 gives eg <’ e;.

eo < (e1,x) such that eg € .

By Definition 213] eg € Eq and (e, 2) € (B2 x Cax(E1)), which entails eg, (e1,2) € E. Further-
more, since E; € Ef and E5 € E}, then eg € Ef and (e1,2) € (E) x Cax(E})), such that eg € a.
By Definition [ZT3] ey <’ (e1, ).

< Assume eg,e; € F and ey <’ e1. The cases are distinguished by <’.

(a)

(b)

()

3. Veo,el .

() <eje S’l

We have E; ¢ Ef, which entails that Veg,e; € E; we have eg <1 e;. By Definition 2Z.T3] we have
ey <eq.

eo < e1 € <(2,0)

We have E; € E} and Es ¢ Ef, which gives us (E2 x Cryax(E1)) € (E) % Cryax(E7)). It entails that
Veo,e1 € (B x Cmax(E1)) we have eg <(3,,) 1. By Definition we have ¢g < ey.

eo <’ (e1,x) such that eg € z.

We know that eg, (e1,x) € E = E1 W (FE3 x Cnax(E1)), which entails that ep € E; and (e1,x) €
(B2 x Cax(E1)), such that eg € x. If follows directly from Definition that Veg, (e1,2) we
have eg < (er, ).

eo#ter < eg,e1 € E and eg#'ey

= Assume eg#e;.

From Definition 2.T3 we have that 3(ao < eo, a1 < eq) such that ao#1a1 or ap#(2,z)a1. Since ag#1a1
or ap#(2,,)a1 then eg,e; € E. Furthermore, since E; € E} and Ep € Eg then ag#ja; or a0#22 2)01,

which entails ag < eg, a1 < e1. Thus eg#'e;.

< Assume eg,e; € E and eq#e;.

It exists ag <" eg and a; <" e3 such that ag <} a1 or ag S’(Q ) 01 Since eg,e1 € E ¢ E’ then ag,a; € E.
Hence it follows directly that eg#e;.

O
Lemma 2.25. Let E1, Ef, Eq, E} be event structures. If E; € Ef and Es c Ef then E; 0 E; = E] 0 E5.
Proof. Tt follows directly from Definition 2.17 O
Lemma 2.26. Let E1, Ef, Eq, E} be event structures. If E; £ E] and Es € Ef then Eq || Eq £ Ef || ES.
Proof. Tt follows directly from Definition 2.15] [l

Lemma 2.27. Let op € {;, ||, +} and E;, Eo, E] and E} be event structures. If E; = E] and Ey = E} then
E; opEs = E opES.



Proof.

Lemma 2.28. Let Eq,E5 be event structures. Consider E; ; Eo such that [ € Z(E1; E2). Then (Eq; Eg)\l =

E; =E] and E; = E}
={Remark [II}

E;c E'1 and E’1 cEq,EsE E'2 and E’2 c By
={op monotone}

Ei10opEs c E] opE)} and Ef opE} € E; opE»
={Remark [II}

E1opEs =E} opE)

O

(El\l) 5 E2.

Proof. To prove (E1; E2)\l = (E1\l); E2, we need to verify that (Eq; Ex)\l = (E1\l); E2 and (Eq1\l); Eo

In

(El 3 EQ)\Z

Let E1 = (E1, <1, #1), E2 = (Ea, <o, #2), E1; Ez = (Evj2, <152, #152), (B E2\ = (B, < #), Ei\l

(BL, <L #0), (Bi\D); Ea = (B, <, #'), and | e Z(E; ; Eg).

[ (El; EQ)\l c (El\l), E2

1. EcFE

Since | € Z(Eq ; Eo), it is straightforward to see that [ € Z(E;). Consequently, [ € F;. Now let e € E.

By Definition [Z22] and Definition 213 we have e € Eq @ (E3 x Cryax(E1)) such that —(e#l) and e # (.

We then have two cases:

(a) ec Eq
We know that e,l € By, ~(e#l), and e # [. By Definition 222 —(e#!) entails —~(e#1,2l), which
by Definition entails V(a <e,a’ <1).~(a#1a") v =(a#(2,4)a’). By letting a = e and e’ =1 we
have —(e#1l). Thus e € E;. It then follows directly from Definition that e € E!, which by
Definition 213l entails e € E’, since E! c E'.

(b) €€ Ey x Cpax(E1)
By Definition we ignore the copies created by multiplying each maximal configuration of
esF1 with each event of Eo to verify if a set of events is contained on another set of events.
Informally, that means that by Definition E5 x Cnax(E1) and Eo x Cipax(E1\l) are ‘equal’.
Hence, it follows directly that e € E'.

2. Ve,e'.e<e e e eEne<s e

= Assume Ve,e'.e<e’.
By Definition 2.22] e,e’ € E and e <;.5 €’. We have three cases:
(i) e<q1.2¢€ is of the form e <; €.
By Definition Consequently e, e’ € By and e, e’ # [, since e, e’ € E. Thus e <! ¢/ that by
Definition gives e <" €.
(77) e<i;2 € is of the form e <(5 5 €.
It entails e <o €’. It then follows directly that e <’ e’ since [ ¢ Fs.
(#i1) e <q1.2 €’ is of the form e <q.5 (¢, ).
It entails e € z with x € Cpax(E1). By removing ! from x we obtain a configuration x’ €
Cmax(E}) (this is easy to see because we are removing the initial element of an already
maximal configuration). Hence e € 2/, which by Definition gives e <" (e, z").
< Assume e,e’ e Ene< €.

We have three cases:

(i) e<’' e is of the form e <} €.

By Definition 2222] we have e <1 €’ such that e, e’ # | and —(e#1l),-(e'#1l). Hence e, e’ €
E1, and consequently e,e’ € FE, since e,e’ # [. It then follows from Definition and
Definition that e < ¢’

(11) e<' €' is of the form (e,z") <(2,.1) (€', 2).
(e,2") <(2,0r) (€',2") entails e < €. Since | ¢ Ey, it follows directly that e <e’.

(i71) e<’ € is of the form e <’ (e/,2").
e <’ (¢/,2') entails e € 2. Since 2’ € Cax(E}), by Definition 3x € Crmax(E1) such that
x =2’ u{l}; Hence e € x. By Definition and Definition it follows that e < (e’,z).
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3. Ve,e'.efte’ = e, e’ e Ened'e
= Assume Ve, e .efte’.

By Definition [Z22]it entails e, 2¢" and e, e’ € E. By Definition 2T3]it entails 3(a <12 €,a" <12

e').a#1a’ v a2 z)a’. We have two cases:

(i) attia’.
It entails that a,a’ € E1. If a =1 or a’ =1 then e or ¢’ are not in E (this would entail that
e#1l or e'#11), due to Definition 222] which contradicts our initial assumption e,e’ € F.
Hence a # 1 # a’ and —~(a#1), ~(a’#1"). In that case, by Definition .22 we have a#a’, which
by Definition gives e#'e’.

(’LZ) a#(gw)a’.
It follows directly that a#(, ,ya’ since | ¢ Ey and 2’ =\l

< Assume e, e’ € E A edt'e’.

e#'e’ entails I(a <’ e,a’ <" e').a#tla’ v a#(2,ya’. We have two cases:

(i) a#ia’.
By Definition [222]it entails a#1a’, a,a’ # 1, and —~(a#tl), -(a’#l1), which gives us that e, e’
and —(e#11),-(e’#11), by conflict inheritance. Hence we have e, e’ € Fy such that e e’ # [,
which by Definition 13| gives e, e’ € E and e#e’.

(1) a# (2,0 a’.
Since | ¢ Es we have that a,a’ # | and -(a#l),—-(a’#!l), which gives us e, e’ # | and
—(e#1l),~(e'#11). By Definition [Z22] 3z € Ciax(E1) such that z = 2’ u {i}. By Defini-
tion we have a# (s ;) and consequently e#e’.

° (El\l) ; E,C (El, EQ)\Z
Here we only show that E’ ¢ E, since the remaining cases are similarly proved.

Let e € E'. By Definition and Definition 2222] E' = {e € F | =(e#1l),e # 1} W (F2 x Cmax(E1\l)). We
have two cases:

1. ee{ee By | -(e#1l),e 1}
Since —(e#11), then A (a <1 e,a’ <1 1) such that a#a’, because of conflict inheritance. By Defini-
tion =(e#£1; 2) and consequently —(e#l). Thus e € E.

2. e€ (B x Cmax(E1\l))

It follows directly e € E because when comparing sets of events, we discard the copies of events from
E5 made through the multiplication with Cpax(E1\0).

O

Lemma 2.29. Let E;,Es be event structures. Consider E; 0 Eg such that [ € Z(E; 0 Eg). Then

E\l ifleZ(E
(E1 0 Eo)\l = 1\ i LeZ(Ey)
EQ\Z if l EI(EQ)
Proof. We need to prove (Eq 0 Ex)\l € E1\l, E1\l © (E; 0 E3)\l when [ € Z(E1) and (E; 0 E3)\l © Es\l,
Eo\lc (E1 0 E2)\l when [ € Z(E3). Since both cases are identical, we focus solely when [ € Z(Ey).
Let By = (E1, <1, #1), B2 = (B2, <2, #2), E1 0 Ea = (E, <, #), (E1 0 Ex)\l = (E', <, #'), E1\l = (E, <}
,#), and [ e Z(E; 0 Es).
Consider | € Z(Eq).

° (El [} EQ)\Z = El\l

1. E'cE!
Let e € E'. By Definition 222] F' ={e€ E; & By | =(e#tl),e # I}. We have two cases:
(i) ee Ey
Since —(e#l) and e # [, then by Definition 2I7 - (e#1l). By Definition we have e € B!,
since e # [.
(i) ec By

Then e ¢ E', since by Definition 2.7 we have e#.

2. Ve,e'.e<' e = e e E ne<he
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= Assume Ve,e'.e<' €.
By Definition 222, e <’ ¢’ entails e, e’ € E’. From the proof of E' ¢ E! we know that e, e’ ¢ Es.
Hence —(e <3 €'). Thus it only remains that e <1 €’ with e,e’ € Ej. Again, from the proof of
E' ¢ E! we know that e,e’ € E! since e,e’ # [ and —(e#l),-(e/#). Thus, by Definition 222
e<te.

< Assume e,e’ e E' ne <) €.
By Definition Z2Z e <! ¢’ entails e <; €’ with e,e’ € El. Hence e,e’ # [, ~(e#11),~(e'#11),
and e,e’ € E;. By Definition 217 we have e,e’ ¢ E and e < ¢’. Furthermore, we also have
—(e#l),-(e’#l) and consequently e,e’ € E'. Thus e <’ €'.

3. Ve, .eft'e! < e,e’ e B nedtle

= Assume Ve, e .e#'e’.
By Definition we have efte’ and e,e’ € E’ such that e,e’ # | and —(e#l),-(e'#1). By
Definition 217 efte’ entails e#1e’ or e#qe’ or {e#e’ | e € E1,e’ € Es}. Since | € Z(E),
then [ € By and consequently e,e’ ¢ E5. Thus, by exclusion of hypothesis we have e#e’ and
consequently —(e#11),-(e’#11). Thus by Definition we have e#le’.

< Assume e, e’ € B/ Aedtle’.
By Definition we have e#ie’ and e,e’ € B!, such that e,e’ # | and —(e#1l), ~(e'#1l).
Furthermore e, e’ € Fy. By Definition BT, e,¢’ € E and —(e#l),—(e'#!). By Definition 222 we
have e#’¢e’.

e E;\lc(E; 0 E2)\l
Here we only show that E’ ¢ E, since the remaining cases are similarly proved.
Let e € E!. By Definition 222, e € Fy, —(e#1l), and e # . By Definition ZIT e € E and —(e#l). Thus, by
Definition 2.22] e € E'.
O

Lemma 2.30. Let Eq,Es be event structures. Consider Eq || Eo such that [ € Z(Eq ||E2). Then (Eq||E2)\l =
(END [ (E2\D).
Proof. We need to prove (E1||E2)\l c (E1\1) || (E2\]) and (E1\0) || (E2\l) = (E1 || E2)\l.

Let E; = (Ela <1, #1)7 Eqo = (E2; <2, #2)7 Ey ||E2 = (E; s, #)ﬂ (El ||E2)\l = (E/, Slv #’)7 El\l = (Ei, Sllﬂ #ll)v
Ex\l = (B3, <b, #5), (E\\D)[[(E2\]) = (E', <!, #'),and I e Z(E; || Ez).

It is straightforward to see that if I € Z(Eq ||E2) then either [ € Z(Eq) or | € Z(E2), by Definition
Furthermore, consider that [ € Z(E; ), then it follows that Es\l = E5. A similar behavior occurs in the other way
around. Hence we focus when [ € Z(E;).

o (Er[[E2)\l = (E1\D) [ (E2\])

1. B'c E!
Let e € E’. By Definition Z22 e € Fy w Ey, —=(e#l), and e # [. We have two cases:
(’L) €€ El

Since e,l € E7, then by Definition we have that —(e#l). By Definition 222 e € E!. By
Definition 215 e € E'.
(i) ec By
It follows directly that e € E', since [ € By and Eg\l = Es.
2. Ve,e .e<' e < el e ' ne<te
= Assume Ve,e'.e< €
By Definition 2.22] e < e’ and e,e’ € E’. We have two cases:
(i) e<e’is of the form e <; €
Then e,e’ € Fy. Since e,e’ € E’, then e, e’ # [ and —(e#l),~(e'#l). By Definition
—(e#11),-(e'#11). By Definition 222 e,e’ € E! and e <! ¢’. By Definition 215 e <! ¢'.
(i1) e< ¢’ is of the form e <5 €’
It follows directly that e <! €', since | € F1 and Es\l = Es.
< Assume e,e’ e B/ ne < e
By Definition and by Definition we have two cases:
(i) e,e’ € B! and e <! ¢’ is of the form e <} ¢’
Since e, ¢’ € B!, by Definition 2222l we have e, e’ € Ey, e,e’ # | and —(e#11),-(e’#11). Hence,
by Definition and Definition we have e,e € E'. From e < ¢/, we know that
from Definition we have e <; e’ and e,e’ € EL. Tt then follows by Definition and
Definition that e <" €'.
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(i7) e,e’ € EY and e <' €’ is of the form e <} ¢’
It follows directly that e <’ €', since [ € F; and E5\l = Es.

3. Ve,e .edt'e < e e’ € B' nedtle
The reasoning for this case is similar to the previous one, since the definitions are identical.
o (E\D)|[(E2\l) & (E1|[E2)\
We only prove that E' ¢ E’, since the remaining cases are similarly proved.
Let e € E'. By Definition 215 we have two cases:

(i) ec B!
We know that e # 1 and —(e#11). By Definition we have —~(e#l) and consequently e € E’.
(i1) ee E}

It follows directly that e € E’, since [ € E1 and Es\l = Es.

Lemma 2.31. Let E;, E5 be event structures. Then Eq ||Eg = Eq||E;.
Proof. Tt follows directly from Definition
Recall that [v'] = (@, 2, 9).

Lemma 2.32 (Soundness I). If C' 5 C” then [C'] = [C]\L.

Proof. Induction over rules in Figure [3l

e skip LAV
It follows directly that [v'] = [skip]\sk = @.

a
e a—V

It follows directly that [v'] = [a]\e = @.
o C1;Ch L Cs

Cr1; Co L Co
={Figure [ entails}
v
={i.h.}
[v]=[Ci\
={Lemma 2271}
[vTs [C2] = ([C1]\D) 5 [C2]
={[v']; [C2] = [C2], Lemma 2.28}
[C2] = ([C1]; [C2DDV
={Definition 29[}
[Co] = [Cr5 C2] N

13



o O Cy 50y Oy

Cr; Gy O s
={Figure Bl entails}

o Lo
={i.h.}

[C1] = [C1]V
={Lemma [2.24I}

[C1l5 [C2] = (IC1\D) 5 [Ce]
={Lemma 228}

[C1l5 [C2] = ([Ca]; [C2D\
={Definition Z19]}

[C1; C2] = [Cr; Co]V

.ClleQi)\/

CloC sy
={Figure Bl entails}

o 4 v or Cy KN v

={i.h.}
[v1=[CiIN or [v]] = [C2]\!

={Lemma for both cases, Definition }
[v1=1[C: o Ca]\!

e 0,00,

CioC 5
={Figure [ entails}

o Loloro, b

={i.h.}
[C1] = [C1]\ or [Co] = [C2]\

={Lemma [Z29] for both cases, Definition Z.T9I}
[C1] = (IC o G2\ or [C5] = [Cr 0 Ca]\

L4 Cl||021>02

CillCo Sy
={Figure 3] entails}
15
={i.h.}
[v]=[Ci\
={Lemma [Z.20]}
[vIIlC2] = ([Ci\D) [ C2
={[V]II[C:] = [C-]}
[Co] = ([CiI\D) [1 C2
={[Cs] = [C2]\l since I ¢ Z([C2])}
[C2] = ([C:\D ([ ([C2]\D)
={Lemma [Z.30] Definition 219}
[C2] = [Cr ]| C2N
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o C1[|Cy 5 C|Cs

C1l|C = G| Co
={Figure [ entails}
o Lo
={i.h.}
[C1] = [CiDv
={Lemma [2.20]}
[CTIHC:] = (ICA\) [ Ca
={[C2] = [C2]\I since 1 £ Z([C2]) }
[CINI[C2] = ([C1IN) T (TC=]\E)
={Lemma [Z30] Definition ZT9I}
[CrlICa] = [CrlICalN

l
L4 C1||C2—>01

CillCs oy
={Figure [ entails}
Co v
={i.h.}
[v1=[C:I\
={Lemma [2.20]}
[CalllTvTD =[G TSR0\
={[C:]II[v] =[]}
[C1] =[Gl (TC21\)
={[C1] = [C1]\I since I ¢ Z([C1])}
[C1] = (IC\D ([ (IC1ND)
={Lemma [Z30] Definition 2T}
[Ci] = [Cr ][ CalV

!
o C1]|Cy — C1]|Cy

C1]|Cy 5 v || C
={Figure 3] entails}
Ll
={i.h.}
[C3] = [C2]V
={Lemma [2.20]}
[C1]11TC3] = Cu (| ([C=1\1)
={[C1] = [C1]\I since I ¢ Z([C2])}
[CillC:] = ([C\) (1 ([C21\)
={Lemma [2.30] Definition 2.T9}
[C1]1C3] = [Cr ]| G2\

Theorem 2.33 (Soundness II). If C' <> C’ then 3z € C([C]) such that @ ~cu.
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Proof. Induction over the length of w, which is denoted by |w|.
o lw=1
It follows directly that 3{l} € C([C]) . @ -c{I}
o |w/>1
C
={Definition Ml}
C i} C// Cll i’» Cl
={Lemma 232 i.h.}
[c"]=[CIN Fyec(IC"]) .2 ey
={Definition 222}
(Duyec([C]) .o (it Lcll}uy =1

Lemma 2.34 (Adequacy I). Let [ € Z([C]). Then 3C" € (Cu{v'}) s.t C L ¢ and [CI\ = [C'].
Proof. Induction over the interpretation of commands.

o sk e I([skip])
Let C" = v. It follows directly that skip 2%, « and that [skip]\sk = [vV].

o acZ([a])
Let C" = . Tt follows directly that a = v and that [a]\a = [v].

o/ EI([[Cl ) CQ]])
By Definition [Z13] we have that [ € Z([C1]). By i.h., 3C" such that C4 L ¢ and [C1]\l = [C']. We have

two cases:
1. ¢'=v
We have C7 & v and [C1]\l = [']. By the rules in Figure B Cy; Co - Cy. By Definition I3,
([C1I\D) 5 [Co] = [V [Co] = [Co].
2. C'=C]
We have C; - C7 and [C1]\l = [C]]. By the rules in FigureB] C; Cs L C1; Cy. By Definition 213
([C1\D); [C2] = [C1]; [C2]- By Definition 2.19] [C7 5 C2].
° lEI([[Cl O Cg]])
By Definition .17 we have two cases:

1. leZ([C1])

By i.h. 3C".C4 L ¢ and [Ci]\l = [C']. By the rules in Figure Bl we have two cases:

(a) C"=V
We have C; KN v and [C1]\l = [v']. By the rules in Figure Bl we have C; 0 Cs KN V. By
Lemma 229 we have [v'] = [C1]\l = ([C1] O [C2])\I. By Definition 219, [C; o Ca]\l.

(b) C"=Cq
We have C} - C7 and [C1]\! = [C]]. By the rules in Figure Bl we have C; 0 Cs L Cy. By
Lemma 229 we have [C1] = [C1]\l = ([C41] O [C2])\l. By Definition 219 [Cy o C2]\l.

2. 1eZ([Cs])
By i.h. 3C".Cy L ¢ and [C2]\l = [C']. By the rules in Figure Bl we have two cases:
(a) C"=V

We have C, KN v and [C3]\l = [V]]. By the rules in Figure Bl we have C; 0 Cs KN V. By
Lemma [2:29] we have [v'] = [C2]\l = ([C1] O [C2])\I. By Definition 219, [C; o Ca]\l.
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(b) C"=Cs
We have Cp - C} and [C2]\l = [C5]. By the rules in Figure Bl we have C; 0 Ch L Ci. By
Lemma 229 we have [C5] = [C2]\l = ([C1] © [C2])\I. By Definition 219, [C; o Ca]\I.
o/ EI([[Cl ||CQ]])
By Definition we have two cases:

1. 1eZ([C1])

By i.h. 3C".C L ¢ and [CiI\l = [C']. By the rules in Figure [3] we have two cases:

(a) C'=Vv
We have ¢} 5 v and [CiI\l = [V']- By the rules in Figure Bl we have C || Co L . By Defini-
tion [ZT0] ([C1]\!) || [C2]. Since I € Z([C1]), then [Cs] = [C2]\I. Hence, we have ([C1]\]) || [C2] =
([CiI\D) || ([C2]\!). By Lemma 230 we have ([C1] || [C2])\!. By Definition ZT9] [Cy || C2]\l.

(b) C¢"=C4
We have Oy - ¢/ and [C1]\l = [C!]. By the rules in Figure B we have Cy||Cy - C! | Co.
By Definition I8, ([C1]\1)||[C2]. Since I € Z([C4]), then [Cs2] = [C2]\l. Hence, we have
([C1I\D 1 TC=] = (IC1I\D) || ([C=]\!). By Lemma 230 we have ([C1] || [C2])\l. By Definition 219
[C1 [ Cal -

2. LeZ([Ca])

By i.h. 3C".Cy L ¢ and [C2]\l = [C']. By the rules in Figure [3 we have two cases:

(a) C'=v
We have Cs L v and [Co]\l = [V']. By the rules in Figure Bl we have C1 || Co 4 Cy. By Defini-
tion 218 [C1] || ([C2]\l). Since I € Z([C2]), then [C1] = [C1]\I. Hence, we have [C1] || ([C2]\!) =
(ICiI\D | (IC2]\!). By Lemma 2230 we have ([C1] ]| [C2])\l. By Definition 219, [C1 || C2]\l.

(b) C"=CY
We have Cy C4 and [Co]\l = [C4]. By the rules in Figure [l we have C1 || Cs Lo || Cs.
By Definition ZT5, [C1]||([C2]\l). Since I € Z([C2]), then [C:i] = [C1]\l. Hence, we have

[CIIC2IND) = ([CI\D [ ([C2]\!). By Lemma 30 we have ([C1] || [C2])\l. By Definition 19,
[Cr ][ C2]\L.

O
Theorem 2.35 (Adequacy II). If @ # z € C([C]) s.t. @ —2cx then 3C" s.t. C > C".
Proof. Induction over the length of w.
o |w|=1

We have {l} € C(C) such that @ ——c {I}. Furthermore [ ¢ Z([C]). By Lemma Z34 C L ¢ and
[C"] = [C]\l. By the rules in Figure @ C % C".

o |w|>1
We have z € C([C]) such that @ -“~cz. Since w = lols ... l,, then @ -<c{ly} " cq. Hence Iy € Z([C])- By
Lemma 234 C b, ¢ and [C'] = [C]\lo- By Definition [222] 3y € C([C']) such that @ “ey. By ih. 3C”

’
w

such that €’ > C”. By the rules in Figure d, C <> C”, where w =y : w'.
O

Theorem [2.33] states that every word w derived from the n-step semantics corresponds to a covering chain,
and consequently to a configuration. Conversely, Theorem [2.37] indicates that if we have a non-empty covering
chain w, then there exists a command C’ reachable from C by executing w.

2.4 Introducing cyclic behavior

We now introduce cyclic behavior to the language in Section 21 In order to avoid the introduction of the
notion of state in the language, the cyclic behavior will be given by recursion. In that way, we do not need
to associate the notion of state to a command in the operational semantics. We can just keep recording the
actions that are being made by the program.
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Another thing to have in mind is that with cyclic behavior we open the door to infinite computations.
However, covering chains are only defined in finite sequence of words and infinite configurations are odd, because
we would need to define precisely what it means to be an infinite configuration. Hence, the words that we formed
with the n-step will be always finite, despite the possibility of them being infinite. We can justify this by saying
that we are only concerned on the ‘interesting words’, i.e. those who are finite.

To introduce recursion we need to add some restrictions when forming programs, since we do not want to
allow commands like: pX.X ; a and uX.a; X ;0.

Let X ¢ Var, with Var a set of variables. The syntax is now given by:

Cu=skiplacAct|C;C|CoC|C|C|uXC|X

where skip is a command that does nothing; a is an atomic action from a pre-determined set of atomic actions,
denoted as Act; C'; C is the usual sequential composition of programs; C'||C is the parallel composition of
commands; C O C represents the non-deterministic choice; uX.C' is the recursive command; and X € Var with
Var a set of variables. Furthermore, we only consider closed commands, i.e. commands in which every variable
X is bound by a recursion uX and in sequential composition we only allow recursion to occur at right.

We define the set of free-variables and bound-variables as follows:

FV(skip) BV(skip)

FV(a) = BV(a) =
(Cl, CQ) FV(Cl)UFV(CQ) BV(Cl, CQ) BV(Cl)UBV(CQ)
FV(C1||C2) =FV(C1) uFV(Cs) | BV(C1||C2) =BV (Cy)uBV(C2)
(Cl O Cg) FV(Cl)UFV(Cg) (C O CQ) BV(Cl)UBV(CQ)
FV(X) - {X} BV(X) -
FV(iX.C) = FV(C)\{X} BV (s

X. C) {(X}uBV(0)

We restrict the sequential composition to those whose free-variables and bound-variables on the left are
empty, i.e. C1; Cy if FV(C1) = @ = BV (C). With this restriction we forbid program like uX. X ; a, uX.a; X ;b
(with the condition FV(C4) = @) and (uX.a; X); b (with the condition BV (C;) = @). We want to forbid these
kind of programs in sequential composition, because if C; never terminates then the sequential composition
never terminates. This is also a restriction that comes from the fact that covering chains are only defined
in finite sequences and that infinite configurations are odd in event structures. Note however that we allow
programs like 4 X.X ||a and pX.X O a, since they do not block the computation.

We add to Figure 3] the following rule for the recursion command:

cLc
uX.C’L C'X <« uX.C|

Inspired by [HS08], we define substitution as follows:
Definition 2.36. Let X € Var and C,C’ be commands. Define C[X « C’], where we substitute every free

occurrence of X in C' by C’ (while changing bound variables to avoid clashes) by induction on C' as follows:
skip[X < C'] = skip
a[X < C'l=a
(C1; C2)[X « C'] = Cr; (Co[ X < C])
(C1{IC)[X « C'] = C1[X < C'][| Co[X « 7]
(Cl O CQ)[X <« C,] = Cl[X <« C,] O CQ[X <« C,]
(LY.C)[X « C'] = pY.C[X < C']
Example 2.37. Figure [ illustrates the behavior of a non-deterministic toss coin, which produces a possibly
empty sequence of a’s that finishes with sk. To understand this we observe that the initial program has two

possible transitions: (1) we execute sk that terminates the computation; (2) we execute a, and we transit to a
command equal to the initial one in which we have two possible transitions again.

On the event structure side, we want to use the Knaster-Tarski Theorem to build the least-fix point. To
define it, we will use an order that does not ignore copies, differently from what happens with Definition 2.20]

Definition 2.38. Let Eq = (F1, <1, #1) and Eg = (F», <o, #2) be event structures. Say E; 4 Es if:
E1 c E2

I / I I
Ve,e' .e<1e <= ee ecFbinesqe

I I !/ I
Ve,e' . e#i1e < e, e € By Ae#ae
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uX.(skipOa; X)

/\

v  uX.(skipoa;X)

VN
v  pX.(skipoa; X)
sy Xl

v  pX.(skipoa;X)
sy Y
v
Figure 8: Unrolling the execution of uX.(skip 0 a; X)

Lemma 2.39. dis a partial order.
Proof. Let Eq, Eo, and E3 be event structures.

e Reflexivity: E; 4 Eq
It follows directly from Definition
e Transitivity: E; 4 Eq,Es 4 E3 = E; 4 E3
1. F1 c E;3
Let e € F;. Since Eq < E5 then e € E5. Since Eo < E3 then e € E5. Hence Eq € Es.
2. e<1e = eeeb,e<3e

= Lete<; €.

Clearly e,e’ € E;. Since E; 4 E5 then e <5 €/. Furthermore e,e’ € F5. Since E; < E3 then e <3 €.
< Let e,e’ e Ey,e<3e.

Since Eq <4 Es then e,e’ € Ey. Since E5 < E3 then e <5 ¢’. Since Eq < Ey e <; €.

3. e#ie < e, e € By, eftse’
Similar to <, i.e. previous point.
e Antisymmetry: Eq <Eq, Es <E; = E; =Eq
1. B1=FEs
Let e € Fy. Since E1 < E5 then e € Fy. Let e € E5. Since E; < E; then e € E;. Hence E = Es.
2. (e<1e e ebe<oe)=(e<oe <= ee ey e<ye)

= Let e <y €. Clearly e,e’ € E1. From E; < E», e <5 €'.
Let e <9 €'. Clearly e,e’ € E5. From Eq 9Eq, e <1 €.
< Lete,e’ e E1,e<se’. Since E; 9E5 then e <1 €. Let e, e’ € By, e <1 €’. Since E5 <E; then e <5 €'.

Hence <1=<9

o (eft1e/ <= e,e' € By e#qe’) = (e#ae’ < e,e’ € Ey eft1€’)

Similar reasoning as previous point.

Thus < is a partial order.
Lemma 2.40. Define L = (@, @, @). 1 is the least element of <.

Proof. e | is an event structure

It follows directly that all conditions in Definition 2] are trivially satisfied because L has no events.
e For any event structure E = (E, <, #) we want to show L < E.

1. gcFE
Trivially holds.
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2. e<, e oecege<e
Since L has no events and the causal relation is empty, it follows that e <p; €’ and e,e’ € @ are false.
Hence the condition trivially holds.

3. et e/ = e, e €@, efte
Similar to previous point.
O

Definition 2.41. Let E; 4--- 9E,, 9... be a w-chain. Let E¥ = (E¥, <¥, #) be its least upper bound where:
o E¥ =uUpeEn

o Y= Unew <n

° #w = Unew#n
Lemma 2.42. E“ is an event structure.

Proof. o {¢']e <% e} is finite
By Definition 2411 e’ < ¢’ entails In € w such that e’ <, e. Consequently, e, e’ € E,,. Furthermore, E,, is
an event structure. Hence {e’ | e’ <,, e} is finite. Thus {e’ | e’ <¥ e} is finite.
° e#we/ Sw 6”36#“)6”
By Definition 24T] e’ <* ¢’ entails In € w such that e#,e’ <, €, where E,, is an event structure. Hence

e#ne”. Thus e#ve”.
([l

Lemma 2.43. Let E; <---<4E, <... be a w-chain. Then E¥ is its least upper bound.

Proof. e E“ is an upper bound
Vn € w we need to have E,, < E“. Tt follows directly from Definition 2.38 that Vn € wE, < E¥ since E¥ is
by definition the union of all E,,.
e K is the least upper bound

Let E = (E, <, #) be an upper bound of the chain. We need to show that if E,, 4 E¥ and E,, < E then
E“ <9 E.

1. E¥cFE

Let e € E¥. By Definition 241l 3n € w such that e€ E,,. By E,, <E we have e € E.
2. e<Ve =eeeEYande<e

= Let e<¥ ¢’
By Definition 241 3n € w such that e <, /. It is then clear that e,e’ € E,, ¢ E“. Since E,, < E
we have e < e’.

< e,/ e EY ande<e’
By Definition 241l 3n € w such that e,e’ € E,,. Since E,, 4 E, e <, €’. By Definition 24T, e <* €'

3. e#¥e = e,e’ € E¥ and efte’
Similar to previous point.

O

Now we show that the operators of the language are monotone w.r.t to Definition 238 We highlight that
the sequential composition is only right monotone because of the restriction imposed in the syntax, in which
the free-variables and bounded-variables of the first command must be empty.

Lemma 2.44. Let E,Eq, Es be event structures. If E; < Es; then E; E; <E; Es.

PTOOf' Let E = (E7 <, #)7 El = (E17 <1, #1)5 E2 = (EQ; <2, #2)7 E7 El = (Ela Sla #1)7 and Ea E2 = (E2a S2
, #2), such that E; < E,.

1. B'c E? & Ew (E; x Cnax(E)) € Ew (B2 x Cax(E))
By Definition we have two cases:

(a) ec B
Then we are done.
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(b) e€ FEy xCmax(E)
We know that e is of the form (e;,z) where e; € F1 and x € Cryax(E). Since Eq < Es then e € Fy and
consequently e € Crax(E).

2. Ve,e' .e<le o e,e’ e B and e < 2¢’

= Assume e <! e. Clearly e, e’ € E*. By Definition we have three cases:

(a) e<! e’ is of the form e < €’
Hence e, e’ € E. By Definition e<?e.

(b) e<eis of the form e <(y ;) €
We know that e, e’ are of the form (e, z),(e’,z) € E1 x Cnax(E), which entails e,e’ € E; and
2 € Cnax(E). Since B 4By, e,¢e’ € By and e <, €’. By Definition B.13 we have (e,z) <* (¢/, ).

(c) e <! e is of the form e <! (', )
We know that e € E, ¢ € x € Cnax(E), and (€', ) € E1 xCinax(€esE), with the last entailing e’ € Ej.
Since E; < Eo, ¢’ € By and consequently (e',2) € Es x Cnax(E). By Definition we have
e<? (e, 2).

< Assume e, e’ € E! and e <% ¢/. The cases are distinguished by <2.

(a) e<? e’ is of the form e < €’
Hence e, e’ € E. By Definition 213} e <! ¢’.

(b) e <*eis of the form e <(3 4 €’
We know that e, e’ are of the form (e, z),(e’,2) € E2 x Cnax(E), which entails e, e’ € Es and
7 € Cnax(E). Since E; 9By and e, e’ € E', which entails for this case that e,e’ € Fy, then e <; €.
By Definition 213 we have (e,z) <! (¢/, ).

(c) e<? ¢ is of the form e <? (¢, z)
We know that e € E, e € € Cpax(E), and (€’,z) € Fa3 xCinax(esE), with the last entailing e’ € Fs.
Since E; 9 Ey and ¢’ € E', which entails for this case that e’ € Ey, then (¢/,7) € By x Cax(E).
By Definition 213l we have e <! (€/, ).

3. Ve,e' . e#le’ o e, € E and e#%e’

= Assume e#'e’.
Clearly e,e’ € E'. From Definition T3] we have that 3(a <" e, a’ <! €’) such that a#a’ or a# (1 ,)a’.
For the former we are done. For the latter, since E; € E5 then a#(g,m)a', such that a <> e or a’ < ¢'.
Thus e3¢’

< Assume e, e’ € E' and e#2¢’.
From Definition ZI3] it exists a <? e and a’ <? €’ such that a#a’ or a#(2,z)a’. Since e,e’ € E' and
E; 9E, then it follows directly that e#'e’.

([l
Lemma 2.45. Let E1,E{,Es, E} be event structures. If E; 4 E] and E; < Ef then Eq || E; < Ef || ES.
Proof. It follows directly from Definition O
Lemma 2.46. Let E;,E}, Es, E} be event structures. If E; < E] and Ey < E} then Eq 0 E; < Ef 0 EJ.
Proof. It follows directly from Definition 217 O

Definition 2.47. Let op be an n-ary operation on the class of event structures. Say op is monotonic iff when
for event structures we have

E; 9E},...,E, <E/ then op(Ey,...,E,) <op(E},...,E})
Say op is continuous iff for all countable chains

Ei119E;99---<aEy; <.

E,i1<E,s<---<E,; 9...

we have

i

op (UEM; .. auEni) =| Jop(E1iy. .., Eni)

where | | denotes the least upper bound w.r.t <.
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The next lemma will be very useful when proving the continuity of operators.
Lemma 2.48. Let op be a unary operation on event structures. Then op is continuous iff
1. op is monotonic
2. if By <---<4E, 4... is a w-chain then each event of op(Ll, E,,) is an event of | |,, op(Ey).

Proof. e =: Assume op is continuous.

We have op(Ll, En) =, op(E,). Let E; <---<E, 4... and E] <--- <E! 9... be two w-chains such that
E, < E},...,E, < E/. We want to show that E; 4 E{ = opE; < opEj,...,E, 4 E/ = opE,, < opE/,,...
For that we can make use of the least upper bound, i.e. LI, E, < U, E!, = op(LU, E») 2 U, op(E},). Since
op is continuous, op, E,, < L, opE/,. Hence op is monotonic. Now it lacks to show that each event of
op(Ll, Er) is an event of ||, op(E. ). But that comes freely since op(Ll, En) = L, op(Ex).

e «<: Assume 1. and 2. above.

We want to show op(Ll, E,,) = L, op(E,). Let E; <--- 94 E, 9... be a w-chain. By 1. we know that op
is monotonic, hence E,, 94|, E,, entails op(E,) < op(Ll,, Ex) that leads to op(Ll, E») <L, op(E,). By 2.,
each event of op(Ll, E,) is an event of ||, op(E,). Hence by Definition [Z38 op(Ll, E») = L, op(Ey,).

[l

Lemma 2.49. |,,(E; En) =E; Uy, En.

Proof. By Lemma[2.44] we know that sequential composition is monotone w.r.t < at right. It lacks to show that
each event of E; |, E,, is an event of |l,,(E; E,;,). Let E; 4--- < E,,, <... be an w-chain such that |, E,
is its least upper bound and E; E; 9--- < E; E,, 4... be another w-chain with ||,,(E; E,,) as its least upper
bound. Let e be an event of E; |, E,,,. By Definition 2.13] we have two cases:

1. e is an event of E

Then we are done, since Vm, e is an event of E; E,,. Hence it is an event of |l,,(E; E;,).

2. e is an event of (Umew Fm) X Cmax(E)

We know that e is of the form (e,,,x) with e,, an event of |l,, E,, and & € Ciyax(E). The former entails Im
such that e,, is an event of E,,. By Definition we have (e, x) as an event of E; E,,. Consequently
(ém,x) is an event of | |, (E; E,).

By Lemma [2.48 we are done. O
Lemma 2.50. |, ,,(E,||En) = U, En || U Em-

Proof. By Lemma [2.45 we know that parallel composition is monotone w.r.t <. It lacks to show that each event
of Uy, En || Uy Em is an event of L, , (En || Ep ).
Let E; 9---<E, <... and E] g--- 9 E/ < ... be w-chains with least upper bound ||, E, and |l,, E,
respectively. Let e be an event of L, E,, || U, Em. By Definition 215 we have two cases:
1. eis an event of | |,, E,
Then In € w such that e is an event of E,,. By Definition Z.17] e is an event of E,, || E,, and consequently
is an event of L, ,,, (En || En).
2. e is an event of | |,,, E;, Similar to previous point.
By Lemma 248 we are done. O
Lemma 2.51. |, ,,(E, 0 E;,) =U, En 0 Uy, En..

Proof. By Lemma [2.46 we know that non-deterministic composition is monotone w.r.t <. It lacks to show that
each event of L, E,, 0 L, Ep, is an event of L, ,, (E, O Ep,).
Let E; 9---<E, <... and E] <--- 9 E/ < ... be w-chains with least upper bound ||, E, and [, E,
respectively. Let e be an event of ||, E,, O L, Esn. By Definition BXT7 we have two cases:
1. eis an event of ||, E,
Then In € w such that e is an event of E,,. By Definition 217, e is an event of E,, 0 E,,, and consequently
is an event of ||, ,, (E, 0O Ey,).

2. e is an event of | |,,, E;, Similar to previous point.

22



By Lemma [Z48 we are done. O

Lemma 2.52. Let I' be a continuous operation on event structures. Let 1 = (@, @,2) € E. Define fiz(T) to be
the least upper bound of the chain L 4T'(L) 9---<I'"™(L) 4.... Then I'(fiz(I")) = fiz(T).

Proof. T'(fiz(T)) = fiz(T') < (U, T™(1)) = U (T™(L)). Since T is continuous, I'(LJ, '™ (1)) = L, I'T™(1) =
LI, T™*1(1). We note that: 1w, TT™(1) =[], ™(L). Since L is the ‘identity of the least upper bound’ we
have: 1ull, I'T™(1) =1, T™(1) < U, IT"(1) =, T™(1) < T(L, T™(1)) = L, T™(1).

Now we need to show that fixz(T") is the least fixpoint. Let E be an event structure, I'(E) 4 E, and 1< F.
By the monotonic property I'(1) 9 T'(E). Since I'(E) 9 E then I'(1) 9 E. By induction I'""(E) 4 E. Thus
fiz(T) =14, T™(L) 9 E. Hence fiz(T") is the least fixpoint. O

Definition 2.53. Define an environment to be a function v: Var — E from variables to event structures. For
a command C and an environment « define [C], as follows:

[skip]y = ({sk}, {sk < sk}, @)
[al, = ({a}, {a < a},2)
[C1; Co]y = [Chly; [Caly
[Ci 0 Co]y = [Ch], O [Ca]y
[Cr][Cely = [Cily (I [C2]
[X]y =~(X)
[4X.C], = fiz(T7)
where I'“7: E > E is given by I'97(E) = [C],(x<F).
Remark 2. ‘Another way to see’ I'“"7 is
FCN =E~ FC(W(Xl)aW(XQ)a v aW(Xn)a E)
where we make a connection with FV(C) = {Xy, Xo,..., Xp, X }.
We now show that T is continuous. For that it is useful to know that curry and fiz are continuous [AJ94).

Lemma 2.54. T'C7 is continuous.

Proof. °

PO (E,)

={Definition 253}
[C15 Coly(xeu, En)

={Definition Z53I}
[Cu]s [Caly(x i, B0

={Definition 253}
[Ch]; LIT 7 (E,)

={Lemma 29}
=I([C1]; T (En))

={Definition 253}
=LI([C1]; [Caly(x<E.))

={Definition 253}
|_|[[Cl ) CQ]]’y(XeEn)
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Ll (LE,)

={Definition 253}

[C1 | Ca]y(x vy, E2)
={Definition 253}

[C1]yxeu, B 1[C2]y (x 1y, B
={Definition 253}

LITE (B || LT (En)
={Lemma 250}

= |;|(F01’W(En) IT7(E,))
={Definition [Z53I}

= |7|([[Clﬂv(X&En) 1[C2]y(xB.,))

={Definition 253}
|_|[[Ol || CQ]]’y(X(—En)

FC1 DC27’Y(|—| En)

={Definition 253}

[C1 o Colly(x vy, E0)
={Definition 253}

[[Cl]]'y(XeLln En) o [[CQHW(X(*LITL E’ﬂ-)
={Definition 253}

LT (E,) o [T (E,)

={Lemma 25T}
= LI (En) 8 T (En))

={Definition 253}
= LI([C ]y (x<E,) O [Coly(x<E,))

={Definition 253}
|_|[[Cl [ CQ]]y(XeEn)
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PO (L)

={Definition 253}
[1X.Cly(xu, B0
={Definition 253[}
fil,(FC,’Y(XeI_In En)) — f’LZL'(E s FC,'y(Xel_ln E")(E))
={Definition [Z53]}
fiz(Ew [Clyxcyu, B,y <B))
={i.h.}
fiz(E U[[CHW(XHEH,YHE))

={ curry continuous}

fia(UE ~ [Cly(xem, yer))

={ fixz continuous}
U fiz(Ew [[O]]v(XeEn,YeE))

={Definition [Z53]}
L fia(E o> TOTED (B)) | | fia(POXFn)

={Definition 253}
U[[.UX'O]]'V(XeEn)

={Definition 253]}
|—| FMX.C,V(ER)

Lemma 2.55. [C'[X « [uX.C]]]5 = [C"]y(x—[ux.c].)

Proof. o [skip[X < [uX.C], 1]
It follows directly that [skip],(x[.x.c].)-

o [a[X < [uX.CL 1],
It follows directly that [[a’]]'y(Xe[[,uX.Cﬂ.y)'

[(C1; Co)[X « [uX.Cl,]]4
={Definition 2.36[}

[C1; (ColX = [#X.C1, D]
={Definition [Z53}

[C1]5 ([C2)4[X < [uX.Cl )
={ih.}

[C1]; [Cally(x < qux.c1.)
={Definition 53]}

[C1; Colly(xwfux.c1,)
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[(C1]|Co)[X <+ [[H’X'C]]V]H’Y
={Definition 2:36[}

[Ci[X < [uX.Cly ]| Co[ X « [pX.CTy ]y
={Definition [Z53]}

[Cr][X < [pX.Cly ]I [CR]4[X « [pX.C]4]
={i.h.}

[Crly(xepux.cp) 2]y (x e [ux.c1.)
={Definition 253]}

[C1 1 Cally(xfux.c1,)

[(Ci o Co)[X « [uX.CT4]]y
={Definition 2:36[}

[Ci[X < [pX.Cly] O Co[ X « [uX.CTy]]y
={Definition [Z53]}

[Ch][X « [uX.CTy] O [Co],[X « [uX.Cly]
{ih)

[Cily(xepux.cl,) O [Coly(xequx.c1y)
={Definition 253]}

[C1 0 Coly(xepux.cly)

[(nY.C")[X « [pX.CT, 1],
={Definition 2.30l}

[Y(C'[X < [uX.Cl D],
={Definition 253}

fiz(FC'[X“[[“X-Cﬂ”M) = fiz(E FC'[X&[;LX.C]].,],»Y(E))
={Definition 253}

fiz(B - [C'[X < [1X.Cly ]y ver))
={i.h.}

fiz(E - [[C,ﬂ'y(YeE,Xe[uX,C]].,))
={Definition 253}

fiz(E ~ I—\C'77(Y<—E,X<—[[HX.C]]7)(E)) - fix(FC'v"’(X‘_[[“X'C]]W))
=Definition 2.53;

[[HY'C’]]v(Xe[[uX.C]]W)

Lemma 2.56. [uX.C], = [Cly(xpux.c1,)
Proof.
[nX.Cl,
=Definition
Fix (D7)
={Lemma [Z.52]}
I (fiz(TOT))
={Definition 253[}
PO ([uX.CT,)
={Definition 253}
[Cly(xux.cl.)
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O

To show the equivalence between the operational and the denotational semantics, we reuse what was done
in Section 23l The only lemmas in which we need to add the proof for the recursion case are the following:

Lemma 2.57 (Soundness I). If C L ¢ then vy, [C'] = [C]/\L.
Proof.

uX.C
={Figure B entails}
cLc
={i.h.}
€] = [CT,\
={setting v = v(X « [uX.C])}
[C]y(xpux.cp = [Cly(xpux.cp\
={Lemma [Z58] Lemma Z50[}
[C'[X < X CI], = [uX.CL,\

Lemma 2.58 (Adequacy I). Let [ € Z([C]). Then 3C" € (Cu{v'}) s.t C L ¢ and [CI\ = [C'].
Proof. o [ cZ([uX.Cly)

By Definition 253l and Definition 241} [ € Z([C],). By i.h., 3C" such that C' L ¢ and [C']~ = [C]4\l. By
the rules in Figure[and by setting v = v(X < [pX.C],), uX.C LA C'[X < pX.Cland [C']y(x [ux.c],) =

[CT (X px.cr\l
O

For Theorem 233 and Theorem 235 we only need to adapt [-] to [-],.

Example 2.59. The event structure in Example 2.7 corresponds to the command in Example

To see how the semantics relate, recall the configurations in Example 2.7] and the words in Example

Let us select the words cd and de. It is straightforward to see that each word corresponds to a covering
chain, @ “c {d} <c {d,c} and @ ~-c {c} “Lc {d,c}, respectively. Both covering chains correspond to the
configuration {d, c}.

Conversely, the configuration {d, ¢} is obtained by two covering chains: @ --c{d} <~c{d, ¢} and @ <c{c} L
{d,c}. Tt is straightforward to see that each covering chain corresponds to the words dc and cd, respectively.

Example 2.60. Figure[d shows the event structure corresponding to the interpretation of [(a; b)||c]. The set
of configurations is {@, {a}, {c},{a,b},{a,c},{a,b,c}}, where we note that in the presence of concurrent events,
a configuration has more than one possible covering chain.

To see the equivalence between both semantics through an example, recall the words that can be formed by
the n-step in Example ZIQ a, ¢, ab, ac, ca, abe, ach, and cab.

Each word corresponds to a covering chain, which represents a configuration. For example the words ac and
ca correspond to the covering chains @ -*c{a} <c{a,c} and @ --c{c} *c{a,c}, respectively. These covering
chains correspond to the configuration {a,c}. Conversely, for each covering chain, there exists a corresponding

word.
a
b

Figure 9: Event structure of [(a; )| ]
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3 Probabilistic Event Structures

Probabilistic event structures [Winl4] are event structures together with a valuation on configurations v :
C(E) — [0,1], which are seen as the probability of reaching at least this configuration, such that v(@) =1
and a condition that assures the non-existence of negative probabilities. The definition of probabilistic event
structures in [Winl4] makes use of a drop condition function, which is intuitively seen as the probability of
reaching at least a configuration y without reaching any of the zi,...,z, with y € z1,...,2,. In order to
abstract the reader from that definition, we make use of [Winl4, Proposition 1] in Definition 31} which says
that the drop condition can be described in terms of a sum.

Definition 3.1 (Probabilistic event structure). Let E = (E, <, #) be an event structure. A configuration-
valuation on E is a function v : C(E) — [0,1] such that v(@) = 1 and Vy,z1, ...z, € C(E) such that y C z1,..., 2,

NOREEDY (—1)'1'*1v(uscz-) >0 1)

@+lc{l,...,n} iel

where v(z) = 0 whenever z ¢ C(E).
A probabilistic event structure, P = (E, v), comprises an event structure E = (E, <, #) together with a
configuration-valuation v : C(E) — [0, 1].

From Equation[Ilwe can conclude that the valuation on configurations is decreasing, i.e. €y = v(z) > v(y).
This captures what happens with the execution of a probabilistic program. To understand this behavior note
that we can represent the execution of a program by a tree, where nodes represent commands and edges denote
transitions between commands. Furthermore, the root of the tree corresponds to the initial command. As we
traverse the tree, the probability either remains the same or it decreases. Essentially, commands near to the root
have higher probabilities compared to those farther away. It lacks to establish a connection between configura-
tions and commands in the tree structure. The root is the initial command and the corresponding configuration
is the empty one. Hence, it follows straightforwardly that the probability of the empty configuration should be
the same as the probability of the initial command, which is 1. As we move away from the root, more actions
from the program are performed, leading to the growth of configurations. Consequently, if a command C] is
closer to the root than a command Cs, we can deduce that the probability of the latter is either lower or the
same as the probability of the former. In terms of configurations, this corresponds exactly with the decreasing
feature of the valuation, as the configuration associated with command C is either included or the same as the
configuration associated with command Cs.

Note that the sum of the probability of events in conflict is less than or equal to one: V1 <i<n, x
v(zu{e;}) <1,

v(x)

Example intends to introduce the reader to probabilistic event structures.

€4

cx;

and V1<i<j<n, e#e; =Y,

Example 3.2. Figure [I0 shows a probabilistic event structure very similar to the event structure in Figure [I]
the only difference being the addition of a new event 7, for which the events a, ¢, and d are causally dependent.
The event 7 is used to indicate that the events that are causally immediate to it, i.e. 7 —a, 7 — ¢, and 7 — d
arose from a probabilistic choice and consequently they have probabilities associated, as can be seen by the
configuration-valuation.

The set of configurations is composed of {@, {7}, {7, a}, {7, c}{r,d}, {r,a,b},{7,¢c,d}}, where {7,a,b} and
{7,¢,d} are maximal configurations with probability p and 1 - p, respectively.

B/J7\<’ P ifaex
$\/\/\_/ v(z)=41-p ifcexordex

1 otherwise

Figure 10: Example of a probabilistic event structure
3.1 Language
The set of commands allowed by the language are given by the following grammar (where p €]0, 1[):

C = skip|ae Act|C: C|C +, C|C|C
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In the design of this language we made two choices: the first was to substitute the non-deterministic operator
by the probabilistic operator and the second concerns the intervals for which p ranges. The justification for the
former is related with the chosen probabilistic event structure. In sum, Winskel probabilistic event structures
are not suitable to model a language that posses both non-deterministic and probabilistic operators, as explained
in [dV19]. Regarding the latter, the intervals chosen are influenced by Definition B.I3 since it is no reasonable
to remove an initial event when its probability is zero.

We extend the set of labels with a new label 7, i.e. L’ = Lu {7} and let it be ranged by !’. Similarly to
process algebra, 7 will be used to denote an invisible transition.

We fix D(X) = {¢: X - [0,1] | sup(X) finite, Y ,.x ¥(z) = 1} as being the probabilistic finite support
functor and we We define the small-step transition step (labeled Segala automaton), ~c C'x D(L' x (Cu{Vv'})),
as the smallest relation obeying the following rules:

Sklp_)l(Sk;)\/) a — 1(0/)\/) Cl +p 02 %p'(Tacl)-’_(l_p)'(TaCQ)
Cl—>1(l,\/) Clﬁl(l,C{) 019211)1(7',01)
C1;Cy = 1-(1,C3) C1;Cy—»1-(1,C7; Ca) C1;Co = Yipi- (1,055 Co)
Cy—»1-(1,v) Cy—»1-(1,07) Cy = %;pi- (1,Cy)
C1||C2 > 1-(1,Ca) Ci||C2 = 1-(1,C1]| Cy) Ci||Cy = ¥ pi- (1,Ci ]| Ca)
Co—1-(1,V) Cy—1-(1,C%) Cy = ¥;p5(1,Cy)
C1]|C2 > 1-(1,Cr) C1||C2 »1-(1,C1 ]| C3) Ci||Cy = % p5 - (1,C1|Cy)

Figure 11: Rules of the probabilistic small-step operational semantics

Define a word to be a sequence of labels:
wa=l"1"w

where I’ : w appends I’ to the beginning of w. A word can also be seen as an element of (L)*, i.e. a possibly
infinite sequence of labels without the empty sequence. Despite (L')* allows the possibility of having infinite
words, by now we focus only on the finite words.

Define the n-step transition, e O'x D((L)* x (Cu{v'})), where n is the length of the words, as follows:

C-3ip(l',Ci) C->3%ipi(l,C))  ViC; » E;p;- (wiz, Cij)
C > Yipi(l',Cy) C—»Yipi(Tjpi- (I wij, Cij))

Figure 12: Rules of the n-step operational semantics

The left rule represents the execution of a single step in a computation, while the right rule represents
multiple steps of the computation. The latter rule can be understood as follows: if C transits to 3; p; - (I’, C;)
and for each C; we transit to ¥;p; - (wij,Cij), then by appending [’ to each w;;, we can transit from C
to X pi (Zj pi- (U wij,Cij)). In this transition, for each i, we multiply the probabilities obtained from the
small-step transition with the probabilities obtained from the n-step transition.

Example 3.3. In Figure [[4 we use straight arrows to denote a transition from a command to a distribution,
which we denote by e, labeled by the triggering action and wiggly arrows to represent a transition from a
distribution to a command labeled by the associated probability.

From (a; b) +, (c||d) we transit with 7 to the distribution p-a; b+(1-p)-c||d, which transits with probability
p to a; b and with probability 1 —p to c¢||d. For the former, by executing first « and then b we reach the end
of the computation. For the latter, since it is a concurrent program, to finish the computation we can either
execute first ¢ and then d or we can execute first d and then c.

Based on Figure [I[4 and following the rules in Figure [I2] we can deduce that with probability p the word
Tab leads to a final computation and the same behavior is captured with probability 1 — p with the words Tcd
and 7dc.
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a;b clld
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Dol D

Figure 13: Segala Automaton of (al||b) +, ¢

Example 3.4. In Figure[I4lwe use straight arrows to denote a transition from a configuration to a distribution,
which we denote by e, labeled by the triggering action and wiggly arrows to represent a transition from a
distribution to a configuration labeled by the associated probability.

From (a||b) +, ¢ we transit with 7 to the distribution p-a||b+ (1 - p) - ¢, which transits with probability p
to al]|b and with probability 1 -p to ¢. By executing ¢ the computation finishes. On the other side we have two
possible transitions: either we transit with a, leading to the distribution 1-b, which terminates after executing
b, or we transit with b which goes to the distribution 1-a that after executing a terminates the computation.
The words that lead (al||b) +, ¢ to v are Tab, Tha with probability p and 7¢ with probability 1 - p.

(al[b) +p ¢
y
Y
N
1% £1
bi \.La
1£ £1

Figure 14: Segala Automaton of (al||b) +, ¢

Né— eé—0
—

3.2 Constructions on Probabilistic Event Structures

The constructions on probabilistic event structures are an extension of the ones defined previously. Hence, the
explanation of the sequential and parallel composition will be focused on the valuation and we detail more the
probabilistic choice.

Let P; and Py be two probabilistic event structures. For the valuation of the sequential composition we
note the following: either the configuration belongs to C(P1) and in that case the valuation of the sequential
composition equals the valuation of Py, or the configuration has elements of both probabilistic event structures.
In that case, we multiply valuation of a maximal configuration in P; with the valuation of a configuration in
P9 whose events are reached by the maximal configuration of Py.

Definition 3.5 (Prob PES sequential). Let Py = (E1, <1, #1, v1) and Pa = (F2, <2, #2, v2) be probabilistic
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event structures. Define Py ; Py = (E, <, #, v) as:

FE= E1 W) (EQ X Cmax(Pl))

<={er<ele<ie}u{(esx) <(eh,x) | e2<aentufer<(ezx)|erca}
# ={efte’ | Ia<ea <€) . a#tia’ v a#(zz)a'}

i (1) if z € C(P1)

v1(21) *V(2,2,)(22)  if 321 € Cax(P1), 22 € C(P(2,4,)) s.t. 2 =21 U T2

Vo e C(Pl; Pg) ’U(.’L‘) = {

where we use the notation a# s ya' iff (a,7)#24)(a’, ) iff a#foa’, and v(o 4,y (22) = va{ea | (€2, 1) € 22}
Lemma 3.6. Let P; and Py be probabilistic event structures. Pq; Ps is a probabilistic event structure.

P7“00f. Let Pl = (El, ’Ul), P2 = (EQ, ’1}2), and P1 ; P2 = (E, ’U).
By Lemma 214 we know that E is an event structure. Hence we focus solely on the valuation part.
1. v(@) =1
Since @ € C(P1) then v(@) = v1(@) = 1.

2. dg")[y;xl,...,xn]zofor alln>1and y,z1,...,2, €C(P1; P2) with y Ca1,...,2,

We have two cases based on n:

(a) n=0
We have d{”) [y; ] =v(y). By Definition we have two cases:
i. ye€C(P1; P2) such that y e C(P1)
It follows directly that v(y) = v1(y) > 0.
ii. yeC(Py; P2) such that 3y; € Crnax(P1),y2 € C(P(2,,)) With y1 Uy2 = y.
It follows directly that v(y) = vi(y) - v(2,4,)(y2) = v1(y) - v2(y3) 2 0, since vy, vy are valuations.

(b) n>0
By [Winl4l Proposition 5] we only need to check the condition for y —cxy,...,2,. We have three
cases:
i. RS C(Pl) but Yy ¢ CmaX(Pl)
By [Winl4l Proposition 5] we know that x1,...,2, € C(Py), since —cis a ‘single-step’ relation.
We have y,x1,...,2, € C(P1). It follows directly that dg")[y; T T dq(ff)[y; XlyenoyTpn] >
0.

ii. UAS Cmax(Pl)
By [Winl4, Proposition 5] we know that z1,...,z, € C(P1; P2) such that z1,...,z, ¢ C(P1).
Hence 3z7,...,2;, € C(P(2,)) such that z; = yux!, ...z, = yur;,. Furthermore Use; z; = yulUer 7]
and let 7 c{1,...,n}.

Ay @1, 2] = Z(—l)mv (y U Uzz)

- ;(—1)”'1; (y u iEUI(y U xi))
. ;(—1)"'v(yugz;)

_ ;(_1)|f|v1(y) 2 (Ulw’)
=01 () 2o, (U)

Since v1(y) > 0 and dg,’:)[z; xh,...,z] >0, then Ul(y)~d1(f;)[®; xy, ..., o] >0.

iii. yeC(Py1; P3) but y ¢ C(Py).
By [Winl4l Proposition 5] we know that 3y; € Cmax(P1) and y', 27, ...2;, € C(P(,,,)) such that
y=1y vy, x1 =y1ux],..., 2y = y1 Uz, Furthermore User 25 = Uier (YU x}) = 11 U Ujer 2 and let
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Ic{l1,...,n}.

dMy; a1, 20 = Z;(—l)mv (yu le)

iel

AL (<y1 o) uUmn U x;>)

iel

= Z;(—l)‘”v ((y1 uy')u Uwé)

iel

- S 1)) (u)

i€l
= o1(y)- 2 (-D)Mva(y') vz (U xﬁ)
I iel
=o(y)-dSP Ly @, ]
Since v1(y) > 0 and dS[y; 2,...,2/,] >0, then v (y) - d\[y'; z,..., 2l ]>0.

rrn

O

For the probabilistic choice, E1 +, Eo we note that the invisible action 7 should be the initial event, to be in
accordance with the operational semantics. Furthermore, the behavior of the probabilistic choice is very similar
to that of the non-deterministic choice, in which if we choose a side we cannot execute the other. In terms of
event structures, this means that the events of both sides should be in conflict. Regarding the valuations, if the
configuration obtained by removing 7 belongs to C(E), then we multiply by p the valuation in Py, otherwise
we multiply by (1-p).

Definition 3.7 (PES probabilistic choice). Let Py = (E1, <1, #1, v1) and Pa = (Ea, <2, #2, v2) be probabilistic
event structures. Define Py +, Py = (E, <, #) as:

EI{T}L*J(ElLﬂEQ)

SI{TS6|€€E}U§1US2

#=F1UH#u{erfes|e1 € B, ep € Eo}

p-vp(a\1) if z\7 € C(Py)
Ve eC(Py1 +p P2).v(x) =4 (1-p) - va(z\7) if 2\7€C(P2)
1 ife={r}ve=02

Lemma 3.8. Let Py and P, be probabilistic event structures. Py +, P» is a probabilistic event structure.

Proof. Let Py = (En, <1, #1, v1), Pa = (B2, <o, #2, v2), and Py +, Po = (E, <, #, v). Let e,e’,e"” € E. We have
four conditions to check:

1. {e’| €’ <e} is finite

We have three cases:

(a) e=7
It follows directly that {e’|e’ <7} = {7} since 7 € Z(P; +, P»).
(b) €€ E1

We have that {e’ | e’ <e} = {r}u{e’|e’ <1 e}. Since Py is a probabilistic event structure, then we
know that {e’| e’ <1 e} is finite. Hence {7} u {e’|e’ <1 e} is finite.
(c) e€ Ey
We have that {e’ | e’ <e} = {r}u{e’| e’ <2 e}. Since Py is a probabilistic event structure, then we
know that {e’ | e’ <o e} is finite. Hence {7} U {e’| e’ <2 e} is finite.
2. e#te <€’ = efte”

Since 7 is not in conflict with any event, this condition trivially holds because we either have e,e’,e” € E;
or e,e’, e’ € By and Py, Py are probabilistic event structures.

3. v(@)=1
It follows directly from the definition.
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4. dg")[y;zl,...,zn]z()for alln>1and y,z1,...,2, €C(P1 +, P2) with y C2q,..., 2,

By [WinI4, Proposition 5] we only need to check the condition for y —cxy,..., 2y, i.e. y =2 xq,...,2,.

We have three cases:
(a) y=2
We then have @ —c{7}.
It follows that d$"”[@; {r}] = v(2) —v({r})=1-1=0
(b) y\7 € C(P1) We have three cases (let 1 <i<n):

i. VeieEl
We have 21\7,...,z,\T € C(P1). Let T {1,...,n}.

d[y; z1,...,a Z( Doty U

iel
=p- Z Doy ((\) U(i\)
iel

=p- d(")[y; XlyenyTn)
Since p €]0,1[ and dq(ff)[y; Z1,...,2n], because P is a probabilistic event structure, then p -
d(")[y, T1,...,Tp] 20.

ii. Vei € E2

Since y\7 € C(P1), x; = {e;} Uy, and for all 1 <i<n we have e;#e € y\7 € C(P1), then v(z;) = 0.
Hence

dMy; z1,... @, z< Doy o)

v(y)
p-v1(y\1)

Since p €]0,1[ and v1(y\7) > 0, because P, is a probabilistic event structure, we have p-vy (y\7) >
0.

1ii. 361' € E2
Since y\7 € C(P1), x; = {e;} Uy, and for all 1 < i < n such that e;#e € y\r € C(P1), we have
v(x;) =0. Hence

A y; w1, Z( Du(yuUJw:)

=S o U )
= S () U i)

iel’
=p- d(m)[y;xl,...,xm]
where I’ = {1,...,m}, i.e. I' is I without those e; € Fs.

Since p €]0,1[ and d£T> [y; Z1,...,%m], because P; is a probabilistic event structure, then p -
A Tys w1, am] 2 0.

(c) y\7eC(P2)

Similar to previous case.

O

Remark 3. Another way of representing P; +, P2 is by putting the probabilities explicit on both sides, i.e.
p-P1+ (1-p)-Py. That leaves us with Py +, Po=p-P1+ (1 -p)-Ps

Remark 4. When showing equivalence between the operational and denotational semantics, it will be useful
to have a general definition of Definition 3.7l Consider that we have a finite number n of probabilistic event
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structures P,,. Let 1 <4 <n and define }; p; - P;, with >, p; = 1 as follows:
E:{T}E’JL'UEZ'
={r<elecE}ulJ<
=J#iu{ei#ejleic By ejeEj1<i#j<n}
pi-vi(z\7) if 2\7 e C(P;)
Ve eC sz T
(;p ) v(@) = { ife={r}ve=0

Showing that this definition is in fact a probabilistic event structure is very similar to what was done to
P1 +p PQ.

For the parallel composition, and by taken advantage of the intuition that the parallel composition is just
putting ”side-by-side” the two event structures, the valuation is the multiplication of the valuations resulting
from projecting the configuration in Py || P2 into the respective configuration of Py and Ps.

Definition 3.9 (PES parallel). Let Py = (E1, <1, #1, v1) and Py = (FEa, <o, #2, v2) be probabilistic event
structures. Define Py ||Py = (E, <, #, v) as:

EIElLﬂEQ
< =51 UZ%y
#=#1UH2

Ve e C(P1]|P2).v(z) =vi(zn Ep) - va(xn Ey)
Lemma 3.10. Let P; and Py be probabilistic event structures. P; || P2 is a probabilistic event structure.

Proof. Let Py = (Eq1, v1), P2 = (E2, v2), and Py [| P2 = (E, v).
By Lemma [2.16] we know that E is an event structure. Hence we focus solely on the valuation part.

1. v(@) =1

(@)= (@NE) - va(@nEy)=v1(2) v2(@)=1-1=1

2. dg")[y;xl,...,xn]zofor alln>1and y,z1,...,2, €C(P1 +p P2) withy Czq,..., 2,

By [Win14, Proposition 5] we only need to check the condition for y —czy, ..., 2, i.e. y ' =2 21,... 2,.
We want to show that df,n)[y; T1yeenyTn] = dfffl)[ymEl cxinEy,. .. ,xnnEl]dff;”[ymEg, 21NFa, ..., xpN
Es]

Let I 9{1,...,77,1}, IQE{L...,TLQ}, and I = I; w I5.

d’f}?l)[ynEl;xlmEla"'aznnEl].d7(17212)|:ymE2;zlnE27"'7xnmE2]

=2 (-nin! Ul((y”El (U zz”El))'Z(—l)b'vz((yﬁEz)U(U xj”Ez))

I iely I jelz

iely I gelz

:;(_1)”%1 ((yu U xz) nEl) S (1) 2l ((yu U xj) nEg)

iely Jjela

sty )on)al(ro o) =)
LS ()b (yu U xi)

Iy,1s ié(IlLﬂIQ)

= ;(_1)\% (y U Uxi)

iel

=;§<—1>'W((wUwi)ﬂ&)w((wU%)“Ez)

:d'gn)[y7 zlv"'v:rn] >0
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Definition 3.11. We interpret commands as probabilistic event structures as follows ([-] : C' - P):

[skip] = ({sk},{sk < sk}, @,v({sk}) =1)
[a] = ({a},{a<a},@,v({a}) =1)

[Cy +p Co] = [C1] +p [C2]

[C1; Co] = [Ch]; [C]

[CylICe] = [CH]IITCz]

Recall that Definition is not suitable when we want to relate the operational and the denotational
semantics. Hence we extend Definition to the probabilistic setting. For that we introduce some notation.
Let E aset of events and y € C(E) a configuration. We denote E = {e | (ev(e,x)) € E} andy = {e| (ev(e,z)) €y},
in order to ignore the copies. -

Definition 3.12 (sub-PES). Let Py = (E1, <1, #1, v1) and Pg = (Es, <o, #2, v2) be probabilistic event struc-
tures. Say P c Py iff:

B c By
Ve, .e<i1e e e eBine<se
Ve,e' . eftie’ = e,e’ € By Aeftge’

Ve eC(P1),yeC(P2) .z cy = vi(x) 2 v2(y)
We say that two event structures Py, Py are equivalent, denoted Py = Py, iff P; £ Py and Py € Py.

To define £ in the probabilistic setting, we based ourselves on the fact that given two configurations x,y
such that x €y the probability of 2 must be greater or equal to the probability of y, i.e. v(x) > v(y).

To remove the initial event of a probabilistic event structure, we need to guarantee that the probability of
said event is not zero. Because if the event had probability zero, removing it would lead to a division by zero.
Furthermore, this is the reason why p €]0,1[ in the probabilistic operator.

Definition 3.13 (Remove initial event). Let P = (E, <, #, v) be a probabilistic event structure and a € Z(E),
st v({a}) #0. Define P\a = (E', </, #',v') as

E'={ee E|~(e#a), e+a}

<={e<e|ee eE}

#' = {efte’ |e,e' € E'}

v(zu{a})
VreC(P\a).v'(z) = ————=
v({a})

Lemma 3.14. Let P be a probabilistic event structure. P\a is a probabilistic event structure.

Proof. Let P = (E, v) and P\a = (E’, v"). By Lemma [2:23] we know that E’ is an event structure. Hence we
focus solely on the valuation part.

1. v'(2) =1

n@ufa) w({a)
Y@ ) e

2. dg")[y; z1,...,xp]20forall n>1 and y,z1,...,2, € C(P1 +p Po) with y Caq,..., 2,
By [Win14, Proposition 5] we only need to check the condition for y —czy, ..., 2p, i.e. y =28 21,...,1,.
Let Ic{1,...,n}.

1 iel

< S (- 101 (Y Y Uier zi) v {a})
D vi({a}) >0
= Y (-1, ((y U qm) U {a}) >0

@d&’)[yu{a}; zyu{a},...,zpu{a}] >0
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3.3 Results
Lemma 3.15. Let Pq, P}, P2, P) be probabilistic event structures. If P; € P and Py € P), then Py ; Py = P} ; P).

Proof. Let Py = (Eq, v1),P] = (E}, v1),Pa = (Eq, v2),P} = (Ej, v5),P1; Py = (E, v),P]; Py = (E/, v'). Due to
Lemma 2.24] we only need to show Va € C(Py1; P2),y € C(P1; Py) .z cy = v(x) 2v'(y).
Let x € C(P1; P2) and y € C(P7; P3) such that x € y. We have three cases:
1. € C(P1; P2) such that z € C(P1) and y € C(P!; Pj) such that y e C(P})
It follows directly that v(z) > v'(y) < vi(z) > v{(y), since v(x) = vi(z), v'(y) = v{(y) and P; = P].

2. x € C(P1; P2) such that z € C(Py) and y € C(P}; P4) such that Jy; € Cimax(P]),y2 € C(P5) such that
Y=Y1YY2
We know that v(z) = v;(x) and that v'(y) = v1(y1) -v3(y2). Since Py € P} then z € y; and v1(x) > v{(y1).
It then follows directly that v(z) = v1(x) 2 v1(y1) 2 v1(y1) - v5(y2) = V' (y).

3. z € C(Py; Py) such that Jx; € C(P1),22 € C(P3) such that = 21 Uxe and y € C(P]; PS) such that
Jy1 € Cimax(P]), y2 € C(P4) such that y =y Uys

We know that v(z) = vi(21) - v2(22) and v'(y) = vi(y1) - va(y2). Since Py € P} then z; € y1 and
vi(21) 2 v1(y1), and Py € Py then z € yo and va(22) > v5(y2).

Furthermore,

vi(w1) 2 vy (y1) < vi(y1) < wvi(zr)

/
- vi (Y1) <1
’U1($1)

o (vl ), ()
(i3 =1) o (e <)
Now we show that v(z) > v'(y).

v(x) 20" (y) < vi(w1) -va(w2) 2 v1 (Y1) - vy (y2)

o va(an) 2 % ()

We have two cases:

)
’01(561)
!
va(za) > v (w1) - 05 (y2) < v2(x2) > vh(y2) and we are done.
’U1($1)
0, Ul
’01(561

1(y1)

Ui(yl) / : / Ui\ /
—_— " 'U2(y2) it follows that ’02(1'2) 2> ’02(’y2) > m . UQ(yQ)

Since va(z2) > v3(y2) and v5(y2) >
’U1($1)

O

Lemma 3.16. Let P1,P], P2, P5 be probabilistic event structures. If Py € P{ and Po © P5 then Py +, Py &
Pl +, Ps.

PTOOf' Let Pl = (Ela Ul)aPll(Ella vi)aPQ = (EQ, vQ)aP’2 = (EIQa vé)aPl +ZD P2 = (Ea v)vPll +p PIZ = (EI, ’U’).
The conditions to check are:

1. ECE

2. Ve,el.e<e e eEne<s e

3. Ve,e'.e#te’ = e, e Ene#'e

4. Vo eC(Py +, P2),y e C(P1 +p P2).z cy = v(x) 2 (y)

The first three conditions follow directly from Definition B2 Hence we focus on the last one.
Let € C(P1 +, P2) and y € C(P1 +, P2) such that z € y. We have two cases:
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1. 2\7 € C(P1) and y\7 € C(P})
It follows directly that v(x) > v’(y), since Py € P} and v(z) = p-vi(z\7) > p- v} (y\7) = v'(y).
2. 2\t € C(P3) and y\7 € C(P))
It follows directly that v(x) > v'(y), since Py £ P} and v(z) = (1 -p) -ve(z\7) > (1 - p) - v5(y\7) = v'(y).
|
Lemma 3.17. Let Py, P}, Py, P} be probabilistic event structures. If Py € P} and Py © P), then Py || Py © P! || P5.

Proof. Let Py = (Eq, v1),Pi(E}, v}),Pa = (Eg, v2),Py = (ES, v5),P1||P2 = (E, v),P}||P5 = (E/, v"). Due to
Lemma [226] we only need to show Vz € C(P1||P2),y € C(P}||Py) .z Sy = v(z) 20 (y).

Let 2 € C(P1||P2) and y € C(P}||P}) such that 2 € y. Since Py © P} then Va; € C(P1),y € C(P}) such
that x; € y1 we have vi(21) > v{(y1) and that Py € Pj entails Vg € C(Py),ys € C(P5) such that x5 € yp we
have va(22) > v5(y2). By Definition B0, v(z) = vi(x1) - va(22) and v/ (y) = v} (y1) - v4(y2), where z1 =z n Ey,
xo=axnEy, y1 =ynE], and y3 = yn ES. We then have:

v(w) = vi(a1) - va(w2) 201 (y1) - va(y2) = v'(y)
O

Lemma 3.18. Let Py and P5 be probabilistic event structures. Consider Py ; P such that [ € Z(P1 ; P2). Then
(Pl; PQ)\Z = (Pl\l) ; PQ.

Proof. Let Py = (E1, v1), Pa = (B, v2), P15 Pa = (E1,2, v12), (P1; P2)\l = (E, v), P1\l = (Ef, v}), (P1\l); P2 =
(E’,v"), and l e Z(Py ; Pa).
Due to Lemma we only need to show

L. Vo eC((P1; P2)\1),y e C((P1\l); P2) .z Cy = v(z) >0 (y)
Let x € C((P1; P2)\l) and y € C((P1\l); P2) such that z ¢ y. We have two cases:

(a) {{}uxeC(Py; P2) such that {{}uxz eC(Py)

v 2({l}uz) _ u({l}uz) =l (z) = (x
vi;2({1}) vi({1}) 1) )

Since (P1\l); P2 is a probabilistic event structure, then for x,y € C((P1\l); P2) such that z ¢ y, we

v(x) =

have v'(z) > v'(y), since df}})[z; y] 20 <= (z) -v'(y) 20 < v'(x) 20" (y).
Hence v(z) 2 v'(y).
(b) {{}uzeC(Py; Py) such that 3({l} Uz1) € Cax(P1),22 € C(P2) where {{}uz ={l} uxzy Uz
vip({uz)  vi({lfuz) - va(zs)

= ’Ul Ty ) U2\ T2 :’Ul X
’U(ZL')— ’Ul;Q({l}) - ’Ul({l}) - 1( ) ( ) ( )

Since (P1\l); P2 is a probabilistic event structure, we obtain v(x) > v'(y).

2. Vo e C((P1\l); P2),y € C((P1; Po)\l) .z cy = v'(x) 2 v(y)
Let x e C((P1\l); P2) and y € C((P1; P2)\l) such that z ¢ y. We have two cases:

(a) x e€C(P1\l; P2) such that z € C(P1\l)

V) =l () < 3 u@) ve(iue)
@ =@ == Tway

Since (P1; P2)\l is a probabilistic event structure, we obtain v'(x) > v(y).
(b) e C(P1\l; P2) such that 321 € Cnax(P1\l), 22 € C(P2) such that z = 27 Uz,

n({fua) -va(ze) wvip({l}uz) ()
u({1}) vi;2({1})

Since (Py; P2)\l is a probabilistic event structure, we obtain v'(z) > v(y).

v'(2) = 0] (1) - v2(w2) =
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Lemma 3.19. Let P; and P; be probabilistic event structures. Consider P || P2 such that [ € Z(P1 ||P2). Then

(P1[[P2)\l = { Py ]| (P2\l) ifleZ(Py)

Proof. Let Py = (Eq, v1), Py = (Eg, v2), P1]|P2 = (E, v), (P1||P2)\l = (E', v"), P\l = (E!, v}), Po\l = (EL, vb),
(P1\) || P2 = (EL, '), and | € Z(P1 || P2).
Due to Lemma [Z28 and similarly to it, we focus when ! € Z(E;) and only show

L Vo e C((P1[[P2)\)),y € C((P1\D) || P2) .z c y = v'(2) 2 v' (1)

V(@) = v({l}uz) w(({{Juz)nE)-v(({l}uz)nEy)

v({1}) v1({1})
_ ’Ul({l}U (.Z'ﬂEl)) "Ug(.’L‘ﬂEg)

ur({1})

=ol(zn Ey) -va(xn Ey) = vl (x)

Since (P1\l) || P2 is a probabilistic event structure, we obtain v’(z) > v'(y).
2. Yz e C((P1\I) [|P2),y € C((P1[|P2)\l) .z cy = vl(z) 2 v (y)

v'(z) =vi(znEy) - va(znEy) = n({iBu(@n k) v(zn k)

vi({1})
_u({@uz)n By -v({luz) nEy) o({lfuz) V()
vi({1}) v({1})
Since (P ||P2)\l is a probabilistic event structure, we obtain v!(z) > v'(y).
O
Lemma 3.20. Let P;, P2 be probabilistic event structures. Then P ||P2 = P2 || Py.
Proof. Tt follows directly from Definition O

Lemma 3.21. Let C be a command and [ € Z([C]). Then v({l}) =1.

Proof. o sk e Z([skip])
It follows directly that v({sk}) = 1.

e acZ([a])
It follows directly that v({a}) = 1.

° TEI([[Cl +p CQH)
It follows directly that v({7}) = 1.
o/ EI([[Cl ; CQ]])
By Definition B8 we have I’ € Z(Cy). By i.h., v({I'}) =1 and since I’ € Z(C; ; C2) we are done.

[ ] l, EI([[Cl ||CQH)

By Definition B9 we have I’ € Z(Cy) or I’ € Z(C2). By i.h., v({l'}) = 1 for both cases. Since I’ € Z(C || C2)
we are done.

O
Lemma 3.22. Let P, Y; p; - P; be probabilistic event structures. Then (¥;p;-P;) ; P =%,;pi- (P;; P)
Proof. Follows directly from the respective definitions. |
Lemma 3.23. Let P, Y, p; - P; be probabilistic event structures.
L (Xipi-Pi) [[PeXipi- (Pil[P)
2. € Crnax((Z; i - Pi) || P) iff @ € Conax (T pi - (P || P))

Proof. Let P = (E, <, #,v), ¥;pi - Pi = (Es, i, #i, vi), (Zipi-Pi)||P = (E], <, #i, v;), and ¥, p; - (P3| P) =
(E// <// /./ ,U//)

[RE [
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L (Eipi-Pi) [[PeXipi- (Pi]|P)
By Remark [ we know that E’ = {r}uls);(E;wE). Let e € E and for all ¢ pick an initial element I; € Z(P;).
Rename the events of F in E; w E as (e, {7,l;}). Intuitively, we are making a copy of an event in F for
each 7.

We need to verify the following conditions:
El c E//

<eleeeeE ne<s e

(a
(b
(c
(d

"< el e Bl ne#lle

VJCEC((Z pi-Pi)[[P),y e C(X;pi - (Pil[P)) .z €y = vi(z) 2 v} (y)

The first three conditions follow directly from Remark @ and Definition .91 Hence we focus on the last
condition, which we prove by contradiction.

Let x € C((X;pi - Pi)||P), y e C(X; pi - (P;]|P)), such that z c y.

We want to show that 3z € C((X; pi-Pi)[|P),y € C(Z;pi- (Pi]|P)) .z ¢y = vi(x) <vi(y).

Let | € Z((X; pi - P:) ||P) such that {l} € C(P). By Definition B9, v/({l}) = v({l}) = 1. On the other
side, we have {7,l,} € C(¥;pi - (Pi|[P)). Hence v;'({7,l,}) = p; - v({l}). Since {7} € {7,l:} and v({7}) 2
pi -v({l}), we are done since the assumption was contradicted.

2. 7 €Cmax((Zipi-Pi) |IP) iff 7 € Conax (X, pi - (Pi||P))
For both cases, it is relevant to notice the following: let P1,Ps be two probabilistic event structures such
that 1 € C(P1) and xg € C(P2). Then z = 1 U € C(P1 || P2), since by Definition B9 there is no conflict
between events of P; and events of Ps.

<= If 7 €Cnax((X;pi-Pi) [|P) then x € Crax(X; pi - (Pi||P))
Let © € Cryax((X; pi - Ps) ||P). We can represent x as follows: z =zn(FwE;) = (xnE)w(znE;), for
E; in ¥; E; and where N E € Cipax(P) and N E; € Cinax(X; pi - Pi). Hence, it follows directly that
(znE)w(znE;)=a2n(EWE;) =2¢Cnax(X,;pi- (P:||P)).

= If 2 € Coax(X; pi - (P; || P)) then x € Conax ((X; pi - Pi) || P)
Let @ € Conax(X; pi - (P;||P)). Hence 3z; € Coax(X; i - Pi), ¥ € Crnax(P) such that x = z; uy. Since
Z; € Conax(X; pi - Pi), then 3i.a; € Cnax(P;). We then have x; Uy = © € Cinax(P; || P) and consequently
T € Cnax((X; pi - Pi) || P).

)
) e
) e
)

O

Lemma 3.24. Let C=C;; Coor C=C1||Cy. HC - ¥, pi-(1,C;) then x € Crax ([C]) and x € Crnax(X; pi- [Ci])

such that 3[C;].v(x) = v;(z).

Proof. 1. C=Cy; O
We know that Cy; Cy — Y, p; - (7,Ci; Co). By the rules in Figure [l we have C; — ¥, p; - (7,C;).
By ih. we have 21 € Cpax([C1]) and z1 € Crmax(X;pi - [Ci]) such that I[C;].v1(xz1) = vi(x1). Let
29 € Cmax([C2]). By Definition B we have x1 Uxs € Crax ([C1; C2]) and 21 Uxs € Conax((X; pi - [Ci]) 5 C2),
and v(z) = vy (x1) -va(z2) = vi(x1) - va(z2). By Lemma 322 we have x1 Uz € Cinax (X pi - [Ci 5 Ca]).

2. C = Cl || CQ

We know that C1||Cy = X;pi - (7,C;]|C2). By the rules in Figure [[Il we have C; — ¥;p; - (1,C;).
By i.h. we have 21 € Cpax([C1]) and z1 € Cimax(X; pi - [Ci]) such that I[C;].v1(x1) = vi(x1). Let
29 € Cmax([C2]). By Definition B9l we have 21 Uxs € Crax ([C1 || C2]) and 21 Uz € Crnax ((X; pi - [Ci]) || C2),
and v(z) = vy (x1) - va(w2) = vi(x1) - va(z2). By Lemma [B.23 we have x1 Uxg € Cinax (X pi - [Ci || Ca])-

A similar reasoning is applied when C [|Cy - ¥, p; - (1,C2 || Cy).

Lemma 3.25. For any C, exists Y, p;(w;, C;) such that C - ¥, pi(w;, C;).
Proof. Induction over C.

o C = skip.
It follows directly that skip » 1-(sk,v")
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e C=a.
It follows directly that a - 1+ (a,v")

o (= Cl +p Cg
By Figure [, Ci +, C2 = p- (7,C1) + (1 - p) - (7,C2). By ih., 3 ¥, pn(wn,Crn), X Pm(wm,Cm) s.t.
C1 - Y, pn(wn, Cr) and Co - X, Dm(Wm, Cm). By FigureI2l C1 +, Co > X, 0 (7T 1 wn, Cp) + 20 P (T
Wiy, Cm)-
e OU=C1;Cy
According to Figure [[Tl we have three cases:
1. Cl y 02 -1- (Z,CQ)
By i.h., 3 Y, pn(wn,Cr) s.t. Cy > ¥, pp(wn, Cr). By Figure[[2, Cy; Cy » ¥, pn(l : wp, Ch).
2. 01;02 i 1'([,0{;02)
By ih., 3 Y, pn(wn,Cr) s.t. C1; Ca > ¥, pn(wn,Cr). By Figure[[2, C1; Co > ¥, pn(l: wp, Cr).
3. C1; Co = X;pi- (1,C;; C2)
By i.h., Vi, 3 Y, pn(win, Cin) s.t. Ci; Cy > ¥, pp(win, Cin). By Figure[[2, Cy; Co > X, pi X, pa(7:
winvcin)-
o (C= Cl ||CQ
According to Figure [[1] we have three cases:
1. Cl ||CQ -1- (l,CQ)
By ih., 3 Y, pn(wn,Cr) st. Co > ¥, pr(wn, Cy). By Figure[[2 C1||Ce - ¥, pn(l:wpn, Cy).
By i.h., 3 ¥, pn(wn,Cr) s.t. C1||C2 > ¥, pu(wn, Cr). By Figure[[2l C1||Cy - ¥, pu(l:wp, Cy).
3. C1||Cy = ¥ pi- (7,Ci ]| C2)
By i.h., Vi, 3 Y, pn(win, Cin) s.t. Ci||Co - ¥, pn(win, Cin). By Figure[[2) C1||Ca - X;pi X, pn(7:
Winacin)-
e C=uX.D
According to Figure [[1l we have two cases:
1. uX.D—>1-(,D'[X « puX.D])

By ih., 3 ¥, pn(wn, Dp) st D'[X < pX.D] > ¥, pp(wn, Dn). By Figure[2 pX.D - 3, pa(l :
Wiy Di).

2. pX.D - ¥, pi(1,Di[X < uX.D])
By i.h.,Vi 3 ¥, pn(Win, Din) st. Di[X <« puX.D] » ¥, pn(win,Din). By Figure I2 pX.D —»
YiPi Xy Pr(T : Win, Din ).
O
Lemma 3.26 (Soundness I). e If C —1-(I,C") then [C'] = [C]\!
o If € ¥;pi(7,C) then [C] £ X, pi[Ci]
Proof. Induction over rules in Figure [Tl
o skip - 1-(sk,v)
It follows directly that [v'] = [skip]\sk = @.
e a—1-(a,v)
It follows directly that [v'] = [a]\e = @.

o C1 4y Co>p-(1,C1) + (1-p)-(1.C2)
It follows directly that p- [C1] + (1 -p) - [C2] = [C1 +p C2].
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L] 61;0291'(1,02)

[ 61,02%1(1,01,02)

e C1;Cy—» ¥, pi- (1,055 Ca)

C1; Co L Cy
={Figure [[1] entails}
C1 iR v
={i.h.}
[v]=Ic]\V
={Lemma B.I5I}
[vT; [C2] = ([C:]\D) 5 [C2]
={[v]; [C2] = [C-], Lemma BI]}
[Ca] = ([C1] 5 [C2D\
={Definition B.ITI}
[Ca] = [Ch 5 Co]\

Cr5 G 5 C5 Gy
={Figure [Tl entails}

o Lo
={i.h.}

[C1] = [C1]\V
={Lemma B.15I}

[C1l5 [C2] = (IC1\D) 5 [Ce]
={Lemma B.I8]}

[C1ls [C2] = ([C1]; [C2D\
={Definition B.11I}

[C1; Co] = [C1;5 G2\

Ci; Co *ZPi'(TaCi; Cs)
={Figure D:ﬂlentails}

C1— 3 pi (1,Cy)
lin)

[Ci] = Zi:pi [l

={Lemma B.TH]}
[C1; Co] = (Xpi-[CiD); [C2]

={Lemma 3.22]}
[C1; Co] € Yopi- [Cis Co]
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L] Cl||02—>1(l,CQ)

o C1[|C2>1-(1,C1||C2)

o C1]|Co = ¥, pi- (1,Ci | Ca)

o [ R=Ye
={Figure [[1] entails}
C v
={i.h.}
MBS
={Lemma [B.17]}
[VIIHC:] = (IC:\D =1
={[V]1IC2] = [C:]}
[Ca] = (IC:\D [[TC]
={Lemma [3.19 Definition B.ITI}
[C] = [Ch | C2] N

C1[|C2 5 €| C
={Figure [[1] entails}
o Lo
={i.h.}
[C1] = [Ch\N
={Lemma B.IT}
[CTINIC ] = (ICA\D) [l [Ce]
={Lemma [3.19] Definition BT}
[Cr1IC:2] = [Cy | G2l

C1[|C2 = 3 pi- (7,Ci]|Ca)
={Figure D:ﬂzentaﬂs}

Ci — Zpi (7,Cy)
iny

[Ci] = Zijpi [Ci]

={Lemma B.ITl}
[CylIC2] = (Xpi- [CiD) IC2]

={Lemma [3.23] Definition BITI}
[CyIIC2] = 3 pi- [Cil|C2]
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L4 Cl||02i>01

« C1||Cy 5 Cy|C

o C1||C2 = X pj- (7,C1]|Cy)

Proof. Induction over the size of wy.

o |w0|:1

AN
={Figure [[1l entails}
Cy v
={i.h.}
[v]=[C]\l
={Lemma .11}
[CiINNTvT = [CaD I (IC=DND)
={[C:]Iv] = [C.]}
[C1] = [Ch] I ([C=]\D)
={Lemma [3.19] Definition BT}
[Ci] = [Cu]IC2N

C||Cy 5 Oyl C
={Figure [[1] entails}
NNy
={i.h.}
[Cal = [CaI\
={Lemma B.17]}
[CilII[C3] = [ChT I ([C=1\)
={Lemma [3.19] Definition BIT}
[Cy1ICa] = [CrlICalN

C1]|C2 > 3 p; - (1. C1|C))
J

={Figure [[1] entails}
Cy —> ij (1,C5)
J

={i.h.}
[C2D 23 p;- [C]

={Lemma B.IT}
[CilC2] e [C TN (X ps- [C5D)

={Lemma [B.23] Definition B.ITI}
[C1IIC2] = 3 ps - [CLIIC]
j

O

Theorem 3.27 (Soundness IT). If C' - po(wo, v') + X P (Wi, Ck) then exists zg € Ciax ([C]) such that @ ~2czg
and pg = v(xg).

We have that C' - 1-(I,v"). Tt follows directly that {I} € Cmax([C]) such that @ -—c{I} and v({I}) = 1.
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o |w|>1
Let us rewrite po(wo, V') + Xg pr(wk, Ck) as ¥;; pij(wij, Cij)
¢ Zpij(wij; Cij)
ij
={Figure [[2 entails}
C%Zpi(l',CZ-) VZCl—» ij(wl’.j,Cij)
i J

We have two cases:

1. Casel' # 7

C-1-(I'C" C"—»po(wé,\/)-kij(w;-,Cj)

j#0
={Lemma .20 i.h.}
[CI\' =[C]  3wo € Conax ([C']) such that @ ~2ca, and po = v/ ()
={Definition B.I3[}
{1} Uz} € Cnax([C]) such that @ -—c{l'} Z2c{l'} ua), and po = v({l'} Ux})
2. Casel' =71
C—>pi(l,C)  3iCi» py(wip,v') + Y pi(wij, Cij)
i j#0
={Lemma [3.26] i.h.}
[C] = X pmilCil

3i, 3240 € Crmax ([Ci]) such that @ “Cca;y and po = vi(Tio)

Now we have two sub-cases:

(a) Case C'=C1 +p Cs
By Definition [3.13]

3i,3{7} Uzip € Conax ([C]) . @ {7} Z2c{r} Uy, vi({T} U ly) = pi- D} = Po

(b) Case C=Cy; Cqyor C=C1]|Cs
By Remark Ml and Lemma

3i,3{7} Uwio € Cnax([C]) . @ {7} =2c{T} Uy, v;({T} Valy) =pi P = Po

Lemma 3.28 (Adequacy I). Let I’ € Z([C]).
1 If I 7 then 3C" € (CU{v'}).C > 1-(I',C") and [C]\I' = [C"].
2. If I’ = 7 then 3C",C" . 3¢ e Z([C']) .C - p-C'"+ (1 —=p)-C" and [C] € p-[C'] + (1 - p) - [C"], with
p=v({re}).
Proof. o sk e I([skip])
Let C" = v. It follows directly that skip - 1-(sk,v") and that [skip]\sk = [vV].
o acZ([a])
Let C' = v. It follows directly that a - 1-(a,v") and that [a]\a = [V].
° TEI([[Cl +p CQH)

By Definition B.7 we have that [C1 +, C2] =p-[C1] + (1 —p) - [C2], hence 7 € Z(p- [C1] + (1 - p) - [Ca]).
Let I € Z([C4]) By Definition B7 and Lemma B.2T] we have that v({7,1}) =p-v1({l}) = p. It then follows
directly that C1 +, Ca = p- (7,C1) + (1 = p) - (7,C2) and [Cy +, C2] = p-[C1] + (1 - p) - [Ce]. Similarly
we do the same when [ € Z([C5]).
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[ ] l, EI([[Cl 5 02]])

We have two cases:

1. U'#7
By Definition BH we have that [ € Z([C1]). By i.h., 3C" such that C; - 1-(I,C") and [C1]\l = [C'].
We have two cases:
(a) C"=v
We have C7 - 1-(I,v") and [C1]\l = [v']. By the rules in Figure [}, C;; Cy - 1-(I,C2). By
Definition B, ([C1]\1); [C2] = [vV]; [C=] = [C-].
(b) C"=C1
We have C 4 Cy and [C1]\l = [C]]. By the rules in Figure [} Cy;Cy - 1-(I,C1; C3). By
Definition B, ([C1]\l); [C2] = [C1]; [C2]. By Definition BT} [C] ; Ca].
2. U'=1
We have 7 € Z([C1 ; C2])), which by Definition gives us that 7 € Z([C1]). By i.h., 3C',C" such
that Cy — p-(7,C")+(1-p)-(7,C") with p = v({7,€’}) and €’ € Z(C"), and [C1] € p-[C']+(1-p)-[C"].
By the rules in Figure [0l we have C1; Co — p- (7,C"; C3) + (1 -p) - (7,C"; C3). By Lemma B.I5
[C1]; [C2] € (p-[C']+(1=p)-[C"]) ; Ca. By LemmaB22and Definition B.IT] [Cy ; Ca] € p-[C"; Ca]+
(1-p)-[C"; Co].

o | EI([[Cl ||Cg]])

We have two cases:

1L.U#7
By Definition we have two cases:

(a) LeZ([CL])
By i.h. 3C".Cy - 1-(1,C") and [C1]\l = [C']. By the rules in Figure [[T] we have two cases:
i C'=v
We have C; — 1-(I,v") and [Ci]\l = [v']. By the rules in Figure B we have C;||Cs —
1-(1,C%). By Definition B3 ([C1]\!)||[C2]- By Lemma we have ([C1]]|[C2])\l. By
Definition B11] [Ch || C2]\l.
ii. C'=C1
We have C; — 1-(1,C7) and [C1]\I = [C{]. By the rules in Figure [Tl we have C||Cy —
1-(1,C1]|C2). By Definition B9, ([C1]\!)||[C2]. By Lemma we have ([C1]||[C2])\!.
By Definition BT, [Ch || C2]\I-
(b) 1eZ([Cx])
By i.h. 3C".Cy » 1-(1,C") and [C2]\l = [C’']. By the rules in Figure [[T] we have two cases:
i C'=v
We have Cy - 1-(1,v') and [C2]\l = [v']. By the rules in Figure [l we have C4|C2 —
1-(1,C1). By Definition B3 [C1]]| ([C2]\!). By Lemma we have ([C1]]|[C2])\l. By
Definition B11] [Ch || C2]\l.
ii. C"=0C4
We have Cy — 1-(1,C%) and [C2]\I = [C4]. By the rules in Figure [[1l we have C ||Cy —
1-(1,C1]|C%). By Definition B9, [C1] || ([C2]\!). By Lemma we have ([C1]||[C2])\!.
By Definition BT, [C} || C2]\I-
2. U'=1
We have 7 € Z([[Cy || C2]), which by Definition B9 entails 7 € Z(C1) or 7 € Z(C2). We have two cases:
(a) TeZ(Ch)
By i.h., 3C",C" such that C; —» p- (7,C") + (1 - p) - (7,C") with p = v({7,e'}) and €’ € Z(C"),
and [C1] £ p-[C']+ (1-p)-[C"]. By the rules in Figure I we have Cy ||Cy = p- (1,C"||Cs) +
(1-p)-(r,C"[|C3). By LemmaBIT [C1][[[Ca] € (p- [C'] + (1-p) - [C”]) | G- By Lemma B2
and Definition BIT], [Cy ||C2] e p-[C||C2] + (1 —p) - [C" ]| Ca]-
(b) TEI(CQ)
By i.h., 3C',C" such that Cy = p- (7,C") + (1 - p) - (7,C") with p = v({7,e'}) and e’ € Z(C"),
and [Ca] cp-[C'] + (1-p)-[C"]. By the rules in Figure Il we have C;||Cs — p- (1,C1||C") +
(1-p)-(r,C1 |C*). By LemmaETD [GI|I[C:] € Cr | (p-[C'] + (1-p) - [C"]). By Lemma B-23
and Definition BI1l [C1||Ce] cp-[Ch]|C']+ (1 -p)-[C1||C"].
O
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Theorem 3.29 (Adequacy II). For all zg € Conax([C]), if @ =2 xy then we have C - v(zo)(wo,v') +
Xk pe(wk, Cy), for some wy, pi, C.

Proof. Induction over the size of wg,.
o |wgl=1
We have {I} € Cmax([C]). It follows directly that C' - 1-(I,v") and v({l}) = 1.
o |wy,|>1

We have 2o € Cnax([C]). We know that wy, = loly ... l,. Hence @ “&c{ly} Zroc {lo} ux|. We then have
lo e Z([C])- By Lemma we have two cases:

1. lg+T

Hence C - 1-(lp,C") and [C]\lo = [C"]. By Definition BI3 x0\lop € Cmax(C") such that & %cxo\lo.

By i.h., " > v(2o\lo)(Way, V') + Xk Pr(Wk, Ck ), for some py, wy, Cx. By Figure[[2 C' - v(xo\lo)(lo :

w%, \/) + kak(lo :wk,Ck), for some Pk, Wk, Ck.

2. lo =T

Hence C' - p- (7,C")+ (1 -p) - (1,C") and [C] € p[C'] + (1 - p)[C"]. Now we have two sub-cases:

(a) Case C=C"+, C"
We then have [C] = p[C'] + (1 - p)[C"], by Definition BIT] and consequently zq € Coax(p[C'] +
(1-p)[C"]). By Definition B, £o\7 € Cinax([C']) or 20\ € Cmax([C"']). We only consider the
former, since the latter has a similar reasoning. By i.h., C" - v(x1)(ws,, V') + X, Pn(wWn, Cr),
for some py,,wn,Cyp. By LemmaB25 C" - ¥, pm(wm,Cr). By Figure 12

C > p- (vm)(r 00 ) + D7 wn,cn)) #(1=9) - 2 pun(7 : wn, Co)

(b) Case C=C1;Cyor C=C1]|Co
By Lemma B24] 2 € Crax(p[C'] + (1 —p)[C"]). By Definition BT zo\7 € Cimax([C']) or xo\T €
Cmax([C"]). We only consider the former, since the latter has a similar reasoning. By i.h., ¢’ -
v(x1)(Way, V') + X4 Pn(wn, Cr), for some py,wy,, Cp. By Lemma B.28 C" - ¥, pm(wm,Cm)-
By Figure [12]

C—>p- (U(xl)(T FWgy, V) F an(T : wnvcn)) +(1-p)- me(’r Wi, Cm)

O

In Lemma B.26 and Lemma we see the usefulness of introducing the label 7. It helps us identifying the
situations where a transition occurred due to the probabilistic command and when it did not.

Theorem 327 assures us that whenever any execution of the program leads to a terminal command, we have
a maximal configuration who matches the word and the respective probability. Theorem tells us that for
every maximal configuration of a command C' and for every covering chain of that configuration, there is an
execution of the program leading to a terminal command who matches the covering chain and the its respective
probability.

3.4 Introducing cyclic behavior

We now introduce cyclic behavior to the language in Section Bl In order to avoid the introduction of the
notion of state in the language, the cyclic behavior will be given by recursion. In that way, we do not need
to associate the notion of state to a command in the operational semantics. We can just keep recording the
actions that are being made by the program.

Another thing to have in mind is that with cyclic behavior we open the door to infinite computations.
However, covering chains are only defined in finite sequence of words and infinite configurations are odd, because
we would need to define precisely what it means to be an infinite configuration. Hence, the words that we formed
with the n-step will be always finite, despite the possibility of them being infinite. We can justify this by saying
that we are only concerned on the ‘interesting words’, i.e. those who are finite.

To introduce recursion we need to add some restrictions when forming programs, since we do not want to
allow commands like: pX.X; a and puX.a; X ;0.

Let X ¢ Var, with Var a set of variables. The syntax is now given by:

Cu=skip|acAct|C;C|C +, C|C||C|pX.C|X
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skip) =@

a) =92

Cl C) BV(Cl)UBV(CQ)
C1]|C2) = BV(C1) u BV (Cs)
C +p CQ) BV(Cl) UBV(CQ)
X) =

MX.C) ={X}uBV(C)

FV(skip) =@ V(
FV(a)=2 V(
FV(Cy1; C2) = FV(C1) UFV(Ca) V(
FV(Cy|C2) = FV(C1) b FV(C) BV (
FV(Cy +, C2) = FV(Cy) UFV(C?) V(
FV(X)={X} V(
FV(pX.C) = FV(O)\{X} V(

We define the set of free-variables and bound-variables as follows:

We restrict the sequential composition to those whose free-variables and bound-variables on the left are
empty, i.e. C1; Cy if FV(C1) = @ = BV (Cy). With this restriction we forbid program like pX. X ; a, uX.a; X ; b
(with the condition FV(C4) = @) and (uX.a; X); b (with the condition BV (C;) = @). We want to forbid these
kind of programs in sequential composition, because if C; never terminates then the sequential composition
never terminates. This is also a restriction that comes from the fact that covering chains are only defined
in finite sequences and that infinite configurations are odd in event structures. Note however that we allow
programs like 4 X.X ||a and pX.X O a, since they do not block the computation.

We add to Figure [I1] the following rules for the recursion command:

C-1-(,C") C-3ipi(1.C)
pX.C—1-(I,C'[X <« uX.C]) pX.C = Y;pi (1,C[X < uX.C))

Inspired by [HS08], we define substitution as follows:

Definition 3.30. Let X € Var and C,C’ be commands. Define C[X « C’], where we substitute every free
occurrence of X in C' by C’ (while changing bound variables to avoid clashes) by induction on C' as follows:

skip[ X < C'] = skip
a[X < C']=a

(Cr; C2)[X « C'] = C1; (Co[ X < C'])

(C1{C)[X « C'] = C1[X « C'][| o[ X « €]

(C1 +p C)[X <« C'=C1[X « C'] +p Co[X « C']

(nY.O)[X < C'] = uY.C[X « O]
Example 3.31. Figure illustrates a probabilistic coin toss scenario where each time we toss the coin, it
executes with probability p the command skip or continues the tossing with probability 1 — p. To understand
this behavior, focus on the initial command. From there, we transit to a distribution formed by the commands

skip and puX.(X +, skip), which is the same as the initial command. From this distribution we transit to skip
with probability p or to pX.(X +, skip) with probability 1 - p, enabling us to repeat the process.

uX.(skip +, X)
LT
S

skip  pX.(skip +p X)
lT
[ ]

n” \a-p

skip  pX.(skip +p X)
lT
e \/1( p

skip

Figure 15: Fragment of the execution of puX.(skip +, X)

On the event structure side, we want to use the Knaster-Tarski Theorem to build the least-fix point. To
define it, we will use an order that does not ignore copies, differently from what happens with Definition [3.12]
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Definition 3.32. Let Py = (E1, <1, #1, v1) and Py = (E2, <o, #2, v2) be probabilistic event structures. Say
P, a4 Py if:

FEi1c Ey

Ve, .e<ie e e eBine<se

Ve,e' . e#tie’ = e, e’ € B) Aedtqge

Vo e C(P)y.v1(x) =v2(x)

Lemma 3.33. dis a partial order.

Proof. Due to Lemma we only need to check the condition of the valuations. Consider P; = (Eq,v1),
Py = (E2,v2), and P3 = (E3,v3) to be probabilistic event structures.
e Reflexivity: P; =Py
We want to show that Yz € C(P1).v1(z) = v1(«). It holds straightforwardly.
o Transitivity: P; <Py, Po<P3=P; <4P3
We want to show Yz € C(P1).vi(z) = vs(x). From Py < Py, Vo € C(P1).vi1(x) = vo(z). From Py < P,
Va € C(P2).va(x) = vs(x). Hence, Vo € C(P1).v1(x) = v3(x).
e Antisymmetry: Py <Py, Po 9P =P, =P,
We want to show Vz € C(P1),C(P2).vi(x) = va(x). From Py < Po, Va € C(P1).v1(x) = vo(x). From
Py 9Py, Vo € C(P3) . va(x) =v1(x). Hence, Vo € C(P1),C(P2).v1(x) = va(x).
O
Lemma 3.34. Define | = (@, @, @, v, (@) =1). 1 is the least element of <.

Proof. We first show that 1 is a probabilistic event structure. From Lemma 240 1 = (@, @, @) is an event
structure. It lacks to see the conditions on the valuations. It follows directly the definition that v(@) = 1.
Furthermore the only configuration in C(1) is @. Hence we trivially have that v(2) > 0.

To show that 1 is the least element, consider any probabilistic event structure P. We need to show that
L 94P. Due to Lemma we focus solely on the valuations. Since the empty configuration is the only one in
C(2) and since P is a probabilistic event structure it holds that v, (@) =1 = v(@). O

Definition 3.35. Let Py <--- 9P, < ... be a w-chain. Let P* = (E¥, <¥, #“, v*) be its least upper bound
where:

o E¥ =UpewEn

o Y= Unew <n

® # = Unewfn
e VxeC(P¥),Inecw.xeC(P,).vY(x) =v,(x)
Lemma 3.36. P¥ is a probabilistic event structure.
Proof. Due to Lemma we focus only on the valuation part, where we have two conditions to verify:

e v (@)=1
From Definition we know that In e w.v* () = v, (@) = 1.

hd vya T1yee0yTm € C(Pw) such that YSET1,.- oy Tm, Uw(y) - ZQ#IE{I,...,W}(_1)‘I+1lvw(ui61xi) >0
Following [Winl14l, Propostion 5] we only need to focus on y —cuxy,. .., Z;,. From Definition B35 we know
it Inew.v¥(y) =v,(y). We then have three cases, depending if the events are in E,, in E, 1, or in both.

1. the events are in FE,,

vn(y) - Zgﬂg{l,___,m}(—1)‘I+1|vn(uidzi) > 0, since P,, is a probabilistic event structure
2. the events are in F,, 1
We know that v, (y) = vpe1(y) since P,, < Pyiq. Furthermore Zgﬂg{lwﬂm}(—1)|I+1‘v“’(uid:ci) =

Soerett, my (1P 1 (Uierz;) and consequently vi (y) = Sgercqr,..my (-1 Honi1 (Useras) > 0,
{1,..,m} {1,....,m}
since P41 is a probabilistic event structure
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3. the events are in both
Since P,, < P,,41 we know that Va € C(P,).v,(2) = vp41(x), which leads us to the previous case.

Lemma 3.37. Let P; <--- <P, <... be a w-chain. Then P¥ is its least upper bound.
Proof. Due to Lemma we focus only on the valuations.

e P¥ is an upper bound

Vn € w we need to have P,, < P¥. It follows directly from Definition [3.32] that Vn € w we have P, < P¥
since by Definition B35, Vo € C(P¥), In e w.v¥(x) = v, (z).

e P is the least upper bound

Let P = (E,v) be an upper bound of the chain. We need to show that if P,, < P“ and P,, 4P then P“ 4 P.
From P,, 4 P¥, Vz € C(P,).v,(z) = v¥(z). From Definition B33, Va € C(P¥), In € w.v*(x) = v, ().
From P, 9P, Vx € C(P,,) . v, (z) =v(z). Thus Vz e C(P¥),In e w.v¥(x) = v,(z) = v(x).

O
Lemma 3.38. Let P, Py, Py be probabilistic event structures. If P; <Py then P; Py 9P ; Ps.

Proof. Due to Lemma 244l we only focus on the valuations. Let P = (E,v),Py = (E1,v1),P2 = (Eg,v2),P; Py =
(EY,v'),P; Py = (E2,v?). We want to show Va € C(P; Py).v!(z) = v?(x). According to Definition [3.5 we have
two cases:

1. z € C(P; Py) such that x € C(P)

Then we are done because v!(z) = v(z) = v?(x).

2. x€C(P; Py) such that Iy € Cpax(P), y' € C(P1) .z =y Uy’

Then we have v!(z) = v(y) -v1(y'). Since Py < Py, Vy' € C(P1).v1(y') = v2(y'). Then v(y) -v1(y') =
v(y) - va(y") = v2(x). Hence v'(z) = v?(z).

O
Lemma 3.39. Let Py, P}, Py, P} be probabilistic event structures. If Py 4 P} and Py < P/, then Py || Py < P/ || P).

Proof. Due to Lemma 245 we only focus on the valuations. Let Py = (Eq,v1),Po = (Ea,v2),P] = (Ej,v]), P} =
(ES, v5),P1]|P2 = (E,v),P] || P} = (E',v"). We want to show Va € C(P1]||P2).v(z) = v'(z).

Let z € C(P1||P2).v(z) = vi(z n Ey) - va(x n E2), such that 1 = zn E; and 22 = N Ea. Since P; 4 P}
and Py 9 P} then Va; € C(P1).v1(z1) = vi(x1) and Vg € C(P3).v2(x2) = vi(x2), respectively. Hence v(z) =
vi(x1) - ve(z2) = vi (1) - vh(22) = V' (). O

Lemma 3.40. Let Py, P}, Py, P) be probabilistic event structures. If Py 4 P} and Py < P} then Py +, Py <
P} +, Pi.

Proof. Let P1 = (Eq, v1),P] = (El, v1),P2 = (Eg, v2),P4 = (E}, v}),P1 +p P2 = (E, v), P} +, P}, = (E', o).
The conditions to check are:

1. ECFE

2. Ve,el.e<e e eEne<s e
3. Ve, e .edte = e, ¢ E nedt'e
4. Ve e C(Py +p P2).v(x) >v'(y)

The first three conditions follow directly from Definition Bl Hence we focus on the last one.
Let z € C(Py +, P2). We have two cases:

1. z\1 € C(Py)
It follows directly that v(x) = v’(x), since P; <P} and v(z) = p-v1(a\7) =p-vi(z\1) =0 ().
2. 2\ € C(P2)
It follows directly that v(x) =v’(x), since P2 < P} and v(z) = (1 -p) -va(a\7) = (1 —p) - v4(y\7) = v’ ().
|

49



Definition .47 and Lemma [2.48] are the same as in Section [2.4]
Lemma 3.41. |,,(P; P,,) =P; L, Pin.

Proof. By Lemma[3.38 the sequential composition is monotone at right. Furthermore, showing that each event
of P; L, Py, is an event of |,,(P; P,,) is already done in Lemma [Z49 By Lemma 248 we are done. O

Lemma 3.42. |, ,,(Py||Pm) = U, Prll Up Pr-

Proof. By Lemma[3.39 the parallel composition is monotone at right. Furthermore, showing that each event of
Uy P || Uy P is an event of L, ,,, (Pr || Pr) is already done in Lemma 2500 By Lemma [2.48 we are done. [

Lemma 3.43. |, ,,(Py +, P) = U, Pr +p U P

Proof. By Lemma we know that the probabilistic choice is monotone. It lacks to show that each event of
U Prn +p U Py is an event of L, ,, (P +p P).

Let Py 9--- <P, <... and P} g--- 9P/ < ... be w-chains with least upper bound ||, P, and |l,, P,
respectively. Let e be an event of Ll,, P, +, U Pum. By Definition B.7] we have three cases:

l.e=71

It follows directly from Definition B that 7 is an event of P, +, P,,. Consequently it is an event of
I—In,m(Pn +p P’m)

2. e is an event of | |, P,

By Definition B335, In € w.e is an event of P,,. By Definition B e is an event of P, +, P,, and
consequently it is an event of L, ,(Pr +p Pp).

3. eis an event of ||, P,

Similar to the previous point.
By Lemma 248 we are done. O
Lemma [2.52] does not change.

Definition 3.44. Define an environment to be a function v : Var — P from variables to probabilistic event
structures. For a command C' and an environment + define [C], as follows:

[skip]y = ({sk}, {sk < sk}, @,v({sk} =1))

laly = ({a},{a < a}, @, v({a} = 1))

[Ci; Coy = [Chly s [Cally

[[Cl +p C2ﬂ7 = [[Clﬂv +p [[C2H7

[CrlIC2]y = [Cu]4 [ITC21

[XT]y =~(X)

[nX.Cly = fix(rcﬂ)
where I'“7 : P - P is given by I'%7(P) = [C], (x<p).
Remark 5. ‘Another way to see’ I'C" is

FCW =P FC(’Y(Xl)v’Y(XQ)a ce 77(Xn)ﬂP)

where we make a connection with FV(C) = {X1,Xs,..., X, X}.

We now show that I'®*Y is continuous. For that it is useful to know that curry and fiz are continuous [AJ94].

Lemma 3.45. ['“"7 is continuous.
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Proof. We only do for the probabilistic choice, since for the remaining cases the prove is the same as in

Lemma 2541
FCl +p Cz,’y(u Pn)

={Definition B44[}

[C1 +p Co]y(xeu, P
={Definition [B.44]}

[Cily(xeu, Py +p [Coly(xeu, o)
={Definition B44[}

LIr€ (P, +, LTe(P,)

={Lemma .43]}

=L@ (Pn) +, D7 (P,))
={Definition B.44[}

=[G, (xepy +p [Coly(xer,))

={Definition .44}
LIICy +p 02]]7(Xepn)

n

Lemma 3.46. [C'[X « [uX.C],]]y = [C']y(x[ux.c].)
Proof. We only show the probabilistic choice, since the proof for the other cases is in Lemma
[(Cr +p C2)[X < [uX.Cl4 ],

={Definition B.30]}
[Ci[X « [uX.C]y] +p Co[ X < [pX.CTH]]5

={Definition B44]}

[CLIX « [uX.Cl] +p [Cal[X « [uX.C],]
(i}

[Ci]yxetux.cr,) o [Colyxepux.cr,)
={Definition B4}

[Cy +p Caly(xefux.cly)

Lemma [2.56] is the same.

Lemma 3.47. If uX.C - ¥, p; - (7,C;[X < pX.C]) then x € Crax([uX.C]y) and = € Cax(X; pi - [Ci[ X <
uX.C1]y) such that 3[C;], .v(x) = v;(x).

Proof.
pX.C — Zpi (1, Gi[X < pX.C)
={rules in Figure I}
={i.h.}
2 € Cax ([C]y) and @ € Copax (D_ pi - [Ci]) st 3[Cily . vi(2) = v(z)
={7=7(X < [uX.O),}
7 € Cnax([Cly(x < [ux.c],)) and z € Cmax(zpi [Cily(x <[ux.c1,))

={Lemma and Lemma B.46]}
2 € Cax(uX.C) and z € Cmax(Zpi[[Ci (X < [uX.C]4]]5)
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To show the equivalence between the operational and the denotational semantics, we reuse what was done
in Section 23 Furthermore, we only show the proof for the recursion case, since the remaining cases are very
similar.

Lemma 3.48 (Soundness I). o If C—>1-(1,C") then [C'], = [C],\!
o If C - Y, pi(r,C;) then [C],  X; pilCilly
Proof. °
puX.C - 1-(1,C' [z« uX.CJ)
={Figure [II}
Co1-(,C")
={i.h.}
[[Cﬂv\l = [[C,]]v
={y=7(X < [pX.C],)}
[Cly(x cpux.c1)\l =[Oy (x<[ux.c1,)
={Lemma 256, Lemma [3.20]}
[1X.CI N\ = [C'[X « [uX.CT4 1]

pX.C - Zpi (7, Ci[xw < pX.CY)

={Figure [I}
C - Zpl (7,C)
={i.h.}
[C] X mlCil,
={7=7(X « [pX.C],)}
[Cly(xux.c1,) = ZI:I% [Cilly(xtux.c1,)

={Lemma [2.50] Lemma [B.46]}
[4X.C]y = 3 pilCilX < [pX.CLL 11,

O

Theorem 3.49 (Soundness II). If C' - po(wo,v') + X pr(wk, Cr) then exists 9 € Cpnax([C],) such that
@ 2cxy and pg = v(xg).

Proof. We only need to add the following sub-case when the size of the word is bigger than one and the transition
is made by 7.

e Case C'=uX.D
By Remark @ and Lemma [3.47]

7
Wio

Vi, 3{7} U zio € Cnax([nX.D]) . @ T-c{7}

cfr}uaip, vil{T} v i) =pi-po =po

Lemma 3.50 (Adequacy I). Let I e Z([C],).
1. If " # 7 then 3C" e (Cu{v'}).C > 1-(I',C") and [C],\I" = [C"],.
2. If I = 7 then 3C",C" .3’ ¢ Z([C']) .C - p-C"+ (1 -p)-C" and [C], € p-[C'], + (1 -p)-[C"],, with
p=v({r.e'}).
Proof. o '+7eZ([uX.C]y)

By Definition .44 and Definition B30, I’ € Z([C]+). By i.h., 3C" such that C - 1-(I’,C") and [C],\I
[C']4. By Figure [l and by letting v = v(X « [¢X.C],) and Lemma and Lemma 346, uX.C
1-(I',C'[X < pX.C]) and [uX.CJ,\I' = [C'[X « [uX.C]5]]+-

o
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o '=7eZ([uX.Cly)

By Definition B.44] and Definition B35l I" € Z([C],). By ih. 3C’,C", Je € Z([C'],) such that C' —
p-(1,C")+(1-p)-(7,C") with p = v({7,e}) and [C] € p-[C'],+(1-p)-[C"],. By Figure[IIland by letting
v =7(X « [#X.C],) and Lemma[Z56and LemmaB.46, uX.C - p-(7,C'[X < pX.C])+(1-p)-(7,C"[X «
pX.C]) and [pX.Clyep- [C'[X < [uX.Cly ]l + (1 -p) - [C"[X < [uX.C]5]~- o

Theorem 3.51 (Adequacy II). For all zg € Crmax([C]5), if @ “2% xy then we have C - wv(zo)(wo,v') +
2k pe(wk, Cy), for some wy, pi, Ci.

Proof. We only need to add the following sub-case when the size of the word is bigger than one and the transition
is made by 7.

e Case C =uX.D

By Lemma BT x¢ € Cpax(p[C'[X < pX.D]] + (1 -p)[C"[X <« pX.D]]). By Definition BT zo\7 €
Cinax([C'[X < pX.D]]) or 2o\T € Cnax([C"[X < pX.D]]). We only consider the former, since the latter
has a similar reasoning. By i.h., C'[X <« uX.D] - v(21)(wz,, V') + X, Pn(wn, Cyr), for some p,,wy, Cy.
By Lemma B25 C"[X « pX.D] > ¥, Pm(wm,Cn). By Figure [12]

C—p- (’U(:L'l)(T FWey ‘/) + an(T : Wnacn)) + (1 _p) ' me(T : wmycm)

O

Example 3.52. The probabilistic event structure in ExampleB.2] corresponds to the command in Example

To see how both semantics relate with each other, recall the maximal configurations in Example and the
words that lead to the end of a computation in Example

Similarly to what was shown in Example 259 it is straightforward to see that each word corresponds to a
covering chain and vice-versa. What is left to verify is the probability. From Example we know that the
word 7Tab has probability p, which is the same probability of the corresponding covering chain. Similarly, the
words Tcd and 7de have probability 1 —p, which equals the probability of the respective covering chains.

Conversely, if we pick a covering chain of a maximal configuration, we quickly notice that its probability
and the probability of the respective word is the same.
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4 Unitary Event Structures

A quantum event structure [Winl4] is an event structure together with a function that maps events to unitary
operators or projections on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H, with a condition saying that operators of
concurrent events must commute.

For reasons that shall be detailed in Section 4] we add two new conditions to Winskel’s definition and
we call the resultant structure unitary event structures. We impose the minimal conflict to be transitive and
the sum of events in minimal conflict should be a unitary operator. The intuition behind the restrictions is to
consider events in minimal conflicts as measurements and by allowing the sum of such events to be a unitary
operator rather than the identity, we gain the flexibility to measure in any basis, rather than being restricted to
the computational basis [. To define unitary event structures we make use of the equivalence class of an event
e, which is composed by itself or by the events in which e is in minimal conflict, i.e. [e] ={e’ |e=¢€', e ~ €}.

Definition 4.1 (Unitary Event Structure). A unitary event structure over a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
H,isapair U= (E, Q: E - Op(H)) comprised of an event structure E = (E, <, #), where Q maps events ¢ € £
to projection/unitary operators on H such that:

e Vej,ea € B ey co es = Q(e1)Q(e2) = Q(e2)Q(er)
e ~ is transitive
o VeeE, Yo Qe) is unitary

Definition 4.2. Let @ “cxy “2czy ... 2cx, = x € C(E) be a covering chain. Denote the covering chain by w
and define the operator A, = Q¢, Qe,,_; --- Qe,Qe, - Case w = &, then we define Ay = Id.

’ ’ ’
€

Lemma 4.3. Let z € C(U) such that wy = @ “tcaxy 2cry... 2ca, =2 and wy = @ e—lcza(l) e—2cxa(2) ... cC
Ty(n) = ¥ are two covering chains. Then Ay, = A, .

Proof. We know that:
e in a configuration there are no elements in conflict
e for each configuration exists at least one covering chain

If there is more than one covering chain for a configuration, then it means that the configuration has concurrent
events, which by Definition [4.1] entails that their associated quantum operators commute. If they commute,
then the order in which they are applied is not relevant, hence the operators associated to the covering chains
are equal. O

Despite knowing that measurements are the cause of probabilities, from Definition Il we note that no
probabilities are associated to unitary event structures, unlikely to what happens with probabilistic event
structures. However, according to [Winldl Theorem 3] there is a way to transform quantum event structures
without conflicting events, also known as an elementary quantum event structures, into a probabilistic event
structure. In Section 4] we explore how this is done and how the additional restrictions allows us to remove
the elementary condition of [Winl4l Theorem 3].

Example [£4] is designed for the reader to get used to unitary event structures.

Example 4.4. In Figure [[6 we have depicted a unitary event structure composed of the events Hy, 73, 71, X1,
and Z;. H; is the initial event, followed by 7, which leads to X;, and 71, which leads to Z;. Note that 75 and
7i are in conflict (specifically, in minimal conflict). Furthermore, since the conflict relation is hereditary, X;
and Z; are in conflict.

The set of configurations is {@,{H1},{H1,7},{H1, 71}, {H1,70,X1},{H1,7,Z1}}. As said in Defini-
tion 1] from a configuration x we can define the operator A,. For example, if we consider the maximal
configurations { Hy, 7}, X1} and {Hy, 7}, Z1}, the respective operators are X (1) P H(1) and X (1) P} H(1). The
former applies the Hadamard gate to qubit 1, projects it to |0), and then applies the X gate. The latter, after
applying the Hadamard gate, projects the qubit to |1) and then applies the Z gate.

lin a system with only one qubit, the computational basis is given by |0) and |1)
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H;
Y Qi) = H(1),

1 1

Tj 1 Q1) =Py, Q(r) =P/,
X, 7 Q(X1) =X (1), Q(Z1) = Z(1)

Figure 16: Example unitary event structure

4.1 Language

We adapt the language shown in Section 2] to the quantum setting. For that we need some preliminaries. We
consider at our disposal a finite number of qubits N, whose associated space is C2". Each qubit is denoted by a
natural number n and we let 72 € N be a subset of the set of qubits. We will need the notion of a partial density
operator, which is a density operator whose trace is less or equal to one. We denote by H its associated space
and we denote by D« (H) the set of partial density operators. We shall use p to represent a partial density
operator. The set of actions is now composed by a set of unitary gates U together with a set of projections
{Py, P’} in which P}’ and P represent the projection of qubit n into |0) and |1), respectively. The set of labels
is then L' = Lu{Py, P}, with L = Act u {sk}.
The set of commands allowed by the language are given by the following grammar:

Cu=skip|U@n)|C;C|M(n,C1,Co) | C|C

where U (7) applies the unitary gate U to the qubits presented in 71 and M (n, Cy, Cs) represents the measurement

of a qubit n and if the measurement was made by Fj then we execute C1, else if the measurement was made

by P{* then we execute C. Note that the behavior of M (n,Cq,Cs) is similar to that of a classical if clause.
The set of qubits being used in a command C' is defined as follows:

qVar(skip) = @
qVar(U (1)) =7
qVar(M(n,C1,Cs)) = {n} ugVar(Cy) u qVar(Cs)
qVar(Cy ; Cy) = qVar(Cy) u qVar(Cs)
qVar(C||C2) = qVar(Cy) u qVar(Cs)
We restrict the parallel operator to only compose commands with disjoint variables, i.e. Cy || Cz iff gVar(Cy)n
qVar(Cs) = @.
To define the operational semantics, we add a new symbol, denoted by v’, that indicates the end of a

computation. We define the small-step transition step —c C x L’ x (Cu{V}), as the smallest relation obeying
the following rules:

Skips—k>\/ U(ﬁ)%\/ M(n,Cl,Cg)P—O>Cl M(?’L,Cl,CQ)P—1>CQ
o,
oLy =
Ciebho  aiabhasa
4 4
o Cy — O] Co b v Cy = Cy
l U l 4
Ci]|C2 — Oy C1]|C2 — C1||Cy Ci]|C2 = Cy Ci]|C2 — Ch |G

Figure 17: Rules of the small-step operational semantics

Define a word to be a sequence of labels:
wa=l"1"w
where I” : w appends I’ to the beginning of w. A word can also be seen as an element of (L)*, i.e. a possibly
infinite sequence of labels without the empty sequence. Despite (L')* allows the possibility of having infinite
words, by now we focus only on the finite words.
Define the n-step transition, ¢ C' x (L')* x (C U {v'}), where n is the length of the words, as follows:
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Ci}cl Ci)C” C//i»cl

cl o o o

Figure 18: Rules of the n-step operational semantics

4.2 Constructions on Unitary Event Structures

To define the constructions on unitary event structures, we extend the definitions of sequential and parallel
composition from Section 2.2]to include the corresponding mapping of events to unitary or projection operators.
Additionally, we define the measurement composition by making slight adjustments to the definition of non-
deterministic composition provided in Section

Now we define how to sequentially compose two unitary event structures.

Definition 4.5 (qES sequential). Let U; = (F1, <1, #1, Q1) and Uy = (Es, <, #2, Q2) be unitary event
structures. Define Uy ; Uy = (E, <, #, Q) as:
E=FE) 9 (F2 xChnax(U1))
<={er<el|e<iefu{(er)<(en)| e2<2estu{er <(e2,7) e €x}
4 = {ette’ | 3(as e, <) . athrd’ v ot}
Ql(e) ifee E1
Q(e) = .
Q(Q,I)(e) lf €e€ E2 X Cmax(Ul)
where we use the notation a# s ,ya" iff (a,2)# 2 4)(a’, ) iff a#toa’.
Lemma 4.6. Let U; and Uy be unitary event structures. U; ; Us is a unitary event structure.

Proof. Let Uy = (E1, <1, #1, Q1), Uz = (2, <2, #2, Q2), and Uy ; Uz = (E, <, #, Q).
Due to Lemma 214 we only need show the conditions added in the definition of unitary event structures.

1. Ve, e E,eco e’ =[Q(e),Q(e')] =0

Since e co €’ only if e,e’ € Ey or e,e’ € Fy x Cipax(U1) we are done.
2. ~ is transitive

It follows directly since ~ only occurs between events of the same set of events.
3. Vee EY e Q(€') is unitary

We have two cases, since there is no minimal conflict between events in E7 and Fa x Ciax(U1):

(a) Ve e E1
Since Fj is a unitary event structure, we are done.

(b) Ve e E2 X CmaX(Ul)
Since F» is a unitary event structure, we are done.

O

Similarly to the previous definition, we need to take into account the restriction in Definition Tl that requires
that the sum of operators associated with events in minimal conflict must be the identity, which is a unitary.

Definition 4.7 (qES measurement). Let Uy = (Fy, <1, #1, Q1) and Us = (Fa, <o, #2, Q2) be unitary event
structures. Define M (n,Uy,Us) = (E, <, #, Q) as:
E={m, M} o E v E,
S:{Télge|€€E1}U{T{L§€|€€E2}US1 U <9
#={e#e' |(e=1veecE), (e =1' Ve € E2)} U#1 U
Fy ife=1
PP ife=17
Ql(e) ifee El
Qg(e) ifee E2

Qe) =

such that Q(7§) + Q(7") = Id.
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Remark 6. We sometimes find it useful to write M (n,U;,Uz) as P§; Uy 0 P} ; Us, where
Py = (), {5 <73} 2, Q) = B
1= An <) 2, Q) = )
Lemma 4.8. Let Uy and Us be unitary event structures. M (n, Uy, Us) is a unitary event structure.

PTOOf' Let Ul = (Ela <1, #17 Ql)a U2 = (EQ; <2, #25 QQ)) and M(anlvUQ) = (Ea <, #7 Q)
We need to prove:

1. {e'| €' <e} is finite

We have four cases:

a) e=TY
() It foflows directly that {e' | e’ < 7§} = {7§'} since 7§ € Z(M (n, U, Us)).

(b) e=77
It follows directly that {e’|e’ <77} = {7} since 7] € Z(M (n, Uy, Us)).

(c) ec By

We have that {e' | e’ <e} = {7y} u{e’| e’ <1 e}. Since Uy is a unitary event structure, then we know
that {e'| e’ <1 e} is finite. Hence {7} u{e’| e’ <1 e} is finite.

(d) €€ EQ
We have that {¢/ | e’ <e} = {17} u{e’| e’ <2 e}. Since Uy is a unitary event structure, then we know
that {e'| e’ <5 e} is finite. Hence {7]*} u {€’ | e’ <3 €} is finite.

2. efte’ <€’ = e#te’ It follows directly by Definition 7 that e#te”.

3. ecoe =[Q(e),Q(e)]=0
The concurrent events are either in U; or in Uy, which are unitary event structures, hence the condition
trivially holds.
4. ~ is transitive
It follows directly since the conflict relation is inherited from U;, Us, which are unitary event structures,
and from the fact that the new events, 7' and 7', are in minimal conflict between them, i.e. 7' ~ 77".
5. Vee B, Yo Q(€') is unitary
We have two cases (since if e; € F1,e9 € Ea then —(e; ~ e3)):
(a) e=1g,€e’ =7{ or vice-versa
It follows directly from Definition .7 that Q(7") + Q(71*) = Id, which is unitary.
(b) Vee Ey or Ve e Ey
It follows directly from U; and Uy being unitary events structures.

O

When defining the parallel composition we must consider the restriction in Definition Il requiring that the
operators associated with concurrent events must commute. In Definition 2.15] every event in U; is concurrent
with every event of Us. It then follows that the associated operators must commute.

Definition 4.9 (qES parallel). Let Uy = (E1, <1, #1, Q1) and Uy = (Ea, <a, #2, @Q2) be unitary event struc-
tures. Define Uy || Us = (E, <, #, Q) as:

EIE1L+JE2
< =51 UZ%y
#=#10#

_ Ql(e) ife€E1
Qle) = {Q2(e) if e e B

such that, Vel € E1,€2 € EQ. [Ql(el),QQ(GQ)] =0.

Lemma 4.10. Let U; and Us be unitary event structures. Uy || Us is a unitary event structure.

o7



Proof. Let Uy = (E1, <1, #1, Q1), Uz = (E2, <2, #2, Q2), and Uy || Uz = (E, <, #, Q).
Due to Lemma we only need show the conditions added in the definition of unitary event structures.

1. VYe,e' e E,eco e’ =[Q(e),Q(e")] =0
We have two cases:
(a) e,e’ € Ey or e e’ € Fy
The condition trivially holds, since U; and U, are unitary event structures.
(b) ee Fy and €’ € Fs
It follows directly from Definition
2. ~ 1is transitive

It follows directly since the parallel composition does not create new conflicts and that the conflict relation
is inherited from U; and Uy which are unitary event structures.

3. Vee B, Y pefe] @(e’) is unitary

Since there is no minimal conflict between events in F; and Es, it follows directly that if Ve € F; or
Ve € Fy the condition holds since U; and U, are unitary event structures.

O

Definition 4.11. We interpret commands as unitary event structures as follows ([-] : C' - U):

[skip] = ({sk}, {sk < sk}, @,Q(sk) = Id)

U (1H)] = {Un},{Un < Uz}, 2,Q(Us) =U(1))
[M(n,C1,C2)] =Pg; [Ch] + PT; [Co]

[Cy; Co] = [Ch]; [Co]

[CiIC2] = [Ch] Il [Cx]

For what comes, we will need the following definition on unitary event structures.

Definition 4.12 (sub-qES). Let Uy = (E1, <1, #1, @1) and Uy = (Es, <2, #2, Q2) be unitary event structures.
Say U; £ Uy if:
EicFEsst. E; = {6 | (6 \Y, (6,:6)) € Ez}
Ve, .e<i1e oeeeBine<se
Ve,e' . e#ie’ = e, € By ne#aqe’
Ve e E1 . Ql(e) = Qg(e)
Definition 4.13 (Remove initial event). Let U = (E, <, #, Q) be a unitary event structure and a € Z(U).
Define U\a = (F', <, #', Q') as
E'={eeE|~(e#a),e*a}
<={e<e|ee cE}
#' = {efte’ |e,e' € E'}
Q' =Qle

Lemma 4.14. Let U be a unitary event structure and a € Z(U). U\a is a unitary event structure.
Proof. Let U= (E, <, #, Q) and U\a = (F', <', #', Q).
Due to Lemma [2.23] we only need to check the conditions added in the definition of unitary event structures.
1. Ve,e' e E'Jecoe = [Q'(e),Q'(e')]=0
It follows directly from Definition that [Q'(e),Q'(e")] = [Q|r (€),Q|r(e")] =0
2. ~ is transitive
It follows directly since the conflict relation #’ is the restriction of # to the events of E’.
3. Vee B, Yoo (') is unitary
It follows directly from Definition that Yecpe] @' (€') = Leree) QlEr(€') which is unitary.
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4.3 Results

Here we present the results obtained. Similarly to the previous subsection, we will just list what was proved. We
postpone the addition of the proofs as well as the examples for some results for future versions of the document.
For this section, we interpret v~ as the empty unitary event structure, i.e. [v'] = (2, @, @, Id).

Lemma 4.15. Let U = (Ey, <1, #1, Q1) and Uy = (Es, <a, #2, @Q2) be unitary event structures. If Uy c U]
and Uz € U), then Uy ; Uy £ Uy ; Ul,.

PTOOf' Let Uy = (Elvglv#val)a Ull = (Eia Slla ,15 Qll)a Us = (EQ, <2, #25 QQ)a U’2 = (Eév SIQ) #IQaQIQ)v
Up; Us=(E, < #,Q),and Uy ; U, = (E', </, #', Q'), such that Uy £ U] and U, £ Uj,.

Due to Lemma [2.24] we only need to show Ve e E . Q(e) = Q'(e).

Let e € E. We have two cases:

1. ec€ El

Since U; £ U, it follows directly that Q(e) = Q1(e) = Q) (e) = Q' (e).
2. e€ E2 X CmaX(Ul)
By Definition {5, we know that Q(e) = Q(2,.)(e) = Q2(e). Since Uy £ Uy, then Qa(e) = Q5(e). By
Definition L5, we have that Q5(e) = Q{5 ,,(€) = Q' (e).
|

Lemma 4.16. Let Uy = (Fy, <1, #1, Q1) and Us = (Es, <o, #2, Q2) be unitary event structures. If U; £ Uj
and Uy € UIQ then M(R,Ul,UQ) c M(?’L,Ull,UIQ)

PT'OOf. Let Ul = (Ela Sla #13 Ql)) U, = (Eia Slla #,15 Qll); U2 = (EQ; SQ; #2) QQ)) U,2 = (Eéa SIQ; #,25 QIQ)a
M(n,Uy,Uy) = (E, <, #, Q), and M(n,U},UL) = (E', <', #', Q'), such that U; £ U} and U, € Uj,.
We have to show that:

1. EcFE

2. Ve, .e<e = e e eEne<se
! !/ ! 1N

3. Ve,e' . e#e = e, e e Ened'e

4. Vee E.Q(e)=Q'(e)

The first three conditions follow directly from Definition L7 For the last condition we argue as follows: If
e =7} or e =77 then we are done, since 7, 7" € E’ and Q(e) = Q'(e). If e € Ey then it follows from U; c U}
and Definition 7 that Q(e) = Q’(e). Similarly when e € Fs. O

Lemma 4.17. Let U = (Ey, <1, #1, Q1) and Uy = (Es, <a, #2, @Q2) be unitary event structures. If Uy c U}
and Us € U then U, || Uy £ Uy || US.

Proof. Let Uy = (E1, <1, #1, Q1), U = (E], <1, #], Q1), Us = (Fa, <o, #2, Q2), U, = (ES, <5, #5, Qh),
Uy ||Uz = (E, <, #, Q), and U} ||U, = (B, <, #', Q'), such that U; £ U] and Uy £ Uj,.
Due to Lemma [2.26 we only need to show Ve e E . Q(e) = Q' (e).
Let e € E. If e € Ey then by Definition we have Q(e) = Q1(e), which by Uy £ U] gives Q1(e) = Q] (e)
that by Definition [£.9] gives Q] (e) = Q'(e). Similarly when e € Fs.
O

Lemma 4.18. Let Uy = (Eq, <1, #1, Q1) and Uy = (Fa, <, #2, Q2) be unitary event structures. Consider
U1 ; U2 SLICh that l € I(Ul ; Ug) Then (U1 ; Ug)\l = (Ul\l) ; UQ.

Proof. Let

Uy = (B, <1, #1, Q1)

U = (Ea, <2, #2, Q2)

Ui; Uy = (B2, <152, #152, Q152)
(Ur; U\l = (B, <, #, Q)

U\l = (B, <, #1, Q1)

(U\); Up = (B, <, #, Q)
1eZ(Uy; Ug)

Due to Lemma 2.24] we focus only on the quantum part.
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o (Uy; U\l e (Ui\l); Uy
We need to show Ve € E . Q(e) = Q'(e). Let e € E. By Definition I3 Q(e) = Q1,2|e(e). By Definition €H]
we have two cases:
—eeFy
By Definition and since e # [ and —(e#l), which gives e € E!, then Q;.s|p(e) = Q1lp (e). By
Definition .13, Q1|g: (e) = Q' (e). By Definition &5 Q' (e) = Q'(e).
— €€ Fy x Ciax(U7)
By Definition and since [ ¢ E», Q1;2|r(e) = Q(2,5)(e) = Q2(e). Hence, again by Definition A3
Q2(e) = Qa,0)(e) = Q' (e).
e (U;\l); Uz (Uy; Ug)\l
Similar reasoning to the previous bullet.

O

Lemma 4.19. Let U; = (E1, <1, #1, Q1) and Uy = (E2, <o, #2, Q2) be unitary event structures. Consider
M(R,Ul,Ug) such that [ € I(M(?’L,Ul,UQ)) Then
U, ifl=1

(M(n,Uy,U))\l = {U2 i =

Proof. Let

Uy = (B, <1, #1, Q1)
Uy = (Ea, <2, #2, Q2)
M(n,Uy,Uz) = (E, <, #, Q)
(M(n, Uy, U2))\ = (B, <, #', Q")
Let us focus on the case where [ = 7.
To prove (M (n,Uy,Us))\7y = Uy, we only consider the condition on quantum operators, since the other

cases are similar to the proof done in Lemma .29
We then show for:

° (M(?’L,Ul,Ug))\TélEUl
Ve B Q) = Qule)
Let e € E'. By Definition T3, Q'(e) = Q|gi(e). Since 7§ < e we know that e € Ej, hence by
Definition 7 Q|x:(e) = Q1(e).

o Uy & (M(n, Uy, U)\ 7§
— VeeEr . Q1(e) :Ql(e)

Similar reasoning to the previous case.
The reasoning when [ = 77" is equal to the one shown here. O

Lemma 4.20. Let U; = (Eq, <1, #1, Q1) and Uy = (E2, <o, #2, Q2) be unitary event structures. Consider
Uy || Uz such that [ € Z(Uy ||Ug). Then (Uy ||U2)\l = (U1\D) || (U2\1).

Proof. Let

Ui = (B4, <1, #1, Q1)

Uz = (B2, <2, #2, Q2)

U1 || Uz = (BEyjj2, <12, #1125 Q1)2)
(U [[U2)\l = (B, <, #, Q)

Ui\l = (B, <1, #1, Q1)

Us\l = (B3, <p, #5, Q2)
(U\D[1(U2\0) = (B, <, #, Q")
1e€Z(U1||Usg)

Due to Lemma 226 we focus only on the quantum part. Furthermore, we consider that [ € Z(Uy), which
entails that Us\l = Us, and consequently Q) = Q.
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o (Up[[U2)\l = (Us\)) || (U2\1)
We need to show Ve € E. Q(e) = Q'(e). Let e € E. By Definition T3l Q(e) = Qqj2|z(e). By Definition I
we have two cases:
1. ec By
Since | € Z(Uy) then e # [ and —(e#l). Thus e € E{. Consequently, Q1 |2|r(e) = Qlg: (e). By
Definition .13, Q1| (e) = Q' (e). By Definition I, Q' (e) = Q'(e).
2. ee by
Then Q1 2|e(e) = Q2(e). Since I € Z(Uy), then Q2(e) = Q4(e). Definition I, Q4(e) = Q'(e).
o (U\D[I(U2\1) & (U [|U2)\L
We need to show Vee B’ . Q'(e) = Q(e). By Definition [£.9] we have two cases:

1. ecE!
Then @' (€) = QL (€). By Definition LT3, @} (¢) = Q1| (¢). By Definition 3 Q1| (€) = Q1 o)t gy
By Definition [£13] Q1||2|Ein2 =Q(e).

2. ec B}

Then Q'(e) = Q4(e). Since I € Z(Uy) then Q4(e) = Q2(e). By Definition 9] Q2(e) = Qq2(e). By
Definition T3, Qq)2(e) = Q(e).

O
Lemma 4.21. Let Uy, Us be unitary event structures. Then Uy ||Ug = Us || Us.

Proof. It follows directly from Definition [£9] O

Lemma 4.22 (Soundness I). If C' > C” then [C"] = [C]\l.

Proof. Induction over rules in Figure [[7

o skip ok, v
It follows directly that [v'] = [skip]\sk = @.
o u>y

It follows directly that [v'] = [a]\e = 2.

M(n,C1,Ca) = €y
It follows directly since P§; [C1] € Py ; [C1] + PT; [Ce] = [M (n, C1, C2)].

M(n,Cy,Cs) > Cy
It follows directly since P7; [C2] € Py ; [Ch] + PT; [Ce] = [M (n, C1, C2)].

C1;CQL>02

C1; Co L Cy
:>{i> entails}
Ch iR v
={i.h.}
[v]=[C:]\
={Lemma [L.T5I}
[v]; [Cal = (IC:I\D) 5 [C2]
={[vV]; [C2] = [C2], Lemma LIS}
[C2] = ([C1] 5 [C2D\
={Definition ETT[}
[Ca] = [C15 C2]\
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o O Cy 50y Oy

L4 C1||Czi>02

o C1[|Cy |G

C1: Gy > Cf 5 O
:>{i> entails}

N
={i.h.}

[C1] = [Ci]\
={Lemma [A.TH]}

[C1]; [C2] = ([C1I\D) 5 [Ce]
={Lemma [L.I8]}

[C1]; [Ca] = ([Ch] s [C2D)\
={Definition ELTT[}

[C1; Ca] =[Cy; Co]N

C1]]Cy 5 Oy
:>{i> entails}
o1
={i.h.}
[v1=[C:]\
={Lemma [L.I7Tl}
[vTIlC2] = ([Ci\D) [ C2
={[vVII[C2] = [C2]}
[Co] = ([CiI\D [1 C2
={[C:] = [C2]\l since | ¢ Z([C2])}
[C2] = ([C:\D ([ (TC2]\D)
={Lemma [£.20] Definition LTT[}
[C2] = [Ch ]| C2]\

C1]|Cy 5 ¢y ||
:>{i> entails}
oNYe
={i.h.}
[Ci] = [CilV
={Lemma [L.17]}
[CIIIIC:] = ([CLI\) (1 C2
={[Cs] = [C2]\l since I ¢ Z([C2])}
[CIIC:] = ([CL\) [ ([C21\)
={Lemma [£.20] Definition LTI}
[C11ICa] = [Cr ]| G2\
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L4 Cl||02i>01

o (Yol
:>{i> entails}
Co s v
={i.h.}
[v1=[C:]\
={Lemma [L.17]}
[C1]IITVT = [CAD I (IC2IND)
={[C:]II[v] =[]}
[C1] =[Gl (TC20\)
={[C1] = [C1]\I since I ¢ Z([C1])}
[C1] = (IC\D ([ (TIC=1ND)
={Lemma [.20] Definition ETT}
[Ci] = [Ch ][ CalV

« C1||Cy 5 Cy|C

CullCy = € C
:>{i> entails}
Cy 5y
={i.h.}
[Cal = [CaI\N
={Lemma [A.IT}
[CilIIIC3] = CuII([C=IN)
={[C1] = [C1]\I since I ¢ Z([C2])}
[ChIIHC:] = (I D) [ (IC20\)

={Lemma [£.20] Definition LT}
[CilIC3] = [Ch ]| Ca]\

Theorem 4.23 (Soundness II). If ¢ 2> C’ then 3z € C([C]) such that @ —cu.
Proof. o |lw=1
It follows directly that 3{1} € C([C]) . ——c{I}
o |w/>1
C =
={Definition I8}
C i} C// Cll i’» Cl
={Lemma 422 i.h.}
[C"T=1CIN 3Fyec(IC]) .2 *=cy
={Definition {13}
(Buyec([C]) o Lec{l} Lc{ibuy=x
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Lemma 4.24 (Adequacy I). Let [ € Z([C]). Then 3C" € (Cu{v'}) st C L ¢ and [CI\ = [C'].

Proof. Induction over the interpretation of commands.

o sk e I(skip)

Let C' = v'. It follows directly that skip 2%, « and that [skip]\sk = [vV]-

e acZ(a)
Let €' = . It follows directly that a — v and that [a]\a = [v'].

o Je€ I(M(?’L, Cl, CQ))
By Definition @111 [M (n,C1,C2)] = Py ; [C1] + PY; [C2]. We have two cases:

1.

2.

=1
By Lemma EI9, (P7; [C1] + P} ; [Co])\r = [C1]. Furthermore M (n,Cy,Ch) —2 Cy.
=7

By Lemma EI9, (P7; [C1] + P7; [Ca])\r? = [Ca]. Furthermore M (n,Cy,Ch) — Cs.

[ l/ € I(Cl y CQ)

By Definition L8] we have that I” € Z([C1]). By i.h., 3C" such that Cy L ¢ and [Ci]\' = [C']. We have
two cases:

1.

2.

C'=v

We have C L v and [Ci]\" = [V]. By the rules in Figure [T Cy; Cs N C5. By Definition ]
([C1\) 5 [C2] = [V [Ca] = [C2].

c'-cy

We have Cy > €7 and [C1]\!’ = [C}]. By the rules in Figure[[7, Cy ; C 4> C]; Cs. By Definition EH,
([C1\"); [C2] = [C1] 5 [C2]- By Definition EIT] [C7 5 Ca].

[ ] l/ € I(Cl ||CQ)
By Definition we have two cases:

1.

2.

e Z([C4])

By i.h. 3C".Cy Lo and [Ci]\!' = [C']. By the rules in Figure [[7l we have two cases:

(a) C'=Vv
We have L v and [CiI\I" = [v']- By the rules in Figure [ we have Cj | Cs 4 Cs.
By Definition B9, ([C1]J\I")||[C2]. Since I" € Z([C4]), then [Cs] = [C2]\l'. Hence, we have
(IO NTC] = (ACIN[I([CI\). By Lemma we have ([C1][[[C2)\V'. By Defini-
tion IT] [C1 || C2]\I'.

(b) C"=C1
We have 1 > 7 and [C1]\l' = [C}]. By the rules in Figure [ we have Cy[|Cy & C! || Co.
By Definition 9, ([C1]\!")||[C2]- Since I’ € Z([C1]), then [Cs] = [C2]\l’. Hence, we have
([N TC:] = (ACNDI([C2I\). By Lemma we have ([C1][[[C2])\I'. By Defini-
tion L] [C4 || Co]\!'.

I"e Z([Ca])

By i.h. 3C".C L ¢ and [C2]\!' = [C']. By the rules in Figure [[7 we have two cases:

(a) C'=Vv
We have Cy L v and [Co]\l" = [v]]- By the rules in Figure [ we have Ci | Cs 4 Ch.
By Definition 9, [C1] || ([C2]\!"). Since I' € Z([C2]), then [C1] = [Ci]\l'. Hence, we have
[CIIAC\N) = ([CIN) [I([C2IN). By Lemma we have ([C1][[[C2)\I'. By Defini-
tion EIT] [C1 || C2]\I'.

(b) C"=C4%
We have Cy - C4 and [Co]\I' = [C4]. By the rules in Figure [[7 we have C ||Cs Lo || Cs.
By Definition 9, [C1] | ([C2]\!"). Since I’ € Z([C2]), then [C1] = [Ci]\l’. Hence, we have
[CLlII G\ = ([CN) [I([CRIN). By Lemma we have ([Ch][[[C2])\I'. By Defini-
tion L] [C4 || Co]\!'.
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Theorem 4.25 (Adequacy II). If @ # z € C([C]) s.t. @ —2cx then 3C" s.t. C > C".
Proof. Induction over the length of w.
o |w=1
We have {l'} € C(C) such that @ L {I’}. Furthermore I’ ¢ Z([C]). By Lemma £24 C I ¢ and
[C'] = [CI\!'. By the rules in Figure I8 C Lo
o |w|>1
We have z € C([C]) such that @ “~cz. Since w = lols ... 1,, then @ -2c{ly} “ cz. Hence ly € Z([C]- By
Lemma 24 C Lo, ¢ and [C'] = [C\lo- By Definition T3] 3y € C([C']) such that @ w—,cy. By i.h. 3C"
such that C’ <, C". By the rules in Figure I8 C' <> C", where w =y : w'.

4.4 Unitary Event Structures with initial state

According to [Winl4l Theorem 3], an elementary quantum event structure, i.e. an event structure without
conflicting events, paired with an initial state p, along with a valuation function defined as v(z) = Tr(Al A,p),
corresponds to a probabilistic event structure. In this section, we show that the conditions added to Winskel’s
definition of quantum event structures allow us to eliminate the elementary condition in [Winl4l Theorem
3]. The reason to such restrictions lies in the fact that in a probabilistic event structure, the probability of
conflicting events cannot be greater than one. For example, if we consider conflicting events a and b, each with
probability one, the sum condition in Definition Bl fails when we take y as the empty set and x1, 29 as {a} and
{b}, respectively. Through some calculations, the sum simplifies to v(@) — (v({a}) +v({b})) =1-(1+1) = -1,
which does not meet the criteria of being greater than or equal to 0. To avoid such scenario, we need to
ensure that the sum of the probabilities of events in minimal conflict does not exceed one. This is achieved by
the restrictions we introduced. Since a measurement is composed of orthogonal operations, the probability of
sequentially applying two or more orthogonal operations to a given state is zero. Note that this corresponds to
ill-configurations. Furthermore, the sum of the probabilities of events in minimal conflict is less or equal to one,
because the sum of the operators of events in minimal conflict is a unitary, and unitary operators preserve the
trace.

The difference between our definition and Winskel’s quantum event structures is the restrictions that we
add. Therefore, we use as basis the proof outlined in [Winl4, Theorem 3], which allows us to only show the
case in which all the events are mapped to projections such that either all events are in conflict or there are
events in conflict. To show the former we have everything. On the other hand, showing the latter requires extra
machinery, which we show here.

According to [Winl4, Proposition 3], to show that a structure is a probabilistic event structure we only need
to show that the condition in Definition .1l holds for y Zcxq, ..., y <cx,. We then build a unitary event
structure formed by the events of y Z-cxy, ..., y ==cxy,.

Definition 4.26. Let U = (E, <, #, Q) be a unitary event structure and y € C(U). Define U, = (E, <, #,Q)
as follows:

E={e|y~cyu{e}}
2= {(e,e) [ec B}

Lemma 4.27. U, = (E, <, #, Q) is a unitary event structure.
Proof. We show ny obeys the conditions of a unitary event structure.
o {¢'|€'<e} is finite
Trivially holds because every e € E is only causally related to itself.
o cHc'le" = e#te!

Trivially holds because every e € E: is only causally related to itself. Hence e¢'<e” is by definition e'<e’. It
then follows directly e#e’<e’ = efte’.
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e ccoe =[Q(e), Q)] =
It follows directly since if e co €/ in U, then e co €’ in U, in which [Q(e),Q(e’)] = 0. Hence [Q(e), Q(e')] =
[Qlz(e),Qlz(e")] =

e ~ is transitive
It follows directly from the fact that # is inherited from U.
e VecE, Yerefe] @(e") is unitary
Let e € E. By definition we have Q = Q| ;. It then follows that Yerele] Q([e]) = Yerefe] @l (e") is unitary.
([l

Next, we merge the events, from the previous definition, that are in conflict. Note that this gives a conflict
relation that is empty, hence an elementary unitary event structure.

Definition 4.28. Let ij be a unitary event structure. Define U= (E, <, #, Q) as follows:

B={[e]] e}
2= {([e][e]) | [e] € B}

# =

@ i [e]] =
(el {zefe[e] Q) it|le]l> 1

Lemma 4.29. U = (E, £, #, Q) is a unitary event structure.

Proof. We show U obeys the conditions of a unitary event structure. For convenience we sometimes write U
instead of ¥ .refo) Q(€).

o {[e']|[e']<]e]} is finite

Trivially holds because every [e] € Eis only causally related to itself.
o [e]#[e1[e"] = [e]#[e"]

Trivially holds because the conflict relation is empty.
o [e] co [¢']=[Q([e]),Q([D] =0

We have three cases:

L fe]l =[]l =1
It follows directly that [Q([e]), Q([¢'])] = [Q(e),Q(e')] =0

2. [e]l=1 and I[e']]>1
We have [Q([e]), Q([ N1 =1[Q(e),U] =0, since the event e and all the events in [e’] are concurrent.

e
3. |[e]|> 1 and |[¢]| >
We have [Q([e]), Q([ N1 =[U1,Uz] = 0, since all the events in [e] are concurrent with the events in

[e'].
e ~ is transitive

It follows directly since # =@.

o V[e] € E, Z[e’]e[[e]] Q([e']) is unitary
Since # = @ then Ylerelle]] Q([¢']) = Q([¢']) since |[[e]]] = 1. By Definition we have two cases:

L) =1
Then Q([€']) = Q(e’) which is a unitary.
2. |[e]l>1

Then Q([¢']) = U which is a unitary.
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We then define a map of event structures between the underlying event structures of U and U, projg :
(E, 2, #) - (B, £, #), where e — [e]. A feature of projg is that for a given configuration x € C(E,) we have
|z| = |projg ()], since projg is a total map of event structures (recall Example 2.9)).

We now define the map of event structures projg : (E, <, #) — (E, <, #), where

projg : E-E
e [e]
Lemma 4.30. projg : (E, 2, #) - (E, <, #) is a map of events structures.
Proof. We show that projg satisfies the conditions to be a map of event structures.
o VzeC(E) = projz(z) e C(E)
It follows straightforwardly since # is empty.
o V(eze')exeC(E), if projg is defined in both then projg(e) # projz(e’)

Let (e # ¢') e x € C(E). Since projg is total, projg is defined in both and since e, e’ € x then —(e#e’).
Hence it follows straightforwardly that projg(e) # projg(e’).

O
Lemma 4.31. Consider E,, E, and projg. If z € C(E,) then |projg (z)| = |z|.

Proof. Let = € C(E,). We know that projg is total, hence projz(x) = {projgz(e) | e € 2} = {[e] | e € z}.
Furthermore, projg is locally injective. Hence if ey, ..., e, € x then projs(e1),...,projg(en) € projg(x). Thus
|| = [projg (2)]. O
Lemma 4.32. Consider E,, E. Let # = {[e1],...,[en]} € C(E) and & € C(E,). Then {Z | projg(z) = &} =
{{él, ce ,én} | Vi,éi € [6]}

Proof. We have two cases:

o {Z|projp(T) =2} c{{é1,...,en}]| Vi € €le]}
Let & = {é1,...,6,} € C(E,). By Definition 8 projz(z) = & ¢ C(E). Furthermore, projg(T) =
projg(e1),...,projg(en) = {le1],...,[en]}. By definition of [e], we know that Vi.€é; €  we have &; € [e;].
Hence, we are done.
o {{é1,....6n}|Vi,¢ €le]} c{Z|proj(z) =2}
Let {€1,...,6n} € {{é1,...,En} | Vi,&; € [e]}. We need to show that {é1,...,é,} € C(E,).
1. V&,6" € {é1,...,6n} . ~(é4&")

Let €,é" € {€1,...,€,}. Then we know that € € [e] and &’ € [¢/]. By definition of [e], we have that
—-(é ~ ¢€'), which by Definition [£26 means —(é#¢e").

2. V&,& .&ZEnEe{er,... 60} =& €{é1,...,6n}

By Definition [£.26] the causal relation is the equality. Hence this condition trivially holds.
Since {é1,...,én} € C(E,), it lacks to show that projéy({él, ...yén}) € C(E,) = #. That comes directly
from applying projg, to {€1,...,€n} ¢ C(Ey), as follows:

projéy({él, ciy€n}) = {projEy (é1),..- ,projEy(én)} ={[e1],--.,[en]} =&

Due to Definition [£.26] we need the following corollary that follows from [Winl4l Proposition 5].

Corollary 4.33. Let E = (FE, <, #) be an event structure with trivial order, i.e. Vee E.e<e. Let v:C(E) —»
[0,1]. v is a configuration-valuation if v(@) =1 and dg")[y; X1y...,2Tn] >0 whenever {z1,...,z,} = {2 € C(E) |
y—cz}, for y,z1,...,2, € C(E). Then P = (E,v) is a probabilistic event structure.
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Proof. We assume v is a configuration-valuation. Hence it follows directly that v(@) = 1. Now we want to show
dg"_k) [y; x1,...,Zn-k] >0, for k <n. We do it by using induction on n and k.

(Base case, n). We have n = 0 and consequently & = 0. Thus dgo)[y; ] >0 < v(y) > 0 holds, since v is a
configuration-valuation.

(Induction case, n). Our induction hypothesis is: for all y, whenever |{z € C(E) | y —cz}| = n' < n, we have

d&"')[y; Z1,... Ty ] >0, where {x1,... 2y} ={2€C(E) |y —cz}.

To show d{"* V™[

(Base case, k). We have k = 0. Hence dq(J("H)_k)[y; L1y Tna1)—k] = dfjml)[y; T1,-..,Tns1] 2 0, which
holds by using the hypothesis of the Corollary itself, since {z € C(E) | y —cz} = {z1,...,Zns1}.
FCRSIE ST 50
v [y7$15"'ax(n+1)7k]— .

Y5 T1,. - T(ne1)-k] 2 0 we use induction on k.

(Induction case, k). Our induction hypothesis is: for a specific y,

Ay, ey k]

— (D=0 _ gl )=Gery

YsTi,... 5z(n+1)—(k+1)] T(n+1)-k 5 L1 Y T(nt1)=ks- -+ L(n+1)—(k+1) U z(n+1)fk]

@dg(n+1)—(k+1))[y; T1,... ,x(n+1)7(k+1)]

:dqg(nJrl)fk)[ 4 d7(j(n+1)—(k+1))[

Y5 Tl T(ne1)—k ] T(n+e1)=k 5 T1 YU T(ne1)=k> -+ T(na1)=(k+1) Y T(n+1)=k]

d1(}(n+1)—(k+1))[

We now need to show that Y5 T1, s Zine1)—(k+1)] 2 0. We do that by showing that

df;(n+1)7k) [ya L1y 51'(n+1)7k:| >0

and
d1(}(n+1)—(k+1)) [

T(n1)—k 5 L1 YU L(ns1)—k> -+ L(nt1)=(k+1) Y T(ne1)-k] 2 0
By i.h. of k, we have that dg(nﬂ)*k)[y; L1,y T (ne1)-k]) 2 0.

In order to use the i.h. of n in d{"*D )|

argue that [{z € C(E) | 2(p41)-r —C2z}| =m < n.
Let 2 = 2(y41-k) U {ez} such that 2.1y —cz (note that z(,41)- = yU{€(n+1)-k}). Since z € C(E), then it
follows that y u {e.} because:

T(n+1)-k s LY T (n+1)=ks -+ > T(n+1)—(k+1) Y $(n+1)—k], we need to

1. e, is not in conflict with any event of y since yu {e.} € z € C(E)
2. {e.} has all its causal dependencies because the ordering is trivial

Hence, for every z € {2 | #(p41)-1 —C 2} we have yu {e.} € {z | y —c2}\{Z(p41)-} and its elements are all
different. Thus {2 | 2(n41)-r —Cc2}| < {2z |y —c2}\{@(ns1)-r |, Where {z |y —cz}\{z(s1)-k}] = n-
Now we can apply the i.h. of n, which gives us

df DD ) 5 1 U T a1y L1 (hr1) UL 1)k ] 2 0
Hence dq(,(ml)_(kﬂ))[y; ATRRE 7$(n+1)—(k+1)] 2 0.

Thus we have shown that dgnik)[y; X1y..e s Tn-k] >0, for k <n.
By using [Winl4l Proposition 5], we have that P = (E, v) is a probabilistic event structure. O

To prove our claim we make use of the following auxiliary result.

Lemma 4.34. Counsider ij together with an initial state p,, such that all the events of ij are projections.
For any 7 € C(U,) let #(%) = % Then df;”)[z; {e1},...,{en}] >0.
v(y

Proof. To show dé") [@; {e1},...,{en}] 20, it is helpful to consider E and projg.

Recall that E does not have events in conflict. Hence, by [Winl4l Corollary 3], we have that U with py and
(&) = TT(A;Aipy) is a probabilistic event structure.

We need to show that (%) = TT(A;Aipy) =Y jec() V(D)

f(g)=2
We note that Q([e]) = U = Y] @(€) when |[e]| > 1 and that for a configuration € C(E), the operator

Az = Q([en])Q([e1]) = Mfejes QL)
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Let us expand [jcjes Q([e)):

[1}@<[e1>:n(z@<e>):ﬁ(z@(en): > (few)- = ( y @<e>):

[e]ez \ée[e] i=1 \é;€[e;] &1, ynel, \i=1 &1,y enel, \Ee{é1,En}
Vi, &ie(e;] Vi,é;€[e;]
IR 9 ([e@)- ¥ 4
zeC(U,) \éet #eC(Uy)
pTOjI;:y (z)=2 pTOjI;:y (z)=2
Then it follows directly that:
o(2) = Tr(AL Azp,) = Tr > AL > Agl|ey|=Tr > > AL Agipy
§eC(Uy) §'eC(Uy) §eC(U) 7'eC(U)
projg, (§)=1 projg, (§')=2 projg, (9)=2 projg, (§')=2
@ Al Agp, | = (Tr(ALAzp,)) = 5(j
r Z G4 9Py Z 7 ( 7 iPy) Z o(Y)
Eec(U) EeC(U) gec(0)
projs, (7)=4 projg, (§)= projg, (9)=

Where in step (*) we note that if § # ¢’ then A;Agr = 0. That is straightforward to see because projg (9) =

T = projg, (§"). Hence it exists € € § and & € §' such that Q(é)-Q(&’) = 0. In other words, é and é are in
conflict.

Now we are ready to show that dqgn) [@; {e1},...,{en}] 2 0.
By[Winl14l Proposition 1],

AV {er)s o fead] =0@) - Y <—1>“16(U{ei})

@+Ic{1,...,n} vel

SR (V)

I<{1,...,n iel

Now we note that it exists events that are in conflict, and since the union of events that are in conflict do
not form a configuration, we have that its valuation is zero. We can then remove those terms from the sum.

5 <—1>I@(U{ei})

Ic{1,...,n} el
iy <—1>I@(U{ei})
Ic{1,...,n} i€l

Vi,jel .e; co ej

- T (Ut
Ie{1,...,n} el
Uier{eiteC(U)
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On the other side, on Ij, we have:

dPlos i, ] =0(2) - Y (DU )

@+Jc{1,...,k} jeJ
DM CLE(VEN
Jc{1,...,k} jeJ
= Z 1)|J| U{GJ})
Jg{l,...,k} jeJ
= > (-Ha()

JE{I,.;.,k}
yeC(Uy)

PTOjEy (§)=Ujes{&5}

= 2 DU ei})

Jed{1,...,k} iel
Ic{1,...,n}
Uier{ei}eC(Uy)

Projg, (User{ei})=Ujes{é;}

By Lemma [£3T] we know that |projEy(Uid{ei})| = |Ujerei}| = |I|. Furthermore |Uj e {e;}| = |J|. Since
projEy(Uid{ei}) = Ujes{€é;}, again by Lemma [£31] we have |p7°0jEy(Uid{ei})| = |Ujes{é;}. Thus |I| = |J].
Hence

DYIa(Ufei}) = > D)Mo (U{e})

Je{1,...,k} el Je{1,....k} iel
Ic{1,..., n} Ic{1,..., n}
Uier{ei }eC(Uy) Uier{ei}eC(Uy)
PTOij (User{ei})=Ujes{&;} PTOij (User{ei})=Ujes{&;}

- (*) -
= > > DU | = > )M e
Ic{1,...,n} Je{1,...,k} i€l Ic{1,...,n} i€l
Ulel{el}ec(U ) pTOJUy(UleI{e%}) Ujes{é;} Uiel{ei}ec(ﬁy)

=dV[; &1,..., @]

In step (*) the sum no longer depends on J, hence we drop it.
We shown that dé")[z; T1yeeeyBpn]= dék)[z; Z1y.., k]
Hence d\"[@; &1, ..., ] > 0. 0

The idea behind Lemma .34 is the following: if we show that dé")[g; {e1},...,{en}] > 0 knowing that
3(5) = YWY

vy
Definition [3.1] is satisfied.

Now we are ready to extend [Winl4, Theorem 3].

then it follows directly that dgn)[y; yu{er},...,yu{en}] > 0. In other words, the condition in

Proposition 4.35. Let U = (F, <, #, Q) be a unitary event structure with initial state p. For each x € C(U)
let v(z) = Tr(p,) = Tr(ALA,p). Then U= (FE, <, #, v) is a probabilistic event structure.

Proof. From [WinT4l Proposition 5] we need to show am [y;x1,...2,] when y <=2 2;,...,2,. We then
identify the following cases:

1. v(@) =1
2. Jde;€eq,...,e, such that Q(e;) is a unitary
3. Vejeeq,...,e, we have Q(e;) is a projection

(a) all the events are concurrent
(b) all events are in conflict

(c) there are events in conflict

The proof of 1, 2, and 3.(a) can be found in [Winl4] Theorem 3]. Thus, we only show the proof of 3.(b) and
3.(c).

3.(b) Case every event is in conflict we know that the sum of the associated quantum operators is a unitary.
Hence we are in case 2. and consequently dg")[y; Z1,...2,] =0.
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3.(c) Case there is events in conflict :

dy; w1,ean]=o(y) - Y (D)o

@+Ic{1,...,n} 1€l

:v(y)— Z |I|+1 le)+ Z |I|+1 U-T

g+Ic{1,....n } iel @*I<{1,...,n } iel
[71=1 [1]>1
=o(y)-Y () - > (DU
=1 @+Ic{1,...,n} iel
[7]>1

Focus on ZQHE{L,“’”}(—1)|I|+1U(Uidxi). Since x; = {e;} Uy then Zgﬂg{l’m,n}(—1)‘1‘*11)(U1-d:ci) =
[7]>1 [7|>1

YoeIc(l,..., n}(_l)quv(UieI{ei} uy).

|I]>1
We know that with |I| > 1 we are not considering singletons. Hence we are either making the union of
events that are concurrent or are in conflict. W.l.o.g consider v({e;,ex} Uy) with 1 < j # k <n. Case
ej#er, then we know that Q(e;) - Q(ex) =0 = Q(ex) - Q(e;) and consequently we have v({e;,ex}Uy) =
Tr(AL (Q(e;) - Qex))T - Q(ey) - Q(ex) - Ayp) = 0. On the other side, case e; co ey then we know that
Qej) - Qer) = Q(ex) - Q(e;) and consequently v({e;,ex} uy) > 0.
When events are in conflict their contribution to the sum is null, hence we can discard them. As a
consequence, the sum is composed of elements that are concurrent. Hence we have

v(y)—év(m— (v

@+lc{l,...,n} iel
|7]>1
:v(y)—zu(xi)— Z (_1)\I\+1U(Uxi)
i=1 @#Ic{l,....,n} iel
|I]>1
Uier z:€C(U)
- Y OUe) - 3 (D))
o+lc{1,..., n} iel @#Ic{l,....,n} el
[71=1 [1]>1

V(ixj)el .e; co ej

- Y (oMU
@+Ic{l,...,n} iel
V(ixj)el .e; co ej

Despite removing the valuations from ill-configurations, we are not in case 3.(a) since there are still events
in conflict. We thus resort to Lemma [£34l Concretely:

d"M@; F1,...,80] 20
<i@)- > (D)e(ULe}) 20

Ic{1,...,n} i€l
User{es YeC(Ey)
e Y EDMa(ULe) 20
IE{l,...,n}~ el
Uier{ei}eC(Ey)
P Z ( )|I|U(yUUzeI{ez})
I<{1,...,n} v(y)
User{ei}eC(Ey)
e Y DMyuUfed) 2
I<{1,...,n} el
User{ei}eC(Ey)

c»dg”)[y; X1y, &n] 20
With all cases proved, we have that U = (U, p, v) is a probabilistic event structure. O

The intuition behind the n-step in Section Hlis: given a command C' and a list of instructions, which is a
word, a : w’ we reach a command C’ in n-steps. If we give an initial state to C, the evolution of the state will
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correspond to the application of the word to the initial state. We define a state to be a partial density operator,
i.e. a density operator whose trace is less or equal to one and denote the set of partial density operator as
D« (H). We now define how a word is applied to a state:

Definition 4.36. Let w be a word and p a partial density operator. Define w(p) inductively as follows:

() apal fw=a
w =
r Wapal) fw=a:w

Note that when applying a word w to a state p, the first action to be applied on p is the head of w.
Following Lemma [£.35 we can define a new denotational semantics for quantum event structures who takes
into consideration initial states.

Definition 4.37. We define ([-]_: C x D<;(C?) - (U, p, v), where U is a unitary event structure) as follows:

[skipl, = ([skip], p, v({sk})=1)
[U@@)], = (U], p, v({Un}) = 1)
[M(n,C1,C2)], = ([M(n,C1,C2)], p, v)
[C1; Ca], = ([Cr5 Ca], p, v)

[Ci][C2], = ([Ch ]| C2], ps v)

At this point we can establish an equivalence between the semantics with or without initial state. However
we note that for the former we first need to show the equivalence without initial state.

Consider the case without initial state. We observe that both the operational and denotational semantics
presented in this section closely resemble those developed in Section 2l Consequently, the results obtained in
Section can be straightforwardly adapted to the quantum setting. It is worth to emphasize that removing
an initial element form M (n,U;,Us) is equal to Uy or to Usg if the event removed is 7§ or 7, respectively.

To show the equivalence of the semantics with an initial state we state the following.

Theorem 4.38 (Soundness). Let p be an initial state. If C' <> C’ then 3z € C([C],) such that @ —%cz and

o) = w(p).

Theorem 4.39 (Adequacy). Let p be an initial state. If (z # @) € C([C],) s.t. @ —2cx then 3C" s.t. C > C”
and v(z) = w(p).

To prove the above statements we make use of Theorem [£.23 and Theorem 25 respectively. What is left

to show is that v(z) = w(p). However that comes freely because the operations applied on —» and on @ “~cz
are the same.

Example 4.40. In Figure[T9 we have the labeled transition system of H(n); M (n, X (n),Z(n)). This program
applies first the Hadamard gate to qubit n and then measures it. If the measurement was made by F§' then
we apply the X gate to qubit n and we are done. On the other side, if the measurement was performed by P/
we apply the Z gate to qubit n finishing the computation. With the help of Figure I3 it is straightforward to
see that the words that lead to a terminal command are: H(n)PJX(n) and H(n)P'Z(n). By applying each

1
word to the state p =|0)(0], we obtain the following possible final states: (H(n)PjX (n))(|0){0]) = §|1)(1| and

(H(n)P"Z(n))(|0){0]) = %Il)(1|~

H(n); M(n,X(n),Z(n))

Lo
M(n, X (n), Z(n))

B / \Pl"

X(n) Z(n)
X(n)i lZ(n)
v v

Figure 19: Labeled transition system of H(n); M(n,X(n),Z(n))
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4.5 Introducing cyclic behavior

Differently from what was done in Section 2.4] and Section B4 here the cyclic behavior will not be given
by recursion. Instead it will be given by a while loop. By doing this we still manage to keep the intended
philosophy in the operational semantics, because the while loop is defined in terms of a measurement. In other
words, Section 1] already has all that we need to implement the while loop.

The set of commands allowed by the language are given by the following grammar:

Cu=skip|Un)|C; C|M(n,C1,C2) | C||C | while M(n,C)

where U(71) applies the unitary gate U to the qubits presented in 7i, the parallel composition is disjoint B
M(n,C1,Cy) represents the measurement of a qubit n such that if the measurement is made by P}’ then we
execute C1, else if the measurement is made by P;* then we execute Cs, and while M (n,C) is a while loop that
stops the computation if the measurement is made by P§'. Note that the behavior of M (n,Cy,C2) is similar to
that of a classical if clause.

Remark 7. In this section, we used a while loop instead of a recursive command for cyclic behavior, unlike
Sections 2. TlandB.1l The reason to opt by a while loop in this section comes from the behavior of a measurement
resembling an if-then-else command. Furthermore projections decide if the computation stops or continues,
allowing us to implement the while loop without needing a notion of state. On the other hand, implementing
the while loop in Sections I] and Bl would require a notion of state associated with the command, which
would obliged us to change the operational semantics we have designed without loops.

The set of qubits being used in a command C is defined as follows:

qVar(skip) = @

qVar(U(n)) =n

qVar(M(n,C1,Cs)) = {n} ugVar(Cy) u qVar(Cs)
qVar(Cy ; Cy) = qVar(Cy) u qVar(Cs)
qVar(C1||C2) = qVar(Cy) u qVar(Cs)

qVar(while M(n,C)) = {n}uqVar(C)

We add the following rules to Figure [T

while M(n,0) 25 v while M(n,C) 25 O while M(n,C)

Example 4.41. Figure 20l illustrates the behavior of a quantum toss coin, which, similarly to Example 237,
produces a possibly empty sequence H(n)P{* that finishes with PJ'. To understand this we observe that the
initial program has two possible transitions: (1) transits through PJ' and the computation finishes; (2) transits
through P/* to H(n); while M (n, H(n)), which executes H(n) to transit to while M (n, H(n)), which is the
same command as the initial one.

Definition 4.42. Let U; = (E1, <1, #1, Q1) and Us = (FEs, <3, #2, Q2) be unitary event structures. Say
U; < Uy if:

FEic FEy

Ve,e' .e<i1e oe e ecEine<qe

Ve,e' . e#tie’ = e,e’ € By Aetoe

Ve e El . Ql(e) = QQ(G)
Lemma 4.43. < is a partial order.

Proof. Due to Lemma 239 we only focus on the condition of the quantum operators. Let Uy = (Ey, <1, #1, Q1),
Us = (Fa, <a, #2, Q2), and Us = (E3, <3, #3, Q3) be quantum event structures.
e Reflexivity: U; < Uy
It follows directly that Ve e F1.Q1(e) = Q1(e)
e Transitivity : U; 94Uy, Uy < Uz = U; 9 Us

From U; < Uy, Ve e E1.Q1(e) = Q2(e). From Uy 9 U3, Ve € Ey.Q2(e) = Qs(e). Hence Ve € E1.Q1(e) =
Q2(e) = Qs(e).

21 || C2 being disjoint means that C; and C2 do not share any qubit
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while M (n, H(n))

Py / \Pf

v H(n); while M(n,H(n))

i)
while M (n, H(n))
PO”/ \Pln
v H(n); while M(n, H(n))
i
while M (n, H(n))

Py / o

v H(n); while M (n, H(n))
lH(n)

Figure 20: Fragment of the execution of while M (n, H(n))

e Antisymmetry: Uy 9 Uy, Uy < Uy = Uy = Uy
From Lemma .39 we know that Ey = E5. Hence it follows directly that Uy = Us.

Lemma 4.44. Define 1 = (@, @, @, ! : @ — Op(H)). L is the least element of <.

Proof. We begin by showing that L is a unitary event structure. We already know that (@, @, @) is an event
structure, hence it lacks to verify the conditions regarding the quantum operator. However, since there are no
events, the conditions trivially holds.

To show that 1 is the least element, consider any unitary event structure U. We need to show L 4 U. Due to
Lemma we only focus on the quantum operator. We need to show that for every event in 1, its mapping
through ! and @ is the same. We show it by contradiction. Thus, we need to find an event e € & such that its
mapping through ! and @ is not the same. However, there are no events in 1. Thus the condition holds. (|

Definition 4.45. Let Uy 9--- < U, <... be a w-chain. Let U¥ = (E¥, <¥, #“, Q) be its least upper bound
where:

o F¥Y=u, FE,
o <= Unew <n

o #w = Unew#n
Q¥(e) = Inew.ec E, and Q,(e) =Q%(e)

Lemma 4.46. U¥ is a unitary event structure.
Proof. Due to Lemma [2.42] we focus on the quantum operator condition.

o Ve,e' e Y. ecoe = [Q¥(e),Q“(e")] =0

Let e, e’ € E“ such that e co e’. We have two cases:

1. e,e' € E,
By Definition 45 we have Q% (e) = Qn(e) and Q¥(e’) = Qn,(€e’) and since U, is a unitary event
structure we are done.

2. ee B, and €’ € E,, such that U,, < U,,

By Definition 45 we have Q“(e) = Qn(e) and Q“(¢’) = Q. (e’). From U, < U,,, we have that
Qn(e) = Qm(e) and since Uy, is a unitary event structure, then we are done.
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e ~ s transitive
We want to show that for e,e’,e” e E¥ ife ~ ¢’ ande’ ~ e” thene ~ e”. According to Definition FZ5]
we have three cases:
! "
1. e,e’, e’ e B,
Then we are done, since U, is a unitary event structure.

2. ee E, and €',¢" € E,,, such that U, U,

From U,, 4 U,, we know that F, ¢ E,,, hence e € F,,. Since U,, is a unitary event structure we are
done.

3. eckE,, e ¢ckE,, and €' € B} such that U, < U,, < Uy
From U, ¢ U,, 4 Uy we have that E, ¢ E,, € Ey. Hence, e,e’ € E;. Since Uy is a unitary event
structure we are done.

o« Vee B2, |[e]l > 1= Sueq Q) = U

Let e € E¥ .|[e]| > 1. By Definition 445 3In € w such that e € F,, and Q“(e) = @, (e). Since U, is a unitary
event structure we have Y c(.] Q“(€) = Xeree] @nle’) = U.

O
Lemma 4.47. Let U; 4---<U, <... be a w-chain. Then U% is its least upper bound.
Proof. Due to Lemma [2.43] we only need to focus on the quantum condition.

e U“ is an upper bound
Vn € w we need to have U,, 4 U“. We need to check that Ve € E,,.Q,(e) = Q“(e). It follows directly from
Definition that Inew.e € F,, and Q¥(e) = Qn(e).

e UY is a least upper bound

Let U= (E, <, #, Q) be an upper bound of the chain. We need to show that if U,, 9 U% and U, 9 U then
U¥ < U. From U, 4U¥, Vee E,.Qn(e) = Q“(e). By Definition [£45, In ew.e € E, and Q“(e) = Qn(e).
From U, 94U, Vee E,,.Qn(e) =Q(e). Thus Vee U¥, Inew.ec E, and Q¥(e) = Qn(e) = Q(e).

O
Lemma 4.48. Let U, U, Uy be unitary event structures. If U; 9 Us then U; Uy 9 U; Us.

Proof. Due to Lemma 244 we focus solely on the quantum condition. Let U = (E, <, #, Q), Uy = (E1, <1
s #1, Q1), Uz = (Ea, <o, #9, Q2), U; Uy = (B, <M #1,QY), and U; Uy = (E?, <%, #2, Q%), such that Uy 9 Us.
We want to show Ve e E'., Q'(e) = Q%(e). Let e € E'. By Definition we have two cases:

1. ecFE
It follows directly that Q' (e) = Q(e) = Q*(e).
2. e€ El X CmaX(U)

We have Q'(e) = Q1,2)(e) = Q1(e). From Uy 9 Uy, Q1(e) = Q2(e). By Definition 5, Q2(e) = Q(2,0) =
Q*(e). Thus Q' (¢) = ().

O
Lemma 4.49. Let Uy, U}, Uz, Uj be unitary event structures. If U; 9 U} and Ug < U then Uy || Uy < U || US.

Proof. Due to Lemma we focus solely on the quantum condition. Uy = (Eq, <1, #1, Q1), Uz = (E2, <o
5 #27 Q2)a Ull = (Eiv Sllv #,15 Qll)v U2 = (Eéa SIQa #,27 QIQ)a Ul ||U2 = (Ea <, #7 Q)a and Ull ||U, = (E,a S,a #,7 Ql)v
such that U; < U} and Uy 2 U5,
We want to show that Vee F.Q(e) = Q'(e). Let e € E. By Definition [£9 we have two cases:
1. ec€ E1
We know that Q(e) = Q1(e). Since Uy < U, Q1(e) = Qi(e). By Definition L9, Q(e) = @'(e). Thus
Qe) =Q'(e).
2. ec€ E2

Similar to the previous.
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Lemma 4.50. Let Uy, U}, Uy, Uj be unitary event structures. If U; 9 U} and Uy < US then M (n,Up,Uy) <
M(n, U}, Uy).

Proof. Uy = (E1, <1, #1, Q1), Uz = (B2, <o, #2, Q2), U} = (£, <}, #1, Q1), Uz = (B3, <5, #5, Q3), M(n,Uy,Uz) =
(E, <, #,Q), and M(n,U7,UL) = (E', <", #',Q"), such that U; < U] and Uy 9 UJ.
The conditions to check are:

1. ECFE

2. Ve,e'.e<e = e eEnes e
3. Ve,e .e#te < e, e’ € Enedt'e
4. Vee E.Q(e)=Q’(e)

The first three conditions follow directly from Definition [£.71 Hence we focus on the last one.
Let e € E. We have the four cases:

1. e=1
By Definition 7] we are done since, Q(73') = Q' (7).

_.n
2. e=1]

By Definition 7] we are done since, Q(77") = Q'(77").
3. e€ E1

We know that Q(e) = Q1(e). From U; 9 U, Q1(e) = Qi(e). By Definition 7, Q’(e) = Q'(e). Thus
Q(e) = Q'(e).

4. €€E2

Similar to the previous point.

Definition 2247 and Lemma [Z48] are similar.
Lemma 4.51. |1,,(U; U,,) =U; L,, Uy,
Proof. Similar to Lemma O
Lemma 4.52. |, ,,(Up || Upm) = Up Up || U Une.
Proof. Similar to Lemma O
Lemma 4.53. |, ,,(M(q,Up,Uy)) = M(q, 1, U, U Un).

Proof. By LemmalL50 the measurement is monotone. It lacks to show that each event of M (q, L, Un, Ll Upm)
is an event of |, ,, (M (q,Up,U,,)). Let e be an event of M(q,Ll, Upn, Ly, Up). We have four cases:

—_ n
1. e=17)

It follows directly from Definition [4.7]

— N
2. e=1f

It follows directly from Definition 71

3. eis an event of ||, U,

By Definition 48] 3n € w such that e is an event of U,,. By Definition 7] e is an event of M (q,U,,U,,).
By Definition B45] e is an event of |, ,, (M (g, Uy, Uy,)).

4. e is an event of |, U,,

Similar to the previous point.

Lemma [2.52] is similar.

76



Definition 4.54. We interpret commands as unitary event structures as follows ([-] : C' » U):

[skip] = ({sk},{sk < sk}, @,Q(sk) = Id)
[Ua] = {Ua},{Un < Us},2,Q(Us) = U(11))
[M(n,Cy1,Co)] = Py ; [C1] +PY; [Co]

[Cy; Co] = [Ch]; [Cx]

[CilICe] = [Ch] I [C2]

[while M (n,C)] = fiz(T™)

where I'" : U - U is given by I'"(U) = Py + P} ; U.

Furthermore, note that [while M(n,C)] = M (n,v",[C; while M(n,C)]) = Py + P}; [C; while M (n,C)]
and 1 = [v']. These facts will be useful when showing the equivalence between the semantics.

We note that I'" is continuous because it is composed of continuous functions.

To show the equivalence between the operational and the denotational semantics, we reuse what was done
in Section .3l The only lemmas in which we need to add the proof for the recursion case are the following:

Lemma 4.55 (Soundness I). If C' - C” then [C"] = [C]\l.

Proof. e while M (n,C) SNV

We know that [while M (n,C)] = [M(n,v",C; while M (n,C))]. Hence [while M (n,C)|\7¢ = [M (n,v",C; while M (n,
which by Lemma .19 gives [v']. Hence [while M (n,C)|\7¢ =[]

e while M (n,C) =, €' while M(n,C)
We know that [while M (n,C)] = [M (n,v’,C; while M(n,C))]. Hence [while M (n,C)]\r* = [M (n,v",C; while M(n,
which by Lemma .19 gives [C'; while M (n,C)]. Hence [while M (n,C)]\7 = [C'; while M (n,C)].
O

Lemma 4.56 (Adequacy I). Let [ € Z([C]). Then 3C" € (Cu{v'}) s.t C L ¢ and [CI\ = [C'].

Proof. e [ e Z([while M(n,C)])
Since [while M (n,C)] = [M (n,v",C; while M(n,C))], we have that | = 7§ or [ = 7{". We have two cases:

1. l=1¢
Let C" = v'. We know that [while M (n,C)] = [M (n,v",C; while M(n,C))]. Hence [M (n,v",C; while M(n,C))]
which by Lemma [£19 gives [v']. Thus it follows directly that while M (n,C) SNV

2. l=1"

Let C' = C'; while M (n,C). We know that [while M (n,C)] = [M (n,v",C; while M(n,C))]. Hence
[M(n,v',C; while M (n,C))]\7J*, which by Lemma gives [v']. Thus it follows directly that

while M(n,C) 2L, C'; while M(n,C).
O

Similarly to what was done in Section [£.3] we can consider the equivalence between semantics with an initial
state. However, doing it is very similar to what we already have, hence we postpone it.

Example 4.57. The unitary event structure in Example [£4] corresponds to the interpretation of the command
in Example 40l

To see the equivalence between both semantics, recall the maximal configurations in Example [£4] and the
words used in Example It is trivial to see that for each word we have a corresponding covering chain, and
vice-versa.

It lacks to verify the probability when an initial state is given. Consider that the initial state is p =]0)(0].
Applying the word H(n) P} X (n) to p yields a probability of 0.5, which matches the probability of the respective
covering chain. Similarly, when we apply the word H(n)P;*Z(n) to p, we obtain a probability of 0.5, once again
matching the probability of the respective covering chain.

Conversely, if we obtained the probability from the trace of A,p, where x is a configuration from a covering
chain, we observe that applying the respective word to p gives the same probability. Concretely, the covering

1
chain of {Hy, 78, X} is @ ZLc{H,} Zoc{H,, 70} 2rc{H,, 73, X1}. The associated operator A, is X (1)PgH(1).
By applying A, to p we obtain the state |1)(1| with probability 0.5, which corresponds to the probability of
applying the respective word to p.
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Example 4.58. FigureZIlshows the event structure corresponding to the interpretation of [H (n) ; M (n, skip, X (n))].
The set of configurations is {@,{Hy},{Hn, 7'}, {Hn, 11"}, {Hn, 78", sk}, {Hn, 71 X0} }.

To see the equivalence between both semantics through an example, we first derive the words that can be
formed by the n-step in Example H(n), H(n)Py, H(n)P*, H(n)Pysk and H(n)P{'X (n).

Each word corresponds to a covering chain, which represents a configuration. For example the words
H(n)Pysk and H(n)PX(n) correspond to the covering chains @ Z=c{H,} iC{Hn, 0} SR H,y, 13 sk} = 2
and @ Z2c{H,} ic{Hn, Yy Xoc{H,, ", X, } = x, respectively.

Furthermore, given as initial state p = |0){0], we have the following probabilities: v(z1) = 0.5 and v(z2) = 0.5,
which correspond to the probabilities obtained by respectively applying the words H(n) Py sk and H(n)P{*X (n)
to the same state, as shown in Example

Hn
AR Q(H,) = H(n),

n n
To ™" T1

1 1 Q(ry) = ', Q(r1) = PP,

sk X, Q(sk) = Id(n), Q(X,) =X(n)

Figure 21: Event structure of [H(n); M (n,skip, X (n))]

5 Related Work

Most work on event structures extend them to different computational effects and when they give denotational
semantics for a language, most of the languages include notions of communication, which are absent in the
languages we consider.

In the classical setting, Winskel used event structures to give denotational semantics to CCS [Win82 [Win8§].
In the probabilistic setting, Varacca and Yoshida used a probabilistic version of event structures [VWO0G] to
interpret a probabilistic w-calculus [VVWO06]. Marc de Visme later adapted Winskel’s probabilistic event struc-
tures [Winl4], equivalent to Varacca’s definition, to furnish a probabilistic CCS [BK97] with a denotational
semantics. In the quantum setting event structures have only been used as the backbone for game seman-
tics [CAVW19).

A closer approach to ours is found in Castellan’s work [Casl6], where event structures interpret a simple
imperative and concurrent language in the context of weak memory models. His goal was to capture execution
paths generated by compilers during code optimization, missed by interleaving semantics. Interestingly, his
definition of sequential and parallel composition are similar to ours.

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we discussed how Winskel’s event structures can be tamed as a model of computation for rep-
resenting sequences of actions, with causal and conflicting relationships, and even refined Winskel’s notion

of quantum event structure to better match the probabilistic ones. We show how Winskel’s event structures
support non-deterministic, probabilistic and quantum effects.
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