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ABSTRACT. We devise two complementary characterizations of hereditary history-preserving
bisimilarity (HHPB): a denotational one, based on stable configuration structures, and an
operational one, formulated in a reversible process calculus. Our characterizations rely
on forward-reverse bisimilarity augmented with backward ready multiset equality. This
shifts the emphasis from uniquely identifying events, as done in previous characterizations,
to counting occurrences of identically labeled events associated with incoming transitions,
which yields a more lightweight behavioral equivalence than HHPB. We show that our
characterizations correctly distinguish between autoconcurrency and autocausation, but
are valid only in the absence of non-local conflicts. We then study the logical foundations
of these characterizations by relating event identifier logic, which captures the classical
view of HHPB, and backward ready multiset logic, developed for our new equivalence.

1. INTRODUCTION

Understanding and comparing the behavior of concurrent systems is a central problem in
semantics and verification. Since such systems may exhibit nondeterminism, causality, and
concurrency in complex ways, it is not enough to describe what actions they can perform: one
must also capture how these actions relate — whether they are causally dependent, mutually
exclusive, or truly concurrent. To reason about concurrent systems, bisimulation has
emerged as the canonical tool. Bisimilar systems cannot be distinguished by any experiment
that proceeds step by step: whatever one system can do, the other can match, with the
resulting states remaining equivalent. This makes bisimulation a cornerstone of process
equivalence, compositional reasoning, and congruence-based program verification. However,
classical bisimulation — such as strong bisimilarity [Par81, Mil89] — is based on interleaving
semantics: concurrency is represented as nondeterministic interleaving of actions [HM85] over
labeled transition systems [Kel76]. While sufficient for analyzing communication protocols
or sequential behaviors, interleaving semantics combines independence with nondeterminism
and cannot distinguish between fundamentally different concurrent structures. For instance,
a process that performs two independent actions concurrently and a process that performs
the same actions sequentially in either order become indistinguishable. Such a loss of
information affects verification tasks, refinement reasoning, and expressiveness results.
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This limitation has motivated the development of true concurrency models — such
as Petri nets [Pet62], event structures [Win86], and reversible variants of process cal-
culi [DK04, PUO7a] — where causality, conflict, and concurrency are modeled explicitly.
Within these models, bisimulation must be refined to account for the richer structure: it is
required to match not only the performed actions, but also the causal histories leading to
those actions. This generates finer equivalences constituting the spectrum of truly con-
current bisimilarities [GG01, Fec04, PU12|, which includes history-preserving bisimilarity
(HPB) [RT88] and hereditary history-preserving bisimilarity (HHPB) [Bed91]. They are
particularly important because they turn out to be the coarsest and the finest equivalences,
respectively, that are preserved under action refinement and are capable of respecting
causality, branching, and their interplay while abstracting from choices between identical
alternatives [GGO1]; moreover, HHPB can be obtained as a special case of a categorical
definition of bisimilarity over concurrency models [JNW96]. These equivalences ensure that
two systems behave the same not only in terms of which actions they can perform, but
also in terms of how these actions arise from concurrent or dependent pasts. They are
crucial in applications where dependency information matters like, e.g., reversible computing,
distributed memory models, causality-aware verification, and concurrency theory at large.

HPB and HHPB are defined over event structures [Win86] or their variants akin to
labeled transition systems, which are called configuration structures [GP09]. A configuration
is a finite set of non-conflicting events, which contains all the events causing the ones in the
configuration itself. The bisimulation game compares transitions between configurations.
While HPB considers only outgoing transitions, HHPB takes into account also incoming
transitions. In other words, the former stepwise matches only forward computations,
whereas the latter examines backward computations too. Both equivalences rely on ternary
bisimulation relations, where the third component is a labeling- and causality-preserving
bijection between the sets of events executed so far in the two structures, with the bijection
being built incrementally during the bisimulation game. This makes HPB and HHPB hard
to reason about and mechanize.

Logical characterizations of both equivalences have been provided in [PU14, BC14].
Furthermore, an axiomatization for HHPB has been developed over forward-only processes
in [FLO5]. Finally, HPB is known to coincide with causal bisimilarity [DD89, DD90], hence
the latter offers a characterization, as well as an axiomatization via [DP92], for the former.
In this paper, we concentrate on characterizing HHPB.

The first alternative characterization of HHPB appeared in [Bed91] for configuration
graphs of prime event structures. The characterizing equivalence is called back-and-forth
bisimilarity — not to be confused with the homonymous one in [DMV90], which retrieves
an interleaving semantics by constraining backward computations to take place along
the corresponding forward computations even in the presence of concurrency. The main
difference between HHPB and back-and-forth bisimilarity is that the latter relies on binary
bisimulation relations, hence no labeling- and causality-preserving bijection is stepwise built
during the bisimulation game. The characterization result holds under the assumption of no
autoconcurrency, i.e., the absence of configurations from which it is possible to execute two
identically labeled, distinct events that are not in conflict with each other.

In Figures 1(a) and (b) we show the configuration graphs respectively associated with
the following two processes for a given action a:
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Figure 1: Configuration graphs: autoconcurrency (a), autocausation (b), and autoconflict

e Autoconcurrency on a, which is expressed as a || @ where || stands for parallel composition.
There are two equally labeled, non-conflicting events, denoted by |Ja and | a, that can be
executed in any order.

e Autocausation on a, which is expressed as a.a where dot represents action prefix. There
are two equally labeled, non-conflicting events, denoted by a and .a, such that the former
has to be executed before the latter.

These two configuration graphs are back-and-forth bisimilar as witnessed by the symmetric
binary relation that contains the pairs of configurations (0,0), ({|la},{a}), ({|la},{a}), and
({lla, |la},{a,.a}). However, they are not hereditary history-preserving bisimilar because,
with respect to the last pair, there is no (labeling- and) causality-preserving bijection that
maps the two independent events |ja and ||a to the two causally-related events a and .a.

The second alternative characterization of HHPB was given in [PU07b]. The characteriz-
ing equivalence is the forward-reverse bisimilarity — very close in spirit to the back-and-forth
bisimilarity of [Bed91] — originally defined in [PUO7a] for a reversible variant of CCS [Mil89]
called CCSK. The operational semantics of CCSK produces labeled transition systems based
on a forward transition relation and a backward one ensuring the loop property [DKO04].
Each transition label comprises an action and a communication key; the latter is necessary
when building backward transitions so as to know who synchronized with whom in the
forward direction. In [PU07b] forward-reverse bisimilarity was generalized to configuration
graphs of prime event structures and shown to coincide with HHPB in the absence of
repeated, identically labeled events along forward computations, which implies the absence
of autoconcurrency (and autocausation), i.e., the assumption made in [Bed91].

In [PU12] it was shown, by working on stable configuration structures, how to relax
the conditions under which the two characterization results of [Bed91] and [PU07b] hold.
Specifically, it is sufficient to require the absence of equidepth autoconcurrency, i.e., the
absence of identically labeled events occurring at the same depth within a configuration; the
depth of an event is defined as the length of the longest causal chain of events up to and
including the considered event.

The third alternative characterization of HHPB was provided in [AC20] and, unlike the
previous two, does not need any restrictive assumption. Based on earlier work [AC17] — in
which HHPB was shown to coincide with back-and-forth barbed bisimulation congruence
over singly-labeled processes, i.e., processes with no autoconcurrency and autoconflict
(see Figure 1(c)) — it refers to the setting of a different reversible variant of CCS called
RCCS [DKO04, DKO05, Kril2]. While in CCSK all executed actions and discarded alternative
subprocesses are kept within the syntax of processes so as to enable reversibility, in RCCS
the same information is stored into stack-based memories attached to processes; the two
approaches have been proven to be equivalent in [LMM21]. The idea in [AC20] is to import
HHPB in the RCCS setting by encoding memories, i.e., the past behavior, as identified
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configuration structures. These are stable configuration structures enriched with unique
event identifiers, used in transition labels and exploited when undoing synchronizations.
The characterizing equivalence, called back-and-forth bisimilarity and defined over RCCS
processes, relies on ternary bisimulation relations in which the third component is a bijection
between the sets of identifiers of the actions executed so far in the two processes.

Having to reintroduce a third component in the bisimulation relations in order to
characterize HHPB exactly, i.e., also in the presence of equidepth autoconcurrency, amounts
to certifying that “reversibility is not just back and forth” [AC20], i.e., the forward and
backward bisimulation games alone are not enough. The question then becomes whether
and to what extent a systematic event identification is really necessary to reach HHPB.

This question also arises from the fact that, in the aforementioned bisimulation games,
CCSK transition labels such as a[i] and a[j] are deemed to be different if the two keys i
and j are different [PUO7a] — which results in the absence of repeated, identically labeled
events along forward computations [PU07b] — while identified RCCS transition labels like
i:a and j:a are viewed as compatible even if ¢ and j are different [AC20]. On the one hand,
in CCSK the two processes a || a and a.a are told apart by forward-reverse bisimilarity
because the former evolves to a[i] || a[j], which can undo a[i] and a[j] in any order, while the
latter evolves to a[i] . a[j], from which only a[j] can be undone, hence undoing a[i] cannot be
matched by undoing a[j]. On the other hand, in identified RCCS the same two processes are
distinguished by back-and-forth bisimilarity because, although undoing i:a can be matched
by undoing j:a, it is not possible to establish a suitable bijection from a distributed memory
containing i:a in a location and j:a in another location to a centralized memory containing
j:a on top of i:a.

In this paper we pursue an approach different from event identification. We observe that,
in many distinguishing examples, what matters is not the identity of individual events, but
the number of incoming transitions labeled with a given action from a configuration. This
suggests that instead of uniquely identifying events, it may suffice to count them. Building
on this idea, we introduce backward ready multisets, a multiset-based abstraction of the
past behavior of configurations; they are extensions of the backward ready sets exploited
in [BEM24] to axiomatize forward-reverse bisimilarity over reversible concurrent processes.
These multisets record, for each label, how many distinct ways an action can be undone,
thus capturing essential concurrency information without relying on global event identifiers
nor labeling- and causality-preserving bijections.

Let us consider again Figures 1(a) and (b). If we look at the two top (resp. bottom)
configurations, we note that the one on the left has two outgoing (resp. incoming) transitions,
while the one on the right has only one. As for the top configuration on the left, in principle
we may not know whether the branch is due to the fact that the two events are concurrent
or conflicting. However, for the bottom configuration on the left we can certainly say that
the two events are concurrent, as the models we are considering are truly concurrent and
hence the configuration graph of process a.a + a.a where 4+ stands for nondeterministic
choice (see Figure 1(d)) cannot be isomorphic to the one of a || a because it must have two
different bottom configurations ({#a,+.a} and {+a, +.a}) instead of a single one.

This paper, which is a rectified and extended version of [BEM25], is organized as
follows. After recalling in Section 2 the definitions of stable configuration structure [GP09],
HHPB [Bed91], and event identifier logic [PU14], we provide the following contributions:

e In Section 3 we exhibit a denotational characterization on stable configuration structures.
HHPB turns out to coincide with forward-reverse bisimilarity extended with a clause for
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checking the equality of the backward ready multisets of matching configurations. The
result holds in the absence of non-local conflicts, i.e., under the assumption that, for each
maximal set of conflicting events (i.e., events not occurring together in any configuration),
all the events in the set are caused by the same event.

e In Section 4 we exhibit an operational characterization based on a variant of the reversible
process calculus of [BR23, BEM24] where executed action identification is limited to
synchronizations. After revising its proved operational semantics inspired by [DP92]
so as to faithfully account for causality and concurrency, we set up a backward-ready-
multiset variant of forward-reverse bisimilarity and devise a backward ready multiset logic
characterizing it. Then we define a denotational semantics based on stable configuration
structures in which events are formalized as proof terms [BC88, BC94], so as to import
the notion of HHPB. We show that, in the absence of non-local conflicts, the stable
configuration structures associated with two processes are hereditary history-preserving
bisimilar iff the two processes are equated by the backward-ready-multiset variant of
forward-reverse bisimilarity.

e In Section 5 we address the investigation of the relationships between the event identifier
logic of [PU14] and our backward ready multiset logic.

Section 6 concludes the paper with directions for future work.

2. HEREDITARY HISTORY-PRESERVING BISIMILARITY

In this section we recall hereditary history-preserving bisimilarity [Bed91] over stable con-
figuration structures [GP09] (Section 2.1) along with its logical characterization based on
event identifier logic [PU14] (Section 2.2).

2.1. HHPB over Stable Configuration Structures. Configuration structures [GP09]
are variants of event structures [Win86] representing their underlying labeled transition
system view. A state, called configuration, is the set of non-conflicting events occurred so far.
Given two arbitrary events in a configuration, they are either causally related or independent
of each other. Every configuration is finite and left-closed with respect to causality, i.e.,
it contains all the events causing the ones in the configuration itself.

In the following definitions taken from [GGO1], we assume a countable set A of action
labels. Furthermore, we denote by g, (€) the set of finite subsets of set £, while f | X
denotes the restriction of function f to set X.

Definition 2.1. A configuration structure is a triple C = (&, C, ) where:

e £ is a set of events.

o CC Pun(€) is a set of configurations.

o (:Uxee X — Ais a labeling function. [

As shown in [GGO1], while the configurations of a prime event structure [Win86] form a
configuration structure, the configurations of a stable event structure [Win86] form a stable
configuration structure in the following sense.

Definition 2.2. A configuration structure C = (£,C, ) is said to be stable iff it is:

e Rooted: 0 € C.
e Connected: VX € C\ {0}.Je € X. X \ {e} €C.
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e Closed under bounded unions and intersections: VX,Y,Z € C. X UY C Z — X UY,
XNnY ecC. [

The notions of causality and concurrency for events can be defined locally to configura-
tions, while the notion of conflict has to be defined globally.

Definition 2.3. Let C= (£,C,{) be a stable configuration structure and X € C be one of
its configurations:

e The causality relation over X € C is defined by letting e; <x es for two events e1,eq € X
iff e9 € Y implies e; € Y for all Y € C such that Y C X. We write e; <x es when
e1 <x es and ey # es.

e Two distinct events ey, es € X are concurrent in X, written e cox e, iff 1 £x e and

e2 £x €1.
e Two distinct events e1, es € £ are conflicting, written e # es, iff there is no Z € C such
that e1,eq € Z. []

A notion of transition between configurations can be naturally introduced.

Definition 2.4. Let C= (£,C,{) be a stable configuration structure, a € A, and X, X’ € C.

We say that there is an a-labeled transition from X to X', written X —¢ X', iff X C X/,
X'\ X = {e}, and {(e) = a. ]

HHPB [Bed91] performs the bisimulation game both in the forward direction and in
the backward one. Since there is a single transition relation, in the bisimulation game a
distinction is made between the outgoing transitions of two matching configurations X;
and X5 (i.e., X1 ¢, X} and Xo %3¢, X} in the forward direction) and their incoming
transitions (i.e., X{ —¢, X1 and X} %+, X in the backward direction).

Definition 2.5. We say that two stable configuration structures C; = (&;,C;, ¢;), i € {1,2},
are hereditary history-preserving bisimilar, written C; ~gupp Co, iff there exists a hereditary

history-preserving bisimulation between C; and Gy, i.e., a relation B C C; X Co X P(&1 x &)
such that (0,0,0) € B and, whenever (X1, X», f) € B, then:

e f is a bijection from X; to X5 that preserves:
— Labeling: ¢1(e) = l2(f(e)) for all e € X;.
— Causality: e <x, € < f(e) <x, f(¢) for all e, ¢’ € X;.

e For each X; —%» ¢, X/ there exist Xo —2+¢, X} and f' C & x & such that (X}, X3, f) € B
and [’ | X1 = f, and vice versa.

e For each X} —+¢, X there exist X) —¢, Xo and f' C & x & such that (X}, X5, /) € B
and f | X{ = f’, and vice versa. [ ]

2.2. Event Identifier Logic. HHPB is characterized by event identifier logic [PU14]. The
set Ly of its formulas is generated by the following syntax:

¢ = true| =g oA G| (z:a)d|(z:a)p| ()¢
where a € A and z € Z, with Z being a countable set of identifiers. The unary operators
(x :a)_and (z : a)_ act as binders for the identifiers inside them. Therefore, the set of
identifiers that occur free in ¢ € Lg is defined by induction on the syntactical structure
of ¢ as follows:
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filtrue) = 0

fil=¢) = fi(9)
filér ANg2) = fild1) U fi(¢2)
fillz za))g) = filg) \{z}
fil(z:a)p) = fi(¢)\{z}

fil(w)d) = fild)U{x}
where we say that ¢ is closed if fi(¢p) = 0, open otherwise.

In order to assign meaning to open formulas, environments are employed to indicate
what events the free identifiers are bound to. Given a configuration structure C = (£,C, /),
an environment is a partial function p: Z — £. Given X € C and ¢ € L1, we say that p is
a permissible environment for X and ¢ iff p maps every free identifier in ¢ to an event in X.
Denoting with dom(p) the domain of p, rge(p) the codomain of p, and py the restriction
p I fil¢), permissibility is formalized as fi(¢) € dom(p) Arge(pg) € X. The set of permissible
environments for X and ¢ is indicated by pe(X, ¢).

The satisfaction relation = C (C x £%) x Lgg, with £7 being the set of functions from Z
to &, i.e., the set of environments, is defined by induction on the syntactical structure of
¢ € Lgr as follows:

p true
):p ﬁﬁb/ iff X I#p ¢/
):p b1\ @2 iff X’:p ®1 andX):p b2
=, (z:a)¢ iff there exists X @CX’ such that £(e) = a and X' 5,5 ¢’
Fp (z:a)¢’ iff there exists e € X such that £(e) = a and X [=[5e) ¢

X E, (z)¢ iff there exists X’ @CX such that p(z) = e and X' |=, ¢/
where it is understood that the environment in the subscript of every occurrence of = is
permissible for the configuration on the left and the formula on the right. Moreover, p[x > €]
is equal to p \ {(z, p(2))} U{(z,e)} if z € dom(p), pU {(x,e)} otherwise.
Let Lf; be the set of closed formulas of Lg;. Given ¢ € Lf;, we write X = ¢ as a
shorthand for X =y ¢ and C |= ¢ as a shorthand for () = ¢. Image finiteness means that no
configuration has infinitely many outgoing transitions with the same label.

il lialie

Theorem 2.6 ([PU14]). Let C; = (&;,C;,4;), i € {1,2}, be two image-finite stable configura-
tion structures. Then C; ~pupp G iff Vo € L. G Eo<— G o¢. m

3. CHARACTERIZATION ON STABLE CONFIGURATION STRUCTURES

The first characterization that we provide for ~ppp is on stable configuration structures.
From a ternary bisimulation relation we move to a binary one where, instead of stepwise
building a labeling- and causality-preserving bijection between the events of matching
configurations — which are the events executed so far in both stable configuration structures —
we just count the identically labeled incoming transitions of matching configurations. Given
a configuration X, its backward ready multiset is defined as brm(X) = {{a € A| X' S c X |}
where { and [} are multiset delimiters. We thus decorate the resulting forward-reverse
bisimilarity with the acronym brm, standing for backward ready multiset.
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Figure 2: E and F are equated by ~prB.brm but not by ~pggpp due to non-local conflicts

Definition 3.1. We say that two stable configuration structures G; = (&;,C;, ¢;), i € {1, 2},
are brm-forward-reverse bisimilar, written C; ~prB.prm Co, iff there exists a brm-forward-
reverse bisimulation between C; and Gy, i.e., a relation B C C; x C such that (,0) € B and,
whenever (X, Xs) € B, then:

e For each X1 %5, X/ there exists Xy ——¢, X4 such that (X7, X}) € B, and vice versa.

e For cach X} %5, X there exists X} —*+¢, Xo such that (X, X}) € B, and vice versa.
o brm(X1) = brm(X2). |

We emphasize that ~prp.prm distinguishes between autoconcurrency and autocausation
like ~pgppp. For example, the two configuration structures in Figure 1(a) and (b) are told
apart by ~prp.brm because the backward ready multiset of the bottom configuration of
the former is { a,a [} while the one of the bottom configuration of the latter is {J a[}. This
makes the binary-relation-based ~prp.L,rm & good candidate to characterize the ternary-
relation-based ~ypgpp without the limitations of previous results [Bed91, PU07b, PU12].
However, not even our characterization result — originally stated in [BEM25] without any
limitation — holds in general, because a limitation different from the absence of equidepth
autoconcurrency comes into play.

As pointed out by I. Ulidowski, I. Phillips, and C. Aubert in a personal communication
to the authors, the two configuration structures E and F in Figure 2, which are taken
from [PU12, Example 4.7], constitute a counterexample. In the figure, configurations are
represented by numbers, the subscripts associated with identical actions identify the events
originating actions, and parallel transitions are labeled with the same action with subscript.
It turns out that E #£pppp F because, starting the bisimulation game from the two initial
configurations 1g and 1f, we have that:

e If 1f performs ag thus evolving to 4f, then 1g can respond by performing a3 (or equiva-
lently a1) thus evolving to 4g (or equivalently 2g). The initial bijection is {(as3,as3)}.

e If 4 performs as thus evolving to 6g, then 4¢ can respond by performing ao thus evolving
to 6. The bijection becomes {(as, as), (a2, az)}.

e If 6¢ performs by thus evolving to 13, then 6f can only respond by performing b3 thus
evolving to 12¢. The bijection becomes {(as, a3), (a2, a2), (b2,bs)} but causality is not
preserved because ay causes by in E whereas ao does not cause b3 in F as can be seen in
the originating event structures in [PU12, Figure 11].
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On the other hand, there is no way of telling E and F apart based on ~prp.brm, as all
configurations reached after three transitions in the forward direction feature the backward
ready multiset { a,b[}.

It can be noted that the three conflicting events by, bo, b3 in E and the three conflicting
events by, b, az in F are not caused by the same event. This can also be seen in process
algebraic terms because, following [GV03], E and F can be respectively represented as:

| ((a1-b1) [lp(az - b2) [lp(as - b3)) [l{ay as.b1,b0.053 (@1 +as) [lp(b1 + b2) [ 5,3 (b2 + b3))
and:
((a1.01) llg(az - b2) [lo(as - b3)) l{a1,a5,61,0:3 ((a1 + a3) ll{ag} (a3 + b2) [[p,3 (b1 + b2))
where a relabeling mapping a1, as, ag to a and by, bo, b3 to b is finally applied.

If we assume that, unlike E and F, all possible conflicts are local, then ~prB.prm coincides
with ~pppp. By conflict locality we mean that, for each maximal set of conflicting events
(i.e., events not occurring together in any configuration), all the events in the set are caused
by the same event. In other words, whenever multiple events are in mutual conflict, they do
not originate from different events, i.e., different subsystems, in the configuration structure.

Theorem 3.2. Let C; = (&;,C;,4;), i € {1,2}, be two stable configuration structures. Then
G ~yuprB G iff C1 ~FrB:brm Co provided that all possible conflicts are local.

Proof. The proof is divided into two parts:

e Suppose that C; ~yppp Co due to some hereditary history-preserving bisimulation B. Then
C1 ~prB:brm G2 follows by proving that B’ = {(X1, X2) | (X1, X2, f) € B} is a brm-forward-
reverse bisimulation. Observing that the starting clause and the clauses for outgoing
and incoming transitions matching of ~prp.brm (see Definition 3.1) are a simplification of
those of ~pgupp (see Definition 2.5), given (X1, X2) € B, i.e., (X1, Xo, f) € B for some
labeling- and causality-preserving bijection f from X; to Xo, we just have to show that
brm(X7) = brm(X2).

Suppose that this is not the case, say X7 has fewer incoming a-transitions than Xo. Without
loss of generality, we can assume that X; has one incoming a-transition while X5 has two.

Then in G, there is a diamond closing into X5, i.e., there exist three configurations Yo,

e / Z 1"
X}, and X4 and two a-labeled events e}, and €} such that Y5 ﬁ)@ X, Yy MCZ X7,

l2(ef) £2(eh) . .
X5 —2%c, Xo, and X —25, Xo, with € and €} concurrent in Xj.

Due to (X1, X2, f) € B, in C; there must be two configurations Y; and X| and two a-

1 ’ " tileh) , blef : / "

abeled events e] and ej such that Y a Xj yc, X1, with e] <x, €7 because X
has a single incoming a-transition. Since B is a hereditary history-preserving bisimulation,
f should relate €}, €] € X; with €}, €] € X5 in a causality-preserving way, but this is not
possible because f(c}) Zx, f(e!) where f(e}) € {eh,ej} and f(}) € {eh 4} \ {F(e})}.

e Suppose that C; ~prB.prm (2 due to some maximal brm-forward-reverse bisimula-
tion B. Then, given (X, X2) € B, the existence in C; of a sequence of transitions

li(e1,n) l1(e1,1) . . . .
Xin “5a Xin—1...X1,1 —¢, X1 implies the existence in C3 of a sequence of

n ¢
ﬁn_} Xopn—1...X21 MCQ Xy such that ¢(e1 ) = l2(ez) and

transitions X, ‘
(X1 h,Xop) € Bforall h=1,...,n, and vice versa. Note that e; , # €1, and eap, # ez,
for all h # k because in each transition the source configuration and the target configura-
tion differ by one event, which is the executed event (see Definition 2.4).

Thus C; ~pupp G follows by proving that B’ = {(Xi, Xo,{(e1n,e2) | h € H}) |
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Lieq, m)) li(ein) .
(Xl,XQ) € BA Xz,|H| &Q Xi,\H|71 X AQ X, fori € {1,2} A 61(61&) =

la(egp) for all h € H A (Xyp, Xop) € Bforallh € HA Xy g = 0= Xy m)} is a heredi-

tary history-preserving bisimulation. Observing that (), ) € B implies (0,0, 0) € B, take

(X1, Xo,{(e1,n,e2) | h € H}) € B, so that (X1, X2) € B:

— If X1 %¢, X| due to some a-labeled event ey, then Xy "¢, X3 due to some a-
labeled event es such that (X7, X%) € B. Since e; ¢ X; and ex ¢ X, it holds that
( i? Xé? {(61,h7 eQ,h) | h e H} U {<€17 62)}) ep.

If we start from Xy i>(;2 X/, then we reason in the same way.

— If X| —%5¢, X1 due to some a-labeled event e1, then X} —+¢, Xo due to some a-labeled
event ey such that (X1, X5) € B. Since e; ¢ X1, ea ¢ X}, and brm(X1) = brm(X2), the
latter transition can be selected in such a way to satisfy {(e14,e2) | h € H} | X| =
{(ernse2n) | h € H}\ {(e1, e2)}, hence (X1, X5, {(e1,n,e2) | h € H} \ {(e1,€2)}) € B'.
If we start from X3 —%+¢, Xo, then we reason in the same way.

— f=A{(e1n,ean) | h € H} certainly is a bijection from X; to Xy — as the events along
either computation are different from each other, so the two reached configurations X1
and X5 contain the same number of events, and paired in a stepwise manner — that
preserves labeling — by definition of B'. If |H| < 1 then causality is trivially preserved.
Suppose that X; and X5 break causality and, among all the pairs of B-related configu-
rations that break causality, they are the closest ones to () and @) (in terms of number of
transitions to be executed from either empty configuration). Breaking causality means
that X1 %+, X due to an a-labeled event €| ¢ X such that e <x; €} for some

e1 € X1, but all the responses Xo #CQ X/ complying with B, which is maximal, are

such that g(e1) £ X} g(e}), where g is f extended with the new pair of events.

(In Figure 2, X; and X are states 6 and 65, X{ and X are states 13g and 12, e; = ag,

€y = by, gler) = ag, g(ey) = bs.)

From X; and X5 we go backward by following the respective computations undertaken

in the forward direction with respect to B’ — without undoing e; — until we reach Y;

and Yy such that (Y7,Y2) € B having several incoming transitions. Note that Y; and Y3

have the same number of incoming transitions because B is a brm-forward-reverse
bisimulation.

(In Figure 2, Y7 and Y; are again states 6 and 6f.)

In Y7 and Y3 we undo two identically labeled transitions matched by B, respectively

corresponding to two events e/ and e}, different from the two transitions with which

we arrived at Y7 and Y, via the computations undertaken in the forward direction
with respect to B’. Let Y{ and Yj be the two newly reached configurations such that

(v/,Y3) € B.

(In Figure 2, Y{ and Yj are states 3g and 3f, €] = as, € = as.)

There are two cases:

« If in Y] it is possible to perform a transition corresponding to €}, then we execute it
so as to recreate e; < ¢} along a different computation of C;. Therefore Y3 responds
by executing an identically labeled transition corresponding to some event ¢/, such
that h(e1) < h(e}) = €}, where h is the resulting bijection, as Y{ and Y, are closer
to § and () than X; and X5 — remember the assumption that X; and X5 are the
first B-related configurations that break causality. Let Y{" and Y3’ be the two newly
reached configurations such that (Y{,Y)) € B.
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(In Figure 2, Y{" and Y3’ are states 8¢ and 8, e = bs.)

In Y/ it is possible to perform a transition corresponding to €] otherwise we would
not have been able to go from () to X{ via Y{ and X; by encountering €] and €.
In other words, €] and €| are concurrent. If in Yy’ it were possible to perform a
transition corresponding to e, then in Xs we had to be able to execute a transition
corresponding to €} thanks to concurrency, but this contradicts the assumption that
X5 cannot respond to X in a causality-preserving way. Therefore €} and e}, have to
be in conflict with each other (note that e}, ¢ X and €} ¢ YJ'), but this contradicts
the assumption of the absence of conflicting events caused by different events. Indeed,
since € is taken from the bottom side of a diamond opposite to the one of g(e1), €}
must be concurrent to g(e1), hence if e and ef, were conflicting, then they would not
be caused by the same event.

« If in Y7 it is not possible to perform a transition corresponding to e}, then we keep
going forward until we find it by executing transitions corresponding to all the events
that have been undone by going from X; and X» back to Y7 and Y.

If the aforementioned Y7 and Y3 did not exist, then while going backward from X;

and X3 by following the respective computations undertaken in the forward direction

with respect to B’ — without undoing e; — we should reach Z; and Z5 such that

(Z1, Z3) € B with at least one of them having several outgoing transitions. The reason

is that if neither Y7 and Y nor Z; and Z, existed, then there would be a single

computation from ) to X; and a single computation from () to Xo — in which all events

are causally related and hence there is no concurrency — thus contradicting e; <y e}

and g(e1) £x; g(e}) as it would hold that g(e1) <x; g(e}).

However, since after leaving Z; and Zs towards X; and X5 there would be neither B-

related configurations with several incoming transitions, nor B-related configurations at

least one of which has several outgoing transitions, there would be a single computation
from Z; to X7 and a single computation from Z5 to Xo — in which all events are causally
related and hence there is no concurrency — thus contradicting again e; <x: e} and

g(e1) £xy g(e}) as it would hold that g(e1) <x; g(e}). []

4. OPERATIONAL CHARACTERIZATION

The second characterization that we provide for ~ygpp is operational. More precisely,
we present a variant of the syntax (Section 4.1) and the proved operational semantics
(Section 4.2) of the reversible process calculus of [BR23, BEM24], followed by a redefinition
of brm-forward-reverse bisimilarity on that variant along with a modal logic characterization
(Section 4.3). Then we develop a denotational semantics for the modified calculus based on
stable configuration structures (Section 4.4), so as to import the notion of HHPB. Finally,
we prove that, in the absence of non-local conflicts, the stable configuration structures
associated with two processes are hereditary history-preserving bisimilar iff the two processes
are brm-forward-reverse bisimilar (Section 4.5).

4.1. Syntax of Reversible Concurrent Processes. In the representation of a process, we
are used to describe only its future behavior. However, in order to support reversibility in the
style of [PUOT7a], we need to equip the syntax with information about the past, in particular
the actions that have already been executed. Taking inspiration from CCS [Mil89] and
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CSP [BHRB84], given a countable set A of actions including an unobservable one denoted by T,
we extend the syntax of PRPC — Proved Reversible Process Calculus [BR23, BEM24, Esp25]
as follows:

P = 0la.P|a".P|P+P|P|L,P

& u= e1](0,6)L
where a € A, L C A\ {7}, € is the empty string, 6 is a proof term (whose structure will be
provided in Section 4.2), and:

0 is the terminated process.

a . P is a process that can execute action a and whose forward continuation is P (unexecuted

action prefix).

e a'é. P is a process that executed action a and whose forward continuation is inside P,
which can undo action a after all executed actions within P have been undone (executed
action prefix).

e P + P, expresses a nondeterministic choice between P; and P, as far as neither has
executed any action yet, otherwise only the one that was selected in the past can move
(past-sensitive alternative composition).

e P ||z P> expresses that P; and P» proceed independently of each other on actions in

L = A\ L, while they have to synchronize on every action in L (parallel composition).

We can characterize two important classes of processes via as many predicates. Firstly,
we define initial processes, in which all actions are unexecuted and hence no f-decoration
appears:

init(0)
init(a. P) iff init(P)
im’t(Pl + P2) iff init(Pl) A init(PQ)
im’t(Pl HL PQ) iff init(Pl) A init(PQ)

Secondly, we define well-formed processes, whose set we denote by P, in which both

unexecuted and executedf(aoc)tions can occur in certain circumstances:
w
wfla.P) iff init(P)
wf(a's. P) iff wf(P)

wf(Pl + PQ) iff (wf(Pl) VAN init(PQ)) vV (init(Pl) AN ’LUf(PQ))

wflPy || P2) i wflPy) A wfiPs)
Well formedness not only imposes that every unexecuted action is followed by an initial
process, but also that in every alternative composition at least one subprocess is initial.
Multiple paths may arise in the presence of both alternative and parallel compositions.
However, at each occurrence of the former, only the subprocess chosen for execution can
move. Although not selected, the other subprocess is kept as an initial subprocess within the
overall process, in the same way as executed actions are kept inside the syntax [BC94, PU07a],
so as to support reversibility. As an example, in a'.b.0+ ¢.d.0 the subprocess ¢.d.0
cannot move because a was selected in the choice between a and c.

It is worth noting that:

e ( is both initial and well-formed.

e Any initial process is well-formed too.

e P also contains processes that are not initial like, e.g., af.b.0, which can either do b or
undo a.
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e In P the relative positions of already executed actions and actions to be executed matter.
Precisely, an action of the former kind can never occur after one of the latter kind. For
instance, a.b.0 € P whereas b.al.0 ¢ P.

e In P the subprocesses of an alternative composition can be both initial, but cannot be
both non-initial. For example, a.0+b.0 € P while at.0+b.0 ¢ P.

Sometimes we will need to bring a process back to its initial version. This is accomplished
by removing all {-decorations through function to_init: P — Pipnit, with Pyt being the set
of initial processes of P, which is defined as follows:

to_init(P) = P if init(P)
to_init(a'€. P') = a.to_init(P")
to_init(Py + P2) = to_init(P1) + to_init(Py) if —init(Py) V —init(Py)
to_init(Py || P2) = to_init(Py) || to-init(Pa) if =init(Py) V —init(Py)

~— — — ~—

4.2. Proved Operational Semantics. According to [PU07al, dynamic operators such as
action prefix and alternative composition have to be made static in the operational semantic
rules, so as to retain within the syntax all the information needed to enable reversibility.
Unlike [PU07a], we do not generate a forward transition relation and a backward one, but
a single transition relation that we deem to be symmetric in order to enforce the loop
property [DKO04]: every executed action can be undone and every undone action can be
redone. A backward transition from P’ to P is subsumed by the corresponding forward
transition ¢ from P to P’. As already done in Sections 2 and 3 as well as in [DMV90, Bed91],
we will view ¢ as an outgoing transition of P when going forward, while we will view ¢ as an
incoming transition of P’ when going backward.

Following [BEM24, Esp25], for the considered extension of PRPC we provide an opera-
tional semantics based on [DP92], which is very concrete as every transition is labeled with
a proof term [BC88, BC94|. This is an action preceded by the sequence of operator symbols
in the scope of which the action occurs inside the source process of the transition. In the
case of a binary operator, the corresponding symbol also specifies whether the action occurs
to the left or to the right. The syntax that we adopt for the set © of proof terms is the
following, where a € Aand L C A\ {7}

O:=a|..0|+0]+0]| 0|0 (0,0)r
Note that a proof term describes a path inside a process that uniquely identifies an action.

The proved operational semantic rules are in Table 1 and generate the proved labeled
transition system (7,0, —) where — C P x © x P is the proved transition relation. We
denote by P C P the set of processes that are reachable from an initial one via —. Not all
well-formed processes are reachable; for example, a'. 0|4y 0 is not reachable from a.0 ||(4) 0
as action a on the left cannot synchronize with any action on the right. From now on, we
consider only P and denote by Pip;; the subset of its initial processes. Every process in P may
have several outgoing transitions and, if it is not initial, has at least one incoming transition.

The first rule for action prefix (AcTs where f stands for forward) applies only if P
is initial and retains the executed action in the target process of the generated forward
transition by decorating the action itself with {. The second rule (AcT, where p stands for
propagation) propagates actions of inner initial subprocesses by putting an a-dot before
them in the label for each outer executed a-action prefix that is encountered.

In both rules for alternative composition (CHO; and CHO, where 1 stands for left and
r stands for right), the subprocess that has not been selected for execution is retained as an
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0 /
init(P P—> P
(Aore) —mHP) (Acty)
a.P-%at. P al€. p =t ofé p/
P -2 Pl init(Py) PP init(P)
(CHOl) 9 (CHOr) 10
P1—|—P2'—>P1,—|—P2 P1—|—P2—>P1—|—P2/
9 0
(Pam) P — Pl' act(@) ¢ L (Pay) Py,— P} act(0) ¢ L
r 0
P HLP2 P1 |l P> P HLPQUL>P1 Iz P
P L P P LN P} act(6) = act(f2) € L
(SYN) AP
1
Py P Lufele, ent(Py || Py, (61,62)1)

Table 1: Proved operational semantic rules for extended PRPC

initial subprocess in the target process of the generated transition. When both subprocesses
are initial, both rules for alternative composition are applicable, otherwise only one of them
can be applied and in that case it is the non-initial subprocess that can move, because the
other one has been discarded at the moment of the selection. The symbol + or +is added at
the beginning of the proof term.

Due to the f-decorations of executed actions inside the process syntax, over the set Pgeq
of sequential processes — in which there are no occurrences of parallel composition — every
non-initial process has exactly one incoming transition, proved labeled transition systems
turn out to be trees, and well formedness coincides with reachability [BR23].

Example 4.1. The proved labeled transition system underlying the initial sequential process
a.0 has a single transition a.0 —— a'.0. In contrast, the proved labeled transition system
underlying the initial sequential process a . 0+a . 0 has the two transitions a.0+a .0 RN 0+
a.0and a.0+ a.Qi a.0+ a’. 0. Note that the two target processes are different from
each other due to the presence of action decorations, whereas a single a-transition from
a.0+4+ a.0 to 0 would be generated in the setting of a forward-only process calculus. [ |

The three rules for parallel composition use partial function act : © — A to extract
an action from a proof term 6. This function, which will be used throughout the paper, is
defined by induction on the syntactical structure of 8 as follows:

act(a) = a
act(.,0") = act(0)
act(+86') = act(+0') = act(d')
act(|L8) = act(||L8) = act(d)
_ act(61) if act(61) = act(0s)
act((61,62)) = undefined  otherwise

In the first two rules (PAR; and PAR,), a single subprocess proceeds by performing an action
not belonging to L, with ||z or || being placed at the beginning of the proof term. In
the third rule (SYN), both subprocesses synchronize on an action in L and the resulting
proof term contains both individual proof terms. If L = () or L = A\ {7}, then the two
subprocesses are fully independent or fully synchronized, respectively, on observable actions.
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The natural target process Pj || Py of a synchronization has to be suitably ma-
nipulated in rule SYN to correctly reflect causality and concurrency. More precisely,
the f-decoration of every executed action participating in the synchronization has to
be enriched with a proof term of the form (0;,02);. This is accomplished by taking
enr(P] || Py, (01,02)1) = ent’ (P} || Ps, {6h,02)r,(01,02)1) as target process, where partial
function enr’ : P x © x © — P is defined by induction on the syntactical structure of its first
argument P € P as follows:

enr’(0,0,0) = 0
ent’(a.P',0,0) = undefined

AL = if0=a
ent’(at€. P’ 0,0) = af€.ent(P,0',0)  if 0= .0
undefined otherwise
€TLT/(P1, 0, é) + P if 0 = +6
ent’(Py + Py,0,0) = P+ ent(Py,0',0)  if 0 = +0'
undefined otherwise
enH(PhQ"é) HL P2 if&ZHLQI
a P1 L 67L7J PQ,@I,H if 0 = L9/
en,,l(Pl HLPQ’H’ 9) - emU(Pl,Gl(, é) HL 62&7’(132,92,0_) if 6 = %_91762>L
undefined otherwise

Example 4.2. The proved labeled transition system of the initial process (a.0[pa.0) [|{a}
a . a .0, which is the synchronization of autoconcurrency with autocausation, has the following
two maximal transition sequences:

* (a.0lpa.0)[/faya.a.0

doothiar, (gHloead iy 0|lya.0) ||y al 092 a0

( by-a ) a / \
M)(aﬂﬂmavaﬂa}.g g atlooe ey ) a} afWeaa)iay gilloaaa)ay

e (a.0llpa.0)|lfsya.a.0
loa,a) {0} AyQ) £ Y0y Q) 1)
L, (a0 gt 100 0) g al 000
——(a 0 [lgaf om0 |y aflon i af 0

Note that the target processes of the two sequences are different thanks to the different
additional decorations of the pairs of synchronizing executed actions. Without those
decorations, the two sequences would end up in the same process (a'.0 ||y a'.0) l{a} af.al.0
— thus yielding a diamond-shaped transition system — which would not reflect the fact that
the two executed a-actions in a'.af. 0 cannot be undone in any order as the first one causes
the second one. [ |

Example 4.3. The proved labeled transition system of the initial process (a.0|pa.0) [|{a}
(a.0]lpa.0), which is the synchronization of autoconcurrency with itself, has the following
four maximal transition sequences:

e (a.0[pa.0)llfa(a-0flpa.0)
(Upa,loa)fay
—_—

<u£7(lfuL7(l>{<z}
—

(aﬂﬂ@a,ﬂ@a)(a} .0 H@ a. Q) H{a}(aT<ﬂ0a7ﬂ®a>{a} .0 ||@ a. Q)

(attloa-doariay 0 ||y atllonlon) ) 0) (attloa-loariay 0 ||y atlon-los) ) )

ll{a}
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¢ (a.0flpa.0){ay(a.0Olflpa.0)

(Loa,lpa) (o) a.0 aT(\LUrz.L)u}{”}.Q a.0 aT\'\'\lU‘“UWT’{u}_Q
? 0 {a} 0
M (attloa-doadiay 0 ||y aflonloner ) H{a}<a1’<ﬂ({)avﬂ®“>{a}.g g atloelowr i o)
* (a.0fpa.0)[l{ay(a.0fpa.0)
pa,|lpa {a} (aTr"HH(L U“'J{“}‘QH@(J/‘Q) H{a}(a.Q||@CLT\H“')(llH“'](I\"”}-Q)
— (a0 e 0 g a .0 a .0 ||g a0 no% el Q
(afonlori 0l af 0) [|{ay (@’ 0lp ator Lo )
e (@.0lga.0)(a.0lpa.0)
————(a.0jpal -0) lla}(al 0llpa.0)
0%:l0@) {a} (atoaloa) @) 0 |y at .0) [lay (af .0 ||g afloeloniiar )

While the target processes of the first (resp. last) two sequences are equal, the target
process of the first two sequences is different from the one of the last two sequences
due to the different additional decorations of the pairs of synchronizing executed actions.
This results in a double-diamond-shaped transition system like the one of (a.0|ga.0) +
(a.0llpa.0). Without those decorations, the four sequences would end up in the same
process (af.0]gal.0) ||{a}(aT.Q lpa’.0), thus yielding a single-diamond-shaped transition
system. [ ]

4.3. Forward-Reverse Bisimilarity and Backward Ready Multisets. We now re-
define brm-forward-reverse bisimilarity over IP. Unlike stable configuration structures, for
processes we can syntactically construct their (finite) backward ready multisets, intended
as the multisets of actions occurring in the labels of their incoming transitions. In the
following we use @ for multiset union, which adds multiplicities of identical elements, and ®
for multiset intersection, which multiplies the multiplicities of those elements. The backward
ready multiset of P € P is inductively defined as follows, where L = A\ L:

brm(0) = 0
brm(a.P) = 0
N {al} if init(P’)
brm(a'®. P') - = { brm(P') i —~init(P')
0 if init(P) A init(Py)
brm(P, + P2) = brm(Py) if —init(Py) A init(Py)

brm(Py) if init(Py) A —init(Py)
brm(Py || P2) = (brm(P1) ® L) ® (brm(P2) ® L) @ (brm(Py) ® brm(P2) ® L)
The first two clauses stated below are analogous to the ones of forward-reverse bisimilarity
~FRB over a single transition relation defined in [BR23, BEM24, Esp25]. Note the use of
function act to abstract from operator symbols inside transition labels [BEM24, Esp25].

Definition 4.4. We say that two processes P;, P» € P are brm-forward-reverse bisimilar,
written P; ~pRrB.brm F2, iff P; and P, are related by a brm-forward-reverse bisimulation,
i.e., a symmetric relation B over P such that, whenever (Q1,Q2) € B, then:

e For each @ N Q] there exists Q2 LEN Q) such that act(f1) = act(f2) and (Q}, Q%) € B.

e For each Q) N Q1 there exists Q) b2, Q2 such that act(61) = act(62) and (Q}, Q%) € B.
e brm(Q1) = brm(Q2). ]
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Example 4.5. a.0jpa.0 %FrBbm @.a.0 because in the forward bisimulation game
they respectively reach af.0|pa’.0 and a'.af. 0 after performing two a-transitions, where
brm(at.0lga’.0) = {a,al} # {al} = brm(a’.a’.0). Likewise, (a.0|ja.0) l{aya-a.0
2 FRB:brm (CL .0 ||@ a. Q) In contrast, (a .0 ”(/) a. Q) ||{a}(a .0 ||q) a. Q) ~TFRB:brm (a .0 ||@ a. Q) +
(a.0]lga.0) ~FrB:brm a-0lpa.0. ]

An axiomatization of ~prp.prm over P can be derived from the one of ~prp in [BEM24]
by using backward ready multisets instead of backward ready sets when extending action
prefixes at process encoding time.

We conclude this section by developing a modal logic characterization for ~grpB.brm
inspired by the one of ~pgrp in [BE23]. The set Lprm of formulas of the backward ready
multiset logic is generated by the following syntax:

¢ u=true| M |=¢ o A¢|(a)¢] (al)o
where M : A — N and a € A. The satisfaction relation = C P x Lpgry is defined by
induction on the syntactical structure of ¢ € Lgrm as follows:

P [ true

P = M ifft brm(P) =M

P ¢ iff PR

P ): o1 N ¢po iff P}:gblandP):gZ)g

P E (a)¢ iff there exists P %, P’ such that act(f) = a and P’ |= ¢’
P E (a')¢/ iff there exists P’ %, P such that act(f) = a and P’ |= ¢’

Note that every P € PP is image finite, i.e., it has finitely many outgoing (and incoming)
transitions labeled with proof terms containing the same action. Since it is instrumental to
prove the next theorem, we define the depth of ¢ € Lgry — intended as an upper bound
to the depth of the syntax tree of the considered formula — by induction on the syntactical
structure of ¢ as follows:

depth(true) = 0
depth(M) = 0
depth(—¢') = 1+ depth(¢)
depth(¢p1 A ¢p2) = 1+ max(depth(pr), depth(p2))
depth({a)¢') = 1+ depth(¢)
depth((a’)¢') = 1+ depth(¢')

Theorem 4.6. Let P, P, € P. Then P; ~¢RrB:brm P iﬁ V(Z) € LarMm- P1 ': (f) — P ): ¢

Proof. The proof is divided into two parts:

e Assuming that P; ~prp.m P2 and P = ¢ for an arbitrary formula ¢ € Lprp.brm, We
prove that Py = ¢ too by proceeding by induction on k = depth(¢):

— If K = 0 then ¢ is either true or M. In the former case, it is trivially satisfied by P
too. In the latter case, it is satisfied by P» too because P; ~prB.prm P2 and hence
brm(Py) = brm(Ps).

— If £ > 1 then there are four cases:

x If ¢ is ¢’ then from P} = —¢’ we derive that P, [£ ¢'. If it were Py |= ¢ then by
the induction hypothesis it would hold that P = ¢’, which is not the case. Therefore
P, £ ¢ and hence Py = —¢' too.

x If ¢ is ¢1 A ¢g then from P = @1 A ¢ we derive that P; = ¢1 and Py = ¢2. From the
induction hypothesis it follows that P = ¢1 and P, = ¢ and hence Py = ¢1 A ¢2
too.
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x If ¢ is (a)¢’ then from P; | (a)¢’ we derive that there exists P; N P/ such that
act(f1) = a and P} = ¢'. From P; ~prp.prm P2 it then follows that there exists
P, BN P} such that act(f2) = a and P{ ~prpB.brm Ps- By applying the induction
hypothesis we derive that P} = ¢' and hence P5 = (a)¢’ too.

* If ¢ is (a) ¢ then from P; = (a')¢’ we derive that there exists P 1, Py such that
act(th) = a and P| = ¢'. From P; ~prp:bm P2 it then follows that there exists

P LN P, such that act(f2) = a and P{ ~prB:brm P5- By applying the induction
hypothesis we derive that P |= ¢’ and hence P = (a')¢' too.
e Assuming that P; and P, satisfy the same formulas in Lggry, we prove that the symmetric
relation B = {(Q1,Q2) € P x P | Q1 and Q2 satisfy the same formulas in Lpry} is a
brm-forward-reverse bisimulation.

Given (Q1,Q2) € B:

- IfQ LI Q') suppose by contradiction that there is no @, satisfying the same formulas
as @) such that Qs b2, Q% and act(61) = act(b9), i.e., (Q}, Q%) € B for no Q) act(61)-
reachable from ()2. Since ()2 has finitely many outgoing transitions, the set of processes
that Q2 can reach by performing an act(6)-transition is finite, say {Q51,...,Q5,,}
with n > 0. Since none of the processes in the set satisfies the same formulas as @, for
each 1 <14 < n there exists ¢; € Lprm such that Q] = ¢; but Qs ; ¥ ¢;.

n
We can then construct the formula (act(61)) A ¢; that is satisfied by @1 but not by Q2;
i=1
if n = 0 then it is sufficient to take (act(;))true. This formula violates (Q1,Q2) € B,
hence there must exist at least one @, satisfying the same formulas as @) such that

Qo BEN Q% and act(01) = act(2), so that (Q}, Q%) € B.

- If Q) b, (1 suppose by contradiction that there is no @) satisfying the same formulas
as @] such that Q) LN Q2 and act(6y) = act(62), i.e., (Q}, Q%) € B for no Q) act(61)-
reaching Q2. Since )3 has finitely many incoming transitions, the set of processes that
can reach Q2 by performing an act(6;)-transition is finite, say {Qévl, ... ’Q/Zn} with

n > 0. Since none of the processes in the set satisfies the same formulas as @}, for each
1 <4 < n there exists ¢; € Lprm such that Q) = ¢; but Q’Qﬂ- e ;.

We can then construct the formula (act(61)) A ¢; that is satisfied by Q1 but not by Q2;
i=1

if n = 0 then it is sufficient to take (act(61)")true. This formula violates (Q1,Q2) € B,
hence there must exist at least one @, satisfying the same formulas as @) such that

Q) BEN Q2 and act(f1) = act(h2), so that (Q}, Q%) € B.
— The fact that brm(Qq1) = brm(Q2) follows from the fact that @1 and Q9 satisfy, in
particular, the same formulas of the form M. []

4.4. Denotational Semantics on Stable Configuration Structures. To enable a com-
parison between hereditary history-preserving bisimilarity over stable configuration structures
and brm-forward-reverse bisimilarity over processes, we proceed with the introduction of a
denotational semantics for P based on stable configuration structures. The first step consists
of redefining the process operators of Section 4.1 over stable configuration structures. Taking
inspiration from [BC94], we do this by using proof terms in © to formalize events:
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e The terminated stable configuration structure N is defined as (0, {0}, ().

o Let a € A and C = (£,C,/) be a stable configuration structure such that & C ©.
The action prefix a. C is defined as (£',C’, ¢') where:

- & ={a}u{b|0ec&}.
—C ={0u{X' ePa(&)|IX eC. X' ={a}U{..0]0€ X}}.
— V' = {(a,a)} U{(.a0, act(.,0)) | IX € C.0 € X }.

o Let C; = (&;,C;,¢;) be a stable configuration structure such that & C © for i € {1,2}.
The alternative composition C; + C; is defined as (€,C, £) where:
—E={+0|0€&FUu{+0]0 € &}

- C = {X Epﬁn(g) ‘ dX; €. X = {+9 ‘ 9€X1}}U
{X € Pﬁn(g) ’ dXs €Cy. X = {—I—H ‘ 0 c XQ}}
—{ = {(rl-@, act(+0)) ‘ dX,€Ci.0¢€ Xl} U
{(+9, act(—hﬁ)) ’ dX, €Cy.0 € XQ}.

e Let C; = (&;,C;,¢;) be a stable configuration structure such that & C © for i € {1,2} and
L C A\ {7}. The parallel composition C; || Ca is defined as (&,C, ¢) where:

—E={]J0|0€& Nact(0) ¢ LY U{|[LO |0 € E2 N act(0) ¢ L} U
{<(91, 92>L ’ 01 €& NO; € E5 N act(@l) = act(92) € L}.
— C = {X € Pun(&) | proji(X) € C1 A projy(X) € Co AVe, e € X.
(o ({e}) = proy ({¢'}) £ 0V projy({e}) = proja({e'}) # 0) =
e=¢) N [local injectivity of projections]
(e # ¢’ = |[coincidence freeness (a single event per transition)]
Y C X. (proj1(Y) € Ci Aprojp(Y) €CoN(e €Y <€ ¢Y)))}
with projections being defined as follows:
x proj(X) = {01 € &1 | |01 € X V30 € E.(01,02) € X }.
x projo(X) = {0 € & ||| L2 € X VIO € &1.(01,02)1 € X }.
— 0 = {0, act(]|0)) | 3X1 € C1.60 € X1 N act(0) ¢ L} U
{8, act(||O)) | 3X2 € C2.0 € X3 A act(f) ¢ L} U
{((91, (92>L, (J,Ct(<91, 02>L)) | dX, € C1.3X5 € Cs.
01 € X1 N0y € Xo A act(01) = act(fz) € L}.

Our construction reflects a deliberate attempt to balance the fine-grained causal infor-
mation needed by hereditary history-preserving bisimilarity with the syntactic discipline
imposed by the reversible calculus. This requires treating occurrences of executed actions not
simply as nodes in a partial order, but as evidence of how alternative or parallel subprocesses
have been selected. The key design choice is to let proof terms determine the identity and
causal placement of events. Each transition of the process calculus introduces exactly one
event in the configuration structure, with the shape of its proof term determining how the
event embeds into the partial order: prefix constructors contribute subject causality [BS98],
choice constructors determine branching structure, and the synchronization constructor
((01,02) 1) inserts the necessary causal links between the two participating sides (i.e., object
causality [BS98]). In this way, the construction makes concurrency and causality explicit,
without resorting to artificial identifiers — the structure of the proof term is the identifier.

With each process P € P we then denotationally associate a stable configuration
structure semantics in a way similar to [Win86, AC20], with the notable difference that we
represent events via proof terms. More precisely, each process is given a pair formed by a
stable configuration structure, built by using the operators above, and a configuration of that
structure. The idea is that all processes reachable from the same initial process share the
same configuration structure. In contrast, the designated configuration uniquely identifies
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the specific process through the proof terms labeling a sequence of proved transitions by
means of which the considered process is reached from the initial one.

Note that such a sequence is empty if P is initial — which corresponds to the empty
configuration — and unique if P is sequential. In the case that P is neither initial nor sequential,
if there are several transition sequences reaching it — meaning that non-synchronizing
actions of different parallel subprocesses have been executed — then they result in the same
configuration [BC94|, because independent actions can be executed in any order and the
order of the elements within a configuration — which is a set — does not matter.

Definition 4.7. The stable configuration structure semantics of P € P is the pair [P] =

(Cp, Xp) where:

e Cp = scs(to_init(P)), with the stable configuration structure scs(Q) associated with
an initial process @ € P being defined by induction on the syntactical structure of @
as follows:

— ses(0) = N

— ses(a. Q') =a. ses(Q).

— s5es(Q1 + Q2) = ses(Q1) + ses(Q2).
— ses(Qn || Q2) = ses(Q1) ||z ses(Q2).

e Xp ={( if P is initial, otherwise Xp = {0; | 1 <i < n} for some n € N>; such that there
exists P;_q iy P; for all 1 <i <n with Py = to_init(P) and P, = P. [ ]

Example 4.8. [a.0]|ga.0] comprises (see Figure 1(a)):

e The two events ||pa and | ga.

e The four configurations 0, {||ga}, {|lpa}, {llpa. [lga}-

e The two maximal computations @LCG.QHW.Q{JJ@&} LCLLQH@CL.Q{J-I[])CL, lpa} and

D¢, g1pa.0 00} =2, a0 {oa loa}-
In contrast, [a.a.0] comprises (see Figure 1(b)):
e The two events a and .4a.
e The three configurations ), {a}, {a,..a}.
e The only maximal computation § ¢, , , {a} ¢, . , {a,-aa}.
Therefore, [a.0|ga.0] #uupp [a.a.0] because a causally precedes .qa while ||pa and ||ga

are independent of each other and hence no (labeling- and) causality-preserving bijection
would relate the former two events to the latter two. |

4.5. Operational Characterization Result. We start by establishing a connection be-
tween proved transitions of processes and transitions of stable configuration structures
associated with processes.

(6
Lemma 4.9. Let P,P' € P and 6 € ©. Then P25 P iff Xp “" s, Xpr.
Proof. The proof is divided into two parts:

£(0
e Suppose that P 5 P'. We show that X P M—()>CP X pr by proceeding by induction on

the number n € N>; of applications of operational semantic rules in Table 1 that are

necessary to derive the transition P 2 pr.
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— If n. = 1 then P is a. Q with init(Q), a.Q - af. Q by rule Actg, and P’ is af. Q. From
init(P) it follows that [P] = (Cp, ) and [P'] = (Cp,{a}), hence Xp —“+¢, Xpr.

— If n > 1 then there are three cases:

« Let P be al.Q so that P-2Ys P with P’ being af.Q’. Then Q-2+ Q' by rule
AcTp, hence Xg ﬂe—)—m@ X¢ by the induction hypothesis with [Q] = (Cg, Xg) and

[QT = (Co, X¢).
Let to,im’t(Q)Q &)QLQ’ with n € N, so Xg = {6; | 1 < i < n} and
X = XqU{#'}. Then to_init(P) = a. to_init(Q) — SUNSRLN P’ [P] =
(a.CQ,Xp) with Xp = {a} U {.aei ‘ 0; € XQ}, and [[P,ﬂ = (a.CQ,Xp/) with
Xpr = Xp U {.0f'} and o8’ ¢ Xp. Thus Xp 22" o Xp with Cp = a. Co.

* Let P be P; + P». There are two subcases:

- If P, moves, i.e., P T2 P’ with P’ being P|+ Py and init(P,), then P, -+ P! by rule

CHoy, hence Xp, mcm Xp; by the induction hypothesis with [P] = (Cp,, Xp,)

and [[P{]] = (CPNXP{)'
Let toJm’t(Pl)eﬁl i>Pli,>P’ with n € N, so Xp, = {6; | 1 <i < n} and
Xp; = Xp, U{0'}. Then to_init(P) = to_init(P1) + P A pyopy Y P,
[[P]] = (Cpl + CPQ,XP) with Xp = {TFGZ | 0; € Xpl}, and [[P/]] = (Cp1 + CPQ,XPI)
with Xp = Xp U {8} and 46 ¢ Xp. Thus Xp "% Xp with Cp =
Cpl -+ CPQ.

- The subcase in which P, moves and P, is initial is like the previous one.

x Let P be Py || P>. Given two sequences 61 and 6 of proof terms labeling two se-
quences of proved transitions respectively departing from P; and P,, we characterize
their interleaving and synchronization through the function zip : ©* x ©* x 2A\{T} — OF
defined by induction on the sum of the lengths of its first two arguments 01, 92 € O*
as follows:

( 100zip(6,,03) it 6, =60 Aack()d LA By = eV
L @—oj (act(8") € LV [61] > 63)))
RN 0" zip(01, 05) if 63 =0"05 Nact(0”) ¢ LA (01 =€V
ap(0r, 02, 1) = @ = 0] n A act(®) € LV 191] < [631))
0,07 12ip(By,63) if O — 08 A By — 9”67A
act(0") = act(0") €
15 otherwise

There are three subcases: |
0

- If act(d) ¢ L and P, moves, i.e., P ~“— P’ with P’ being P} ||, P2, then P, o, P/
act(B/)

by rule PAR;, hence Xp, —Cp, Xp; by the induction hypothesis with [Pi] =
(Cpi, Xp) and IIpl]] - (CPUXPl’)
L. 01,1 01,nq 4 ;. .
Let to_init(P,) — ... —— P — P] with n; € N, so Xp, = {61, |1 <i <n;}
0 02,n
and Xpr = Xp, U {0"}. Also let to_ init(Pg) RGN N P, with ny € N, so Xp, =
{02 ] 1 <i <ny}. We denote by 91 and «92 the two sequences of proof terms. Then
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to_init(P) = to_init(Py) || to-init(P2) reaches P via a sequence of proved transitions

— = /
labeled with zip(6y, 62, L) and afterwards P’ via P ELLN P’ [P] = (Cp, ||z Cpy, XpP)

with Xp = {é | éin Zip(0_1>,0—2>,L)}, and [[P/]] = (Cpl HL CPQ,XPI) with Xp/ =

XpU {ﬂ[ﬁ/} and ﬂLH’ §é Xp. Thus Xp MCP Xp with Cp = Cpl HL sz.

- The subcase in which act(d) ¢ L and P, moves is like the previous one.

I act(0) € L, ie., P22 prith P being enr(P] || P}, (61, 02)1), then Py -5 P

0
for k € {1,2} by rule SYN, hence Xp, MC@ Xpy by the induction hypothesis

with IIPk]] = (Cpk,ka) and [[P];]] = (Cpk,Xp]g).

9 Ok,n
For k € {1,2} let toinit(Py) == ... —% P, % P! with ny € N, so Xp, =
_)
{Or; | 1 < i < mg} and Xp = Xp, U{0}; we denote by 0; the sequence
of proof terms. Then to_init(P) = to_init(Py) ||, to_init(P;) reaches P via a se-
quence of proved transitions labeled with zip(6, 62, L) and afterwards P’ via

p Ol pr 1P] = (Cp, |l Cryy Xp) with Xp = {8 | 6 in zip(8,, 05, L)}, and
[[P/]] = (Cp1 ||L CPQ,XP/) with Xpr = Xp U {<91,02>L} and <‘91,92>L ¢ Xp. Thus

Xp MCP Xpr with Cp = Cp, || Cp,.

0
e Suppose that Xp MCP Xpr. Consider a variant ©" of © in which ++ + ||z, and |1,

are given a subscript equal to the subprocess that does not move and this is applied
to the corresponding rules in Table 1 as well as the corresponding operations on stable

configuration structures in Section 4.4. Although the configuration structure transition
46
Xp M—()>CP X pr is not generated inductively, from the only event 6 — enriched as described

above — in Xp/ \ Xp we can pinpoint act(f) within P and P’.

0
Assuming that 6 does not have subterms of the form (6;,02) 1, meaning that Xp &(%CP Xpr

originated from a single action, we define the notion of process context C[e] = ctz(f) by
induction on the syntactical structure of 6 € ©’ as follows:

° ifle A

al. cta(6) if 0 =..0

ctz(0') + Q if = +¢0" where init(Q)

Q + ctx(0") if @ = +o0’ where nit(Q)

ctz(6") Il @ if 0 = JJL,QHI
L Q HL ctx(ﬁ/) if 6 = H_L7Q9I

Since Xp is the set of proof terms labeling a sequence of proved transitions from

(0
to_init(P) to P, from Xp M—()>CP Xpr it follows that P must contain an occurrence

of act() in an initial subprocess of the form act(§).P. Then P = Clact(f).P] with

act() . P, 4ct(6)t. P and hence P = Clact(§) . P] -5 Clact(8). P] = P'.

If 6 has subterms of the form (61, 02) 1, then we proceed in a similar way by constructing a
context with as many e-holes as there are synchronizing subprocesses. The following clause
has to be added to the inductive definition of process context: ctz(0) = ctx(61) || ctz(62)

if 0 = (01,00) 1. O]

We are now in a position of proving our operational characterization result under the
same assumption as the denotational characterization result of Theorem 3.2. Conflict locality
is recast in the PRPC setting by requiring that, for each maximal set of conflicting actions

ctz(0) =
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(i.e., actions inside subprocesses composed by nondeterministic choice), no two actions in the
set occur in other two subprocesses that are composed in parallel — remember that events
are unique while every action may occur several times in a process.

Theorem 4.10. Let Pl,PQ € P. Then [[Pl]] ~HHPB [[PQ]] iﬁ P1 ~FRB:brm PQ pTOUided that
all possible conflicts are local.

Proof. The proof is divided into two parts:

e Suppose that [Pi] ~gups [P]. Then P; ~prp.brm P2 follows by proving that the sym-
metric relation B = {(Q1, @2) | [Q1] ~uuprs [@2]} is a brm-forward-reverse bisimulation.

Let (Ql,Qz) € B, so that [[Ql]] ~HHPB [[QQ]]:
— If Qq N Q) then Xg, MC% Xq due to Lemma 4.9, hence Xgq, MCQQ X,

with act(61) = act(62) and [Q] ~uups [Q5] because [Q1] ~uupn [Q2], from which it

follows that Q2 b, @Y due to Lemma 4.9 with (Q},Q5) € B.

0 (6
— 1 Q) 25 Q) then Xg ~H0, oy Xau

with act(61) = act(f2) and [Q}] ~uupp [Q5] because [Q1] ~uupp [Q2], from which it

follows that Q5 b, Q2 due to Lemma 4.9 with (Q}, Q%) € B.

— The stable configuration structure semantics preserves actions inside transition labels
(Lemma 4.9), uniquely identifies different occurrences of the same action in a process
via as many different proof terms in the set of events, and is able to distinguish between
causality and concurrency like the proved operational semantics of Table 1. Therefore,
from [Q1] ~uupB [Q2] — in particular the incoming transition matching between Xg,
and Xg, and the labeling- and causality-preserving bijection from Xg, to Xg, — it
follows that there must be a one-to-one correspondence between the incoming proved
transitions of @1 and the incoming proved transitions of Q2, hence brm(Q1) = brm(Q2).

e Suppose that P; ~prB:brm £2. Then the existence of a sequence of proved transitions

0
Co, X@, due to Lemma 4.9, hence X acitfe)

0p op, .
to_init(Py) = P11 ML Pis... Py BLLN P; implies the existence of a sequence of proved

transitions to_init(Py) = P2 9Pi> Pyo...Poy % P, such that act(ﬂplyh) = act(9p2’h)
and Py p, ~pRB:brm 2 for all h =1,...,n, and vice versa. Note that 6p , # 0p , and
Op,, # Op,, for all h # k because different occurrences of the same action in a process
are identified by different proof terms.

Thus [P] ~nup [/%] follows by proving that B = {(Xq,, X@,,{(0g,,,00.,) | b €

. 0Q; 1 9Qi,\H| .
H}) | Ql ~FRB:brm QQ A tO,ZnZt(Qi) = Qi,l E— Qi,Z - QMH‘ _ Ql for 7 € {1, 2} A
act(tg, ,) = act(0q,,) for all h € H A Q11 ~FRB:brm Q2,5 for all h € H} is a hereditary-
history preserving bisimulation. Observing that Q1 ~prp.bm @2 implies (0,0,0) € B
when @1 and Q2 are both initial, take (Xq,, Xq,,{(0g, ,,0q,,) | h € H}) € B, so that
Q1 ~FRB:brm @2:
- If Xq, MC% X then @ LN Q' due to Lemma 4.9, hence Q2 b, QY with act(61)=

act(f2) and Q) ~prB:brm @5 because Q1 ~pRrB:brm @2, from which it follows that

X, MCQQ Xq, due to Lemma 4.9. Since 61 ¢ Xq, and 03 ¢ Xq,, it holds that

(Xqp, Xy {0y 4:00,,) | h € HY U{(61,62)}) € B.

#(6
If we start from X, MCQQ XQ/Q, then we reason in the same way.
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0
- If Xy MCQ, X0, then Q' LI Q1 due to Lemma 4.9, hence Q) b, Q2 with act(61)=
1

act(f2) and Q) ~prB:brm @5 because Q1 ~prB.brm @2, from which it follows that

46 .
X, MC% Xq, due to Lemma 4.9. Since 01 ¢ Xq,, 62 ¢ Xq,, and brm(Q1) =

brm(Qz2), the latter transition can be selected in such a way to satisfy {(0g, ,,0q,.,) |

h € H} TXQg = {(te,h’eth) ‘ h e H} \ {(01792)}7 hence (XQ’leQ’Qv{(QQLh?eth) |
h e H} \ {(91,92)}) € B.

act(62)

If we start from XQ/2 o X(@,, then we reason in the same way.
2

— f={(0g,,,0q,,) | h € H} certainly is a bijection from Xq, to Xg, — as the events
along either computation are different from each other, so the two reached configurations
X, and Xg, contain the same number of events, and paired in a stepwise manner
— that preserves labeling — by definition of B. If |H| < 1 then causality is trivially
preserved.

Suppose that X, and X¢, break causality and, among all the pairs of configurations
associated with ~prp.prm-e€quivalent processes that break causality, they are the closest
ones to ) and () (in terms of number of transitions to be executed from either empty
configuration). The rest of the proof is like the one of the corresponding part of the
proof of Theorem 3.2, with Lemma 4.9 being exploited as well. []

5. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN Ly AND LBRM

From Theorems 4.10, 4.6, and 2.6 it follows that, under conflict locality, two processes satisfy
the same formulas of Lgry iff their associated stable configuration structures satisfy the
same formulas of Lgr. It is therefore interesting to investigate the relationships between the
two logics. On the one hand, we show how to reinterpret Lgr over processes (Section 5.1)
and Lpry over stable configuration structures (Section 5.2). On the other hand, we discuss
how to translate Lprm into Lgr (Section 5.3) and vice versa (Section 5.4).

5.1. Reinterpreting Lg; over P. The only non-trivial case is the one of the binder (z : a).
The process analogous of an event in a configuration that is labeled with a certain action is
a subprocess starting with an executed occurrence of that action. Indicating with sp(P) the
set of all subprocesses of P, let apt(a’. P, P) be the proof term associated with the execution
of action a of the subterm af. P’ of P. Formally, apt(al. P’, P) = 6 iff a'. P’ € sp(P) and
there exist P”, P € P such that a.to_init(P") € sp(P"), pr -2 pr, act(f) = a, and
al. to_init(P") € sp(P").

The satisfaction relation |= C (P x ©F) x Ly is defined by induction on the syntactical
structure of ¢ € Ly as follows:

):p _‘ﬁb/ ifft P I#p ¢/

Fp 1N @2 it P ):p ¢1 and P ):p G2

=y, (z:a)¢ iff there exists P %5 P’ such that act(0) = a and P’ |=pps9 ¢
=, (v:a)¢’ iff there exists al. P’ € sp(P) such that P = plos apt(at. P1,P)] @

P =, (x)¢ iff there exists P’ — P such that p(z) =6 and P' |=, ¢/’

where it is understood that the environment in the subscript of every occurrence of |= is

aeJiac el viiav
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permissible for the configuration identifying (in the associated denotational semantics) the
process on the left — e.g., Xp in the case of process P — and the formula on the right.
Since it is instrumental to prove the next results, we define the depth of ¢ € Lgr by
induction on the syntactical structure of ¢ as follows:
depth(true) = 0
depth(—¢') = 1+ depth(¢)
depth(é1 A ¢2) = 1+ max(depth(pr), depth(d2))
depth({x : a)¢') = 1+ depth(¢)
depth((x : a)¢’) = 14 depth(¢’)
depth({z)¢) = 1+ depth(e)

Theorem 5.1. Let P € P. Then V¢ € Lg1.Vp € pe(Xp,¢). P =, ¢ <= [P] =, ¢.

Proof. We proceed by induction on k = depth(¢):

e If k =0 then ¢ is true and both P and [P] satisfy it.
o If £ > 1 then there are five cases:
— If ¢ is =¢’ then by the induction hypothesis:
Pl=, ¢ iff P, ¢
iff [P] %, ¢'
iff [P] =, —¢'
— If ¢ is ¢1 N ¢2 then by the induction hypothesis:
P}:pgﬁl/\(ﬁg i P’:p(bl andP):p(ﬁg
iff [P] =, é1 and [P] =, ¢2
iff [P] =, ¢1 A2
— If ¢ is (x : a))¢’ then by Lemma 4.9 and the induction hypothesis:
P, (x:a)¢ iff thereis P p st act(f) = a and P’ |= 50 ¢

iff thereis Xp MCP Xpr st act(f) = a and [P'] Fpze) ¢

i [P, (@:a)of
— If ¢ is (z : a)¢’ then by the induction hypothesis:
P, (z:a)¢ iff thereisal. P’ € sp(P) s.t. P E plosapt(at. PPy @
iff thereis § € Xp s.t. § = apt(a’. P', P) and
[[P]] ):p[zﬂapt(aT.P’,P)] qb,

iff there is 0 € Xp s.t. act(f) = a and [P] =g ¢
iff [P] =, (z:a)¢

— If ¢ is ((x)¢’ then by Lemma 4.9 and the induction hypothesis:

P =, (x)¢ iff thereis P’ s psit. p(z) =0 and P' =, ¢

iff there is Xp/ %Cp/ Xp s.t. p(x) =6 and [P] =, ¢

it [P] =, ()& .

To prove that, consequently, Lgr reinterpreted over P characterizes ~prB.prm, We fol-
low [PU14] and hence first show that any substitution of the variables freely occurring in a
formula requires a modification of the permissible environment.

Lemma 5.2. Let P € P, ¢ € Ly, and p € pe(Xp,d). Given a substitution o that — not
necessarily injectively — maps fi() to a set of fresh identifiers that do not occur either free or
bound in ¢, let o(p) be the formula obtained from ¢ by replacing each occurrence of x € fi($)
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with o(z) and let p° € pe(Xp,o(¢)) be the environment obtained from p by replacing each
x € fi(¢) with o(x). Then P =, ¢ iff P =po 0().
Proof. We proceed by induction on k = depth(¢):
e If £ = 0 then ¢ must be true. Since true is closed, we have that o(true) = true and p° = p,
hence the result trivially follows.
o If k > 1 then there are five cases:
— If ¢ is =¢' then by the induction hypothesis:
Ply—d it P,
P e o))
it P e o)
— If ¢ is ¢1 N ¢2 then by the induction hypothesis:
P):pdn/\(bz iff P':p¢1 andP):deQ
if P |:p01 O'1((Z)1) and P ':,)02 02(¢2)
i P =y o(6n) and P e o(6)
iff P lpe o(g1 A o)
provided that o1 (z) = o2(x) for all x € fi(¢1) N fi(¢2) and o [ fi(¢r) = o, for k € {1,2}.
— If ¢ is (x : a))¢’ then by the induction hypothesis:

Py (x:a)¢ iff thereis P 5 P st act(0) = a and P’ =59 ¢
iff there is P - P’ s.t. act(f) = a and P' = g0 0 (¢)

iff there is P -2 P’ s.t. act(f) = a and P’ [= o (350 0(9')
it Py ol(@: a)d)
provided that o = ¢’ if x ¢ fi(¢') while o[z — o'(z)] = ¢’ if z € fi(¢').
— If ¢ is (z : a)¢’ then by the induction hypothesis:
P, (z:a)¢ iff thereisal. P’ € sp(P)s.t. P Eplws apt(at. PPy @
%ﬂ' there ?s al. P' € sp(P) s.t. P = (oo apt(at. P, P)))’ a'(¢')
iff there is al. P’ € sp(P) s.t. P E po o apt(at. PPy 0(9)
iff Plpeo((z:a)d)
provided that o = ¢’ if x ¢ fi(¢') while o[z — o'(z)] = ¢ if z € fi(¢').
— If ¢ is ((z) ¢’ then by the induction hypothesis:
Pk, ()¢ iff thereis P'-" Pst. p(x) =0 and P' =, ¢/
iff there is P’ 5 P s.t. p° (o'(x)) = 6 and P’ o 0'(¢)
iff there is P’ —%5 P s.t. p°(o(x)) =60 and P’ =,0 o(¢)
iff P l=pe o((2)¢")
as p” (o'(x)) = p(z), provided that o \ {(z,0(z))} = o’ if ¢ fi(¢/) while 0 = ¢’ if
z € fi(¢). O

Corollary 5.3. Let Pl, Py, e P. Then P ~FRB:brm Py ’Lﬁ HfLQ. qu S EEI. \V/p S pe(Xpl,gZ)).
P1 =y ¢ == Py =y, 40p ¢ where f12 is a label-preserving bijection from Xp, to Xp,.

Proof. The proof is divided into two parts:
e Assuming that P ~prB.prm F2, We observe that the existence of a sequence of proved

0 O0p, n

transitions to_init(Py) R SN LN P, implies the existence of a sequence of proved
0 O0p, n

transitions to_init(Ps) 20 2% P,y such that act(0p, n) = act(Op, ) for all h =

1,...,n, and vice versa, where {0p, ;| 1 <h <n} =Xp and {0p,, | 1 <h<n}=Xp,.
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Note that n = 0 when P; and P> are both initial; moreover 0p, ;, # 0p, 1, and 0p, ;, # 0p,
for all h # k. Let fi2 ={(0p, 1,0p, 1) | 1 <h <n}, which clearly is a labeling-preserving
bijection from Xp, to Xp,.

We proceed by induction on k = depth(¢):

— If £ = 0 then ¢ must be true, which is trivially satisfied by P, and P, regardless of their
respective permissible environments.

— If £ > 1 then there are five cases:

* If ¢ is ¢’ then by the induction hypothesis:

Py ):pﬁqjl it P F&/ﬂb/
ifft P l#fLQOP ¢/
ifft P ):f1,20/) —|¢,
If ¢ is ¢1 A @2 then by the induction hypothesis:
P ):p ¢1 A ¢2 iff P ):p gbl and P ):p d)g
iff Py =fy00p ¢1 and P =y, 50p 62
iff Py =00 @1 A 02

If ¢ is (z : a) ¢’ then by P ~prp.brm P2 and the induction hypothesis:

P =, (x:a)¢ iff thereis P N P| s.t. act(61) = a and Pj = pz0,] ¢
iff there is Py 2> Py s.t. act(f2) = a and P) Ejr opem,) ¢
iff Py >:f1,200 (z:a)¢f

provided that f172 @] {(91, 92)} = f{72.

If ¢ is (x : a)¢’ then by P, ~prB.brm P2 and the induction hypothesis:

P, (v:a)¢’ iff thereisal. P € sp(Py) s.t. Py F v apt(at. P1Py)] ¢
iff there is CLTPQI S Sp(PQ) s.t. P2 ):fl,zop[z»—)apt(aT.P{,Pl)] ¢l
iff Py =y 0p (20 a)d
If ¢ is ((z)¢' then by P ~prp.brm P2 and the induction hypothesis:
Pi =, (x)¢' iff there is P P osit. p(z) =6 and P| =, ¢/’
iff there is P b2 p st p(z) =0y and Py =y o, ¢
Py ey ()0

provided that f12 = f] o U{(61,02)}

e Assuming that there exists a labeling-preserving bijection from Xp, to Xp, such that
P, and P, satisfy the same formulas of Lgr under suitable permissible environments
related by the aforementioned bijection, the result follows by proving that the symmet-
ric relation B = {(Ql,Qg) ’ E|f1,2.v¢ € Lp1.Vp € pe(Q1,¢).Q1 ':p ¢ <= Q2 ’:f1,20p 10}
where fi 9 is a label-preserving bijection from X¢g, to Xg,} is a brm-forward-reverse
bisimulation.

Given (Q1,Q2) € B:
- IfQ b, Q') suppose by contradiction that there is no @, satisfying the same formulas

*

*

*

*

as @} for some label-preserving bijection fi , from X to X such that Q2 b, Q)
and act(01) = act(62), i.e., (Q}, Q%) € B for no QY act(f;)-reachable from Q3. Since
(22 has finitely many outgoing transitions, the set of processes that ()2 can reach by
performing an act(0;)-transition is finite, say {Q%,...,Q5,} with n > 0. Since none
of the processes in the set satisfies the same formulas as @, for each 1 <1 < n there
exists ¢; € L1 such that Q) =, ¢ but Q3 F&f{,g,iom ¢; for all labeling-preserving
bijections fj ,; from X to XQ'z,i’
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Since the formulas ¢, ..., ¢, may contain different identifiers, let {2 | 0 € X, } be
a set of fresh identifiers different from each other and the related environment p’ be
defined by p'(z9) = 6 for all 0 € Xq,- Also let every substitution o; be defined by
0i(x) = 2y for all x € fi(¢;), so that p;(x) = p'(0i(x)). Tt holds that Q) =, 0i(¢i)
by Lemma 5.2 and @5 ; l#f{,m"p' 0i(¢;) for all labeling-preserving bijections f ,; from
‘XVQ/1 to XQ/2,:

n
We can then construct the formula (zg, : act(61))) A o:i(¢;) that is satisfied by Q1 under
i=1
p such that p[zg, — 61] = p’ but not by Q2 under f;2 o p for all labeling-preserving
bijections f1 2 from X¢, to Xq,; if n = 0 then it is sufficient to take (zp, : act(6:)))true.
This formula violates (Q1, Q2) € B, hence there must exist at least one @ satistying
the same formulas as @} for some labeling-preserving bijection f , from X¢r to X,

such that Q- BEN Q% and act(f1) = act(2), so that (Q}, Q%) € B.
If Q) b, (1 suppose by contradiction that there is no @) satisfying the same formulas

as 7 for some labeling-preserving bijection fi, from X, to X, such that 5 b, Q2
and act(f1) = act(62), i.e., (Q}, Q%) € B for no Q) act(f)-reaching Q2. Since Q2 has
finitely many incoming transitions, the set of processes that can reach ()9 by performing
an act(fy)-transition is finite, say {Q5;,...,Q5,} with n > 0. Since none of the
processes in the set satisfies the same formulas as @, for each 1 <i < n there exists
¢; € Lgr such that Qll ):pi ¢; but QIQJ l;éf{ 5 10Pi ;.

Since the formulas ¢, ..., ¢, may contain different identifiers, let {z0 | 0 € X} be
a set of fresh identifiers different from each other and the related environment p’ be
defined by p'(z9) = 0 for all 0 € Xgy- Also let every substitution o; be defined by
0i(x) = 2y(y) for all z € fi(¢;), so that p;(x) = p'(oi(x)). It holds that Q) =, 0i(d;)
by Lemma 5.2 and Q3 ; 000" 0i(¢;) for all labeling-preserving bijections f ,; from
AX'Q/1 to XQ’Q,’L

We can then construct the formula ((zp,) A 0i(¢;) that is satisfied by Q1 under p = p/
=1

1=
but not by Q2 under fi 2 o p for all labeling-preserving bijections fi2 from Xg, to Xq,;
if n = 0 then it is sufficient to take (zg,))true. This formula violates (Q1,Q2) € B, hence
there must exist at least one @, satisfying the same formulas as Q) for some labeling-

preserving bijection f] 5 from Xq, to X¢, such that Q) b, Q2 and act(br) = act(bs),
so that (Q}, Q%) € B.

Suppose by contradiction that brm(Q1) # brm(Q2). In order not to fall back into
one of the previous cases, we assume that there is an action a with different nonzero
multiplicities in brm(Q1) and brm(Q2). Without loss of generality, we further assume
that a occurs with multiplicity 2 in brm(Q1) and 1 in brm(Q2).

We can then construct the formula ((x)true A ((y)true that is satisfied by @1 under p
such that act(p(x)) = act(p(y)) = a and p(z) # p(y) but not by Q2 under f; 20 p for all
labeling-preserving bijections f1 2 from X¢, to Xg,. This formula violates (Q1,Q2) € B,
hence it must be the case that brm(Q1) = brm(Q2). []
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5.2. Reinterpreting Lpry over Stable Configuration Structures. Let us denote by
[P] the set of all stable configuration structures — whose events are proof terms — that turn
out to be the denotational semantics of some P € P. Recalling that [P] = (Cp, Xp), when
writing [P] = ¢ we mean Xp = ¢.

The satisfaction relation = C [P] x Lgrwm is defined by induction on the syntactical
structure of ¢ € Lzrym as follows:

[P] E true

[P] & M iff {acA|Xp ¢, Xpll=M

[Pl = —¢' iff [P] % ¢

[Pl E é1/n¢2 iff [P]=¢1and [P] = ¢

[P] E (a)¢' iff there exists Xp 3¢, Xps such that [P'] &= ¢'
[P] E (af)¢/ iff there exists Xp ——>¢,, Xp such that [P'] = ¢/

Every process and its associated stable configuration structure satisfy the same formulas
of LgrMm. As a consequence, Lgrm reinterpreted over stable configuration structures
characterizes ~gupB.

Theorem 5.4. Let P € P. Then V¢ € Lprm. P = ¢ <= [P] = ¢.

Proof. We proceed by induction on k = depth(¢):
e If k = 0 then there are two cases:
— If ¢ is true then both P and [P] satisfy it.
— If ¢ is M then by Lemma 4.9:
PEM iff brm(P)=M
ift { act(9) | P N P}=M

i {act(9) | Xp e Xplh =M
ifft [P]EM
e If £k > 1 then there are four cases:
— If ¢ is =¢' then by the induction hypothesis:
Pl it P
iff [P % ¢
it [P] = o
— If ¢ is ¢1 A ¢2 then by the induction hypothesis:
PEo¢iNopy iff PlE¢pand P ¢
iff [P] = ¢1 and [P] |= ¢2
it [P]E 1/
— If ¢ is (a)¢’ then by Lemma 4.9 and the induction hypothesis:
P E{(a)¢' iff there is P-%p st act(f) = a and P’ |= ¢’

iff there is Xp %CP Xpr s.t. act(f) = a and [P'] E ¢

ift [P] = (a)¢’

— If ¢ is (a')¢’ then by Lemma 4.9 and the induction hypothesis:

P = {(a")¢' iff thereis P’ 2 Psit. act(f) = a and P’ = ¢’

iff there is Xps %CP, Xp s.t. act(f) =a and [P'] E ¢/

it [P] - (ah)o/ -

Corollary 5.5. Let Pl,PQ € P. Then [[Pl]] ~HHPB [[PQ]] Zﬁ Vd) € £BRM- [[Pl]] |: ¢ <
[P2] & ¢ provided that all possible conflicts are local.
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Proof. From Theorems 4.10, 4.6 and 5.4 it follows that:
[Pi] ~umpB [P2] iff Pi ~rrBbrm P2
iff VopeLlprm-PilEo<—= PE¢
iff V¢ € Lprm.[P1] F ¢ [R] ¢ ]

5.3. Translating Lgry into Lgr. The main difficulty with this translation is the encoding
of multisets, as they are not present in Lgr. In the translation function we thus introduce
two additional parameters:

e The first one is a finite set A of actions, e.g., those occurring in a process P. Since P = M
iff brm(P) = M, the Lgr formula corresponding to M has to express the fact that every
action in the support of M, i.e., supp(M) = {a € A| M(a) > 0}, can be undone a number
of times equal to its multiplicity, while any action in A \ supp(M) cannot be undone at
all. We assume that supp(M) is finite to avoid infinite conjunctions in the translation.

e The second one is a finite sequence g, : {1,...,n} — Z x A of pairs each formed by an
identifier and an action. It acts like a stack-based memory that keeps track of executed
actions, bound to variables via (z : a)) and (z : a).

The translation function Tgg : LerM X Pin(A) X {0n | n € N>1} — Lgr is defined by
induction on the syntactical structure of ¢ € Lgrm as follows:

Tog(true, A, 0,) = true
M (a;) #(ai,on)—M(as)
Tee(M, A, 0,) = A A (@ix)true A —((zin)true
a; €supp(M) k=1 h=1
A A —(y : b){(y)true with y fresh
be A\ supp(M)

7E3E(_'¢/7 A7 Qn) = _'713E(¢/7 Av Qn)
713E(¢1 /\¢27A7Qn) = 7¥3E(¢1aA’ QTL) /\713E(¢2aA7 Qn)

Tos((a)d, A on) = (z:a)Ton(@ A onU{(n+1,(z,0))})  with o fresh

Tee((aN ¢, A, 0,) = (z:a){z)Tee(¢, A, on) with z fresh
where in the translation of M the finite sequence o, is such that:
o (zik,a;) € rge(on), with x; # x; ) for k # k' and all the identifiers z; ; being taken

starting from the end of g,, i.e., the top of the stack.

e #(a;, o) is the number of occurrences of a; in gy,.
o (zin,ai) € rge(on), with 2z, & {zi | 1 <k < M(a;)} and z; 5, # 2 for h # R/

Theorem 5.6. Let P € P, ¢ € Lprm, and act(P) be the set of actions in P. Then P = ¢
iff Fon- 3p € pe(P, T (¢, act(P), on)). P =y Ter(9, act(P), 0n).
Proof. We proceed by induction on k = depth(¢):

e If £ = 0 then there are two cases:
— If ¢ is true then Tpg(true, act(P), 0,) = true and P satisfies both formulas (the second
one for all g, and p).
— If ¢ is M then we divide the proof into two parts. Starting from P = M, we derive that

Oa,
brm(P) = M, hence for all a; € supp(M) there exists P, s Pfor 1 <k < M(a)
such that act(0,,,) = a;, with P having no other incoming transitions. If we consider

any sequence of proved transitions P; i> P & LN Py, +1 such that Py is to_init(P)
and P11 is P, all the proof terms 6, , appear in the sequence 6y, ..., 6, because the
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Oa.
transitions P, —"%, P are all independent from each other.
In the construction of g,, for all a; € supp(M) we have to consider all the a;-transitions
along any path from to_init(P) to P. Therefore, we take as n the number of proof
terms 6; in the sequence 61, ..., 6y, such that act(d;) = a; for all a; € supp(M). Since
brm(P) = M, the total number of incoming transitions of Pis >,  M(a;), while

a; €supp(M)
the number of proof terms 6; in the sequence 61,...,0,, such that act(f;) = a; and
0j {04, | 1 < k < M(ay)} isn— >, M(a;). We can map all numbers
a; €supp(M)
between 1 and n — >,  M(a;) to the pairs (2;4,a;) and all numbers between
a; €supp(M)
n— Y,  M(a;) + 1 and n to the pairs (x;, a;).
a; Esupp(M)

At this point, we can construct p by mapping every z; to 0,,, and every z;, to 6q, ,

Oq.
. " @ih
such that there is no transition P, — P.

M (a;) #(airon)—M(ai)
Then P |=, Tee(M, act(P), on) = A (A (zig)truen A —((2i,n) true) A
a;Esupp(M) k=1 h=1
A —(y : b){(y)true as we now show by considering each of the three main

beact(P)\supp(M)
conjunctions separately:

M(a;)
* P =, N (i) true because, from the way we have constructed p, we know that

k=1

it maps every z; ;, exactly to the proof term 0; ;, such that there exists a transition

b,
! —% P with act(0q, ) = a;. Moreover, every P/, trivially satisfies true.

#(ai,om)—M(ai)
x P, —((#i,5) true because, as in the previous case, we have constructed p
h=1
in such a way that every z; , is mapped to the proof term 6, , such that act(,, ,) = a;

0,
. . a5 h
and there is no transition P, ~— P. Hence, P =, ={(z;s)true for any z; j.

s

* P =, A —(y : b){(y)true because if b ¢ supp(M) then:
beact(P)\supp(M)

- either there is no b'. P’ € sp(P) and hence P £, (y : b){(y)true, i.e., P =, =(y : b)
{(y)true;

- or, if such a process exists, P does not have any incoming transition P’ S p
such that act(f) = b and hence P [%=,, g ((y)true, from which it follows that
P, (y:b){(y)true, ie., P =, = (y : b)(y)true.

The converse is straightforward because, if there exist o, and p € pe(Tpr(M, act(P), o))
such that P =, T (M, act(P), 0n), then we can note that the conjunctions in Tgg (M,
act(P), o) express the fact that P hasexactly . M(a;) incoming transitions such
a;€supp(M)
that every a; € supp(M) appears M (a;) times, while there are no incoming transitions
of P labeled with actions not in supp(M). Thus, we can derive that brm(P) = M, i.e.,
Pl M.
o If k£ > 1 then there are four cases:
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— If ¢ is =¢' then by the induction hypothesis:
Pl¢ iff P}

iff 3o,.3p. P &, Tee(¢, act(P), on)

iff 3o,.3p. P =, = Tee(¢, act(P), o)

iff 3o,.3p. P =, Tee(—¢', act(P), 0y)
— If ¢ is ¢1 A ¢o then we divide the proof into two parts. Starting from P = ¢1 A ¢g, by
the induction hypothesis and Lemma 5.2:

P ': ¢1 A\ @2 implies P ): ¢1 and P |: P9
implies  Jpy,,.3p1. P =y, TBE(¢1, act(P), 0n,) and
ElQnQ' Jp2. P >:P2 EE(¢27 aCt(P)’ QTL2)

implies 3o, . F0n,.3p7. P |=po 0(TeE(S1, act(P), 0n,)) and
P ):P” U(EE((b?v aCt(P)’ an))
imphes Elin : El@nz' Elpa' P ):p“ U(EE(¢17 aCt(P)7 Qn1)) A
o (Ter(¢2, act(P), on,))

implies 3p,,.3p7. P =p0 o(TeE(P1, act(P), on))
U(EE(QS% aCt(P)a Qn))

implies 399.3p%. P =po TeE(¢1, act(P), 05) A
TBe(¢2, act(P), of)

implies  309.3p7. P |=po TE(P1 A @2, act(P), 0F)

A

where:

x p? maps a set of fresh identifiers zy, one for each 6 appearing in any path from
to_init(P) to P, to the corresponding proof term, i.e., p?(zg) = 6.

* 0 is defined as 0(z) = z,, () for all x € fi(Tee(d1, act(P), on,)) and o(z) = 2, () for
all z € fi(Ter(¢2, act(P), on,))-

* Since P |= ¢1 and P |= ¢2, both g,, and g,, have to be built consistently with any
path from to_init(P) to P, hence they can be replaced by a single g,, that is built in
the same consistent way.

* 07 is defined as o9 (m) = (o(x),a) for all 1 < m < n such that g,(m) = (z,a) and = €
fi(TBE(®, act(P), on)). Since all free identifiers are captured by o, o(Tsg(®, act(P), on))
= Tise(6, act(P), ).

As for the converse:

Jon.3p. P =, Tee(91 A 02, act(P), 0,) implies Jo,.3p. P =, Tee(¢1, act(P), on)

EE((ZS% QCt(P)v Qn)
implies 3Jo,.3p. P =, Ter(¢1, act(P), 0,) and
P =, Ton(2, act(P), o)
implies P = ¢; and P = ¢
implies P |= ¢1 A ¢2

A

y &N

y &N

— If ¢ is (a)¢’ then by the induction hypothesis:

P E(a)¢' iff thereis P P s act(f) = a and P’ = ¢’
iff there is P -2 P’ s.t. act(f) = a and
Jon-Fp. P = pse) TBE(S, act(P'), 0n U{(n + 1, (z,a))})
iff Jon.3p. P =) (x: a) Te(¢, act(P), on U {(n + 1, (z,a))})
iff Jon.3p. P k=, Tee((a) @', act(P), on)
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— If ¢ is (al)¢’ then by the induction hypothesis:
P = (a®)¢/ iff thereis P’ . pst. act(f) = a and P’ = ¢
iff there is P’ 5 P s.t. act(f) = a and
Jon- Ip. P’ ):p[an—)@} 7]3E(¢/7 aCt(Pl)a Qn)
iff there is P' -5 P s.t. act(f) = a and
don.3p. P ’:p[xl—>9] <<x>7§E(¢,a act(P), on)
iff there is af. P" € sp(P) s.t. apt(al. P, P) = 6 and
P s apt(at. pr.p) () TeE(S', act(P), on)
iff 3o,.3p. P =) (x 2 a){(x) Tee(¢, act(P), on)
it 3ga.Ip. Py Ton((a) @', act(P), o) -

5.4. Translating Lg; into Lpry. The challenge of this translation is the encoding of
formulas of the form (z : a)¢, because identifiers are not present in Lpry and the satisfaction
of these formulas is not necessarily related to actions to be done or undone in this moment.
Rather, it is generically related to executed actions. On the other hand, it is not clear how
multisets would come into play. The study of this translation is left for future work.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have proposed an entirely new approach to characterize HHPB, both denota-
tionally and operationally, even in the presence of equidepth autoconcurrency. Unlike [AC20],
the focus is on counting identically labeled events rather than uniquely identifying them,
thus avoiding bijections between events altogether thanks to a variant of forward-reverse
bisimilarity extended with backward ready multisets equality. Moreover, on the operational
side, it has turned out that proof terms naturally lend themselves to identification purposes;
in a reversible setting like ours, they have been used for the first time in [Aub22|. Finally, we
have logically characterized our backward-ready-multiset forward-reverse bisimilarity with
backward ready multiset logic and investigated the relationships of the latter with event
identifier logic [PU14]. Our results hold in the absence of non-local conflicts.

The operational characterization is particularly important for several reasons. Firstly, in
addition to the equational characterization over forward-only processes developed in [FLO05],
HHPB can be axiomatized over reversible processes by resorting to the approach of [DP92]
as applied in [BEM24], provided that backward ready multisets are considered in place
of backward ready sets. Secondly, in addition to the logics of [PU14, BC14], HHPB can
be characterized also in terms of our backward ready multiset logic. The latter is simpler
as it does not make use of variables and binders, but the former contain fragments that
have been proven to characterize various behavioral equivalences in the true concurrency
spectrum [GGO1, Fec04, PU12].

Our results are in line with those of [APU25], where alternative characterizations of HPB
and HHPB are given in terms of just forward and backward trasitions, without resorting to
ternary relations. The approach is based on CCSK and on keyed events structure, where
each event is uniquely identified by a key. More recent work [AK25] has introduced a
symmetric residuation operation on configuration structures to model reversibility in a
purely denotational setting. Stable configuration structures turn out to be closed under
this residuation. A semantics is derived in terms of prime event structures, where a switch
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operation dualizes causality and conflict. This line of reasoning is closely aligned with
our own goals: we also aim to faithfully represent reversible process behavior in a true
concurrency model, preserving causal and concurrent relationships. However, our approach
differs in how we encode memory and backward moves: rather than relying on residuation, we
build memory syntactically — via proof terms — which gives us a more operational perspective.
Furthermore, our backward-ready-multiset forward-reverse bisimilarity is proven to coincide
with HHPB in a way that is tailored to the structure of our extension of PRPC.

As for future work, we would like to complete the investigation of the relationships
between backward ready multiset logic and event identifier logic, as well as to extend it to
the logic of [BC14]. Another direction to pursue is whether our results apply to configuration
structures that are not stable, i.e., in which it is not necessarily the case that causality
among events can be always represented in terms of partial orders, possibly defined locally
to each configuration. HHPB has been defined over non-stable models in [Gla06, BGPS22]
and a logical characterization for it has been provided in [BGPS22], which is a conservative
extension of the one in [BC14]. Finally, in addition to a deeper comparison with recent
work [APU25, AK25], we plan to understand what needs to be added to backward-ready-
multiset forward-reverse bisimilarity so as to characterize HHPB exactly, i.e., also in the
presence of non-local conflicts. In case of success, we will then study the verification of the
resulting bisimilarity by taking into account, as far as HHPB is concerned, the undecidability
result over finite labeled transition systems extended with an independence relation between
transitions of [JNS03] and the polynomial-time algorithm over basic parallel processes
of [FJLS10].
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