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Abstract We develop an algebraic theory of threads, synchronous cooperation
of threads and interaction of threads with Maurer machines, and investigate pro-
gram parallelization using the resulting theory. Program parallelization underlies
techniques for speeding up instruction processing on a computer that make use
of the abilities of the computer to process instructions simultaneously in cases
where the state changes involved do no influence each other. One of our findings
is that a strong induction principle is needed when proving theorems about suf-
ficient conditions for the correctness of program parallelizations. The induction
principle introduced has brought us to construct a projective limit model for the
theory developed.
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program parallelization — projective limit model

1 Introduction

Thread algebra originates from the form of process algebra introduced in [6] under
the name basic polarized process algebra. A thread is the behaviour of a determin-
istic sequential program under execution. In earlier work, see e.g. [7,14,13], we
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have elaborated forms of concurrency where the actions to be performed by the
different threads involved are interleaved according to some deterministic inter-
leaving strategy. Synchronous cooperation is the form of concurrency where at
each stage the actions to be performed by the different threads involved are all
performed simultaneously. In the current paper, we develop an algebraic theory
of threads, synchronous cooperation of threads and interaction of threads with
Maurer machines. We call the resulting theory a thread algebra for synchronous
cooperation.

Threads can be used to direct a Maurer machine in performing operations on
its state. Maurer machines are based on a model for computers proposed by Mau-
rer in [23]. Maurer's model for computers is quite different from the well-known
models for computers in theoretical computer science such as register machines,
multi-stack machines and Turing machines (see e.g. [20]). The strength of Mau-
rer's model is that it is close to real computers. Maurer’s model is based on the
view that a computer has a memory, the contents of all memory elements make up
the state of the computer, the computer processes instructions, and the processing
of an instruction amounts to performing an operation on the state of the computer
which results in changes of the contents of certain memory elements.

Explicit multi-threading is a basic technique to speed up instruction process-
ing by a machine (see e.g. [29]). Explicit multi-threading techniques require that
programs are parallelized by judicious use of forking. In this paper, we investigate
program parallelization for simple programs without test and jump instructions
using the thread algebra for synchronous cooperation developed and program al-
gebra.

Program algebra is introduced in [5, 6]. In program algebra, not the behaviour
of deterministic sequential programs under execution is considered, but the pro-
grams themselves. A program is viewed as an instruction sequence. The behaviour
of a program is taken for a thread of the kind considered in thread algebra. Pro-
gram algebra provides a program notation which is close to existing assembly
languages.

By employing the thread algebra for synchronous cooperation developed to
investigate program parallelization, we demonstrate that this thread algebra has
at least one interesting application. On the other hand, setting up a framework in
which program parallelization can be investigated, is one of the objectives with
which we have developed a thread algebra for synchronous cooperation. For that
very reason, we have chosen to use Maurer's model for computers. Unlike this
relatively unknown model, the well-known models for computers in theoretical
computer science have little in common with real computers. They abstract from
many aspects of real computers which must be taken into account when investi-
gating program parallelization.

In earlier work on thread algebra, synchronous cooperation was not consid-
ered. To deal with synchronous cooperation in thread algebra, we introduce in
the thread algebra for synchronous cooperation a special a&jovhich blocks
threads. This feature was not present in earlier work on thread algebra. We also
introduce another feature that was not present in earlier work on thread algebra,
namely conditional action repetition. In modelling instruction processing, this fea-
ture is convenient to deal with instructions of which the processing on a computer
takes more than one step. Typical examples of such instructions are load instruc-
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tions, which may even take many steps in case of cache misses. Moreover, we
introduce the notions of state transformer equivalence and computation. Both no-

tions are relevant to program parallelization: if two threads are state transformer

equivalent, then the computations directed by those threads beginning in the same
initial state terminate in the same final state, but they may have different lengths.

One of the findings of our investigation of program parallelization is that a
strong induction principle is needed when proving theorems about sufficient con-
ditions for the correctness of program parallelizations. Therefore, we introduce an
induction principle to establish state transformer equivalence of infinite threads.
This induction principle is based on the view that any infinite thread is fully char-
acterized by the infinite sequence of all its finite approximations. The model that
we construct for the thread algebra for synchronous cooperation, including the
above-mentioned induction principle, is a projective limit model (see e.g. [4,22])
because such a model fits in very well with this view.

In addition to the thread algebra for synchronous cooperation, we use a simple
variant of the program algebra from [6] to investigate program parallelization. This
simple variant offers a convenient notation for studying program parallelization:
the programs concerned permit a direct analysis of semantic issues involved. It
covers only simple programs without test and jump instructions. This is a drastic
simplification. Because of the complexity of program parallelization, we consider
a simplification like this one desirable to start with.

We regard the work presented in this paper, like the preceding work presented
in [8-10], as a preparatory step in developing, as part of a project investigating
micro-threading [16,21], a formal approach to design new micro-architectures.
That approach should allow for the correctness of new micro-architectures and
their anticipated speed-up results to be verified.

The structure of this paper is as follows. First, we develop most of the thread
algebra for synchronous cooperation (Section 2). Next, we present a projective
limit model for the thread algebra developed so far (Section 3). Then, we com-
plete the thread algebra developed so far with an operator for applying a thread to
a Maurer machine from one of its states and introduce the notion of computation
in the resulting setting (Section 4). Following this, we introduce the notion of state
transformer equivalence of threads and give some state transformer properties of
threads (Section 5). After that, we present the simple variant of program algebra
and introduce classes of program relevant to the investigation of program paral-
lelization (Section 6). Next, we investigate program parallelization, focused on
finding sufficient conditions for the correctness of program parallelizations (Sec-
tion 7). Finally, we make some concluding remarks (Section 8). Appendix B con-
tains a glossary of symbols used in this paper.

In Section 3, some familiarity with metric spaces is assumed. The definitions
of all notions concerning metric spaces that are assumed known in those sections
can be found in most introductory textbooks on topology. We mention [17] as an
example of an introductory textbook in which those notions are introduced in an
intuitively appealing way.
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2 Thread Algebra for Synchronous Cooperation

In this section, we develop most of the thread algebra for synchronous cooperation
used in the investigation of program parallelization later on. First, we treat the ker-
nel of the thread algebra in question. Next, we add step by step several features,
including synchronous cooperation and conditional action repetition, to the ker-
nel. Finally, we present a structural operational semantics for the thread algebra
developed in this section.

2.1 Basic Thread Algebra with Blocking

BTAs (Basic Thread Algebra with Blocking) is a form of process algebra which
is tailored to the description of the behaviour of deterministic sequential programs
under execution. The behaviours concerned are ctiledds

In BTA;, it is assumed that there is a fixed but arbitrary sdvadic actions
et With tau, & & Lo/ . We write of for Aoz U {tau} and.e/s for o7 U{d}. BTA;
has the following constants and operators:

— thedeadlockconstanD;
— theterminationconstans;
— for eacha € 75, a binarypostconditional compositiooperator. <a>> _.

We use infix notation for postconditional composition. We introdacgon pre-
fixing as an abbreviatiorao p, wherep is a term over the signature &TAs,
abbreviatep <ar> p.

The intuition is that each basic action performed by a thread is taken as a com-
mand to be processed by the execution environment of the thread. The processing
of a command may involve a change of state of the execution environment. At
completion of the processing of the command, the execution environment pro-
duces a reply value. This reply is eithEror F and is returned to the thread con-
cerned. Letp andq be closed terms over the signatureBdiA 5 anda € /. Then
p <ar> q will perform actiona, and after that proceed gsif the processing of
aleads to the reply (called a positive reply) and proceed@s the processing
of a leads to the repl¥ (called a negative reply). The actiosu plays a special
role: its processing will never change any state and always lead to a positive reply.
The actiond blocks a thread: the execution environment cannot process it and
consequently a reply value is never returned. Hepged > g cannot but become
inactive, just aP.

Example 1Consider the terninco (S <dec> D) and an execution environment

in which processing of basic actioirsc and dec amounts to incrementing and
decrementing a counter by one. Suppose that the counter concerned can take only
non-negative values. Furthermore, suppose that the processimgedds always

to a positive reply and the processingdafcleads to a positive reply if the value

of the counter is not zero and to a negative reply otherwise. In this execution envi-
ronment,jnco (S <dec> D) will first performinc, next perforndeg and then ter-
minate. It will not deadlock instead of terminate because the value of the counter
will be greater than zero whatecis performed.

The axioms oBTA are given in Table 1. Using the abbreviation introduced
above, axiom T1 can be written as followsdtau>y = tauox.



Synchronous Cooperation for Explicit Multi-Threading 5

Table 1 Axioms of BTA

Xx<dtauly=x<Jtaulx T1
x<or>y=D T2

Table 2 Conditions on the synchronization function

(E&E,)&E”:E&(El&‘f”)
(E&E/)&E//:(E/&E)&EU

tau& & =¢
0&E&=90
§&0=0

2.2 Synchronous Cooperation of Threads

We extendBTAs with a form of synchronous cooperation that supports thread
forking. The result is calledAs.. Synchronous cooperation requires the introduc-
tion of atomic actions and concurrent actions.

In TAs, it is assumed that there are a fixed but arbitrary&€g of concurrent
actions a fixed but arbitrary finite set/e7 C %47 5 of atomic actionsand a fixed
but arbitrarysynchronizatiorfunction&: o/ 5 x 647 5§ — 6%/ 5 such that:

— tau € @/ andd ¢ o/ ;
- & e%dsiff £ =0 oré& e .o or there existt’,&" € 6«7 5 such that =

&'& &,

— forall &,&,&" € €4/ 5, the equations given in Table 2 are satisfied.
It is further assumed thats = 67 5. We write €</ for €/ 5\ {0}.

A concurrent actiorf & &', whereé, &’ € 6«7, represents the act of simulta-
neously performing andé&’ unlessé & £’ = &. Concurrent actiong§ and&’ for
which & & &’ = 0 are regarded to be actions for which the act of simultaneously
performing them is impossible.

It is not assumed that satisfiesé & &' = &' & &, for all £,&’ € €/ 5, be-
cause one of the axioms A introduced below (axiom RC2) entails tha& &’
andé’ & & can lead to different replies. The assumption thay is finite has a
technical background. Only the results presented in Appendix A depend on it.

Using the equations of Table 2, each concurrent action can be reduced to one
of the following three forms:

_5,
— awithaec
- &...&a,withay,...,an € & (n> 1).

The concurrent actioa; & ... & a,, Whereay, ..., a, € &, represents the act of
simultaneously performing the atomic actians. . ., an.

A collection of threads that proceed concurrently is assumed to take the form
of a sequence, called a thread vector. Synchronous cooperation is the form of con-
currency where at each stage the actions to be performed by the different threads in
the thread vector are all performed simultaneously. In earlier work, see e.g. [7, 14,
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13], we have elaborated forms of concurrency where the actions to be performed
by the different threads involved are interleaved according to some deterministic
interleaving strategy. In that work, we have also elaborated several interleaving
strategies that support thread forking. All of them deal with imperfect forking,
i.e. forking off a thread may be blocked and/or may fail. In this paper, we cover
only perfect forking. We believe that perfect forking is a suitable abstraction when
studying program parallelization. Unless capacity problems arise with regard to
forking, it needs not block or fail. We believe that software tools responsible for
program parallelization should see to it that such capacity problems will never
arise.

TAsc has the constants and operatordBdA 5 and in addition the following
operators:

— the unarysynchronous cooperatiasperator|;
— the ternaryforking postconditional compositiasperator. <nt(-)> _;

— for eaché € ¢/ 5, a binaryreply conditionaloperator. <ys > _.

The synchronous cooperation operator is a unary operator of which the operand
denotes a sequence of threads. Like action prefixing, we intrddudeg prefix-

ing as an abbreviatiomt(p) o g, wherep andq are terms over the signature of
TAsc, abbreviates| <nt(p) > qg. Henceforth, the postconditional composition op-
erators introduced in Section 2.1 will be called non-forking postconditional com-
position operators.

The forking postconditional composition operator has the same shape as non-
forking postconditional composition operators. Formally, no action is involved
in forking postconditional composition. However, for an operational intuition, in
p<nt(r)>q, nt(r) can be considered a thread forking action. It represents the act
of forking off threadr. Like with real actions, a reply is produced. We consider
the case where forking off a thread will never be blocked or falil. In that case, it
always produces a positive reply. The actian arises as a residue in both the
thread forking off a thread and the thread being forked off. In that way, those
threads keep pace with the other threads that proceed concurrently. h(f7],
was formally considered a thread forking action. We experienced afterwards that
this leads to unnecessary complications in expressing definitions and results con-
cerning the projective limit model for the thread algebra developed in this paper
(see Section 3).

The reply conditional operators<iys > _ are auxiliary operators needed to
deal properly with the replies produced for actions that are performed simultane-
ously on account of synchronous cooperation of threads. Suppogg&hat & &,
is the last action performed. Lgtand g be closed terms over the signature of
TAsc, and leté € {&1,...,&q}. Thenp <y > q behaves ag if processing ofé
alone would have led to the reply and it behaves ag if processing of§ alone
would have led to the repl¥f. The case wheré ¢ {&,...,¢&,} is irrelevant to
synchronous cooperation. Nothing is stipulated about the behaviquief > q
in this case. In fact, it may differ from one execution environment to another.

The axioms for synchronous cooperation with perfect forking are given in Ta-
ble 31 In this table,&y,..., &, and & stand for arbitrary members &< 5. The

1 We write () for the empty sequencéd) for the sequence havirtyas sole element, and~
B for the concatenation of finite sequenceandf. We assume the usual laws for concatenation
of finite sequences.
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Table 3 Axioms for synchronous cooperation with perfect forking

() =S Scf1
[(a~(S)~B) = [%(a~B) SCf2
[S(a~(D)~B)=D SCf3
I1(

S(xa <&y (X L yn)) =

E1& ... & & o|F((xa<yg > Y1) ... (X <Ay, > Yn)) SCF4
5@ (xant@)2y) ~B) = [*(a ~ (tauox) ~ (tauoz ~B)  SCf
[S(a~(x<tye >y)~B) = |IS(a~(x)~B) <ye > [|S(a ~(y)~B) SCf6

Table 4 Axioms for reply conditionals

x<ED>y=_¢o(xAqys >Y) RC1
E&E #0=X<Ayspe DY =Xy DY RC2
X<DYiay >y = X RC3
X<ys>y =X RC4
X<yal> X=X RC5
(X<yaly) dya>Z=X<yal>Z RC6
X<yal> (Y<Qyal>Z) = X<ya>>Z RC7

(X<ya>y) <yp>zZ= (X<yp>2Z) <yal> (y<yp>2z) RC8
X<yal> (Y<Hyp>2) = (X<1yal>Y) <yp> (X<ya>z) RC9

axioms for reply conditionals are given in Table 4. In this taBland&’ stand for
arbitrary members of«/ 5 anda andb stand for arbitrary members of<7 .

The crucial axioms for synchronous cooperation with perfect forking are ax-
ioms SCf4 and SCf5. Axiom SCf4 expresses that, in the case where each thread
in the thread vector can perform an action, first the actions to be performed by the
different threads are all performed simultaneously and after that the synchronous
cooperation proceeds as if the actions performed by the different threads were
performed alone. Axiom SCf5 expresses that, in the case where some threads in
the thread vector can fork off a thread, forking off threads takes place such that
the threads forking off a thread and the threads being forked off keep pace with
the other threads in the thread vector. The crucial axiom for reply conditionals is
axiom RCL1. This axiom expresses that the behaviour of a reply conditional for the
last action performed is determined by the reply to which the processing of that
action has led.

Axiom RC2 reflects that, fof and&’ such tha€ & &’ # 9, the reply to which
the processing of & &’ leads is the reply to which the processingt6feads. An
alternative to axiom RC2 is

E&E #0=>X<ygge DY = (X<Qys >Y) dyg >,

which reflects that, foé and&’ such that & &’ # J, the reply to which the pro-
cessing of & &’ leads is the conjunction of the reply to which the processing of
¢ leads and the reply to which the processing bfeads. This alternative would
result in a slightly different theory. Both axiom RC2 and the alternative are plau-
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sible, but we believe that the alternative would complicate the investigation of
program parallelization slightly.

Axiom RC4 looks oddd blocks a thread because it does not lead to any reply.
Axiom RC4 stipulates that a reply conditional fédrbehaves as if blocking of a
thread leads to a positive reply. An alternative to axiom RC4 is

XdysB>y=Y,

which stipulates that a reply conditional férbehaves as if blocking of a thread
leads to a negative reply. The choice between axiom RC4 and this alternative
makes little difference: each occurrence of a reply conditionabfantroduced

by applying axioms offAg is always a subterm of a term that is derivably equal
to D.

Example 2Consider the ternf|3>({incy o S) ~(inc, o S)), which according to the
axioms of TAg. equalsinc; & inc; o S. Take the synchronization functid such
thatinc; & inc, # 4, which amounts to assuming that each execution environment
can procesfnc; andinc, at the same time. Then, in any execution environment,
13((incy 0 S) ~ (inc, o S)) will first performinc; andinc, simultaneously and then
terminate. In an execution environment as described in Example 1, but now with
two counters, simultaneously performiimg; andinc, results in incrementing two
counters at once. Notice that the tefff(nt(inc,0S) o (inc; 0S))), which involves
thread forking, equalsauo ||3({inc; 0 S) ~ (inc; 0 S)).

Henceforth, we writeZza, for the set of all closed terms over the signature of
TAgc.
The setZ of basic termgs inductively defined by the following rules:

S,D e %,

if pe %, thentauo p € %;

if & € %/ andp,qe B, thenpdé>qe %,
if p,g,r € %, thenp<nt(r)>qe %,

— if & € A andp,qc %, thenp<ys>qec A.

We write 2° for the set of all terms from# in which no subterm of the form
p<nt(r)>qoccurs. ClearlyZ is a subset of/7a .. Each term fromZa . can be
reduced to a term fron®.

Theorem 1 (Elimination) For all p € 77a,,, there exists a termg € % such that
p = qis derivable from the axioms 0B\

Proof The proof follows a similar line as the proof of Theorem 2 from [14]. This
means that it is a proof by induction on the structurgaoh which some cases
boil down to proving a lemma by some form of induction or another, mostly again
structural induction. Here, we have to consider the additional pase’ <1y >

p’, where we can restrict ourselves to basic tephand p”. This case is easily
proved using axioms RC3 and RC4. Moreover, the gas€||S((py) ~...~(Ph)),
where we can restrict ourselves to basic teqhs. ., p,, cannot be proved by
induction on the sum of the depths plus onepbf..., p, and case distinction on
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the structure ofy; . Instead, it is proved by induction ar{p), wherev: Za — N
is defined by

v(S)=1,

v(D)=1,

V(tauop)=v(p)+1,
v(pgéa)=v(p)+v(g) +1 if § # tau,
v(pdnt(r)>q) = v(p)+Vv(r)+3,
v(p<yg>q) =v(p)+v(a),

v(I[*({p1) ...~ (pn))) = v(P1) +... +V(pa) +1,

and case distinction according to the left-hand sides of the axioms for synchronous
cooperation, which yields an exhaustive case distinction. The proofs for the dif-
ferent cases go similar. We sketch here the proof for the case corresponding to
the left-hand side of axiom SCf5. It is the case whgfe= p” <nt(r”)> ¢ for

somei € [1,n]. In this case, if follows from axiom SCf5 and the definitionwof

that there exists a tery such thatp = p’ is derivable from the axioms GfA¢c
andv(p) = v(p)+ 1. Becausep = p’ andv(p) > v(p'), it follows immediately

from the induction hypothesis that there exists a tgrsn% such thatp = q is
derivable from the axioms OfA«.. O

The functionv defined in the proof of Theorem 1 is used in coming proofs as well.
The following is a useful corollary from the proof of Theorem 1.

Corollary 1 Forall py,..., p, € %, there exists a terg € %° such that|S((p;) ~
~(pn)) = qis derivable from the axioms dRc.

This corollary implies that each closed term froffa_, in which all subterms of

the formp < nt(r) > q occur in a subterm of the forfff({py) ~...~ (pn)), can be

reduced to a term fror# in which no subterm of the forrp <nt(r) > q occurs.
The following lemma will be used in the proof of Proposition 13.

Lemmal Let pp € #°, and letpy,...,pn € . Then||S({(po) ~ ...~ (pn)) =
15((Po) ~ ([[*((pe) ~ ..~ (pn))))-

Proof This is straightforwardly proved by induction on the structur@gfand in

the casepy = p' <& > p”’ by induction onv(ps) + ...+ v(pn) and case distinc-
tion according to the left-hand side of the axioms for synchronous cooperation.
Moreover, in the cas@g = S, it has to be proved thal*((p1) ~...~(pn)) =
ISC(I3({p1) ~...~(pn))))- This is proved similarly. O

We have taken the operat{ht for a unary operator of which the operand de-
notes a sequence of threads. This matches well with the intuition that synchronous
cooperation operates on a thread vector. We can look upon the opgta®iif
there is actually an-ary operator, of which the operands denote threads, for every
n e N. In Section 3, we will look upon the operatftin this way for the purpose
of more concise expression of definitions and results concerning the projective
limit model for the thread algebra developed in this paper.
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Table 5 Axioms for conditional action repetition

ETx=x<&E>(E*Tx) CARL
EFx=(EFx)<é>x CAR2

2.3 Conditional Action Repetition

We extendlAg. with conditional action repetition. The result is call€alZ..

We add, for eacl§ € o75 andb € {T,F}, a unaryconditional action repetition
operatoré ** _ to TAs.. Let p be a closed term over the signatureTéf;.. Then
& *T p performsé as many times as needed for a positive reply, and then proceeds
asp. In the case of *F p, the role of the reply is reversed. The axioms for condi-
tional action repetition are given in Table 5. In this talflestands for an arbitrary
member ofers.

Example 3Consider the terndec*® (inco S) and an execution environment as
described in Example 1. In this execution environmeet" (inco S) will first
performdecas many times as needed for a negative reply, next peifwnand

then terminate. At the moment of termination, the value of the counter will be one
because the processingadcwill lead to a negative reply only when the counter

is zero.

We introducesplit-action prefixingas an abbreviatiorg /&’ o p, wherep is a
term over the signature @A, andé, &’ € o/5, abbreviatep <& > (§'*T p). This
means tha€ /&’ o p performsé once and nexf’ as many times as needed for a
positive reply, and then proceeds @adf the processing of produces a positive
reply, thené’ is not at all performed.

Henceforth, we write7r;, for the set of all closed terms over the signature of
TAL

Below, we introduce a subset of .775: which is reminiscent of4. The sig-
nificance of%” is that several properties that need to be proved for all terms from
some subset of’ can be proved for all terms frof# by structural induction in a
straightforward manner.

The set#” of semi-basic termis inductively defined by the following rules:

S,D e %;

if pe €, thentauop e %,

if £ € %o andp,qe ¥, thenplé>qe E;

if p,g,r € ¢, thenp<dnt(r)>q€ %;

— if & € A andp,qc €, thenp<y;>qe€ E;

—if § € B andpec €, thené *Tpe ¢ andé *Fpec@.

We write € for the set of all terms fron¥’ in which no subterm of the form
p<nt(r)>qoccurs. ClearlyZ is a subset of” and?’ is a subset of/7a:,. Terms
from % with a subterm of the forn§ *T p or the form& *F p cannot be reduced to
terms fromZ. The projection operators introduced in Section 2.4 enable a kind
of approximate reduction for terms froei.

We write p- g, wherep € €° andq € Tn;,, for p with each occurrence &
replaced byg. On purpose, this notation is suggestive of sequential composition.
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Table 6 Approximation induction principle

AnzoTh(X) = Th(y) =x=y AIP

Table 7 Axioms for projection

m(X) =D PO
h1(S) =S P1
m1(D)=D P2
Thi1(XDEDY) = ThH(X) IE > ThH(y) P3
Thii(X2Int(9) 2y) = H(X) Int(Th(2) > mhH(y) P4
Th1(X<Tyg D>Y) = Thea(X) <Dy D> Thya(Y) P5

However, we useto denote a syntactic operation, i.e. an operation on terms. This
notation will turn out to be convenient when formulating properties relevant to
program parallelization.

2.4 Approximation Induction Principle

Each closed term over the signatureTéfs. denotes a finite thread, i.e. a thread
of which the length of the sequences of actions that it can perform is bounded.
However, not each closed term over the signatur&Adf, denotes a finite thread:
conditional action repetition gives rise to infinite threads. Closed terms over the
signature ofTAZ, that denote the same infinite thread cannot always be proved
equal by means of the axioms ®A%.. We introduce the approximation induction
principle to reason about infinite threads.

The approximation induction principle, AIP in short, is based on the view
that two threads are identical if their approximations up to any finite depth are
identical. The approximation up to deptlof a thread is obtained by cutting it off
after performing a sequence of actions of length

AIP is the infinitary conditional equation given in Table 6. Here, following [6],
approximation of deptim is phrased in terms of a unapyojectionoperatorrg,.

The projection operators are defined inductively by means of the axioms given in
Table 7. In this table¢ stands for an arbitrary member .of.
Let p € Fa;.. Then it follows from AIP that:

X=pLEex=x=&"Tp,
x=xdE>p=>x=E&*Fp.

Hence, the solutions of the recursion equatigrs p<IE>x andx=x<é> p
denoted by the closed terds™ p and & *F p, respectively, are unique solutions
of those equations in models fOAZ; in which AIP holds. In Section 3, we will
construct models fofAsc andTAZ,, in which AIP holds.

The properties of the projection operators stated in the following two lemmas
are used in coming proofs.
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Lemma 2 For all p€ Jra;, andn,me N, 15 (7k(P)) = Thinn,m (P) is derivable
from the axioms ofAZ, and axiom$?0—P5

Proof This is easily proved by induction anin(n,m), and in the inductive case
by induction on the structure g¢f. a

Lemma3 For all py,...,pm € Z7a;, @and n e N, mi([3((p2) ~ ...~ (Pm))) =
IF(((p1)) ~ ...~ ((pm))) is derivable from the axioms GfA;. and axioms
PO-P5

Proof This is straightforwardly proved by induction on and in the inductive
case by induction ow(p;) + ... + v(pm) and case distinction according to the
left-hand side of the axioms for synchronous cooperation. a

The projection operators enable a kind of approximate reduction for each term
from . This is stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 1 For all p € ¥ andn € N, there exists a terng € & such that
m(p) = g is derivable from the axioms R, and axiomd$?0—P5

Proof This is easily proved by induction an and in the inductive case by induc-
tion on the structure of. ad

Proposition 1 can be generalized fra#hto 77:, but first we consider a much
smaller generalization.

Proposition 2 For all py,...,pm € € andn € N, there exists a terrq € %° such
that 4, (]|5({p1) ~...~(pm))) = qis derivable from the axioms @A} and axioms
PO-P5

Proof This follows immediately from Lemma 3, Proposition 1 and Corollary 1.
O

The following theorem generalizes Proposition 1 fréhto J7a: .

Theorem 2 For all p € F7a:, andn € N, there exists a terng € % such that
m(p) = qis derivable from the axioms @A ;. and axioms?0-P5

Proof The proof follows the same line as the proof of Proposition 1. Here, we have
to consider the additional cage= ||5((p1) ...~ (Pm)), Wherepy, ..., pm € Fa;,.

By Lemma 3,75([|°((p1) ~... > (Pm))) = [IP((Th(P1)) ~-.. > (Th(Pm))). From this

and the induction hypothesis, it follows thaf(||5({(p1) ~ ...~ (pm))) = [|3({pP) ~

..~ {phy), for somepy,..., pi, € %. From this and Proposition 2, it follows that

m([[3({p1) ~-..~(pm))) = d, for someq’ € . O

The following proposition states a property of synchronous cooperation that
cannot be proved without AIP in the presence of conditional action repetition.

Proposition 3 Forall pe ¢° andqe Fa;,, [|S(p-q) = p-|/5(q) is derivable from
the axioms oA, axiomsPO-PSand AIP.

sC

Proof We begin by proving that for ath € N, m,(|[5(p- q)) = m(p- [|5(q)). This
is easily proved by induction onand in the inductive case by induction on the
structure ofp, using Lemma 3. The result then follows by applying AIP. O

This proposition will be used in the proof of Lemma 9.
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Table 8 Alphabet axioms

a(S)=0
a(D)=0
a(pgéag)=a(pua(@ua(é)
a(p<dnt(r)>q)=a(p)ua(qua(r)
a(p<ys>q)=a(p)ua(g)

a(E*®p) =a(&)ua(p)

a([5(() =0

a([l*({p) ...~ (pm))) = a(py) U...Ua(pm)

a(6)=0
od(@&...&ay) ={a,...,an}

2.5 Alphabets

To meet in the need for alphabet extraction, we introduce the waiphabetop-
eratora. Let p € J7a;.. Thena(p) is the set of all actions from7e/ that may be
performed byp at some stage. The alphabet axioms are given in Table 8. In this
table,py,..., Pm, P, g andr stand for arbitrary members ofra: , ¢ stands for an
arbitrary member o%%/ 5, &y, ...,a, stand for arbitrary members &fe7, andb
stands for an arbitrary member £t F}.

The following proposition concerns the alphabet of projections.

Proposition 4 For all p € 71a;, andn € N, we havex (Th(p)) € a(p).

Proof This is straightforwardly proved by induction on and in the inductive
case by induction on the structure f ad

The alphabets of threads play a part in the properties of threads that will be
given in Section 5.2.

2.6 Structural Operational SemanticsTé¥;,

We present a structural operational semantic3Adi. This structural operational
semantics is intended to give an operational intuition of the constants and oper-
ators of TA;.. We do not construct a model f@GA;, based on the structural op-
erational semantics and an appropriate version of bisimilarity. In Section 3.1, an
alternative model folTAZ; is constructed.

In the structural operational semantics, we represent an execution environment
by a functionp : 67 — (¢ — {T,F}) that satisfies the following conditiorts:

—if a e €, a,...,an1 € Hof are such thapy & ... & a1 # 9, anda’ €

perm((ag) ~...~(an)), thenp((a & ... & an1) ~a) = p(a’ ~ (an:1) ~ a);
— if o € 6o/, thenp((tau)y ~a) = p(a);

2 We write D* for the set of all finite sequences with elements fromBeandperm(a) for
the set of all permutations of finite sequernce
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Table 9 Transition rules oBTA s

p((&)(E) =T p((&)(&) =F
(x28eyp)l (x2Eeyp) L Fp)  (xQE2YP) L Fp)

—if a € €* and&, &’ € 6o/ are such thaf & &' # J, thenp(a)(E& &) =
p(a)(&");

— if a € 67", thenp(a)(tau) =T;

— ifa eé6w/* andé, &’ € €/ are suchthaf & &' £ 0, thenp(a~ (& &) (&) =
p(a~(&))(&)andp(a~(E& &) (&) =pla~(&))(&).

We write & for the set of all those functions. Lpte &, and leté € €«r. Then
thederivedexecution environmeng; p is defined by p(a) = p((&) ~ ).

The chosen representation of execution environments is based on the assump-
tion that it depends at any stage only on the history, i.e. the sequence of actions
processed before, and the action being processed whether the reply produced is
positive or negative. This is a realistic assumption for deterministic execution en-
vironments. If the processing of an action amounts to the simultaneous process-
ing of two or more other actions, then the replies produced for each of those ac-
tions are considered to be available at completion of the processing as well. For
that reason, execution environments cannot simply be represented by functions
p: 6o — {T,F}.

We write <7, for the seter U {nt(p) | p € Fa }.

The following transition relations on closed terms are used in the structural
operational semantics A5

— aunary relation(_, p) | for eachp € &;
— aunary relation(_, p)1 for eachp € &;

— abinary relation_, p) AR (_,p") for each € #,, andp,p’ € &.
These transition relations can be explained as follows:

— (p,p)l: in execution environmenp, threadp cannot but terminate success-
fully;
— (p,p)1: in execution environmerg, threadp cannot but become inactive;

- (p,p) R (p',p’), where € o/ in execution environmen, threadp can per-
form actioné and after that proceed as thregldn execution environmerg’;

- (p,p) LLCON (P, p’): in execution environmem, threadp can fork off thread
p” and after that proceed as thregldn execution environment’.

The structural operational semanticsif;. is described by the transition rules
givenin Tables 9, 10 and 11. In these tables,| > 0, £ andé’ stand for arbitrary
actions frome7, and(; (i € |) stands for an arbitrary element from,.. Moreover,

b stands for an arbitrary bijective function froph, |I|] to | such that, for alh €
[L, 1], b(n) < b([I).
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Table 10 Additional transition rules foTAsc

(1,001, (%, P)| (x,p)1
(x>~ (%)), P L (II5((x2) ~ ...~ (%)), P)1

[06,0) % 000 11 €11 10,00 | €31, Ly & & Ty # 6,
| £0.11J=0,1UJ— LK
S &850

(I3~ (%)), ) (Hs(aéu)”“”‘“t’)(m))smm
whereda! = (X) and{/ = ¢ if € 6,
al = (x)~(p)and{/ = tauif {; = nt(p)

(x<nt(z)>y.p) M2, (x,p)

(x.p)! (x.p)1 (x.p) £ (x.p)
x<aysBY,p)l  (x<dysBYp)T (x<ysBY,p) = (X, p)
o) LL,p(()E) =T o) T,p(()(E) =T x,p) <5 (X, ), p(()(E) =T

(x<1ye>y.p)l (x<1ye>y.p)1 (xays>y,p) 5 (X, p')
o)l p(()(E)=F v, (&) =F v.p) <5 (v, "), p(())(E) =F
(x<lyg>y,p) | (X<yg>Y,p) T (x<iyg >y, p) = (Y, p')

Table 11 Additional transition rules foTAg,

PUENE) =T P(E)(E) =F

(3°Tx.p)1 ETxp) S Zp)  (ETxp) S (ETXEp)
PUENE) =T P((E)(E) =F

(3 x,p)1 (EFxp) 5 (@€ FxZp)  (EFxp) 5 (X &p)

The third transition rule from Table 10 looks more complicated than it actually
is. It can be explained as follows: if the threads in a thread vector can be divided
into active threads that can make a step by performing an action or forking off
a thread and threads that can terminate successfully, and it is possible that all
steps concerned are made simultaneously, then the synchronous cooperation of
the threads in the thread vector can make all steps concerned simultaneously and
after that proceed as the synchronous cooperation of what is left of the active
threads in the thread vector, where each thread that forked off a thread gives rise
to an additional thread next to it. The threads in the resulting thread vector may
also be permuted, with the exception of the thread or threads resulting from the
last active thread in the original thread vector. The execution environment changes
in accordance with the steps made.

Example 4Consider the termi®((ao (&' 0S))~ (nt(boS)o (b 0S))~{co(c 0S))),
wherea, @, b,b',c,c € o/o7. Suppose tha& c # d. Applying the fourth and fifth
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transition rules in Table 9, we obtain:

(@ao(a0S),p) 2 (doS, %p)
(nt(boS)o (b/0S),p) “L (105, p)
(co(c'0S),p) = (CoS, Zp) -

Next, applying the third transition rule in Table 10, we obtain

([5({ac (@ 0S)) ~ (nt(boS) o (B oS)) ~ (o (€ 0S)), p)
BREC, (15((@l0S) ~ (B 0S) ~ (B0S) ~ (C'0S)), sagluge)

becausa& c # 9.

Construction of a model foFAZ; based on the structural operational semantics
of TAZ.and an appropriate version of bisimilarity is feasible only if that version of
bisimilarity is a congruence with respect to the operatorsAdf. To our knowl-
edge, this cannot be established by means of results from the theory of structural
operational semantics concerning transition rule formats guaranteeing that some
version of bisimilarity is a congruence. It appears that some results from [25, 26]
are the nearest obtainable, but there are still difficult issues that must be dealt with.
One of those issues is that Theorem 34 from [26] is not applicable for the follow-

ing reason: in the third transition rule from Table 1) # Wp for all
b(1) - Sp()i)

i € 1. We believe that this point does not mean that the version of bisimilarity con-
cerned is not a congruence, but that sufficient conditions for it that are weaker than
the ones from the above-mentioned theorem must be found. Another issue is that
transition labels containing terms are found in the structural operational semantics
of TAZ: this is not covered in [26]. We believe that adaptation on the lines of [25]

is possible, but it is not a trivial matter. Exploring all this is considered outside the
scope of this paper. Because a projective limit modelT#f. is most appropri-

ate to the justification of the induction principle that is introduced in Section 5.1,
we decided to construct a projective limit model instead of a model based on the
structural operational semantics.

3 Projective Limit Model for TAZ,

In this section, we construct the projective limit modelTév;.. First, we construct

the projective limit model foiTAs.. Next, we make the domain of this model

into a metric space and show that every guarded recursion equation has a unique
solution in this domain using Banach'’s fixed point theorem. Finally, we expand the
projective limit model forTAg: to a model forTAZ, using this uniqueness result.

3.1 Projective Limit Model foiTAsc

We construct the projective limit model fdAs.. In this model infinite threads are
represented by infinite sequences of finite approximations.
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To express definitions more concisely, the interpretations of the constants and
operators from the signature df. in the initial model forTAg; and the projec-
tive limit model for TA4. are denoted by the constants and operators themselves.
The ambiguity thus introduced could be obviated by decorating the symbols, with
different decorations for different models, when they are used to denote their inter-
pretation in a model. However, in this paper, it is always immediately clear from
the context how the symbols are used. Moreover, we believe that the decorations
are more often than not distracting. Therefore, we leave it to the reader to mentally
decorate the symbols wherever appropriate.

The projective limit construction is known as the inverse limit construction in
domain theory, the theory underlying the approach of denotational semantics for
programming languages (see e.g. [27]). In process algebra, this construction has
been applied for the first time by Bergstra and Klop [4].

We will write A, for the domain of the initial model foFAs.. A,, consists of
the equivalence classes of basic terms with respect to the equivalence induced by
the axioms ofTAs.. In other words, modulo equivalenak, is Z. Henceforth, we
will identify basic terms with their equivalence class.

Each element od, represents a finite thread, i.e. a thread of which the length
of the sequences of actions that it can perform is bounded. Below, we will con-
struct a model that covers infinite threads as well. In preparation for that, we define
for all na function that cuts off finite threads frofy, after performing a sequence
of actions of length.

For all n € N, we have theprojection operationrt, : A, — Ay, inductively
defined by

T(p) =D,

7R+1(S) =S,

Th+1(D) =D,

T (PLE>Q) = h(p) AE>TmH(0) ,

T (P<Int(r) > 0) = m(p) Int(Th(r)) > h(a) ,

Thi1(P<ys > 0) = Thya(p) <ye > Thya(Q)

For p € A, T(p) is called then-th projection ofp. It can be thought of as an
approximation ofp. If ,(p) # p, then,,1(p) can be thought of as the closest
better approximation op. If ,(p) = p, thenr,.1(p) = p as well. For allh € N,
we will write A, for {m(p) | p€ Aw}-

The semantic equations given above to define the projection operations have
the same shape as the axioms for the projection operators introduced in Sec-
tion 2.4. We will come back to the definition of the projection operations at the
end of Section 3.3.

The properties of the projection operations stated in the following two lemmas
will be used frequently in the sequel.

Lemma 4 Forall p € A, andn,me N, we haverg, (7e,(p)) = Thinn,m) (P)-
Proof This is easily proved by induction on the structurgoof O

Lemma5 Forall py,..., pm€ Ay andn e N, we havet,(||3((p1) ...~ (Pm))) =
IF((R(P2)) - > (Th(Pm)))-
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Proof This is straightforwardly proved by induction ar{p;) + ...+ v(pm) and
case distinction according to the left-hand sides of the axioms for synchronous
cooperation. O

In the projective limit model, which covers finite and infinite threads, threads
are represented bgrojective sequencgse. infinite sequence§y),.y of ele-
ments ofA,, such thatp, € A, andp, = 1,(pn+1) for all n € N. In other words, a
projective sequence is a sequence of which successive components are successive
projections of the same thread. The idea is that any infinite thread is fully charac-
terized by the infinite sequence of all its finite approximations. We will white

for {(Pn)nen | Anen(Pn € AnA Pn = Th(Pni1)) }-
The projective limit modefor TAg. consists of the following:

— the setA™, the domain of the projective limit model;
— an element oA for each constant ofA¢;
— an operation o\” for each operator ofAg;

where those elements AF and operations 0A” are defined as follows:

S = (nh(s))neN ’
D = (TH(D))nen »
(pn)neN (qn)neN = (m(p ﬁEan))neN )
(Pn)nen < <(r Jnen) & (Un)nen = (Th(Pn <Int(rn) & 0hn))ney »
(Pn)nen <Y B> (On)nen = (Th(pn<ye > Qn))neN )

(

IFCCCP1n) ) ™ -« > {(Pmn)nen)) = (TR(IP((PLn) ™+ {Pmn))) ) nens -

Using Lemmas 4 and 5, we easily prove fpr)cx, (0n)nery (fn)ney € A” @and
(pln)neNy (pmn)neN €A™

= Th(Th+1(Pnr1 DE > Onta)) = Th(pPn IE > 0h);
= Th(The1(Pns1 Int(rns1) > Ony1)) = Th(pn <Int(rn) > On);
= Th(Tht1(Pns1 <Y > Oni1)) = Th(Pn <ye &> Gn);
Th(Th 2 ([5((P1as2) - - (Pmnya)))) = TRIP((PLa) -~ (Pn)))-
From this and the definition @4, it follows immediately that the operations de-
fined above are well-defined, i.e. they always yield elemengs’of

The initial model can be embedded in a natural way in the projective limit
model: eactp € A, corresponds t4r,(p)) o € A”. We extend projection to an
operatlon oM™ by defining7in((Pn)ney) = (pn)neN, wherep;, = pn if n<mand
Ph = Pmif N> m. That is,7m((Pn),cy) IS Pm €mbedded i as described above.
Henceforth, we will identify elements &, with their embedding ilA” where
elements ofA” are concerned.

For eaché € 75, the operations corresponding to the conditional action rep-
etition operatorsf *T _ and & *F _ of TA, can be thought of as solutions AP
of parametrized equations suggested by axioms CAR1 and CAR2. That is, for
all p € A”, &*Tpis thought of as a solution iA” of the equatiorx = p <& > x
and &*Fp is thought of as a solution iA” of the equatiorx = x <& > p. The
question is whether these equations have unique solutioAS.ifThis question
can be answered in the affirmative by mean of a result that will be established in
Section 3.3.
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3.2 Metric Space Structure for Projective Limit Model

In Section 3.3, we will introduce the notion of guarded recursion equation and
show that every guarded recursion equation has a unique solutdh Follow-

ing [22] to some extent, we mak® into a metric space to establish the unique-
ness of solutions of guarded recursion equations using Banach’s fixed point theo-
rem.

Supplementary, in Appendix A, we make into a complete partial ordered
set and show, using Tarski's fixed point theorem, that every recursion equation has
a least solution i\ with respect to the partial order relation concerned.

We remark that metric spaces have also been applied in concurrency theory by
de Bakker and others to solve domain equations for process domains [2] and to
establish uniqueness results for recursion equations [1].

In the remainder of this subsection, as well as in Section 3.3, we assume known
the notions of metric space, completion of a metric space, dense subset in a metric
space, continuous function on a metric space, limit in a metric space and con-
tracting function on a metric space, and Banach’s fixed point theorem. The def-
initions of the above-mentioned notions concerning metric spaces and Banach'’s
fixed point theorem can, for example, be found in [17]. In this paper, we will con-
sider only ultrametric spaces. A metric spdbk d) is anultrametric spacef for

all p,p', p” € M, d(p, p') <max{d(p,p’),d(p”,p')}
We define a distance functiah A* x A* — R by

d(p,p) = 2—min{neN|R(p)#m(P)}  if p#p,
d(p,p) =0 ifp=p.

It is easy to verify thatA™,d) is ametric spaceThe following theorem sum-
marizes the basic properties of this metric space.

Theorem 3

1. (A®,d) is an ultrametric space;

2. (A.d) is the metric completion of the metric spa@g,,d’), whered’ is the
restriction ofd to Ay;

3. A, is dense imA*;

4. the operationst, : A* — A, are continuous;

5. forall pe A® andn € N, d(m,,(p), p) < 27", hencdim_.. Th(p) = p.

Proof These properties are general properties of metric spaces constructed in the
way pursued here. Proofs of the first three properties can be found in [28]. A proof
of the fourth property can be found in [18]. The fifth property is proved as follows.

It follows from Lemma 4, by passing to the limit and using that the projection
operations are continuous aAg is dense irA”, that i, (75n(P) ) = Tingnm) () for

p € A” as well. Hencemin{m e N | 1i(Th(p)) # ™(p)} > n, and consequently

d(m(p),p) <27". 0

The basic properties given above are used in coming proofs.
The properties of the projection operations stated in the following lemma will
be used in the proof of Theorem 4 given below.
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Lemma 6 For all p,...,pm€ A” andne N:

Th(PL<ED> P2) = Th(ThH(P1) IE> Th(P2)) ,

Th(py <nt(ps) > P2) = Th(Th(P1) Int(Th(P3)) = Th(p2))
Th(pL <y > P2) = Th(Th(P1) <ye > Th(pP2)) ,
Th([I5((p2) ~ ...~ (Pm))) = TH([S((TR(P2)) - ..~ (Th(Pm)))) -

Proof It is enough to prove these equalities far,. .., pm € Aw. The lemma will
then follow by passing to the limit and using that is continuous andd, is
dense inA”. For py,..., Pm € Ay, the first three equalities follow immediately
from Lemma 4 and the definition af, and the fourth equality follows immedi-
ately from Lemmas 4 and 5. a

In the terminology of metric topology, the following theorem states that all
operations in the projective limit model f@As. are non-expansive. This implies
that they are continuous, with respect to the metric topology inducedj loyall
arguments.

Theorem 4 For all py,..., Pm, Pis-- -, Pn € A™:

d(p1<E > pp, py &> P5) < max(d(py, ). d(p2, 7)) »
d(p1 <nt(ps) > P2, Py Int(p3) = Pa) < max(d(pq, py). d(P2. Pa). d(Ps; P3)) »
d(py <ye > P2, Py <ye > P5) < max(d(py, py),d(P2, 2))
d([[({pe) - .. (Pm)), [IF({PL) .~ ()
< max(d(pz, Py); - -, d(Pm, Pin)) -

Proof Letki =min{ne N| m(pi) # m(p) } fori = 1,2, and letk = min(ky, kz).
Then for alln € N, n < k iff m(p1) = m(p}) and m(p2) = m(p5). From this
and the first equality from Lemma 6, it follows immediately thit;(p; <& >
p2) = Th-1(Py IE & pj). Hencek < min{n € N | 1 (pr IE B p2) # Th(py & &
p,) }, which completes the proof for the first inequality. The proofs for the other
inequalities go analogously. ad

3.3 Guarded Recursion Equations

We introduce the notion of guarded recursion equation and show that each guarded
recursion equation has a unique solutionAfh Before we introduce the notion
of guarded recursion equation, we introduce several other notions relevant to the
issue of unique solutions of recursion equations.

We assume that there is a fixed but arbitrary set of variaslesVe will write
Ip, WwhereP C A®, for the set of all terms over the signatureldfs. with parame-
ters fromP; and 7%, whereP C A andX C 2, for the set of all terms fron?;,
in which no other variables than the onesdrhave free occurrencésThe inter-
pretation functior]-] : % — ((Z~ — A”) — A™) of terms with parameters from

3 A term with parameters is a term in which elements of the domain of a model are used as
constants naming themselves. For a justification of this mix-up of syntax and semantics in case
only one model is under consideration, see e.g. [19].
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P C A” is defined as usual for terms without parameters, but with the additional
defining equatioffp](p) = p for parameterp.

LetXy,...,X, € 2, 1etX C {Xq,..., %}, letP C A*, and let € .75X. Moreover,
let p: 2" — A”. Then theinterpretation oft with respect toxy,...,X,, written

O(p1,-.,Pn) =] (PB X1 — P1]D... D X0 — Pn))-

The interpretation of with respect taxs,. .., X, is well-defined because it is
independent of the choice pf

An mrary operationg on A” is a guarded operation if for all py, ..., pm
Py, P € A® andn e N:

Th(P1) = Th(PL) A ATh(Pm) = Th(Pp)
= Th1(@(P1s- -5 Pm)) = i1 (@(PY, - -5 Phn)) -

We say thatp is anunguardedoperation ifg is not a guarded operation.

The notion of guarded operation, which originates from [28], supersedes the
notion of guard used in [22].

The notion of guarded operation is defined without reference to metric proper-
ties. However, being a guarded operation coincides with having a metric property
that is highly relevant to the issue of unique solutions of recursion equations: an
operation orA” is a guarded operation iff it is contracting. This is stated in the
following lemma.

Lemma 7 Anm-ary operationg on A” is a guarded operation iff for alp, ...,
pmapél_a'-'ap;‘neAm:

d(@(P1,-- -, Pm), @(PLs - Pin)) < 5 -max(d(py, P1); - d(Pm, Piy)) -

Proof Let ki = min{n € N | m(pi) # m(p{)} for i =1,...,m, and letk =
min{ks,...,kn}. Then for alln € N, n < k iff m(p1) = m(py) and ... and
(pm) = Th(p,)- From this, the definition of a guarded operation and the def-
inition of 1, it follows immediately thatp is a guarded operation iff for all
n<k+1, m(@(p1,--.,Pm)) = H(@(PL,- .., Pm))- Hencegis a guarded operation

iff kK+1<min{neN| m(@(p1,...,Pm)) # (P, .., Pm))}, which completes
the proof. ad

The notion of guarded term defined below is suggested by the fact, stated in
Lemma 7 above, that an operation Ah is a guarded operation iff it is contract-
ing. The only guarded operations, and consequently contracting operations, in the
projective limit model forTAg. are the non-forking and forking postconditional
composition operations. Based upon this, we define the notion of guarded term as
follows.

Let P C A”. Then the set4, of guardedterms with parameters froR is
inductively defined as follows:

— if pe P, thenpe %;

-S,De%;

— if & € o5 andty,t; € I, thenty IED> 1 € G
— if tg,tp,t3 € Fp, thenty <Int(t3) >ty € %
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— if & € o5 andty,t, € 9, thenty <y >t € %,
—ifty,...,ti €%, then|S((ty) ~...~ () € %.

The following lemma states that guarded terms represent operatidistbat
are contracting.

Lemma 8 Letxy,...,%, € 27, letX C {xq,..., %}, letP C A®, and lett € F.
Thent € %, only if forall ps,..., pn, P, ..., Ph € A™:

d([el™ " (pa,- -, pu), [ (Phs- -, PR))
< 3-max{d(ps,py),---,d(Pn, Ph)} -

Proof This is easily proved by induction on the structuret efsing Theorem 4,
Lemma 7, and the fact that the non-forking and forking postconditional composi-
tion operations are guarded operations. a

A recursion equatiolis an equatiox =t, wherex € 2" andt € %{X} for some
P C A”. Arecursion equatiom =t is aguardedrecursion equation if € ¢ for
someP C A®. Letx =t be a recursion equation. There A® is asolutionof x =t
it [t]*(p) = p.

Every guarded recursion equation has a unique solution in the projective limit
model forTAg. This is stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 5 Letx € 27, let P C A®, and lett € %{X} be such that € ¢,. Then
the guarded recursion equation=t has a unique solution in the projective limit
model forTAsc.

Proof We have from Theorem 3 thgA”,d) is a complete metric space and
from Lemma 8 thaft]* is contracting. From this, we conclude by Banach'’s fixed
point theorem that there exists a unique A such thafft]*(p) = p. Hence, the
guarded recursion equatian=t has a unigue solution. O

For completeness, we mention how the unique solution of a guarded recursion
equationx =t can be constructed. Define the iterag8f a unary operatiop on
A” by induction omn as follows:¢°(p) = p and@™(p) = @(¢"(p)). The unique
solution ofx =t in A is (TH(([t]*)"(D)))nen-
Example 5The equatiox=x<1& >>S, whereé € <7, is a guarded recursion equa-
tion. The unique solution of this recursion equation is the projective sequence
(Pn)nens» Where:

Po=D,

pp=DIEBD,
p2=(DWE>D)IERS,
p3=((DJE>D)LE>S) &S,
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Theorem 5 is a considerable generalization of a result on unique solutions of
recursion equations given in [30]. That result can be rephased as follows: every
guarded recursion equation with a right-hand side that contains no other constants
and operators thap, D and_ <& > _ (for & € o75) has a unique solution in the
projective limit model foBTA .

The projection operations and the distance function as defined in this paper
match well with our intuitive ideas about finite approximations of threads and
closeness of threads, respectively. The suitability of the definitions given in this
paper is supported by the fact that guarded operations coincide with contracting
operations. However, it is not at all clear whether adaptations of the definitions are
feasible and will lead to different uniqueness results.

3.4 Expansion of Projective Limit Model farAs: to Model forTA,

The expansion of the projective limit model fdAs. to a model forTAL. rests
heavily upon Sections 3.2 and 3.3.

The projective limit model folTA%. is the expansion of the projective limit
model forTAg with:

— an operation for each conditional action repetition operator;

where those additional operations are defined as follows:

&*Tpis the unique solution of = p< & >x,
&*Fp is the unique solution of = x< &> p.

Because the equations= p<é>xandx =x<& > p are guarded recursion
equations, they have unique solution®fby Theorem 5. Moreover, those solu-
tions are the intended ones: axioms CAR1 and CAR2 hold in the model expanded
in this way.

The definitions of the operations for conditional action repetition clarify why
we decided on considering terms with parameters in Section 3.3. We would have
been able to carry on with terms without parameters, but that would have been a
needless burden.

Notice that Theorem 5 justifies an extensionTé{s; or TAZ, with guarded
recursion. We will not work out the details of such an extension in this paper.

4 Threads and Maurer Machines

In this section, we introduce Maurer machines and add application of a thread to
a Maurer machine from one of its state to the thread algebra developed so far.
We also introduce the notion of computation in the resulting setting. However, we

start with a brief review of Maurer computers.
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4.1 Maurer Computers

Maurer computers are computers as defined by Maurer in [23].
A Maurer computerC consists of the following components:

a non-empty se¥l,

a setB with cardB) > 2;

a set¥ of functionsS: M — B;
a set¢ of functionsO: . — .¥;

and satisfies the following conditions:

-if§,% ¢, M CMandS;: M — Bis such that;(x) = S (x) if xe M’ and
S$(X) = S(x) if x¢Z M, thenS; € .7
- if §,S € .7, then the sefx e M | S(X) # $(X)} is finite.

M is called thememoryB is called thebase setthe members of” are called the
states and the members a@f are called th@perations It is obvious that the first
condition is satisfied i€ is completei.e. if . is the set of all function§$:M — B,

and that the second condition is satisfie@ i finite, i.e. if M andB are finite sets.

In [23], operations are called instructions. In the current paper, the term oper-
ation is used because of the confusion that would otherwise arise with the instruc-
tions of which program algebra programs are made up.

The memory of a Maurer computer consists of memory elements which have
as contents an element from the base set of the Maurer computer. The contents of
all memory elements together make up a state of the Maurer computer. The oper-
ations of the Maurer computer transform states in certain ways and thus change
the contents of certain memory elements. We return to the conditions on the states
of a Maurer computer after the introduction of the input region and output region
of an operation.

Let (M,B,., ) be a Maurer computer, and I&t:. — .#. Then theinput
region of O, written IR(O), and theoutput regionof O, written OR(O), are the
subsets oM defined as follow$:

IR(O) = {UcM|3S,S €.7«(vWe M\ {u}+ S;(W) = S(W) A
v e OR(0)«O(S)(v) # O(S) (V) } ,

OR(O) = {ue M |3S€e .7« Su) # O(S)(u)} .

OR(O) is the set of all memory elements that are possibly affecte®jsnd
IR(O) is the set of all memory elements that possibly affect elemen@RjO)
underO.

Let (M,B,.7, ) be a Maurer computer, I&,S, € ., and letO € &. Then
S [IR(0) = S [IR(O) impliesO(S;) | OR(O) = O(S;) | OR(O).° The conditions

4 The following precedence conventions are used in logical formulas. Operators bind stronger
than predicate symbols, and predicate symbols bind stronger than logical connectives and quan-
tifiers. Moreover,~ binds stronger than andV, andA andV bind stronger thas> and <.
Quantifiers are given the smallest possible scope.

5 In this paper, we use the notatidn D, where f is a function andD C dom(f), for the
functiong with dom(g) = D such that for ald € dom(g), g(d) = f(d).
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on the states of a Maurer computer are necessary for this desirable property to
hold.

Let (M,B,.#, ) be a Maurer computer, |& € 7, let M’ C OR(O), and let
M” C IR(O). Then theregion affectingM’ under O, written RA(M’;O), and the
region affected byl” underO, written AR(M”,O), are the subsets & defined
as follows:

RAM’,0) = {u € IR(O) | AR({u},0) "M’ # 0} ,

ARM”,0) =
{U€ OR(0) | 3S,S; € .7« (W € IR(O) \ M « Sy (W) = Sp(W) A
O(S1)(u) # O(S) ()} -

AR(M” 0) is the set of all elements @R(O) that are possibly affected by the
elements oM” underO; andRA(M’,0) is the set of all elements dR(O) that
possibly affect elements &’ underO.

In [23], Maurer gives many results about the relation between the input region
and output region of operations, the composition of operations, the decomposi-
tion of operations and the existence of operations. In [8], we summarize the main
results given in [23]. Recently, a revised and expanded version of [23], which
includes all the proofs, has appeared in [24].

4.2 Applying Threads to Maurer Machines

We introduce Maurer machines and add for a fixed but arbitrary Maurer machine
a binaryapplyoperator_ e _ to TA, resulting inTAZ. This operator is related to
the apply operators introduced in [15].

Below, we expand Maurer computeflsl,B,., ¢) with a setA, a function
[-]:A— (0 x M) and a relatiorC C A x A to obtain Maurer machines. For each
ac A, we will write O, andm, for the uniqueO € & andm € M, respectively,
such thaf[a] = (O,m).

A Maurer machines a tupleH = (M, B,., 0, A,[-],C), where:

- (M,B,.,0) is a Maurer computer;
— Ais asetwithtau € Aandd ¢ A;
— [-]:A— (& x M) is such that:
— forallac A:VSe .7 «S(m,) € {T,F};
—VS€ .Y ¢(Orau(S) = SASMy,) =T);
— CC Ax Ais such that for alp,b € A:

C(a,b)=

VS € .7« (0a(0p(S)) = Op(0a(S)) A
Oa(0b(S) (Mp) = Op(S)(Mp) A
Ob(0a(S))(Ma) = Oa(S)(Ma))
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The members of are called theatomic actionf H, and[_] is called theatomic
action interpretation functiorof H. C is called theatomic action concurrency
relation of H.

LetH = (M,B,.,0,A,[-],C) be a Maurer machind, [_] andC constitute
the interface between the Maurer machine and its environment. The interface can
be explained as follows:

— a€ Ameans thaH is capable of processing atomic actin
— forae A, [a] = (O,m) means that:
— the processing of atomic actiarby H amounts to performing operati@
— after that the reply produced by is contained in memory element
— for a,b € A, C(a,b) means that the atomic actioasandb can be processed
concurrently.

The condition imposed o€ sees to it that atomic actiorssandb can be pro-
cessed concurrently only if in the case whawendb are processed Wyt one after
another:

— the ultimate effect on the contents of memory elements never depends on the
order in which the actions are processed,;

— the contents of the memory cell containing the reply produced in processing
the first action remains unchanged when the other action is processed.

This condition concerns aspects of real computers which are relevant to program
parallelization, but from which the well-known models for computers abstract.

In [8-10], the interface of a Maurer machine did not include an atomic action
concurrency relation. Its inclusion is needed to be able to determine the correct-
ness of any program parallelization statically.

Let H = (M,B,.#,0,A[-],C) be a Maurer machine. A condition that is
stronger than the condition imposed Grcan be expressed in terms of the input
regions and output regions of operations:

C(a,b)=
OR(0,) NIR(Op) = IR(04) NOR(Op) = OR(0,) NOR(Op) =0A
m, & OR(Op) Amp & OR(O,)

for all a,b € A. This stronger condition may be useful in establishing that the in-
tended atomic action concurrency relation of a Maurer machine under construction
is really the atomic action concurrency relation of the Maurer machine according
to the definition of the notion of Maurer machine given above.

In TAZ, it is assumed that a fixed but arbitrary Maurer machihe=
(M,B,.,0,A[],C) has been given that satisfies the following conditions:

— o = A,

—foralla,...,.anc Ay &...&an # 0 iff A\jcicnAicj<nC(a,q);

— for all a,...,.am€ Aandd),....,.a, c A a1 &...&an=a,& ... & &, iff
Oay,(---0a,(S)...) = Og,(...0g () ...) forall S .7;

— foralla,b € Awith a# b: VS€ .« Oa(S)(mp) = S(My).

Wherever this assumption is made, the notati@pandm, introduced above
will be used. The following notations will also be used. lfet=a; & ... & a,
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Table 12 Axioms for apply

y)eS=xe0;(S) if O:(S) (M) =T
y)eS=yeO;(S) if O (S)(m;) =F
t()>y)eS=1

X<1ys>y)eS=xeS if S(mg) =
X<yg>Yy)eS=YyeS if S(mg) =F

x<&
x<¢
<n

(x
(x
(x
(
(

Table 13 Rule for divergence

AnsoTh(X) #S=T=xeS=1

with ay,...,a, € Aandé& # 4. Then we writeO; for the uniqueO € & such that
O(S) = 04,(...04(S)...) for all Se .7, and we writem; for my,.

The apply operator e _ allows for threads to transform states of the Maurer
machineH by means of its operations. Such state transformations produce either
a state of the associated Maurer machine orutheéefined staté. It is assumed
that? is not a state of any Maurer machine. We extend function restrictiorbyo
stipulating that] | M = 1 for any setM. The first operand of the apply operator
must be a term fron?7,; and its second operand must be a state fr6io {1}.

Let p € Fa;, and letSe .. Thenpe Sis the state from that results if all
actions from%e/ performed by threag are processed by the Maurer machine
H from initial stateS. The processing of an actich from ¢« by H amounts
to a state change according to the opera@gn In the resulting state the reply
produced byH is contained in memory element;. If pis S, then there will be
no state change. |§ is D, then the result i$.

The axioms for apply are given in Tables 12 and 13. In these tablst®nds
for an arbitrary member o#7 andS stands for an arbitrary member of. The
reason for the equatiaix <Int(z) > y) e S= 1 is that no actions will become avail-
able for processing by the Maurer machine because thread forking is carried into
effect only if it is put in the context of synchronous cooperation.

Let p € J7a;, andSe .. Thenp convergedrom Sif there exists am € N
such thatt,(p) e S# 1. We say thap divergesfrom Sif it does not converge from
S. The rule for divergence from Table 13 can be read as followsdiferges from
S thenxe Sequals].

4.3 Computations

We introduce the notion of computation and related notions in the current setting.
Thesteprelation_ F _ C (Jra:, x ) x (Fraz, x ) is inductively defined as
follows:

— if p=tauop, then(p,9+ (p,9);
—if & #5,0¢(S)(mg) =T andp=p' <E=p’, then(p,S) F (P, 0¢ (S));
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—if £ #0,0¢(S)(Mmg) =Fandp=p' &> p”, then(p, S (p",0¢(9);
l(f 557,&)6 O £(S)(Mg) =T, p=q<ygs>r,and(q,S) F (d,S), then(p,S)
ff;ﬁ'a O¢(9)(mg) =F, p=q<ye>r, and(r,S) - (', S), then(p,S) F
(r',s).

A full path in_F+ _ is one of the following:

— a finite path{(po,S),---,(Pn,S)) in - F _ such that there does not exist a
(Pni1,Sii1) € Tz, X & with (PnsSh) F (Prs1, Siia);
— an infinite path{(po, <), (P1,S1),. ..y in - _.

Let p € F7a:, and letS< .. Then thefull path of (p,S) is the unique full
path in_+ _ from (p,S). Thecomputatiorof (p,S) is the full path of(p,S) if p
converges frons and undefined otherwise.

Let p € Ja;, andS€ . be such thap converges fron. Then we write
[(p,S)| for the length of the computation ¢p, S).

It is easy to see thatpy,S) - (p1,S1) only if ppeS = preS and that
((P0,S0)5---, (P, Sh)) is the computation of pp, S) only if p, =S and §, =
poe S. It is also easy to see that, [ converges fron®, |(po, S)|| is the least
n € N such thatm,(pp) e S # 1.

Notice that, becausg <Int(r)>q)eS= T for all p,q,r € 745; andSc .7,
there are no computations for threads involving thread forking.

Program instructions whose processing takes one step can be looked upon as
atomic actions of a Maurer machine. A program instruction whose processing
takes more than one step can be handled by means of split-action prefixing (see
Section 2.3) with two atomic actions, sayndb, using some memory element as
a counter:

— in the case where the instruction takesteps (> 1):
— operationO;, sets a counter to— 1 and setsn, to F,
— operationO, decrements the counter by one and safto T if the value
of the decremented counter is zero anéf wtherwise;
— in the case where the instruction taketo msteps (n> n > 1):
— operationO; sets a counter to a value in the interjra+ 1, m— 1] depend-
ing upon the contents of certain memory elements andsgts F,
— operationO, decrements the counter by one and sajto T if the value
of the decremented counter is zero and wherwise.

Both cases can occur, for example, with load instructions — the second case due to
the possibility of cache misses. In the second case, the value to which the counter
is set depends on the contents of memory elements that are related to the origin
of the varying number of steps. For example, a varying number of steps due to

the possibility of cache misses means that the value to which the counter is set
depends on the contents of memory elements that model the mechanism of the
cache. For each individual computer architecture, it is reasonable to assume that
a lower bound and upper bound on the number of steps taken by each instruction
can be given.
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Table 14 Defining formula for state transformer equivalence

XRYSVSE S «(XxeS=YyeY9)

5 Threads as State Transformers

In this section, we introduce the notion of state transformer equivalence of threads
and present some state transformer properties of threads.

5.1 State Transformer Equivalence

We introduce state transformer equivalence of threads. This equivalence identifies
threads if they are the same as transformers of the states of the Maurer machine
H. An interesting point of state transformer equivalence is the followingaihd
g are state transformer equivalent, then the computatiofg, & and(q,S) have
the same final state, but they may have different lengths.

State transformer equivalence, written is defined by the formula given in
Table 14. The following proposition states some basic properties of state trans-
former equivalence.

Proposition 5 For all &,&’ € 6 5:

EoD=~D, (1)
tauo X=X, (2)
& E #0=>x18&E >y~ Eo(xIé'Dy), 3)
§&E #0 )
= (xJE'>y)JER (z28'>w) = (xDE>2) L' > (yLE>w),

(X<yg>y) EE (2Aye > W) & (XLIE2Z) dyp > (YIEEW),  (5)

(X<yg >Y) dye > (2<ys > W) &~ (X<Dyg >2) dyg > (Y<dys >w) . (6)

Proof These properties follow easily from the defining formula for state trans-
former equivalence, the defining equations for the apply operator, the definition of
a Maurer machine, and the assumptions made about the Maurer meichin&

The laws of state transformer equivalence given above are used in coming proofs.

All threads represented by closed terms over the signatufédgfare finite
threads. The length of the sequences of actions that a finite thread can perform is
bounded. This has the effect that, if two threads represented by closed terms over
the signature ofAgc are state transformer equivalent, then this can be proved from
the axioms ofTAs. and the defining equations of the apply operator. However, all
threads represented by closed terms over the signatur&Zpbther than closed
terms over the signature A are infinite threads. As a result of that, the axioms
of TAZ. and the defining equations of the apply operator are not sufficient to prove
state transformer equivalence.

This calls for a proof rule to deal with infinite threads. A complication that
must be dealt with is the following: different threads can effect the same state
transformation by performing different sequences of actions. This leads us to the
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Table 15 Defining formula for state transformer inclusion

XCYyeVSE .S o(XeS# [=XeS=YyeS)

Table 16 State transformer inclusion principle

vne Nedme NeTh(X) T Tin(y) =X Y

introduction of state transformer inclusion of threads. Intuitively, one thread in-
cludes another thread as state transformer if each state transformation that can be
effected by the former thread can be effected by the latter thread as well.

State transformer inclusion, written, is defined by the formula given in Ta-
ble 15. The following proposition states basic properties of state transformer in-
clusion.

Proposition 6 For all & € €« 5:

XE X, )
XEYAYLE z=xC z, 2)
XEYAYE X&XrY, 3)
XCZAYC u=xJE>yL z<déDu, (4)
XEZAYC U=X<ys>YyL z<yg>U. (5)

Proof These properties follow easily from the defining formula for state trans-
former inclusion, the defining formula for state transformer equivalence, and the
defining equations for the apply operator. ad

Now we are ready to introduce a rule to prove that one infinite thread includes
another infinite thread as state transformer. The rule concerned, callsththe
transformer inclusion principleis given in Table 16. To prove that two infinite
threadsp andq are state transformer equivalent, the intended approach is to prove
pLC gandqgL p using the state transformer inclusion principle. That is sufficient
by Property 3 from Proposition 6.

The following proposition states some basic properties of state transformer
equivalence that can be proved following this approach.

Proposition 7 For all £,&’ € 6o/ 5 andb € {T,F}:

E&El#aé(fl*b ) E (E/*b ) El*b(xﬁflzy)’
E&E #5=E () = & (E0x).

Proof Assume tha€ & &’ = . Then it is easily proved by induction an using
Property 4 from Proposition 5, thag((&'*°x) <& > (&' Py)) ~ m (&' (x<1 &>
y)) for all n € N. From this and Property 3 from Proposition 6, the first property
follows immediately by the state transformer inclusion principle. The proof for
the second property goes similarly, and makes use of the first property. O
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Table 17 Backwards state transformer inclusion principle

XCy=VYne NeIme NeTi(X) T 7in(Y)

We have the following corollary from Property 4 from Proposition 5 and Proposi-
tion 7.

Corollary 2 Forall &,¢,&',{' € 6 5:

& FONEK L #ONL&E #OINT& T #0
=&/{o(&/Tox)~ &[0 (§/{oX).

The following proposition states a useful property of state transformer inclu-
sion that can be proved by means of the state transformer inclusion principle.

Proposition 8 For all p € F1a; andne N, 1,(p) T Thi1(p).

Proof Taken,n’ € N. If i’ < n, then7gy (1h(p)) = v (THs1(p)) by Lemma 2. If
n > n, thenty (Th(p)) = Th(Th+1(P)) by Lemma 2. This means that for alle N
there exists am’ € N such thatrgy (Th(p)) = T (Th1(p)). Becausex =y im-
plies x =y, it follows immediately by the state transformer inclusion principle

that,(p) C Thy1(p). m

We also introduce the state transformer inclusion principle in the reverse di-
rection, called théackwards state transformer inclusion principleis given in
Table 17.

The following proposition states a basic property of state transformer inclusion
that can be proved using the forward and backward state transformer inclusion
principles.

Proposition 9 For all p,q € Fa;, & € 6o/ 5 andb < {T,F}:

PCa=&*pCEPq.

Proof Assume that for alh € N, there exists am € N such thatg(p) T 75(0).
Then it is easily proved by induction an using Property 4 from Proposition 6
and Proposition 8, that for afl € N, there exists am € N such thatrs, (& *° p) C

(& *b q). From this and the forward and backward state transformer inclusion
principles, it follows thatp C q=£&*® pC &dq. g

In Appendix A, we introduce behavioural approximation of threads and relate
it to state transformer inclusion.

As a preparation to the expansion of the projective limit modelTfof, with
relations for the predicate symbdls and ~, we introduce sstate transformer
extractionfunctionsttrf: A* — . x .. This function is defined as follows:

StH((Pr)pery) = Unen {(SS) € 7 x 7 | preS=S}.
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The relations_ and~ on A” associated with the predicate symbalsand ~,
respectively, are defined as followg, § € A™):

pC g« stirf(p) C sttrf(q) ,

p = g< sttrf(p) = sttrf(q) .

It is easy to verify that the formulas in Tables 14—-17 are sound with respect to the
expansion of the projective limit model faA, defined above.

5.2 State Transformer Properties of Threads

We present some state transformer properties of threads which can be useful when
investigating program parallelization. The notatipng, which is mainly used in
this subsection, was introduced at the end of Section 2.3.

The following proposition concerns the preservation of state transformer in-
clusion.

Proposition 10 Letp € 4° andq,q € Fra;. ThenqC ¢ impliesp-qC p-q.

Proof This is easily proved by induction on the structurgpfising Propositions 6
and 9. O

The following proposition concerns re-ordering of threads.

Proposition 11 Let p,q € ¥° be such thag& a # & for all ac a(p) anda’ €
a(q). Thenp-q=q-p.

Proof This is proved by induction on the structure pfand in the casep =
pLép’, p=p <y:>p’, p=&*Tp, andp = &*F p by induction on the
structure ofg, using Propositions 5, 6, 7 and 9. The proof is straightforward given
the properties stated in those propositions. ad

The following proposition concerns parallelization of threads.

Proposition 12 Let p,q € ¥° be such that& a # & for all ac a(p) anda €
a(q). Thenp-q= [|°({p) ~(d)).

Proof This is proved by induction on the structure pfand in the casep =
pPLEp, p=pQye>p’, p=E&*T p, andp = &*F p by case distinction

on the structure of}, using Propositions 5, 6 and 11. The proof is tedious, but
straightforward given the properties stated in those propositions. We outline the
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case whergp=p' <é>p’andq={""q":

(P<&ep’)- (7 d)
~ (P (7)) 2E (p"- (7))
~ () -p)LE=(((*Td)-p")
~((d 9> ("Tq)) p)LE=((dLL=(C*Td))-p")
~((d-p)<¢ E((Z*TQ) P) Q&> ((d-p") <L (T d)-p")
~((p-g) <= (P (7)) <E=((p"-d) <> (p"- ({7 )
~&o(({o((P-q) <y (P (€ TQ))))<ys>
(Zo((p"-q) <y (p"-(¢7d)))))
Eo(Co(((P-d)Qy> (P - (7 d))) Qye >
((p"-d) <y > (P ((77d)))))
~E&Lo((P-d)Qy> (P (¢77d))) <ye >
((p"-d) <y > (P ({7 d))))
~ & Lo ((IIF((P) ~ () Qyz > [IFUP) ~ (7T d))) <ve >
(I*(P") ~(a)) Qyz > [IF(P") ~ (7))

~E& Lo|P((P aye> Py~ (d Qy > ({7 d)))
=[P e p)~ {d 2> (7))
RSP Q€= p") (T ).
O

Like Proposition 10, the following proposition concerns the preservation of state
transformer equivalence.

Proposition 13 Let p,q,q € Fra;, be such than& & # 6 for all a€ a(p) and

a e a(q)Ua(d). Then|[*((a)) ~ [I°((d)) implies||*({p) ~ () = [°({p) ~(d)).
Proof Let n,m N be such thah < m. Then7,(p) T i(p) by Proposition 8.
From this, Theorem 2, and Propositions 2, 4,10, 11 and 12, it follows that

IFUm(@))) T [IF(T(d))) implies [IS((m(p)) ~ (ISKm(a))))) T [I5((Tm(p)) ~
(IIF({mm(q ))))) From this and Lemmas 1 and 3, it follows tmt(|| ((a))) C

~

Tin([°({ar))) implies m([[5((p) ~(d))) T ([I5({p) ~(d())). From this, Propo-
sition 8 and the forward and backward state transformer inclusion principles, it

follows that |S((q)) < [|*((c()) implies |5((p) ~ (6)) = IX((p) ~ (q'))- It follows

by symmetry that als¢*((d()) T [[>((a)) implies [|°({p) ~(d)) T [I((p) ~ (@)
Hence,[*((a)) ~ | ((q')) implies |*((p) ~ (a)) =~ [*((p) ~ (a)). 0

6 Programs

In this section, we introduce the classes of programs that are considered in our
study of program parallelization in Section 7. All programs concerned are con-
sidered closed terms of a program algebra, which is introduced in this section as
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well. In this program algebra, the behaviour of a program under execution is taken
for a thread. For a clear picture of the threads that are involved, we start with in-
troducing the classes of threads that correspond to the classes of programs that are
considered in the study of program parallelization.

6.1 Relevant Classes of Threads

The classes of programs that are considered in the study of program parallelization
are in essence sequences of instructions in which test, jump and fork instructions
do not occur and sequences of instructions in which test and jump instructions
do not occur. In this section, we introduce straight-line threads with split actions
and straight-line threads with split actions and thread forking. These two classes
of threads correspond to the two classes of programs: a straight-line thread with
split actions is the behaviour of a program of the former class and a straight-line
thread with split actions and thread forking is the behaviour of a program of the
latter class. For completeness, we introduce straight-line threads as well.

The set.Z7 of straight-line threadss the subset of/r,: inductively de-
fined as follows:

— if ae &/, thenaoD € S¥7 andaoS € .SLT;
- if ae @&/ andp € ST, thenao pe SZLT.

The set%7 s of straight-line threads with split actionis the subset of/7a:_
inductively defined as follows:

if ae &/, thenaoD € S¥TsandaoS € SLT;

if a,b € oo/, thena/boD € .47 s anda/boS € .S LT
if ac oo andp € SL7 s, thenao p € SLT s,

if a,b € oo/ andp € /LT s, thena/bo p e SLT .

The set¥¥%7 « of straight-line threads with split actions and thread forkiizg
the subset of/7,;_inductively defined as follows:

if ac @/, thenaoD € .S¥T7 ¢ andaoS ¢ S¥T ;

if a,b € oef, thena/boD € V%7 ¢ anda/boS € AL T ;

if pe.Y%T«, thennt(p)oD € SLT s andnt(p) oS € S LT «;
if ae o/ andp € SLT , thenao p € .S LT

if a,b € oo/ andp € /LT , thena/bo p € S LT s,

if p,qe€ %7, thennt(p)oq € LT .

We have the following inclusions?.¥7 C /47 s C S LT s, S LT s C €°
and .47 ¢ C €. Straight-line threads can be described uding and action
prefixing with atomic actions. For straight-line threads with split actions, split-
action prefixing may be used in addition to action prefixing. Split action prefix-
ing is needed to handle program instructions whose processing takes more than
one step. For straight-line threads with split actions and thread forking, forking
prefixing may be used in addition to action prefixing and split-action prefixing.
Forking prefixing is needed to deal with programs that result from parallelization
of straight-line programs by use of program forking.
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6.2 Algebra of Straight-Line Program with Split Instructions and Forking

We introducePGA st (ProGram Algebra for Straight-Line programs with Split
instructions and ForkingPGAysf is a variant of PGA, an algebra of sequential
programs based on the idea that sequential programs are in essence sequences of
instructions. PGA provides a program notation for threads. A hierarchy of pro-
gram notations that provide increasingly sophisticated programming features are
rooted in PGA (see [6]).

In PGAg 1, it is assumed that there is a fixed but arbitrary%edf basic in-
structions The followingprimitive instructionsare taken as constantsR@G Ay sf:

— for eacha € 2, avoid basic instructiora;

— for eacha, b € 2, asplit basic instructiora/b;

— for each closed tert over the signature dGAy s;, afork instructionfork (P);
— atermination instructior! .

We writeJ for the set of all primitive instructions.

In PGAys1, the test and jump instructions of PGA are absent. This means that,
after a primitive instruction of a program other than the termination instruction has
been executed, execution of the program always proceeds with the next instruc-
tion. After a fork instruction has been executed, in addition, the parallel execution
of another program starts up.

The intuition is that the execution of a basic instructeoomay modify a state
and produced or F at its completion. In the case of a split basic instructigh,
ais executed once and ndxtepeatedly untill is produced. If the execution af
producesT, thenb is not at all executed. In the case of a void basic instructjon
simplyais executed once and the value produced is disregarded. The execution of
a fork instructionfork(P) leads to the start-up of the parallel executiorPpind
produces the reply. Execution of the current program proceeds with the next in-
struction, just like any primitive instruction other than the termination instruction,
but it may be affected by the parallel executiorPofThe effect of the termination
instruction! is that execution terminates.

Qua behaviour, the execution of different programs in parallel that arises from
the execution of fork instructions corresponds to synchronous cooperation. This is
made precise below by means of a thread extraction operator. The choice for syn-
chronous cooperation is dictated by the intended udeG s; for investigating
program parallelization. In a different context, some kind of interleaving may be
chosen instead.

The thread extraction operator defined below, together with the apply oper-
ator defined in Section 4.2 make it possible to associate operations of a Maurer
machine with basic instructions BIGAg st.

PGA st has the following constants and operators:

— for eachu € J, aninstructionconstanu;
— the binaryconcatenatioroperator-; _ .

Closed terms over the signatureRiB A st are considered to denote finite pro-
grams without test and jump instructions. The intuition is that a finite program
is in essence a finite non-empty sequence of primitive instructions. That is, pro-
grams are considered to be equal if they represent the same finite sequence of
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Table 18 Axiom of PGAgsf

(X;Y);Z2=X;(Y;Z) PGAl

Table 19 Defining equations for thread extraction operation

|a|=aoD |a; X| =ao|X|

la/b| =a/boD la/b; X| =a/bo|X|
[fork(X)| = nt(]X|) oD [fork(X) ;Y| =nt(|X])o Y|
HER [1;X]=S

Table 20 Alphabet axioms for straight-line programs

asp(a) = {a} asip(a; X) = {a} U dsip(X)

asip(a/b) = {a/b} asip(a/b; X) = {a/b} U asp(X)
aslp(fork( )) = asp(X) aslp(fork(x) Y) = asip(X) Uasip(Y)
asip(!) = Asip(!; X) =

primitive instructions. Therefore, the only one axiomR&bA s; is the one given
in Table 18.

Each closed term over the signatureR@s A s; is considered to denote a pro-
gram of which the behaviour can be described#q,., taking the se2l( of basic
instructions for the setZe/. We define that behaviour by means of theead
extractionoperation|_|, which assigns a thread to each program. The thread ex-
traction operation is defined by the equations given in Table 1%(foe ).

Let P be a closed term over the signatureRBAs sr. The behaviourof P,
written [P], is defined by[P] = ||13({|P])).

Henceforth, we writéls for the setlU {a/b | a,b € 2}. When investigating
program parallelization, it is useful to know the alphabet of a program, i.e. the set
of instructions fromRls that occur in the program. For that reason, we introduce
the alphabetoperatorag,. The alphabet axioms for straight-line programs with
split instructions and forking are given in Table 20.

When investigating program parallelization, it is convenient to use the follow-
ing extension of the concurrency relation of a Maurer machine.

Given a Maurer machinél = (M,B,.&”, 0 A, [-],C), we extendC to s as
follows (a, &, b,b’ € A):

C(a/d,b) < C(a,b)aC(d,b),
C(a,b/b) <& C(ab)AC(ab),
C(a/d,b/b) & C(a/d,b) AC(a/d,b') .

Henceforth, we writeZpcp,  for the set of all closed terms over the signature
of PGAsLsf.
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6.3 Relevant Classes of Programs

In Section 6.1, we have introduced straight-line threads, straight-line threads with
split actions, and straight-line threads with split actions and thread forking. Here,
we introduce the corresponding classes for programs, viz. straight-line programs,
straight-line programs with split instructions, and straight-line programs with split
instructions and program forking. The last two classes are considered in our study
of program parallelization in Section 7.

The set¥Z% of straight-line programss the subset o/pga, ., inductively
defined as follows:

-l e SLP:
— if ac 2, thena e S¥Z7,
— ifaeAandP e LY, thena;P ¢ AL,

The set¥%%4 of straight-line programs with split instructions the subset of
Ipca, INductively defined as follows:

-l e SLP;

if ac 2, thenae SLX;

if a,b e 2, thena/b € SZF,

if ae 2 andP € S¥P,, thena;P € .S¥P,

if a,b e A andP € S£¥, thena/b;P € .S LPs.

The set ¥« of straight-line programs with split instructions and program
forkingis the subset 0fpcp,  inductively defined as follows:

-l e SLPg;

— if ac 2, thenae SZ¥Pg;

— if a,b e 2, thena/b € SLP;

— if P e 2P, thenfork(P) € SZP«;

— ifae2andP € S¥P, thena; P € AL Pg;

— if abe A andP € S¥P, thena/b; P € S LPs;
— if PQ € %P, thenfork(P) ; Q € SLP ;.

We have the following inclusions?¥%? c ¥%s C .74%«. The connec-
tion between?¥?, /¥ P, S L Py and. S LT , S LT s, S LT 1S as follows:

—if Pe S¥2 then |P| € Y47, if P e S4P, then |P| € S LT, if Pe
SLPgthen|P| € S LT «;

— if pe %7 thenp = |P| for someP € S£2, if p € /LT sthenp= |P| for
someP € VLD, if pe SLT s thenp = |P| for someP € S¥P ;.

S LP s consists of alP andP; | from Zpga, . Where! does not occur ifP. For
all P € Jpga, g, there exists ® € .77 such thatP| = |P'|.

Example 6 Suppose that the basic instructions inclu@aD:R1:A, LOAD:R2:B,
ADD:R2:R2:R1 andSTORE:R3:C. Then the following is a straight-line program:

LOAD:R1:A;LOAD:R2:B;ADD:R2:R2:R1; STORE:R2:C;!

Take the view is that this straight-line program is intended for calculating the sum
of the contents of two memory elements and leaving the result of the calculation
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behind in a third memory element. That is, suppose that the above-mentioned
basic instructions correspond to atomic actions of which the processing amounts
to loading the contents of memory elemari register1, loading the contents of
memory elemert in registe®R2, adding the contents of registet to the contents

of registerr2, and storing the contents of registx in memory element. An
adaptation of the straight-line program given above, to model that the processing
of load instructions takes more than one step, could be the following straight-line
program with split instructions:

LOADI:R1:A/LOADC:R1:A;LOADI:R2:B/LOADC:R2:B;
ADD:R2:R2:R1;STORE:R2:C;!

A parallellization of this straight-line program with split instructions could be the
following straight-line program with split instructions and program forking:

fork(LOADI:R2:B/LOADC:R2:B;ADD:R2:R2:R1 ; STORE:R2:C; !);
LOADI:R1:A/LOADC:R1:A;!

Getting ahead of our study of program parallelization in Section 7, we men-
tion that this parallelization is not correct if the processing of the split instruc-
tionsLOADI:R1:A/LOADC:R1:A andLOADI:R2:B/L0OADC:R2:B may take differ-

ent numbers of steps.

In our study of program parallelization, we make the drastic simplification to
consider only the parallelization of straight-line programs with split instructions.
The reason for that is simply that program parallelization is a complicated matter,
which makes it practically necessary to start its study with a drastic simplification.
As a case in point, we mention that jump instructions would complicate proving
a theorem like Theorem 6, our main theorem about program parallelization, very
much.

7 Program Parallelization

In this section, we investigate program parallelization. Our investigation is focused
on finding sufficient conditions for the correctness of program parallelizations. We
start with presenting some state transformer properties of programs.

7.1 State Transformer Properties of Programs

We present some state transformer properties of straight-line programs with split
instructions and program forking which can be useful when investigating program
parallelization.

Henceforth, we write”.Z2 2" for the set{P € .7.4P | IP € S LPseP =
P;!} and.7ZZ2Y for the set{P ¢ /%P | IP € S L PP =P;!}. The
superscriptvt stands for “without termination”.

First, we present a lemma used without mention below in the proofs of Propo-
sitions 14, 15 and 16.
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Lemma 9

1. forall P € ZZ, [P] = |PJ;
2. for all P € .77, there exists @ € €° such thatP| = p;
3. forallP € 722 andP € .7LPg, [P;P] = [P;!]-[P].

Proof The first two properties are easily proved by induction on the structu?e of
The third property is easily proved by induction on the structur®,afsing the
first two properties and Proposition 3. a

The following proposition states that state transformer equivalence of the be-
haviour of programs from”.Z%? is preserved by prefixing with any program
from AL P,

Proposition 14 Let P, € /4% andP,,P; € V4P . Then[P;] ~ [P;] implies

Proof This follows immediately from Proposition 10. ad

The following proposition states that, in every terminating program fstdi%?,

a new place can be given to a suffix if each instruction occurring in the suffix can
be executed concurrently with each of the instructions occurring between the old
place and the new place.

Proposition 15 Let P,,P,,P; € fﬁ@;’" be such thatC(up,uz) for all u, €
Osip(P2) andus € agp(Ps). Then[Ps; Ps; 1] ~ [Ps; Po; ] and alsofPy; P ; Ps; 1] ~
[Pr;Ps; P2 ).

Proof This follows immediately from Propositions 10 and 11. a

The following proposition states that, in every terminating program s,

the place of a suffix can be taken by a fork instruction for the suffix that is placed
before preceding instructions if those instructions can be executed concurrently
with each of the instructions occurring in the suffix.

Proposition 16 Let P, P,,P; € .72Z22" be such thatC(up,uz) for all u, €
asip(P2) and uz € agp(P3). Then [Po;Ps;!] ~ [fork(Ps;!);P;!] and also
[PiPo; P31 ] & [Py fork(Ps; 1) s Pe; 1.

Proof By the axioms for synchronous cooperation, we hd®;Ps;!] ~
[fork(Ps; 1) ;P! iff [P Ps;!] = |IF(([P2; ) ~ ([Ps;!])). The latter fol-
lows immediately from Proposition 12. From this result and Proposition 10,
[Pr;Ps;Ps; 1] =~ [Pr;fork(Ps; 1) ; Py 1] follows immediately. O

The following proposition states that, for every terminating program feE6#1% ;

in which a fork instruction occurs, that fork instruction can be replaced by one
for a state transformer equivalent forked program if the instructions occurring in
both forked programs can be executed concurrently with each of the instructions
occurring after the fork instruction.

Proposition 17 LetP;,P; € fﬂ@;"" andP,, P} € Y.Z@;’? be such tha€(u,, us)
for all u; € dgp(P2) U agip(P5) and ug € asp(Ps). Then [P 1] ~ [Py;!] im-
plies [[fork(Px;!); Ps; ] =~ [fork(P5;!); Ps; 1] and also[P;; fork(P2;!); Ps; 1] =
[Py;fork(P5s;1); Ps; .
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Proof By the axioms for synchronous cooperation, we hguek(P,;!); Ps;!] =
[fork(Py; 1) s P T |ISC(IPs ) ~ (P2 1)) = |I3((IPs; ) ~ (|P%; 1) )- The latter
follows immediately from Proposition 13. From this result and Proposition 10,
[Pr;fork(Py;!); Ps; ] = [Pr;fork(Ps; 1) ; Ps; ] follows immediately. O

7.2 Program Partitioning, Annotation and Parallelization

Program parallelization is studied here in the settingAf and consequently in
the scope of the assumption from Section 4.2 that a fixed but arbitrary Maurer ma-
chineH = (M,B,., 0, A, [-],C) has been given that satisfies certain conditions.

We also us®GA sr, which offers a convenient program notation for studying
program parallelization: the programsPGA s permit a very direct analysis of
semantic issues involved.

We introduce the notion of a partition of a straight-line program, the notion
of an annotated partition of a straight-line program, and the notion of the par-
allelization of a straight-line program induced by an annotated partition of the
straight-line program. A straight-line program is a membetA#’%, whereas a
parallelization of a straight-line program is a membet¥ 2 ;\ ./ £%. More-
over, we introduce a notion of correctness for parallelizations of straight-line pro-
grams. The behaviour of a straight-line program and the behaviour of a correct
parallelization of that straight-line program are threads that are the same as state
transformers.

LetP € /¥Ps andPy,...,Pn € 2" Then(P,...,Py) is apartition of
PifP="Py;...;Pn: L.

LetP=u;...;uy with ug,...,u, € Asand let(Py, ..., Ry,) be a partition oP.
Moreover, letng, ...,nm € N be such thaP; = Un1; ... Un,, PP =Un41;... 5 Un,,

., Pn= Unp 14215+« Ung- Let |1, R Im-1 €N. Then((Pl, R Pm), (ll, ey Im—l))
is anannotated partitiorof Pif ng <l; <ng, ...,Nm2 <lp1 < Nm_1.

LetP=up;...;up With ug,...,up € Ag, let ((Py,...,Pn),(l1,...,Imn-1)) be an
annotated partition d?, and letny, ..., nm € N be as in the definition of annotated
partition above. LeP}, = Py;! and, for each € [1,m—1], l[etP =un_,+1;...;

Uy, ; fork(P 1) sUigas .. iU s Vif g < Iy andP’ = fork(P/, 1) ;Uis1; ... Un 3 L if
ni_1 = l;. ThenP; is the parallelizationof P induced by the annotated partition
((Pry..y,BPm), (Iny - oy Ime1))-

Let P € S¥4%s andP € 74P« be such thaP’ is the parallelization oP
induced by some annotated partition. TH&ris a correct parallelization ofP if
[Pl ~ [P1].

If P"is a correct parallelization d®, then[P] and[P'] are the same as state
transformers. Moreover, the state transformations fRhtcan accomplish[P']
can accomplish in less steps. ThatlidP'], S| < ||([P],S)| for all Se .#. Notice
that a reduction in number of steps is not guaranteed if we repiagel; < ny,
ce o Mm2 <lp1 <Npo1byng <lp <y, ... ,Nmo2 <lm_1 < Np_qin the definition
of annotated partition.

Program parallelization concerns roughly the following:

— the partitions of a program with at least one annotated version that induces a
parallelization of which it can be determined statically that it is a correct one;
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— for each such partition, an annotated version that induces a parallelization of
which it can be determined statically that it gives the largest reduction in num-
ber of steps.

The primary means to determine the above-mentioned correctness and speed-up
properties statically is the concurrency relatidn

A sufficient condition for correctness of a parallelization in terms of the con-
currency relatiorC can easily be given.

Theorem 6 Letm> 2, and letP, Py,...,Pn, No,...,Nm, I1,...,Im_1 @andPy,... . P,
be as in the definition of parallelization above. TH&s a correct parallelization
of Pif, forall i € [1,m—1], i is such that for allj € [I; +1,n;] andk € [n; + 1, N
we haveC(u;, Ux).

Proof This is easily proved by induction an, using Propositions 16 and 170

7.3 Weaker Sufficient Conditions for Correctness of Parallelizations

Unfortunately, the sufficient condition for correctness of parallelizations given in
Theorem 6 is too strong to be useful. However, it can be weakened if there are
bounds on the number of steps that the processing of split basic instructions takes.
The weakened sulfficient condition given in Claim 1 below is not too strong to be
useful provided that the diversity of the greatest number of steps that the process-
ing of different instructions take is small.

In Claim 1 below, we use the following notation. LRtP;, ..., Py, N, ..., Nm,
l1,...,Im1 andPy,... P, be as in the definition of parallelization above. More-
over, for eactu € J, letls(u) andgs(u) be the least and greatest number of steps
that the processing af takes (ifu is not a split basic instruction, thds(u) = 1
andgs(u) = 1). Then, for each € [1,m— 1], we writen/ for the least’ such that
Yichi+1n) 9U)) < ke 18(Uk) = T jewm) Swep,,, +1n, 1 1S(Uk), whereny is
the greatest € [0, (m—i) — 1] such thafy jcjo ) (lij —Misj-1) <M —n_1.°

After the presentation of the claim, it will be explained thas a conservative
approximation of the position of the last instructionfofhat is possibly executed
in concurrency with an instruction &f afterP, , is forked off, and also thaty is
one less than the number of programs forked off wRiles executed.

Claim1l Letm> 2, and letP, Pi,...,Pn, No,...,Nm, I1,...,Im-1 and Py,..., P,
be as in the definition of parallelization above. TH&Hs a correct parallelization
of Pif, for all i € [1,m— 1], ; is such that for allj € [l + 1,n;] andk € [n; + 1, ]
we haveC(u;, Ux).

It can be seen as follows thaf (for i € [1,m— 1]) is one less than the number
of programs forked off whil is executed: if+1 < mthenP/, , is forked off after
li —ni_y instructions, if +2 < mthenP/,, is forked off after(l; —ni_1) + (I .1 — )
instructions, and so on. In other wordsi # ' +1 < mthenP/, , . , is forked off
aftery jcjom(liyj —niyj-1) instructions. This means that, for € [0, (m—i) — 1],
if Y jcjom (lixj—nisj-1) <nm—ni_g thenP’ ., is forked off whileP is executed.

6 We use the conventions thiit 1] stands fo if k> | andy ;¢ ki stands fol0 if | = 0.
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It can be seen as follows that(for i € [1,m— 1]) is a conservative approxima-
tion of the position of the last instruction Bfthat is possibly executed in concur-
rency with an instruction oY afterP/, ; is forked off: 3 .1, 1. IS(Uk) is the least
number of steps that it takes to process the instructioisfiadm the first instruc-
tion of P 1 up to and including the instruction with positiohsequentially; and
subtraction ofy i<y ny YKl +1n.,] Is(uy) compensates for the instructions of

'11: - -, P,y that are possibly executed in concurrency with instructiori3 of
c Pi/+nr{+l’ namely the instructions d¢¥ , executed afteP/, , is forked off and

- and the instructions d¥ ., that are executed afté}, ,, is forked off. This

means that ify ;10 9(Uj) < Tkepr1m 1S(U) = 3 jrefam Zkel, +1n, 1 1S(Uk)
thenn' is greater than the position of the last instructionPothat is possibly
executed in concurrency with an instructionRdfafter P, is forked off.

We believe that we can give a proof of Claim 1, but we refrain from giving a
proof. Such a proof would involve complicated variants of many of the preceding
propositions to be proved. The variants concerned would be attuned to the assump-
tion that for each primitive instruction the least and greatest number of steps that
its processing takes are given. We do not consider it realistic to give such a proof
in the light of the fact that the weakened sufficient condition is still too strong to
be useful if the diversity of the greatest number of steps that the processing of
different instructions take is great. This means that the weakened sufficient condi-
tion is still rather uninteresting in practice: parallelization is found in techniques
for speeding up instruction processing intended to deal with the presence of this
diversity.

Given a patrtition of a straight-line program, we can determine statically which
annotated versions of the partition that induce a parallelization satisfying the suf-
ficient condition from Claim 1 give the largest reduction in number of steps. Let
P, P,....,PnNo,....Nm, l1,...,Im-1, Pf,...,Ppandn,....n; be as in Claim 1.

If, for all i € [1,m—1], |; is such that for allj € [l; +1,n;] andk € [n; + 1,n/] we
haveC(uj, uc) and in addition for all’ € [n_1,l; — 1] there exist g < [I’ +1,1;]
and ak € [n; + 1,n{] such that no€(u;,ux), thenP; is a correct parallelization of
P such that for all correct parallelizatiof® of P induced by annotated versions
of the partition(Py, ..., Py) that also satisfy the sufficient condition from Claim 1
we have| ([P, 9] < [([P'],S)| forall Se .~7.

Example 7Consider the prograth=P1;P2;!, whereP1 andP2 are as follows:

P1 = LOAD:R1:4A; P2 = MOVE:R3:1;
MUL:R2:R1:R1 MOVE:R4:2;
LOAD:R5:B;

ADD:R5:R5:R3;

MUL:R6:R5:R5;

MUL:R6:R6:R4;

ADD:R6:R6:R2;
STORE:R6:C

writing LOAD: R: M for the split instructiorLOADI : R: M /LOADC:R: M to increase
the resemblance with programs written in some assembly languggendc are
different memory elements. If the contentsioéndB area andb, respectively,
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thenP calculatesa? + 2(b+ 1)? and stores the result of the calculationcinit is

clear that(P1,P2) is a partition ofP. We suppose that each instructionpafmay

be executed in concurrency with each instructioréxcept the last but one. The
execution of all instructions takes one step, with the exception of the instructions
of the formL0AD: R: M. We suppose that the execution of the latter instructions
takes betweeh and h steps. The annotated partiti¢(P1,P2), (0)) induces the
parallelizationP’ = fork(P2;!);P1;!. This parallelization satisfies the sufficient
condition for correctness from Claim 1 provided thet | < 4. It is trivial to
determine thaf(P1,P2),(0)) is the annotated version ¢P1,P2) that gives the
largest reduction in number of steps.

8 Conclusions

We have developed an algebraic theory of threads, synchronous cooperation of
threads, and interaction of threads with Maurer machines. Setting up a framework
in which issues concerning techniques for speeding up instruction processing that
involve parallel processing of instructions with diverse variable processing times
can be investigated is one of the aims with which we have developed this theory.
As part of its development, we have constructed a projective limit model for the
theory. In addition to properties of the theory and its projective limit model that
are general in nature, we have established properties that are primarily relevant
when investigating the issues referred to above.

We have investigated program parallelization, which underlies all explicit
multi-threading techniques to speed up instruction processing, using the theory
developed. Our finding is that program parallelization, which is done on static
grounds, tends to yield marginal speed-ups of instruction processing unless the
diversity of greatest processing times is small. The problem is that for all instruc-
tions, including the ones with long greatest processing times, the worst case must
be taken into account. That leaves little room for provably correct parallelizations
that speed up instruction processing substantially.

An obvious idea to reduce the effects of a great diversity of greatest process-
ing times is to use optimistic estimations of processing times for the instructions
that take long greatest processing times and to suspend and resume forked-off
programs dynamically to compensate for too optimistic estimations of processing
times. Itis clear that the speed-ups yielded by that highly depend upon the schedul-
ing algorithm used for the resumption of suspended programs and the particular
estimations of processing times used. Even if an ideal scheduler is assumed, i.e.
one that maximizes simultaneity in the processing of instructions from all pro-
grams involved, it appears that there is no clue to the parallelizations that could
speed up instruction processing substantially. In fact, the choice of a partition
and the choice of an annotated version thereof look to be arbitrary choices now:
correctness of the induced parallelizations is not relevant, because it is enforced
dynamically, and whether one induced parallelization gives a larger reduction in
number of steps than another cannot be determined statically.

We have found that an induction principle to establish state transformer equiv-
alence of infinite threads is material to proving theorems about sufficient condi-
tions for the correctness of program parallelizations. We have also found that, in
spite of the drastic simplification made by considering only programs without test
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and jump instructions, proving a theorem about a very simple sufficient condi-
tion for the correctness of program parallelizations is very difficult. We have not
started proving a claim about a somewhat more involved sufficient condition for
the correctness of program parallelizations because proving that claim comes very
near the limit of what is feasible.

In the area of micro-processor design, explicit-multi-threading is claimed to be
a basic technique for speeding up instruction processing substantially. Our main
reason to investigate program parallelization was that the arguments that are given
for this claim are not soundly based by the standard of theoretical computer sci-
ence. We also expected to be able to give in the end heuristics for correct program
partitioning that speeds up instruction processing substantially. One of our con-
clusions from the results of the investigation of program parallelization is that the
justness of the claim is far less evident than it is generally assumed in the area of
micro-processor design. Another conclusion from the results of our investigation
is that the development of useful heuristics is as yet practically unfeasible.

In this paper, we have carried on the line of research that has already resulted
in [8-10]. We pursue with this line of research the object to develop an approach
to design new micro-architectures that allows for their correctness and anticipated
speed-up results to be verified. It emanates from the work presented in [6, 3]. There
is another related line of research that emanates from that work. That line of re-
search concerns the development of a theory about threads, multi-threading and in-
teraction of threads with services that is useful for gaining insight into the seman-
tic issues concerning the multi-threading related features found in contemporary
programming languages. It has already resulted in [7,11,14,12,13]. We believe
that the theory being developed may also be useful when developing paralleliza-
tion techniques for compilers that have to take care of program parallelization for
programs written in programming languages such as Java and C#.

Acknowledgements We thank two anonymous referees for suggesting improvements of the
presentation of the paper.

A CPO Structure for Projective Limit Model

In this appendix, we mak&™ into a complete partial ordering (cpo) to establish the existence of
least solutions of recursion equations using Tarski's fixed point theorem.

The approximationrelationC C A, x A, is the smallest partial ordering such that for all
P.P.0.q € Au:

-DCp

— pEp =tauopCtauop;

forall§ € A, pC P AQEq = pJERqE p LEq;

- PCPAQCAATCr' = pdnt(r)>qC p'<dnt(r) >0

—forallé e A7, pC P AQCq = p<y:>qC p <y >(.

TheapproximatiorrelationC C A” x A~ is defined component-wise:

(Pn)nen E (On)peny < VNENepn C O -

The approximation relatior on A, is simply the restriction of£ on A, to A,.
The following proposition states that apye A, is finitely approximated by projection.
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Proposition 18 For all p € A,:

IneNe (VK< neTi(p) C 1R11(P)AVI > neri(p)=p) -

Proof The proof follows the same line as the proof of Proposition 1 from [3]. This means that
it is a rather trivial proof by induction on the structure jf Here, we have to consider the
additional casep = p' <Int(p”)> p” andp = p’ <y > p’. These cases go analogously to the
casep=p' <& p”. O

The properties stated in the following lemma will be used in the proof of Theorem 7 given
below.

Lemma 10 Forallne N:

1. (An,C)isacpo;

2. T, is continuous;

3. forallpe Ay:
(@ m(p) Ep;
(b) m(m(p)) = mh(p);
©) m1(h(p)) = (p).

Proof The proof follows similar lines as the proof of Proposition 2 from [3]. Property 1 follows
from the fact that every directed ge1C A, is finite. Like in [3], this fact is proved by induction
onn. Due to the presence of reply conditionals, the proof is more involved. It is the only proof
in this paper that makes use of the assumption.#at is a finite set. For Property 2, we now
have to use induction on the structure of the elemen#goénd distinction between the cases
n= 0andn > 0 for non-forking and forking postconditional compositions. Due to the presence
of reply conditionals, we cannot use inductionmand case distinction on the structure of the
elements of, like in [3]. However, the crucial details of the proof remain the same. Like in [3],
Property 3a follows immediately from Proposition 18. Properties 3b and 3c follow immediately
from Lemma 4. O

The following theorem states some basic properties of the approximation refatoi”.

Theorem 7 (A”,C) is a cpo with| [P = (LI{7h(p) | p € P}),y for all directed setd C A”.
Moreover, up to (order) isomorphisfy, C A”.

Proof The proof follows the same line as the proof of Theorem 1 from [3]. That is, using general
properties of the projective limit construction on cpos, the first part follows immediately from
Properties 1 and 2 from Lemma 10, and the second part follows easily from Proposition 18 and
Property 3 from Lemma 10. |

Another important property of the approximation relatiolon A” is stated in the following
theorem.

Theorem 8 The operations from the projective limit model Tk are continuous with respect
toC.

Proof With the exception of the conditional action repetition operations, the proof follows the
same line for all kinds of operations. It begins by establishing the monotonicity of the operation
on A,. For the non-forking and forking postconditional composition operations and the reply
conditional operations, this follows immediately from the definitiorizobn A,,. For the syn-
chronous cooperation operation, it is straightforwardly proved by induction(ph and case
distinction according to the left-hand sides of the axioms for synchronous cooperation. Then the
monotonicity of the operations o&f° follows from their monotonicity o, the monotonicity

of the projection operations and the definitiomobn A®.

For the conditional action repetition operations, the proof differs in that it begins with estab-
lishing — with a proof by induction on, using axioms for conditional action repetition — that,
forall p,q€ Ay, forallneN, pC qimplies (& *? p) C m5,(& *°q). From this and the definition
of C on A®, the monotonicity of the conditional action repetition operation®\drfollows as
well.
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What remains to be proved is that least upper bounds of directed sets are preserved by the
operations. We will show how the proof goes for the non-forking postconditional composition
operations. The proofs for the other kinds of operations go similarlyPL@tC A* be directed
sets. Then, for alh € N, {mh(p) | p€ P}, {mh(q) | q € Q},{m(p) I{>Th(a) | pE PAQE
Q} C A, are directed sets by the monotonicity . It is easily proved by induction on,
using the definition off on A, that these directed sets are finite. This implies that they have
maximal elements. From this, it follows by the monotonicity_afié > _ that, for alln € N,

(L{m(p) [ peP}) &> (L{m(a) | g€ Q}) = LI{mn(p) I&>m(a) | p€ PAg € Q}. From

this, it follows by the property of lubs of directed sets stated in Theorem 7 and the definition
of 7. that, for alln € N, 1 ((UP) <€ (Q)) = ha({p<2§>q| pe PAgeQ}).
Becauserp((LIP) <& (LIQ)) =D = m( {pIé>q| pe PAge Q}), also for alln € N,
m((UP)<é>(LUQ)) =m(L{p<&>q| pe PAge Q}). Fromthis, it follows by the definition
of C onA” that(|JP) &> (LUQ) = {p2§=q|pe PAGeQ}. 0

We have the following important result about recursion equations.

Theorem 9 Letx e 27, letP C A®, and lett € Q{X} Then the recursion equation=t has

a least solution with respect tg, i.e. there eX|sts ® € A” such that[t]*(p) = p and, for all

ge A, [t]*(q) = gimpliesp C q.

Proof We have from Theorem 7 th&A“’ C) is a cpo and, using Theorem 8, it is easily proved
by induction on the structure bthat[t]" is continuous. From this, we conclude by Tarski's flxed

point theorem that there existspee A” such thaft]*(p) = p and, for allg € A, [t]*(q) =
implies p C g. Hence, the recursion equatige=t has a least solution with respectio |:|

The following proposition relates the ordering relatiorintroduced in this appendix with
the ordering relatiom introduced in Section 5.1.

Proposition 19 Forall p,ge A, pEg=pL q.

Proof Let p,q € A*® be such thap C g. Then, for alln € N, we haver,(p) C m(q) by the
monotonicity ofrg,. It is easily proved by induction on the structurepfthat p’ C ¢ implies
p'Cq forall p,q € A,. Hence, for alln € N, we havers(p) C m,(q) as well. From this, it

follows immediately that, for alh € N, there exists am € N such thatr(p) T (). From
this, it follows by the state transformer inclusion principle (see Table 16)tha. |

We have the following corollary concernigfrom Propositions 18 and 19.
Corollary 3 Forall p€ Ay:

IneNe(Vk<nek(p) T Thi1(P) AVI > neTi(p) = p) .

B Glossary of Symbols
In this appendix, we provide a glossary of symbols used in this paper.
Notation Meaning Page

Thread algebras

BTAs basic thread algebra with blocking 4
TAsc thread algebra with synchronous cooperation 5
TAL, TAsc With conditional action repetition 10

TAZS TAZ. with thread to Maurer machine application 25
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Thread algebra notation

D
S

pléq

op
£&¢E
[5(CP2) ~...~(pn))
p<nt(r)>q
p<ys>q
nt*(bp)oq

&/&op
p-q
H(p)
a(p)
peS

Sets of actions
PBed

o

7

A

Caod

Cd 5

Sets of terms
T
B

#°
T,
¢

(go
SLT
SLT s
S LT

Domains of models

Ay
AOO

Maurer machines

ﬁ0?>%‘m§

—~

Sl

State transformer equivalence

AT R

deadlock 4
termination 4
non-forking postconditional composition 4
action prefixing 4
synchronization 5
synchronous cooperation 6
forking postconditional composition 6
reply conditional 6
forking prefixing 6
conditional action repetition 10
split-action prefixing 10
pwith all occurrences db replaced by 10
projection 11
alphabet 13
apply 25
set of basic actions 4
set of basic actions ardu 4
set of basic actiongau andd 4
set of atomic actions 5
set of concurrent actions 5
set of concurrent actions add 5
set of closed terms over signatureTéfs. 8
set of basic terms 8
set of basic terms without forking 8
set of closed terms over signatureTéf;, 10
set of semi-basic terms 10
set of semi-basic terms without forking 10
set of straight-line threads 34
set of straight-line threads with split actions 34
set of straight-line threads with split actions and thread forking 34
domain of initial model foiTAg¢ 17
domain of projective limit model fofAsc 18
memory 24
base set 24
set of states 24
set of operations 24
set of atomic actions 25
atomic action interpretation function 25
atomic action concurrency relation 25
undefined state 27
length of computation 28
state transformer equivalence 29

state transformer inclusion 30
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Program algebra

PGA sf straight-line program algebra with split instructions and forking 35
A set of basic instructions 35
J set of primitive instructions 35
s set of void and split basic instructions 36
a void basic instruction 35
a/b split basic instruction 35
fork(P) fork instruction 35

! termination instruction 35
P;Q concatenation 35
Osip(P) alphabet 36
|P| thread extraction 36
[Pl program behaviour 36
TpGA set of closed terms over signatureRiBA st 36
SLP set of straight-line programs 37
SLD s set of straight-line programs with split instructions 37
S LD set of straight-line programs with split instructions and forking 37
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