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Higher dimensional automata (HDA) are a model of concurrency that can express most of the traditional partial
order models like Mazurkiewicz traces, pomsets, event structures, or Petri nets. Modal logics, interpreted over
Kripke structures, are the logics for reasoning about sequential behavior and interleaved concurrency. Modal
logic is a well behaved subset of first-order logic; many variants of modal logic are decidable. However, there
are no modal-like logics for the more expressiveHDA models. In this paper we introduce and investigate a
modal logic overHDAswhich incorporates two modalities for reasoning about “during” and “after”. We prove
that this general higher dimensional modal logic (HDML) is decidable and we define an axiomatic system for
it. We also show how, when theHDA model is restricted to Kripke structures, a syntactic restriction of HDML
becomes the standard modal logic. Then we isolate the class of HDAs that encode Mazurkiewicz traces and
show howHDML, with natural definitions of correspondingUntil operators, can be restricted to LTrL (the linear
time temporal logic over Mazurkiewicz traces) or the branching time ISTL. We also study the expressiveness of
the basicHDML language wrt. bisimulations and conclude thatHDML captures the split-bisimulation.
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2 Higher Dimensional Modal Logic

1 Introduction

This paper extends [1] by adding all the proofs and some more explanations. Moreover, it corrects some essential
errors that appeared in the proofs of soundness and completeness of the axiomatic system of [1]. The present paper
also adds new results that steam from two comments that this work attracted. We discuss the expressive power of
the basic logic wrt. bisimulations, concluding that it captures the split-bisimulation. We investigate more carefully
the extension of the basic language with theUntil operator; we define precisely two kinds ofUntil, and we use the
LTL-like to encode the LTrL logic and the CTL-like to encode the ISTL logic.

Higher dimensional automata(HDAs) are a general formalism for modeling concurrent systems [2, 3]. In this
formalism concurrent systems can be modeled at different levels of abstraction, not only as all possible interleavings
of their concurrent actions.HDAscan model concurrent systems at any granularity level and make no assumptions
about the durations of the actions, i.e., refinement of actions [4] is well accommodated byHDAs. Moreover,HDAs
are not constrained to only before-after modeling and expose explicitly the choices in the system. It is a known
issue in concurrency models that the combination of causality, concurrency, and choice is difficult; in this respect,
HDAsand Chu spaces [5] do a fairly good job [6].

Higher dimensional automata are more expressive than most of the models based on partial orders or on inter-
leavings (e.g., Petri nets and the related Mazurkiewicz traces, or the more general partial order models like pomsets
or event structures). Therefore, one only needs to find the right class ofHDAsin order to get the desired models of
concurrency.

Work has been done on defining temporal logics over Mazurkiewicz traces [7] and strong results like decidabil-
ity and expressive completeness are known [8, 9]. For more general partial orders some temporal logics become
undecidable [10]. For the more expressive event structuresthere are fewer works; a modal logic is investigated in
[11].

There is hardly any work on logics for higher dimensional automata [6] and, as far as we know, there is no
work onmodal logics for HDAs. In practice, one is more comfortable with modal logics, like temporal logics or
dynamic logics, because these are generally decidable (as opposed to full first-order logic, which is undecidable).

That is why in this paper we introduce and develop a logic in the style of standard modal logic. This logic has
HDAs as models, hence, the namehigher dimensional modal logic(HDML). This is our basic language to talk
about general models of concurrent systems. For this basic logic we prove decidability using a form of filtration
argument, and we show how compactness fails. Also, we provide an axiomatic system and prove it is sound and
complete for the higher dimensional automata.HDML in its basic variant is shown to become standard modal
logic when the language and the higher dimensional models are restricted in a certain way.

HDML contrasts with standard temporal/modal logics in the fact that HDML can reason aboutwhat holds
“during” some concurrent events are executing. The close related logic for distributed transition systems of [12]
is in the same style of reasoning only about what holds “after” some concurrent events have finished executing. As
we show in the examples section, the “after” logics can be encoded inHDML, hence also the logic of [12].

The other purpose of this work is to provide a general framework for reasoning about concurrent systems at any
level of abstraction and granularity, accounting also for choices and independence of actions. Thus, the purpose
of the examples in Section 3 is to show that studyingHDML, and particular variants of it, is fruitful for analyzing
concurrent systems and their logics. In this respect we study variants of higher dimensional modal logic inspired by
temporal logic and dynamic logic. Already in Section 3.2 we add to the basic language two kinds ofUntil operator,
in the style of linear and branching time temporal logics. Weshow how this variant ofHDML, when interpreted
over the class ofHDAs corresponding to Kripke structures, can be particularizedjust by syntactic restrictions
to CTL [13]. A second variant, in Section 3.3, decorates theHDML modalities with labels. This multi-modal
variant ofHDML together with the LTL-likeUntil operator, when interpreted over the class ofHDAsthat encodes
Mazurkiewicz traces, becomes LTrL [9] (the linear time temporal logic over Mazurkiewicz traces).
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Figure 1: Example of aHDA with two concurrent events labeled bya andb.

2 Modal Logic over Higher Dimensional Automata

In this section we define a higher dimensional automaton (HDA) following the definition and terminology of [3, 6].
Afterwards we proposehigher dimensional modal logic(HDML) for reasoning about concurrent systems modeled
asHDAs. The semantic interpretation of the language is defined in terms ofHDAs(i.e., theHDAs, with a valuation
function attached, are the models we propose forHDML).

For an intuitive understanding of theHDA model consider the standard example [6, 3] pictured in Figure 1.
It represents aHDA that models two concurrent events which are labeled bya andb (one might have the same
labela for both events). TheHDA has four states,q1

0 to q4
0, and four transitions between them. This would be the

standard picture for interleaving, but in the case ofHDA there is also a squareq2. Traversing through the interior
of the square means that both events are executing. When traversing on the lower transition means that event one
is executing but event two has not started yet, whereas, whentraversing through the upper transition it means that
event one is executing and event two has finished already. In the states there is no event executing, in particular, in
stateq3

0 both events have finished, whereas in stateq1
0 no event has started yet.

In the same manner,HDAsallow to represent three concurrent events through a cube, or more events through
hypercubes. Causality of events is modeled by sticking suchhypercubes one after the other. For our example, if we
omit the interior of the square (i.e., the greyq2 is removed) we are left with a description of a system where there
is the choice between two sequences of two events, i.e.,a;b+b;a.

Definition 2.1 (higher dimensional automata). A cubical setH = (Q,s, t) is formed of a family of sets Q=
⋃∞

n=0 Qn

with all sets Qn disjoint, and for each n, a family of maps si , ti : Qn→ Qn−1 with 1≤ i ≤ n which respect the
following cubical laws:

αi ◦β j = β j−1◦αi , 1≤ i< j≤n andα ,β ∈{s, t}. (1)

In H, thes andt denote the collection of all the maps from all the families (i.e., for all n). Ahigher dimensional
structure(Q,s, t, l) over an alphabetΣ is a cubical set together with alabeling functionl : Q1→ Σ which respects
l(si(q)) = l(ti(q)) for all q ∈ Q2 and i∈ {1,2}.1 A higher dimensional automaton(Q,s, t, l , I ,F) is a higher
dimensional structure with two designated sets ofinitial andfinal cellsI ⊆Q0 and F⊆Q0.

We call the elements ofQ0,Q1,Q2,Q3 respectivelystates, transitions, squares, andcubes, whereas the general
elements ofQn are called n-dimensional cubes (or hypercubes). We call generically an element ofQ a cell (also
known as n-cell). For a transitionq∈ Q1 the s1(q) andt1(q) represent respectively its source and its target cells
(which arestatesfrom Q0 in this case). Similarly for a general cellq∈Qn there aren source cells andn target cells
all of dimensionn−1. Intuitively, an n-dimensional cellq represents a snapshot of a concurrent system in whichn
events are performed at the same time, i.e., concurrently. Asource cellsi(q) represents the snapshot of the system
before the starting of theith event, whereas the target cellti(q) represents the snapshot of the system immediately
after the termination of theith event. A transition ofQ1 represents a snapshot of the system in which a single event
is performed.

1Later, in Definition 3.13, the labeling is extended naturally to all cells.



4 Higher Dimensional Modal Logic

The cubical laws account for the geometry (concurrency) of the HDAs; there are four kinds of cubical laws
depending on the instantiation ofα and β . For the example of Figure 1 consider the cubical law whereα is
instantiated tot andβ to s, andi = 1 and j = 2: t1(s2(q2)) = s1(t1(q2)). In the left hand side, the second source
cell of q2 is, in this case, the transitions2(q2) = q1

1 = (q1
0,q

2
0) and the first target cell ofq1

1 is q2
0 (the only target cell

becauses2(q2) ∈ Q1); this must be the same cell when taking the right hand side ofthe cubical law, i.e., the first
target cell ist1(q2) = q2

1 = (q2
0,q

3
0) and the first source ofq2

1 is q2
0.

We propose the language ofhigher dimensional modal logicfor talking about concurrent systems.HDML
follows the tradition and style of standard modal languages[14].

Definition 2.2 (higher dimensional modal logic). A formulaϕ in higher dimensional modal logicis constructed
using the grammar below, from a setΦB of atomic propositions, withφ ∈ ΦB, which are combined using the
Boolean symbols⊥ and→ (from which all other standard propositional operations are generated), and using the
modalities{} and〈〉.

ϕ := φ |⊥| ϕ → ϕ | {}ϕ | 〈〉ϕ

We call{} the during modalityand〈〉 the after modality. The intuitive reading of{}ϕ is: “pick some event
from the ones currently not running (must exist at least one not running) and start it; in the new configuration of the
system (during which, one more event is concurrently executing) the formulaϕ must hold”. The intuitive reading
of 〈〉ϕ is: “pick some event from the ones currently running concurrently (must exist one running) and terminate
it; in the new configuration of the system the formulaϕ must hold”. This intuition is formalized in the semantics
of HDML.

The choice of our notation is biased by the intuitive usage ofthese modalities where the after modality talks
about what happens after some event is terminated; in this respect being similar to the standard diamond modality
of dynamic logic. Later, in Section 3.3, these modalities are decorated with labels. The during modality talks about
what happens during the execution of some event and hence we adopt the notation of Pratt [15].

The models ofHDML are higher dimensional structures together with a valuation functionV : Q→ 2ΦB which
associates a set of atomic propositions to each cell (of any dimension). This means thatV assigns some propositions
to each state of dimension 0, to each transition of dimension1, to each square of dimension 2, to each cube of
dimension 3, etc. Denote a model ofHDML by H = (Q,s, t, l ,V ). A HDML formula is evaluated in a cell of such
a modelH .

One may see theHDML models as divided intolevels, each level increasing the concurrency complexity of the
system; i.e., levelQn increases the complexity compared to levelQn−1 by adding one more event (to haven events
executing concurrently instead ofn−1). One can seeQ0 as having concurrency complexity 0 because there are no
events executing there. The levels are linked together through thesi andti maps. With this view in mind the during
and after modalities should be understood as jumping from one level to the other; the{} modality jumps one level
up, whereas the〈〉 modality jumps one level down.

Definition 2.3 (satisfiability). Table 1 defines recursively the satisfaction relation|= of a formulaϕ wrt. a model
H in a particular n-cell q (for some arbitrary n); denote this as H ,q |= ϕ . The notions of satisfiability and
validity are defined as usual.

Both modalities have an existential flavor. In particular note thatH ,q0 6|= 〈〉ϕ , for q0 ∈ Q0 a state, because
there is no event executing in a state, and thus no event can beterminated. Similarly, for the during modality,
H ,qn 6|= {}ϕ for any n-cellqn ∈ Qn when all setsQk, with n< k, are empty (i.e., the family of setsQ is bounded
by n). This says that there can be at mostn events running at the same time, and when reaching this limitone
cannot start another event and therefore{}ϕ cannot be satisfied.

The universal correspondents of{} and 〈〉 are defined in the usual style of modal logic. We denote these

modalities by respectively[{}]ϕ and[ ]ϕ ; eg.[{}]ϕ △

= ¬{}¬ϕ . The intuitive reading of[ ]ϕ is: “pick any of the events
currently running concurrently and after terminating it,ϕ must hold in the new configuration of the system”. Note
that this modality holds trivially for any stateq0 ∈Q0, i.e.,H ,q0 |= []ϕ .



C. Prisacariu 5

H ,q |= φ iff φ ∈ V (q).
H ,q 6|=⊥
H ,q |= ϕ1 → ϕ2 iff when H ,q |= ϕ1 thenH ,q |= ϕ2.
H ,q |= {}ϕ iff assumingq∈Qn for somen,

∃q′ ∈Qn+1 s.t.si(q′) = q for some 1≤ i ≤ n+1, andH ,q′ |= ϕ .
H ,q |= 〈〉ϕ iff assumingq∈Qn for somen,

∃q′ ∈Qn−1 s.t.ti(q) = q′ for some 1≤ i ≤ n, andH ,q′ |= ϕ .

Table 1: Semantics forHDML.

In the rest of this section we prove that satisfiability forHDML is decidable using a variation of the filtration
technique [14]. Then we give an axiomatic system forHDML and prove its soundness.

2.1 Decidability of HDML

The filtration for the states is the same as in the standard modal logic, but for cells of dimension 1 or higher we
need to take care that the mapst ands in the filtration model remain maps and that they respect the cubical laws so
that the filtration is still aHDML model. This can be done, but the filtration model is bigger than what is obtained
in the case of standard modal logic. On top, the proof of the small model property (Theorem 2.13) is more involved
due to the complexities of the definition of filtration given in Definition 2.6.
Definition 2.4 (subformula closure). Thesubformula closureof a formulaϕ is the set of formulasC (ϕ) defined
recursively as:

C (φ) △
= {φ}, for φ ∈ΦB

C (ϕ1 → ϕ2)
△
= {ϕ1 → ϕ2}∪C (ϕ1)∪C (ϕ2)

C ({}ϕ)
△
= {{}ϕ}∪C (ϕ)

C (〈〉ϕ)
△
= {〈〉ϕ}∪C (ϕ)

Thesizeof a formula (denoted|ϕ |) is calculated by summing the number of Boolean and modal symbols with
the number of atomic propositions and⊥ symbols that appear in the formula. (All instances of a symbol are
counted.)
Proposition 2.5(size of the closure). The size of the subformula closure of a formulaϕ is linear in the size of the
formula; i.e.,|C (ϕ)| ≤ |ϕ |.

Proof. The proof is easy, using structural induction and observingthat for the atomic formulas the size of the
closure is exactly 1, the size of the formula. For a compound formula like{}ϕ the induction hypothesis says that
|C (ϕ)| ≤ |ϕ | which means 1+ |C (ϕ)| ≤ 1+ |ϕ |.

Definition 2.6 (filtration). Given a formulaϕ , we define below a relation≡ (which is easily proven to be an
equivalence relation) over the cells of a higher dimensional structureH , where q,q′ ∈Qi, for some i∈ N:

q≡ q′ iff for any ψ ∈ C (ϕ) then(H ,q |= ψ iff H ,q′ |= ψ).

A filtration modelH f of some structureH through the closure setC (ϕ) is the structure(Qf ,sf , t f , l f ,V f ):

Qf
n

△

= {[qn] | qn ∈Qn}, where[qn] is

[q0]
△

= {q′ | q0≡ q′} when q0 ∈Q0, otherwise,

[qn]
△

= {q′ | qn≡ q′∧ ti(q′) ∈ [pi ]∧si(q′) ∈ [p′i ]
for all 1≤ i ≤ n and for some fixed[pi ], [p′i ] ∈Qf

n−1}.

sf
i ([qn])

△
= [qn−1] iff for all p ∈ [qn], si(p) ∈ [qn−1].

t f
i ([qn])

△
= [qn−1] iff for all p ∈ [qn], ti(p) ∈ [qn−1].

V f ([q])
△
= V (q).
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Lemma 2.7. Any two sets[p], [q] ∈Qf
n, for some n∈ N, are disjoint.

Proof. By induction onn.
The base case forn= 0 is easy as the definition ofQf

0 results in the equivalence classes onQ0 generated by the
equivalence relation≡, which are disjoint.

Inductive step: Consider[p], [q] ∈ Qf
n, for which we assume that∃r ∈ Qn with r ∈ [p] andr ∈ [q]. From the

definition we get (1)q≡ r ≡ p and, (2) for any 1≤ i ≤ n and some fixed[p′i ], [q
′
i ]∈Qf

n−1, ti(r) ∈ [p′i ] andti(r) ∈ [q′i ].
By the induction hypothesis we know that[p′i ] and [q′i ] are disjoint, which, together with (2) before, implies that
[p′i ] = [q′i ] for all 1≤ i ≤ n. Because of this and (1) it implies that[q] = [p]. Therefore we have proven that if two
sets[p], [q] ∈ Qf

n have a cell in common then they must be the same. (Note that an analogous treatment ofsi is
needed.)

Lemma 2.8.

1. The definitions of sfi and tfi are that ofmaps(as required in a higher dimensional structure).

2. The sfi and tfi respect thecubical lawsof a higher dimensional structure.

Proof. For 1. we give the proof only fort f
i , as the proof forsf

i is analogous. We usereductio ad absurdumand
assume, for some[q] ∈ Qf

n, that t f
i ([q]) = [p] and t f

i ([q]) = [p′] with [p] 6= [p′] and [p], [p′] ∈ Qf
n−1. From the

definition we have that for allq∈ [q] both ti(q) ∈ [p] andti(q) ∈ [p′]. From Lemma 2.7 we know that[p] and[p′]
are disjoint and we know thatti is a map (i.e., the outcome is unique), therefore we have the contradiction.

We have thus proven that for some input,t f
i returns a unique output. It now remains to show thatt f

i is a total
map; i.e., that forany input [q] ∈Qf

n, with n> 0, it returns some outputt f
i ([q]) = [p]. Since[q] is not empty then it

has at least oneq∈ [q] and cf. Definition 2.6,ti(q) ∈ [q′] for some fixed[q′] ∈Qf
n−1. By Definition 2.6, if there are

otherqn ∈ [q] thenti(qn) is also part of the fixed[q′]. Thus,∀qn ∈ [q] : ti(qn) ∈ [q′] meaning that[q′] is the outcome
we are looking fort f

i ([q]). The same reasoning goes analogous forsf
i .

For 2. we have to prove, for some arbitrary chosen[q] ∈Qf
n and for any 1≤ i < j ≤ n that

t f
i (t

f
j ([q])) = t f

j−1(t
f
i ([q])).

(Note thatt f
i on the left side is different than thet f

i on the right side, as the left one is applied to elements ofQf
n−1

whereas the right one is applied to elements ofQf
n.) The other three kinds of cubical laws are treated analogous

only that one needs to reason with thesi maps too.
Assume, wlog. because the opposite assumption would followanalogous reasoning, thatt f

i (t
f
j ([q])) = [qn−2]

with [qn−2] ∈ Qf
n−2. This leads to considering thatt f

j ([q]) = [qn−1] with [qn−1] ∈ Qf
n−1, andt f

i ([qn−1]) = [qn−2].
From the definition we have both:
(1) ∀q∈ [q] : t j(q) ∈ [qn−1],
(2) ∀q∈ [qn−1] : ti(q) ∈ [qn−2].
Therefore, from the two we have that
(3) ∀q∈ [q] : ti(t j(q)) ∈ [qn−2].

We want to prove that[qn−2] = t f
j−1(t

f
i ([q])), for which we can assume thatt f

i ([q]) = [q′n−1] for some[q′n−1] ∈

Qf
n−1. Therefore, it amounts to proving thatt f

j−1([q
′
n−1]) = [qn−2]. For this it is enough to find somep ∈ [q′n−1]

s.t.t j−1(p) ∈ [qn−2], because by the Definition 2.6 (of theti maps) it means that∀p∈ [q′n−1] it holds thatt j−1(p) ∈
[qn−2], i.e., our desired result.

From the assumption we have that∀q ∈ [q] : ti(q) ∈ [q′n−1]. Pick one of theseti(q) and claim this to be the
p ∈ [q′n−1] we are looking for. From the cubical laws for the initialH model we know that for anyq ∈ [q],
ti(t j(q)) = t j−1(ti(q)) = t j−1(p). Because of (3) we have thatt j−1(p) ∈ [qn−2], and thus our claim is proven; i.e,
t j−1 applied to the elementti(q) that we picked from[q′n−1], is in [qn−2].
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Corollary 2.9 (filtration is a model). The filtrationH f of a modelH through a closure setC (ϕ) is a higher
dimensional structure (i.e., is still a HDML model).

Proof. Essentially, the proof amounts to showing that the definitions of sf
i and t f

i are that ofmapsand that they
respect thecubical lawswhich were done in Lemma 2.8.

Lemma 2.10(sizes of filtration sets). Each set Qf
n of the filtrationH f obtained in Definition 2.6 has finite size

which depends on the size of the formulaϕ used in the filtration; more precisely each Qf
n is bounded from above by

2|ϕ |·N where N= n! ·∑n
k=0

2k

(n−k)! .

Proof. The case for 0 is simple as the number of equivalence classes of Q0 can be maximum the number of subsets
of the subformula closureC (ϕ) which is 2|ϕ |.

The case forn= 1 is based on the size ofQf
0. Each of the 2|ϕ | equivalence classes in whichQf

1 can be divided
may have infinitely many cells. Any such equivalence class can still be broken into smaller subsets depending on the
mapst1 ands1. Becauset1 can have outcome in any of the[q0] ∈Qf

0, we get a first split into 2|ϕ | subdivisions. For
each of these we can still split it into 2|ϕ | more subdivisions because ofs1. We thus get a maximum of 2|ϕ | · (2|ϕ |)2·1

for Qf
1. For the general case ofn we need to consider all mapsti ,si , that means 2· n maps. For each of these

maps we split the 2|ϕ | possible initial equivalence classes according to the sizeof Of
n−1. Thus we get a maximum

of 2|ϕ | · (|Qf
n−1|)

2·n subdivisions. Calculating this series gives the bound on the size ofQf
n as being 2|ϕ |·N where

N = n! ·∑n
k=0

2k

(n−k)! .

As a side remark, the size ofOf
n is more than double exponential in the dimensionn, but is less than triple

exponential. More precisely, forN, the sum is bounded from above by(n+ 1) ·2n which makesN the order of
n! · (n+ 1) ·2n. We know thatn! grows faster than exponential, but not too fast; more precisely, using Stirling’s
approximation ofn! we have thatlg(n!) = Θ(n · lg(n)) makingn! · (n+ 1) ·2n = (n+ 1) ·2n+lg(n!) of order(n+
1) ·2Θ(n·(lg(n)+1)). Therefore,|Of

n| is bounded by 2|ϕ |·(n+1)·2Θ(n·(lg(n)+1))
(where we consider|ϕ | to be a constant, and

hence, not contributing to the bound).2

Lemma 2.11(filtration lemma). LetH f be the filtration ofH through the closure setC (ϕ), as in Definition 2.6.
For any formulaψ ∈ C (ϕ) and any cell q∈H , we haveH ,q |= ψ iff H f , [q] |= ψ .

Proof. By induction on the structure of the formulaψ .

Base case: For ψ = φ ∈ΦB is immediate from the definition ofV f .

Inductive step: The case for→ is straightforward making use of the induction hypothesis because the set
C (ϕ) is closed under subformulas.

Take nowψ = 〈〉ψ ′ and we prove thatH ,q |= 〈〉ψ ′ iff H f , [q] |= 〈〉ψ ′. Considering theonly if implication we
assume that (cf. definition of satisfiability from Table 1)∃q′ ∈ Qn−1 : ti(q) = q′∧q′ |= ψ ′ for some 1≤ i ≤ n, and
have to prove that∃[p] ∈Qf

n−1 : t f
i ([q]) = [p]∧ [p] |= ψ ′. Becauseq∈ [q] andti(q) = q′, using the definition of[q] it

implies that for allq∈ [q] is thatti(q) ∈ [q′] which, by the definition oft f
i , implies thatt f

i ([q]) = [q′]. (Thus we have
found the[p] = [q′] ∈Qf

n−1.) From the induction hypothesis we have thatH ,q′ |= ψ ′ implies thatH f , [q′] |= ψ ′.
This ends the proof.

Consider now theif implication and assume∃[p] ∈ Qf
n−1 : t f

i ([q]) = [p]∧ [p] |= ψ ′ for some 1≤ i ≤ n. From

the definition oft f
i we have thatti(q) ∈ [p]; which is the same as picking somep′ ∈ [p] with ti(q) = p′. From the

induction hypothesis we know thatH f , [p] |= ψ ′ iff H , p |= ψ ′ for any p∈ [p] (in particularH , p′ |= ψ ′). Thus
∃p′ ∈Qn−1 : ti(q) = p′∧H , p′ |= ψ ′ for some 1≤ i ≤ n, finishing the proof.

When we takeψ = {}ψ ′ we use analogous arguments as in the proof of〈〉ψ ′. In this case we work with the
definition ofsf

i and we look for cells of higher dimension (instead of lower dimension).

2This discussion is forn> 0 becauselg is undefined for 0.
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We define twodegrees of concurrencyof a formulaϕ : theupwards concurrency(denoted|ϕ |uc) anddownwards
concurrency(denoted|ϕ |dc). The degree of upwards concurrency counts the maximum number of nestings of the
during modality{} that are not compensated by a〈〉 modality. (E.g., the formula{}{}φ ∨{}φ ′ has the degree of
upwards concurrency equal to 2, the same as{}〈〉{}{}φ .) The formal definition of| |uc is:

|⊥|uc
△
= |φ |uc

△
= 0, for φ ∈ΦB

|ϕ1 → ϕ2|uc
△
= max(|ϕ1|uc, |ϕ2|uc)

|{}ϕ |uc
△
= 1+ |ϕ |uc

|〈〉ϕ |uc
△
= max(0, |ϕ |uc−1)

The definition of the degree of downwards concurrency| |dc is symmetric to the one above in the two modalities;
i.e., interchange the modalities in the last two lines. Notethat |ϕ |uc+ |ϕ |dc≤ |ϕ |. The next result offers a safe
reduction of a model where we remove all cells which have dimension greater than some constant depending on
the formula of interest.

Lemma 2.12(concurrency boundedness). If a HDML formulaϕ is satisfiable,H ,q |= ϕ with q∈Qk, then it exists
a model with all the sets Qm, with m> |ϕ |uc+k, empty, which satisfies the formula.

Proof. By induction on the structure of the formulaϕ .

Base case: Forφ ∈ΦB and⊥ the evaluation is in the same cellq and thus all the cells of dimension higher than
k are not important and can be empty.

Inductive step: Forϕ1 → ϕ2 the semantics says that wheneverH ,q |= ϕ1 thenH ,q |= ϕ2. From the induction
hypothesis we have that all cells of dimension greater thank+ |ϕ1|uc (respectivelyk+ |ϕ2|uc) are not important
for checkingϕ1 (respectivelyϕ2). Thus it is a safe approximation to consider all the cells ofat most dimension
max(k+ |ϕ1|uc,k+ |ϕ2|uc) = k+ |ϕ1 → ϕ2|uc and all setsQm of greater dimension can be empty.

For{}ϕ the semantics says that we need to check the formulaϕ in cells of dimension one greater, i.e.,qk+1 |=
ϕ . From the induction hypothesis we know that for checkingqk+1 |= ϕ it is enough to have only cells of most
dimensionk+1+ |ϕ |uc = k+ |{}ϕ |uc (where all other cells can be removed).

For 〈〉ϕ the semantics says that we need to checkqk−1 |= ϕ , that is, in cells of immediately lower dimension.
For this, the induction hypothesis says that we need to consider cells of dimension at mostk−1+ |ϕ |uc which is
the same ask+(|ϕ |uc− 1). When|ϕ |uc = 0 thenk is a safe approximation and from the definition of the| |uc it
is the same ask+ |〈〉ϕ |uc. Otherwise, when|ϕ |uc > 0, the definition of| |uc tells us thatk+(|ϕ |uc−1) is exactly
k+ |〈〉ϕ |uc.

Notation: The formula〈〉φ ∧ 〈〉¬φ expresses that there can be terminated at least two different events (in other
words, the cell in which the formula is evaluated to true has dimension at least two). Similarly the formula〈〉(φ ∧
¬φ ′)∧〈〉(¬φ ∧¬φ ′)∧〈〉(¬φ ∧φ ′) says that there are at least three events that can be terminated. For eachi ∈ N∗

one can write such a formula to say that there are at leasti events that can be terminated. Denote such a formula by
〈〉i. Also define〈〉iϕ asi applications of the〈〉 modality toϕ (i.e., 〈〉 . . . 〈〉ϕ where〈〉 appearsi times). Similar, for
the during modality denote{}i the formula that can starti different events, and by{}iϕ the i applications of{} to
ϕ .

Theorem 2.13(small model property). If a HDML formula ϕ is satisfiable then it is satisfiable on a finite model

with no more than∑|ϕ |n=02|ϕ |·N cells where N= n! ·∑n
k=0

2k

(n−k)! .

Proof. Assume that there exists a modelH and a cellql ∈ Ql in this model for whichH ,ql |= ϕ . We can prove
that there exists a (maybe different) modelH ′ and a cellq′l that satisfyϕ but whichl < |ϕ |− |ϕ |uc. We do this by
induction on the structure ofϕ .
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Base case: whenϕ = φ ∈ ΦB. The semantics needs to look only at the valuations, and by the assumption, the
valuation ofql in H satisfiesϕ . Hence we can just use one cell model where we attach this satisfying valuation to
it. Therefore levelQ0 is enough; hencel = 0< |φ |− |φ |uc = 1−0.

Inductive step: whenϕ = ϕ1 → ϕ2. By the semantics it means that wheneverϕ1 is satisfied inql alsoϕ2 is.
But by the induction hypothesis it means thatl < |ϕ1| − |ϕ1|uc and alsol < |ϕ2| − |ϕ2|uc. Therefore it is a safe
approximation to takel to be the maximum of the two:l < max(|ϕ1|− |ϕ1|uc, |ϕ2|− |ϕ2|uc). We have to show that
l < |ϕ | − |ϕ |uc and we do this by showing thatmax(|ϕ1| − |ϕ1|uc, |ϕ2| − |ϕ2|uc) < |ϕ | − |ϕ |uc. By expanding the
definition on the right we get the inequalitymax(|ϕ1|− |ϕ1|uc, |ϕ2|− |ϕ2|uc)< |ϕ1|+ |ϕ2|+1−max(|ϕ1|uc, |ϕ2|uc).
This amounts to showing thatmax(|ϕ1|− |ϕ1|uc, |ϕ2|− |ϕ2|uc)+max(|ϕ1|uc, |ϕ2|uc) < |ϕ1|+ |ϕ2|+1. Denote the
quantity |ϕ1|− |ϕ1|uc = A and|ϕ2|− |ϕ2|uc = B and hence have|ϕ1| = A+ |ϕ1|uc and|ϕ2| = B+ |ϕ2|uc. Thus the
inequality translates tomax(A,B) +max(|ϕ1|uc, |ϕ2|uc) < A+ |ϕ1|uc+B+ |ϕ2|uc+ 1. Since bothA and B (also
the other quantities in the inequality) are positive the result is obvious asmax(A,B) < A+B (as being one of the
summands) andmax(|ϕ1|uc, |ϕ2|uc)< |ϕ1|uc+ |ϕ2|uc.

Whenϕ = {}ϕ1 the semantics says that existsql+1 ∈ Ql+1 whereϕ1 holds. The inductive hypothesis says
that l +1< |ϕ1|− |ϕ1|uc. This means thatl < |ϕ1|− |ϕ1|uc−1= |ϕ1|− |{}ϕ1|uc < |ϕ1|+1−|{}ϕ1|uc = |{}ϕ1|−
|{}ϕ1|uc.

Whenϕ = 〈〉ϕ1 the semantics says that existsqn−1 ∈ Ql−1 whereϕ1 holds. From the inductive hypothesis we
havel−1< |ϕ1|−|ϕ1|uc. This means thatl < |ϕ1|+1−|ϕ1|uc= |〈〉ϕ1|−|ϕ1|uc. Becausemax(0, |ϕ1|uc−1)< |ϕ1|uc

it means that|〈〉ϕ1|− |ϕ1|uc < |〈〉ϕ1|−max(0, |ϕ1|uc−1) hencel < |〈〉ϕ1|− |〈〉ϕ1|uc.

From the above we can safely assumel = |ϕ |− |ϕ |uc.

From Lemma 2.12 we know that we need to consider only the setsQn for n≤ l + |ϕ |uc = |ϕ |, and all other
sets ofQ are empty. From Lemma 2.11 we know that we can build a filtration modelH f s.t. the formulaϕ is still
satisfiable and, by Lemma 2.10, we know that all the setsQf

n have a finite number of cells. Thus we are safe if we
sum up all the cells in all theQf

n, with n≤ |ϕ |.

Corollary 2.14 (decidability). Deciding the satisfiability of a HDML formulaϕ is done in space at most∑|ϕ |n=02|ϕ |·N

where N is defined in Theorem 2.13.

2.2 Axiomatic system forHDML

In the following we give an axiomatic system forHDML and prove it to be sound. This system corrects the one in
[1]. In Table 2 we give a set of axioms and rules of inference for HDML. If a formula isderivablein this axiomatic
system we write⊢ ϕ . We say that a formulaϕ is derivable from a set of formulasS iff ⊢ ψ1∧ ·· · ∧ψn → ϕ for
someψ1, . . . ,ψn ∈ S (we write equivalentlyS⊢ ϕ). A set of formulasS is said to beconsistentif S 6 ⊢⊥, otherwise
it is said to beinconsistent. A consistent setS is calledmaximaliff all setsS′, with S⊂ S′, are inconsistent.

Proposition 2.15(theorems). The following are derivable in the axiomatic system of Table2:
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Axiom schemes:
(A1) All instances of propositional tautologies.

(A2) {}⊥ ↔⊥ (A2’) 〈〉⊥ ↔⊥
(A3) {}(ϕ ∨ϕ ′) ↔ {}ϕ ∨{}ϕ ′ (A3’) 〈〉(ϕ ∨ϕ ′) ↔ 〈〉ϕ ∨〈〉ϕ ′
(A4) [{}]ϕ ↔ ¬{}¬ϕ (A4’) [ ]ϕ ↔ ¬〈〉¬ϕ

(A5) 〈〉i → 〈〉i⊤ ∀i ∈ N∗

(A6) 〈〉2⊤ → (〈〉[ ]ϕ → [ ]〈〉ϕ)
(A7) {}[ ]ϕ → [ ]{}ϕ (A7’) 〈〉[{}]ϕ → [{}]〈〉ϕ
(A8) {}〈〉i⊤→ [{}]〈〉i⊤ ∀i ∈ N (A8’) 〈〉〈〉i⊤→ [ ]〈〉i⊤ ∀i ∈N
(A9) 〈〉i⊤→ [{}]〈〉〈〉i⊤ ∀i ∈ N (A9’) {}〈〉〈〉i⊤→ 〈〉i⊤ ∀i ∈ N

(A10) {}{}〈〉ϕ → {}〈〉{}ϕ (A10’) {}〈〉〈〉ϕ → 〈〉{}〈〉ϕ

Inference rules:

(R1)
ϕ ϕ → ϕ ′

(MP)
ϕ ′

(R2)
ϕ → ϕ ′

(D)
{}ϕ → {}ϕ ′

(R2’)
ϕ → ϕ ′

(D’)
〈〉ϕ → 〈〉ϕ ′

(R3) Uniform variable substitution.

Table 2: Axiomatic system forHDML.

⊢ {}(ϕ → ϕ ′) → ({}ϕ → {}ϕ ′) (1)

⊢ 〈〉(ϕ → ϕ ′) → (〈〉ϕ → 〈〉ϕ ′) (2)

⊢ 〈〉2⊤ → (〈〉[ ]ϕ ∧〈〉[ ]¬ϕ) →⊥ (3)

⊢ (〈〉〈〉ϕ ∧〈〉[ ]¬ϕ) → 〈〉3⊤ (4)

⊢ [ ][ ]⊥→ (〈〉ϕ → [ ]ϕ) (5)

⊢ 〈〉⊤ → ({}[ ]ϕ → 〈〉{}ϕ) (6)

⊢ {}⊤ → (〈〉[{}]ϕ → {}〈〉ϕ) (7)

⊢ [{}]〈〉⊤ (8)

⊢ 〈〉[{}]⊥ → [{}]⊥ (9)

⊢ {}⊤ → [ ]{}⊤ (10)

⊢ {}⊤∧〈〉⊤ → 〈〉{}⊤ (11)

⊢ 〈〉⊤ → ({}〈〉⊤ → 〈〉{}⊤) (12)

⊢ {}(〈〉φ ∧〈〉¬φ) → (〈〉{}φ ∨〈〉{}¬φ) (13)

⊢ {}{}〈〉〈〉φ → {}〈〉{}〈〉φ (14)

⊢ {}{}{}〈〉φ → {}〈〉{}{}φ (15)

⊢ {}{}〈〉{}φ → {}〈〉{}{}φ (16)

⊢ [{}][ ][{}]φ → [{}][{}][ ]φ (17)

⊢ [ ][{}][ ]φ → [{}][ ][ ]φ (18)

Moreover, one can use the following derived rules:



C. Prisacariu 11

ϕ
,

[{}]ϕ

ϕ
,

[ ]ϕ
ϕ → ϕ ′

,
[{}]ϕ → [{}]ϕ ′

ϕ → ϕ ′
.

[ ]ϕ → [ ]ϕ ′

Proof. The first two theorems are derivable as in standard modal logic only using the standard axioms (A2)-(A3’).
The derived rules are also as in standard modal logic. The theorem (3) is a consequence of (A6):〈〉2⊤ → 〈〉[ ]ϕ ∧

〈〉[ ]¬ϕ
(A6)
→ 〈〉2⊤ → [ ]〈〉ϕ ∧ 〈〉[ ]¬ϕ SML

→ 〈〉(〈〉ϕ ∧ [ ]¬ϕ)
SML
→ 〈〉〈〉(ϕ ∧¬ϕ)

(A2′)
→ ⊥ . The theorem (5) uses the

contrapositive of axiom (A5):[ ][ ]⊥↔ ¬〈〉〈〉⊤ → ¬(〈〉2) ↔ ¬(〈〉ϕ ∧ 〈〉¬ϕ) ↔ (〈〉ϕ → [ ]ϕ). The theorem
(4) uses axiom (A6). The theorem (6) is a consequence of (A7):from propositional reasoning we have〈〉⊤ →

({}[ ]ϕ → 〈〉{}ϕ) ↔ ({}[ ]ϕ ∧〈〉⊤ → 〈〉{}ϕ), and using (A7) we have{}[ ]ϕ ∧〈〉⊤
(A7)
→ [ ]{}ϕ ∧〈〉⊤ → 〈〉{}ϕ .

The theorem (7) is derivable in an analogous way as the one above only that we use axiom (A7’). The theorem
(8) is just the instantiation of axiom (A9) wheni = 0 (i.e.,〈〉0⊤

△
= ⊤). The theorem (9) is a consequence of (A7’):

〈〉[{}]⊥
(A7′)
→ [{}]〈〉⊥

(A2′)
→ [{}]⊥. The theorem (10) is a consequence of the theorem (9) by contraposition. The

theorem (11) is derivable from theorem (8). The theorem (12)is derivable from theorem (11). The theorem (13)
is derivable from theorem (11) after using axiom (A5) and axiom (A9’) instantiate toi = 1: {}(〈〉φ ∧ 〈〉¬φ) →

{}〈〉2
(A5)
→ {}〈〉2⊤ ≡ {}⊤∧{}〈〉2⊤

(A9′)
→ {}⊤∧ 〈〉⊤

(11)
→ 〈〉{}⊤

prop
→ 〈〉{}(φ ∨¬φ) SML

→ 〈〉({}(φ)∨ {}(¬φ)) SML
→

〈〉{}(φ)∨〈〉{}(¬φ). Theorem (14) follows either from axiom (A10) by the D’ rule or from axiom (A10’) by the D
rule. Theorem (16) is an instantiation of axiom (A10). Theorem (15) needs twice the application of axiom (A10)
and the D rule. We need here the application of the axiom two times because we move the〈〉 modality two times
over{}, whereas for the other theorems we move the modality only once. The theorems (17) and (18) are just the
contrapositives of axioms (A10) respectively (A10’).

Exercise 2.1.A challenge is to prove the validity of:

〈〉(p∧ [ ]¬p)∧〈〉(¬p∧ [ ]¬p)∧〈〉〈〉p→ 〈〉4⊤

This challenge is related to theorem 2.15.(4). A general version of this challenge should be possible, where one can
deduce〈〉i⊤ from 〈〉〈〉p and i−1 distinct formulas〈〉(φi ∧ [ ]¬p) which contradict on theφi components.

Before proving soundness we should have some intuition about the non-standard axioms (A5) to (A10’). First
consider the axioms (A6) to (A7’) which relate to the cubicallaws.

• Axiom (A6) embodies the cubical lawti(t j(q)) = t j−1(ti(q)) (i.e., the cubical law whereα is instantiated to
t andβ to t). This axiom is to be checked only for cell of dimension 2 or higher (i.e.,〈〉2⊤ holds).

• The two axioms (A7) and (A7’) relate to the cubical laws whereα andβ are instantiated differently, one
to s and the other tot; e.g.,si(t j(q)) = t j−1(si(q)). We included both axioms (A7) and (A7’) for symmetry
reasons, but it is clear that one can be obtained from the other by contraposition.

The other axioms talk about the dimensions of the cells and about the division of the cells into layersQn.

• Axiom (A5) 〈〉i → 〈〉i⊤ says that if in a cell there can be terminated at leasti different events then this means
that this cell has dimension at leasti (i.e., one can goi levels down by〈〉i⊤). This is natural because the
dimension of a cell is given by the number of events that are currently executing concurrently.

• Axiom (A9) 〈〉i⊤ → [{}]〈〉〈〉i⊤ has two purposes. In the basic variant (fori = 0 it becomes[{}]〈〉⊤) it says
that in any cell, however one starts an event then one can alsoterminate an event. In the general form the
axiom says that from some leveli when going one level up (by starting an event) and then one level down (by
terminating an event) we always end up on the same leveli; i.e., we end in a cell of the same dimension like
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the cell that it started in. Axiom (A9’) intuitively finds outthe level of the current cell. If one can start and
then can terminate an event in a cell of at least dimensioni then the current cell also has dimension at leasti.

• Axiom (A8) intuitively says that if from a cell we can start anevent and reach a cell of some concurrency
complexity (given by the〈〉i⊤) then any way of starting an event from this cell ends up in cells of the same
complexity. Though similar in nature, axiom (A8’) can be seen intuitively as saying that if onet map of
the current cell ends up in a cell of dimension at leasti then all thet maps end up in the same dimension.
These two axioms relate with the part of the definition of theHDA where all thesi andti maps for somen are
defined on the same domain and codomain.

• Axioms (A10) and (A10’) are somehow related to the notion of homotopy (see eg. [3, ch.7.4]) or to the ways
one can walk (i.e., thepathson aHDA, to be defined later) on theHDAsusing theHDML modalities (or in
other terms, these axioms are related to the histories of an event). One may reach a cell from another cell in
aHDA in different ways and the notion of homotopy says that all these ways are considered equivalent. Take
the example of the square (cell of dimension 2) from Figure 1 where the state in the upper-right corner can
be reached from the cell in the lower-left corner in more thanone way.

In this setting axioms (A10) and (A10’) basically say that instead of going through the inside of a square one
can go on one of it sides. In other words, instead of going through a cell of higher dimension one can go only
through cells of lowed dimensions. Particular to our example from Figure 1 the axiom (A10) says that when
going from the lower-left corner through the inside of the square one can instead go through one of the lower
or left sides and reach the same place. The other axiom (A10’)says that for reaching the upper-right corner,
instead of going through its inside one can just take one of its upper or right sides.

Note also the theorems (14)-(16) which involve fourHDML modalities stacked one on top of the other. These
are theorems of the two axioms (A10) and (A10’) which involveonly three modalities. In particular note
the converse implication of (14) which is not a theorem. Thissays intuitively that one cannot infer from just
being able to walk on the edges of a square that the square is filled in, i.e., that true concurrency is present.
This makesHDML powerful enough for the distinction between true concurrency and interleaving.

Remark that a natural counterpart (using the{}modality in place of〈〉) of the axiom (A6) is{}[{}]ϕ → [{}]{}ϕ
(which appeared in the short paper version [1]). But this “axiom” is broken by the fact thatHDAsallow choices.
This formula would be valid only when working inside a singlefull cube (i.e., no choices, just concurrency), as
would be the case when representing Mazurkiewicz traces asHDAs.

Theorem 2.16(soundness). The axiomatic system of Table 2 is sound; i.e.,∀ϕ : ⊢ ϕ ⇒ |= ϕ .

Proof. For soundness of the axiomatic system it is enough to prove that the axioms (A5) to (A10’) are valid.
We start with axiom (A6) and assumeH ,qn |= 〈〉[ ]ϕ for someqn ∈ Qn andn≥ 2 because of the assumption

〈〉2⊤. This means that exists someqn−1 ∈ Qn−1 s.t. tk(qn) = qn−1 for some 1≤ k≤ n with H ,qn−1 |= []ϕ , and
from this it means that for any 1≤ l ≤ n−1, H , tl (qn−1) |= ϕ . We need to show thatH ,qn |= []〈〉ϕ . This means
that for anym 6= k we have to find a 1≤m′ ≤ n−1 s.t.H , tm′(tm(qn)) |= ϕ .3 This is easy by applying the cubical
law, considering wlog.m< k, tm(tk(qn)) = tk−1(tm(qn)).4 Thus, them′ = k−1 for which trivially 1≤ k−1≤ n−1.
From the assumption we showed that we haveH , tm(tk(qn)) |= ϕ and henceH , tk−1(tm(qn)) |= ϕ .

For axiom (A7) assumeH ,qn |= {}[ ]ϕ with qn ∈ Qn. This means that existsqn+1 ∈ Qn+1 and 1≤ k≤ n+1
s.t.sk(qn+1) = qn andH ,qn+1 |= []ϕ . Further, this implies that for any 1≤ i ≤ n+1, H , ti(qn+1) |= ϕ . We want
to prove thatH ,qn |= []{}ϕ , which amounts to showing that for some arbitrary 1≤m≤ n with tm(qn) = qn−1 we
can find an 1≤ l ≤ n andq′n ∈Qn s.t.sl (q′n) = qn−1 andH ,q′n |= ϕ . We assume that it exists at least onetm to work
with, for otherwise the formula[ ]{}ϕ holds trivially. We achieve the goal using the cubical laws:if m< k then

3We do not consider thek because the case form= k is trivial from the assumption above, where we know that fortk and anytl it is the
case thatH , tl (tk(qn)) |= ϕ; and because we are at least on the layer 2 it means that there exists at least onetl .

4We can apply the cubical laws because we are working with cells of dimension at least 2.
For the other case ofm> k we getm′ = k by using a corresponding cubical law.
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consider the cubical lawtm(sk(qn+1)) = sk−1(tm(qn+1)) and setl = k− 1 andq′n = tm(qn+1) for which we know
from above thatH , tm(qn+1) |= ϕ ; otherwise ifk≤m (which also means thatk≤ n) then consider the cubical law
sk(tm+1(qn+1)) = tm(sk(qn+1)) and setl = k andq′n = tm+1(qn+1) (wherem+1≤ n+1) for which we know that
H , tm+1(qn+1) |= ϕ .

For (A7’) we can just use propositional reasoning and argue its validity by contraposition with axiom (A7)
above. Nevertheless, we want to also give here a model theoretic argument similar to the above. Thus, assume
H ,qn |= 〈〉[{}]ϕ with qn ∈ Qn. This means that exists 1≤ k≤ n andqn−1 s.t. tk(qn) = qn−1 andH ,qn−1 |= [{}]ϕ ,
which means that for anyq′n with si(q′n) = qn−1 for some 1≤ i ≤ n we haveH ,q′n |= ϕ . We want to prove that
H ,qn |= [{}]〈〉ϕ which amounts to showing that for some arbitraryqn+1, with sm(qn+1)= qn for some 1≤m≤ n+1,
we can find an 1≤ l ≤ n+1 and aq′′n s.t. tl (qn+1) = q′′n andH ,q′′n |= ϕ . We use the cubical laws: ifk < m then
consider the cubical lawtk(sm(qn+1)) = sm−1(tk(qn+1)) and setl = k andq′′n = tk(qn+1) for which we have said
before thatH , tl (qn+1) |= ϕ because there is thesm−1 that reaches a cell which satisfies[{}]ϕ ; otherwise ifm≤ k
then consider the cubical lawsm(tk+1(qn+1)) = tk(sm(qn+1)) and setl = k+ 1 andq′′n = tk+1(qn+1) for which it
holds thatH , tl (qn+1) |= ϕ becauseH ,sm(tl (qn+1)) |= [{}]ϕ .

For axiom (A9) assumeH ,qn |= 〈〉
i⊤ which means thatn≥ i. Even more,〈〉i⊤ holds in any cellqn ∈ Qn of

dimensionn. We need to prove thatH ,qn |= [{}]〈〉〈〉i⊤. The proof is trivial when there is noqn+1 with sj(qn+1) =
qn. Therefore, we need to prove that for anyqn+1 with sj(qn+1) = qn, for some 1≤ j ≤ n+1, H ,qn+1 |= 〈〉〈〉

i⊤.
Becauseqn+1 ∈Qn+1 then it must have at least onet map that links it with some cellq′n ∈Qn on the lower level. In
q′n the formula〈〉i⊤ holds and thus we finished the proof.

For axiom (A9’) assumeH ,qn |= {}〈〉〈〉
i⊤ which means that existsqn+1 ∈Qn+1 with sj(qn+1) = qn for some

1≤ j ≤ n+1 s.t.H ,qn+1 |= 〈〉〈〉
i⊤. This means thatn+1≥ i +1 and thusn≥ i. Therefore, for anyq′n ∈ Qn the

formula 〈〉i⊤ holds because we can go at leasti levels down and find any cell satisfying⊤, hence〈〉i⊤ holds also
in qn ∈Qn.

Axiom (A8) can actually be derived from axioms (A9) and (A9’)as follows: for i > 1 then{}〈〉i⊤
(A9′)
→

〈〉i−1⊤
(A9)
→ [{}]〈〉i⊤; whereas fori = 1 it is just an instantiation of axiom (A9) fori = 0. As we did for axiom (A7’)

we leave these so that the reader has a more intuitive understanding of the apparent symmetries of these formulas.
Nevertheless, we give also a model-theoretic argument, hence assumeH ,qn |= {}〈〉

i⊤. This means that exists
qn+1 and 1≤ j ≤ n+1 s.t.sj(qn+1) = qn andH ,qn+1 |= 〈〉

i⊤. This means that the dimension ofqn+1 is greater
thani, i.e.,n+1≥ i. We want to prove thatH ,qn |= [{}]〈〉i⊤ which amounts to showing that for anyq′n+1 ∈Qn+1

with sj(q′n+1) = qn for some 1≤ j ≤ n+1 we haveH ,q′n+1 |= 〈〉
i⊤. But we know from before that the dimension

of q′n+1 is at leasti; this means that we can go down at leasti levels and on the lowest level any cell models⊤.
Hence we haveH ,q′n+1 |= 〈〉

i⊤.
For axiom (A8’) we use a similar argument as in the proof basedon the semantics of〈〉 and[ ] this time.
For (A5) consider thatH ,q |= 〈〉i which means that there existi different cellsq j with 1≤ j ≤ i which are the

result of the application of at map toq. Becauset is a map it means that there exist at leasti different mapst j with
1≤ j ≤ i that are applied toq. Therefore,q is of dimension at leasti which means that we can goi levels down (by
using an inductive argument). This makes the formula〈〉i⊤ true atq.

For (A10) assumeH ,qn |= {}{}〈〉ϕ which by the definition of the semantics it means that∃qn+1 ∈Qn+1,k≤
n+1 : sk(qn+1) = qn and∃qn+2 ∈Qn+2, i ≤ n+2 : si(qn+2) = qn+1 and∃q′n+1 ∈ Qn+1, j ≤ n+1 : t j(qn+2) = q′n+1
andH , t j(qn+2) |= ϕ . We want to prove thatH ,qn |= {}〈〉{}ϕ . This amounts to finding three cellsqa

n+1 ∈Qn+1,
qb

n ∈ Qn, andqc
n+1 ∈ Qn+1 s.t.sl (qa

n+1) = qn, tm(qa
n+1) = qb

n, andsn(qc
n+1) = qb

n andH ,qc
n+1 |= ϕ . We treat three

cases depending oni and j.
Case whenj < i then choosem= j, n= i−1,k= l , andqa

n+1 = qn+1 hence finding the cubical lawtm(si(qn+2))=
sn(t j(qn+2))which makest j(qn+2)= qc

n+1 and hence, the desiredH ,qc
n+1 |=ϕ follows from the initialH , t j(qn+2) |=

ϕ .
Case whenj > i then choosem= j−1,n= i, k= l , andqa

n+1 = qn+1 hence finding the cubical lawsn(t j(qn+2))=
tm(si(qn+2)) which makest j(qn+2) = qc

n+1 and hence, the desiredH ,qc
n+1 |= ϕ follows as before.
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Case wheni = j then it is not enough to work only with thei and j as the cubical laws do not apply any
more. But there are ways depending onk. We need two cases. Whenk< j considerl = j−1, m= j−1, n= k,
and qa

n+1 = sk(qn+2) as coming from the cubical lawsk(sj(qn+2)) = sl (sk(qn+2)). Using a second cubical law
sk(t j(qn+2)) = tm(sk(qn+2)) = qb

n we obtainqc
n+1 = q′n+1 and hence the desiredH ,qc

n+1 |= ϕ . Otherwise, when
k≥ j then choosel = j, m= j, n = k andqa

n+1 = sk+1(qn+2) as coming from the cubical lawsl (sk+1(qn+2)) =
sk(sj(qn+2)). Using as second cubical lawtm(sk+1(qn+2)) = sk(t j(qn+2)) = qb

n we obtainqc
n+1 = q′n+1 and hence

the desired result as before.
For (A10’) assumeH ,qn |= {}〈〉〈〉ϕ which by the definition of the semantics it means that∃qn+1 ∈Qn+1, i ≤

n+1 :si(qn+1) = qn and∃q′n∈Qn, j ≤ n : t j(qn+1) = q′n and∃qn−1∈Qn−1,k≤ n−1 : tk(q′n) = qn−1 andH ,qn−1 |=
ϕ . We want to prove thatH ,qn |= 〈〉{}〈〉ϕ . This amounts to finding three cellsqa

n−1 ∈ Qn−1, qb
n ∈ Qn, and

qc
n−1 ∈ Qn−1 s.t. tm(qn) = qa

n−1, sn(qb
n) = qa

n−1, andtl (qb
n) = qc

n−1, andH ,qc
n−1 |= ϕ . We again treat three cases

depending oni and j.
Case wheni < j then choosem= j−1,n= i, l = k, andqb

n = q′n and getqa
n−1 from the cubical lawsn(t j(qn+1))=

tm(si(qn+1)) = qa
n−1. Sinceqc

n−1 = tl (qb
n) = tk(q′n) = qn−1 we get our desired resultH ,qc

n−1 |= ϕ .
Case wheni > j then choosem= j, n= i−1, l = k, andqb

n = q′n and getqa
n−1 from the cubical lawtm(si(qn+1))=

sn(t j(qn+1)) = qa
n−1. We get our desired resultH ,qc

n−1 |= ϕ as before.
Case wheni = j requires two subcases afterk as the cubical laws are not applicable toi and j anymore. We

follow a similar reasoning as we did for (A10). Whenk < j then choosel = j − 1 and haveqb
n = tk(qn+1) and

qc
n−1 = qn−1 from the cubical lawqn−1 = tk(t j(qn+1)) = tl (tk(qn+1)). To connect everything consider the cubical

law tm(si(qn+1)) = sn(tk(qn+1)) giving m= k andn= j−1. Whenk≥ j then choosel = j and haveqb
n = tk+1(qn+1)

andqc
n−1 = qn−1 from the cubical lawtl (tk+1(qn+1)) = tk(t j(qn+1)) = qn−1. And all is connected right through the

cubical lawsn(tk+1(qn+1)) = tm(sj(qn+1)) giving m= k andn= j.

Theorem 2.17(compactness failure). The HDML with the semantics of Table 1 does not have the compactness
property.

Proof. Compactness says that for any infinite set of formulasΓ if all the finite subsetsS⊂ Γ are satisfiable than the
original Γ is satisfiable.

The compactness failure forHDML is witnessed by the following infinite set of formulas:

Γ = {〈〉i⊤ | i ∈ ω}.

Any finite subsetS= {〈〉i⊤ | i ≤ n} of Γ is satisfiable on a modelHn which hasQn 6= /0 in any cellqn ∈Qn of
dimensionn; i.e.,Hn,qn |= 〈〉

i⊤ for all 〈〉i⊤∈ S.
On the other hand the infiniteΓ is not satisfiable on any pointed model, i.e., at a single point. For assume there

exists a modelH and some cellq∈Qm for some levelm where all formulasφ ∈ Γ are satisfiableH ,q |= φ . But
this is not possible as the formula〈〉m+1⊤ does not hold on any cell from levelQm or any level below. This is
because when stripping off one〈〉 we go one level down cf. the semantics; and we cannot go down more thanm
levels, cf.q∈ Qm but we need to stripm+1 times the after operator〈〉. No matter on which level we choose the
point cellq in a model there will always be a formula inΓ that will not hold, because of the infiniteness ofΓ (also
regardless of the infiniteness of the model that we choose).

Intuitively, the compactness failure is due to the fact thatthe models ofHDML are bounded below in their levels
andHDML has a modality that goes down the levels (i.e., the after modality 〈〉).

3 Examples of Encodings into Higher Dimensional Modal Logic

This section serves to exemplify ways of usingHDML. One may encode other logics for different concurrency
models as restrictions ofHDML; in this respect we study the relation ofHDML with standard modal logic, with
CTL, ISTL (a branching time temporal logic over configuration structures), and with linear time temporal logic over
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Mazurkiewicz traces LTrL. Another way of usingHDML is as a general logical framework for studying properties
of concurrency models and their interrelation. This is doneby finding the appropriate restrictions ofHDA and
HDML and investigating their relations and axiomatic presentations.

3.1 Encoding standard modal logic into HDML

Lemma 3.1 (Kripke structures). The class of Kripke structures is captured by the class of higher dimensional
structures where all sets Qn, for n> 1, are empty.

Proof. Essentially this result is found in [3]. AHDA K = (Q0,Q1,s1, t1, l) is a special case ofHDAs where all
Qn = /0 for n > 1. This is the class ofHDAs that encode Kripke frames. BecauseQ2 (and all other cells of
higher dimension) is empty there are no cubical laws applicable. Therefore, there is no geometric structure on
K. Moreover, the restriction on the labeling functionl is not applicable (asQ2 is empty). Add to such aHDA a
valuation functionV to obtain a Kripke model(Q0,Q1,s1, t1, l ,V ).

Proposition 3.2 (axiomatization of KripkeHDAs). The class of higher dimensional structures corresponding to
Kripke structures (from Lemma 3.1) is axiomatized by:

|= [{}][{}]⊥ (19)

Proof. For anyHDA H and anyq∈ Q a cell of any dimension, we prove the double implication:H |= [{}][{}]⊥
iff H is as in Lemma 3.1.

For theif direction if q ∈ Q1 then the axiom holds trivially because there are no cells onQ2, henceH ,q |=
[{}][{}]⊥ holds and also[{}]⊥. Whenq∈ Q0 the axiom holds because for anyq′ ∈ Q1 with s1(q′) = q it is the case
thatH ,q′ |= [{}]⊥ because there are noq′′ ∈Q2 cf. Lemma 3.1.

For theonly if direction consider aH for which the axiom holds (i.e., for any cellq∈Q thenH ,q |= [{}][{}]⊥);
we need to show that anyQn with n> 1 is empty. Assume the opposite, that there existsqn ∈Qn with n> 1. This
means that there is a sequences1(. . .si(qn)) = q0 of source maps that ends in a cellq0 ∈ Q0 of dimension 0. But
H ,q0 |= [{}][{}]⊥, which means that there cannot be this sequence of source maps unlessqn is of dimension at most
1. This is a contradiction and hence the proof is finished.

Theorem 3.3(standard modal logic). Consider the syntactic definition

✸ϕ △

= {}〈〉ϕ .

The language ofstandard modal logicuses only✸ and is interpreted only over higher dimensional structuresas
defined in Lemma 3.1 and only in cells of Q0.

Proof. First we check that we capture exactly the semantics of standard modal logic;H ,q0 |= ✸ϕ iff H ,q0 |=
{}〈〉ϕ iff ∃q′ ∈Q1 s.t. s1(q′) = q0 andH ,q′ |= 〈〉ϕ iff ∃q′0 ∈Q0 s.t. t1(q′) = q′0 andH ,q′0 |= ϕ . This is the same
as∃q′0 ∈Q0 reached in “one transition” fromq0 andH ,q′0 |= ϕ . (We go only through one transition cellq′ ∈Q1.)

Clearly, with the axiom of Proposition 3.2,H ,qn 6|=✸ϕ for anyqn ∈Qn for anyn≥ 1. Therefore,✸ϕ makes
sense only interpreted in states fromQ0.

Second we check that the axioms of standard modal logic for✸ hold in our axiomatic system. Clearly✸⊥ ↔

⊥; just apply (A2’) and then (A2) to{}〈〉⊥. It is easy to see that✷ϕ ↔ ¬✸¬ϕ as¬{}〈〉¬ϕ
(A4)
↔ [{}]¬〈〉¬ϕ

(A4′)
↔

[{}][ ]ϕ and the semantic of✷ϕ is the right one, i.e., for anyq′0 ∈ Q0, reached through some transitionq′ ∈ Q1,

is the case thatH ,q′0 |= ϕ . We prove now that✸(ϕ ∨ϕ ′) ↔ ✸ϕ ∨✸ϕ ′. This is because{}〈〉(ϕ ∨ ϕ ′)
(A3′)
↔

{}(〈〉ϕ ∨〈〉ϕ ′)
(A3)
↔ {}〈〉ϕ ∨{}〈〉ϕ ′ de f

↔ ✸ϕ ∨✸ϕ ′.
It is easy to see how we recover the corresponding inference rule for✸. We thus have all the axiomatic system

of standard modal logic and the proof is finished.
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Remark that the axioms (A5)-(A10’) particular toHDML are trivially satisfied for all states or transitions (i.e.,
cells of dimension 0 or 1). This means that for these cells these axioms do not impose any constraints. One can
easily check that for each of the axioms (A5)-(A10’), which are implications, either the first formula does not hold
or the second formula holds trivially. In fact, in the axiomatic system of Table 2 with the new axiom (19) added,
one cannot prove formulas where the same existential modality is stacked twice or more (like{}{} . . . or 〈〉〈〉 . . . ).
In fact, any such formula is provable unsatisfiable. This is also a reason for using the syntactic definition for the
diamond from Theorem 3.3.

3.2 Adding an Until operator and encoding standard temporallogic

The basic temporal logic is the logic with only theeventuallyoperator (and the dualalways). This language is
expressible in the standard modal logic [14]. It is known that the Until operator adds expressiveness (eventually
andalwaysoperators can be encoded withUntil but not the other way around).

TheUntil operator cannot be encoded inHDML because of the local behavior of the during and after modalities;
similar arguments as in modal logic about expressingUntil apply toHDML too. TheUntil modality talks about the
whole model (about all the configurations of the system) in anexistential manner. More precisely, theUntil says
that there must exist some configuration in the model, reachable from the configuration whereUntil is evaluated,
satisfying some propertyϕ , and in all the configurations on all/some of the paths reaching theϕ configuration some
other propertyψ must hold. Hence we need a notion ofpath in aHDA.

Definition 3.4 (paths inHDAs). A simple stepin a HDA is either qn−1
si−→ qn with si(qn) = qn−1 or qn

ti−→ qn−1

with ti(qn) = qn−1, where qn ∈ Qn and qn−1 ∈ Qn−1 and 1≤ i ≤ n. A path π △

= q0 α0

−→ q1 α1

−→ q2 α2

−→ . . . is a

sequence of single steps qj α j

−→ q j+1, with α j ∈ {si , ti}. We say that q∈ π iff q = q j appears in one of the steps in
π. The first cell in a path is denoted st(π) and the ending cell in a finite path is en(π). We call a cell q′ reachable
from some other cell q, and denote by q→∗ q′, iff ∃π : st(π) = q∧en(π) = q′. Overload the notationπ →∗ π ′ to
mean that the pathπ ′ extendsπ, with the usual definition.

There are two main kinds ofUntil operator that can be defined on a branching structure likeHDA: one is in
the style of linear time temporal logic [16]; and the other inthe style of computation tree logic (CTL). These two
kinds are found defined also over Mazurkiewicz traces or configuration structures. There are proofs that the CTL
style of defining theUntil yields undecidability both on traces [17] and on configuration structures [18, 10] and all
these three proofs use different techniques, i.e., encoding a different undecidable problem. On the other hand the
LTL style of definition ofUntil over traces is decidable as part of LTrL [9]; see also the related decidable definition
part of the TrPTL logic [7].

In the same spirit as done for temporal logic we boost the expressiveness ofHDML by defining anUntil operator
over higher dimensional structures. We define both styles ofUntil operators. We then show how the standard LTL
logic (with its until operator interpreted over Kripke structures) is encoded into theHDML framework. For the
CTL-like definition we discuss if and how the details of the undecidability proofs over Mazurkiewicz traces can be
done in the setting ofHDML. Note that the proofs in [17, 10] lack many of the details. We concentrate on the proof
using the Post correspondence problem from [10].

Definition 3.5 (CTL-like Until operator). Define an Until operatorϕ U cϕ ′, in the style of CTL, which is interpreted
over a HDA in a cell as below:

H ,q |= ϕ U cϕ ′ iff ∃π ∈H s.t. st(π) = q∧en(π) = q′,
H ,q′ |= ϕ ′, and ∀q′′ ∈ π,q′′ 6= q′ thenH ,q′′ |= ϕ .

Definition 3.6 (LTL-like Until operator). Define an Until operatorϕ U l ϕ ′, in the style of LTL, which is interpreted
over a HDA in a cell as below:

H ,q |= ϕ U l ϕ ′ iff ∃q′ ∈H s.t. q→∗ q′∧H ,q′ |= ϕ ′ ,
and∀π ∈H ,∀q′′ ∈ π : st(π) = q∧en(π) = q′∧q′′ 6= q′

thenH ,q′′ |= ϕ .
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The Definition 3.6 ofU l is in the style of LTL in the sense that it looks only at one (concurrent) execution of
the system ignoring choices (in the sense ofHDA). The Definition 3.5 ofU c is more refined because it looks at a
single linearization of a concurrent execution; and it is branching in the sense that it is not confined to one single
concurrent execution, but the linearization may cross boundaries of concurrent runs, i.e., taking choices.

Proposition 3.7 (modeling CTL Until). The CTL Until modality is encoded syntactically byϕ ∃U ϕ ′ △

= (ϕ ∨
〈〉⊤)U c (ϕ ′∧¬〈〉⊤) when∃U is interpreted only in states of Kripke HDAs as in Lemma 3.1.

Proof. Essential for the proof is the fact that∃U is interpreted over restrictedHDAswhich model Kripke struc-
tures. Precisely, they have only cells of dimension 0 (the states) and 1 (the transitions), and moreover, we know
which are states because the formula¬〈〉⊤ holds in all and only the cells of dimension 0. Therefore, theright
formula of the∃U is evaluated only in states because(ϕ ′∧¬〈〉⊤) can never hold in a cell of dimension greater
than 0. Moreover, the transitions are not important for valuating theϕ because the formula〈〉⊤ is always true in a
transition (because any transition has a target state). On the other hand the formula〈〉⊤ is never true in a state and
hence theϕ has to be true so that the whole left part of the until to hold.

For this proof we only concentrate on showing that the semantics of the∃U corresponds to the well known
CTL semantics. Thus, we want to show thatH ,q0 |= ϕ ∃U ϕ ′ is the same as saying that exists a finite sequence
of statesq1

0, . . . ,q
k
0 ∈ Q0 with q1

0 = q0, H ,qk
0 |= ϕ ′, H ,qi

0 |= ϕ for all 1 ≤ i < k, and for any 1< i ≤ k qi
0 is

reachable through a single transition fromqi−1
0 . By th definition in the statement,H ,q0 |= ϕ ∃U ϕ ′ is the same as

H ,q0 |= (ϕ ∨〈〉⊤)U c (ϕ ′∧¬〈〉⊤). By the semantics ofU c from Definition 3.5 we know that∃π a path inH ,
which goes only through cells of dimension 0 or 1 becauseH models a Kripke structure cf. Lemma 3.1, hence
π is of the formq0,q1,q′0, . . . ; and moreover, we also have thatst(π) = q0∧ en(π) = q′, H ,q′ |= (ϕ ′ ∧¬〈〉⊤),
and∀q′′ ∈ π,q′′ 6= q′ thenH ,q′′ |= (ϕ ∨ 〈〉⊤). Clearlyq′ ∈ Q0 because¬〈〉⊤ must hold inq′ and henceϕ ′ holds
in a state, i.e.,H ,q′ |= ϕ ′. It remains to show that in allq′′ which are states (i.e., thoseqk

0 ∈ Q0) we have that
H ,q′′ |= ϕ . But we know thatH ,q′′ 6|= 〈〉⊤ becauseq′′, being a cell of dimension 0, has not map. Therefore,
usingH ,q′′ |= (ϕ ∨〈〉⊤) from before, we have thatH ,q′′ |= ϕ .

Note that for the full CTL a universal correspondent ofU c must be defined overHDAs, but we do not go into
these details here.

3.3 Partial order models and their logics in HDML

This section is mainly concerned with Mazurkiewicz traces [19] as a model of concurrency based on partial orders,
because of the wealth of logics that have been developed for it [7, 9]. Higher dimensional automata are more
expressive than most of the partial orders models (like Mazurkiewicz traces, pomsets [20], or event structures [21])
as studied in [22, 3]. In particular, an extensive part of [3]is devoted to showing how Petri nets are representable as
some class of higher dimensional automata. The works of [22,6, 3] show (similar in nature) how event structures
can be encoded in higher dimensional automata. Mazurkiewicz traces are a particular class of event structures,
precisely defined in [23]. We use this presentation, as a restricted partial order, of Mazurkiewicz traces.

In the following we give definitions and standard results on partial orders, event structures, and Mazurkiewicz
traces which are needed for the development of the higher dimensional modal logic for these models, in particular
for Mazurkiewicz traces. In few words, we isolate the class of higher dimensional automata corresponding to
Mazurkiewicz traces (and to partial orders or event structures in general) as the models of theHDML. Then we
restrictHDML to get exactly the logics over Mazurkiewicz traces (we focuson the logics presented in [9, 24]) and
over the more general partial orders called communicating sequential agents in [25] (like ISTL of [18, 10]).

Definition 3.8 (partial orders). A partially ordered set (orposet) is a set E equipped with a partial order≤, (E,≤).
Thehistory of an element e∈ E (denoted↓e) is↓e= {e′ | e′ ≤ e}. The notion of history is extended naturally to
a set of elements C⊆ E (denoted↓C). A configurationis a finite and history closed set of elements (i.e., C=↓C).
Denote byC the set of all configurations. (Obviously,/0, and↓e, for any e∈ E, are configurations.) Theimmediate
successorrelation⋖ ⊆ E×E is defined as e⋖e′ iff e 6= e′ and e≤ e′ and∀e′′ ∈ E, e≤ e′′ ≤ e′ implies e= e′′ or
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e′ = e′′. A Σ-labeled poset(E,≤,λ ) is a poset with a labeling functionλ : E→ Σ which maps each element to a
label fromΣ. Define atransition relationon the configurations of a labeled poset as−→⊆ C ×Σ×C given by
C

a
−→C′ iff ∃e∈ E s.t.λ (e) = a and e6∈C and C′ =C∪{e}.

When one sees the elements ofE as theeventsof a system, the labels can be seen as the names of the actions
that the events are instances of.

Definition 3.9 (Mazurkiewicz traces). Consider a symmetric and irreflexiveindependence relationI ⊆ Σ×Σ and
its complement D= Σ×Σ\ I, called thedependence relation. Mazurkiewicz traces are labeled posets restricted by
the independence relation as follows:
∀e∈ E, ↓e is finite,
∀e,e′ ∈ E, e⋖e′⇒ (λ (e),λ (e′)) ∈ D,
∀e,e′ ∈ E, (λ (e),λ (e′)) ∈ D⇒ e≤ e′ or e′ ≤ e.

Definition 3.10 (event structures). Consider a symmetric and irreflexive relation# ⊆ E×E. Thisconflict relation
is added to a poset to form anevent structure(E,≤, #) where the following restrictions apply:
∀e,e′,e′′ ∈ E, e#e′ and e′ ≤ e′′ implies e#e′′,
∀e,e′ ∈ E, e∈C and e#e′ implies e′ 6∈C.

An event structure is calledfinitary iff ∀e∈ E, ↓e is finite.

The second constraint on event structures says that the configurations of an event structure are conflict-free.
Define the relation of concurrency for an event structure to be:

co = E×E\ (#∪ ≤ ∪ ≤−1).

Proposition 3.11(families of configurations). A finitary event structure(E,≤, #) is uniquely determined by its
family of configurationsCE (denoted(E,CE)).

Proof. This result is found in [6]. We summarize here the results leading to it.
The two relationse≤ e′ and e#e′ are mutually exclusive, because, otherwise, the set↓e′ would not be a

configuration (because of the second constraint of Definition 3.10).
If two eventse,e′ do not appear together in any configuration ofCE thene#e′ (e#e′ iff ∄C∈ CE s.t.e,e′ ∈C).
If in any configuration wheree′ exists,eexists too thene≤ e′ (e≤ e′ iff ∀C∈ CE,e′ ∈C⇒ e∈C).

We usually use a labeled poset and work with labeled event structures(E,≤, #,λ ), or (E,CE,λ ) when using
their corresponding family of configurations.

Proposition 3.12(traces as event structures). Any Mazurkiewicz trace, as in Definition 3.9, corresponds toa trace
configuration structure, which is a labeled event structure(E,CE,λ ) with an empty conflict relation that respects
the following restriction:

λ is a nice labelingandcontext-independent,

where nice labeling means
∀e,e′ ∈ E, λ (e) = λ (e′)⇒ e≤ e′ or e′ ≤ e

and context-independent means
∀a,b∈ Σ, (λ−1(a)×λ−1(b))∩ co 6= /0 ⇒ (λ−1(a)×λ−1(b))∩⋖= /0 .

Proof. This result is essentially found in [7, 23]. We remind how onegets the independence relation of a Mazurkiewicz
trace from a trace configuration structure:

I = {(a,b) | (λ−1(a)×λ−1(b))∩ co 6= /0}.

One can view a configuration as a valuation of eventsE→{0,1}, and thus we can view an event structure as a
valuation fE : 2E→{0,1}, which selects only those configurations that make the eventstructure.

The terminology that we adopt now steams from the Chu spaces representation ofHDAs [22, 6]. We fix a set
E, which for our purposes denotes events. Consider the class of HDAswhich have a single hypercube of dimension
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|E|, hence each event represents one dimension in theHDA. This hypercube is denoted 3E, in relation to 2E,
because in theHDA case each event may be in three phases,not started, executing, andterminated(as opposed to
only terminated or not started). The valuation from before becomes nowE→{0, 1

2,1}, where1
2 means executing.

The set of three values is linearly ordered 0<
1
2 < 1 to obtain anacyclic HDA[6], and all cells of 3E are ordered by

the natural lifting of this order pointwise. The dimension of a cell is equal to the number of1
2 in its corresponding

valuation.

Notation: In the context of a single hypercube 3E we denote the cells of the cube by lists of|E| elements
e1e2 . . .e|E| where eachei takes values in{0, 1

2,1} and represents the status of theith event of theHDA.
With the above conventions, the cells of dimension 0 (i.e., the states of theHDA) are denoted by the correspond-

ing valuation restricted to only the two values{0,1}; and correspond to the configurations of an event structure.
The set of states of such aHDA is partially ordered by the order< we defined before. In this way, from the hy-
percube 3E we can obtain any family of configurationsCE by removing all 0-dimensional cells that represent a
configurationC 6∈ CE.5 By Proposition 3.11 we can reconstruct the event structure.

In Definition 2.3 the interpretation of the during and after modalities ofHDML did not take into consideration
the labeling of theHDA. The labeling was used only for defining the geometry of concurrency of theHDA. Now
we make use of this labeling function in the semantics of the labeled modalities of Definition 3.14. But first we
show how the labeling extends to cells of any dimension.

Definition 3.13 (general labeling). Because of the condition l(si(q)) = l(ti(q)) for all q ∈ Q2, all the edges
e1 . . .ei−1

1
2 ei+1 . . .e|E|, with ej ∈ {0,1} for j 6= i, have the same label. Denote this as the label li . The label of

a general cell q∈Qn is the multiset of n labels lj1 . . . l jn where the j’s are exactly those indexes in the representation
of q for which ej has value1

2.

As is the case with multi-modal logics or propositional dynamic logics [26], we extendHDML to have a
multitude of modalities indexed by some alphabetΣ (the alphabet of theHDA in our case). This will be the same
alphabet as that of the Mazurkiewicz trace represented by the HDA. In propositional dynamic logic there is an
infinite number of modalities because they are indexed by an alphabet consisting of the regular expressions; yet
these can be expressed in terms of a finite number of basic modalities (indexed by only the basic expressions). In
our case we consider only an unstructured alphabetΣ which is considered finite.

Definition 3.14 (labeled modalities). Consider two labeled modalitiesduring{a}ϕ andafter〈a〉ϕ where a∈ Σ is
a label from a fixed alphabet. The interpretation of the labeled modalities is given as:

H ,q |= {a}ϕ iff assuming q∈Qn for some n,∃q′ ∈Qn+1 s.t.
si(q′) = q for some1≤ i ≤ n, l(q′) = l(q)a andH ,q′ |= ϕ .

H ,q |= 〈a〉ϕ iff assuming q∈Qn for some n,∃q′ ∈Qn−1 s.t.
ti(q) = q′ for some1≤ i ≤ n, l(q) = l(q′)a andH ,q′ |= ϕ .

Having the labeled modalities one can get the unlabeled variants as a disjunction over all labels

{}ϕ △
=

∨

a∈Σ
{a}ϕ

The same as in Proposition 3.2 we captured axiomatically in the basicHDML language the Kripke models, the
question now is whether we can capture in the basicHDML language with labeled modalities the Mazurkiewicz
traces. The initial results in Lemma 3.15 cast the restrictions on labeled event structures of Proposition 3.12 into the
HDA setting in the view discussed above. Nevertheless, the context-independence property of the labeling function
λ is special and we discuss it afterwards.

Lemma 3.15(trace restrictions inHDA).
The notion ofempty conflict relationfrom Definition 3.10 is captured in HDML by the axiom:

a 6= b |= ({a}⊤∧{b}⊤) → ({a}{b}⊤∧{b}{a}⊤) (20)

5We remove also all those cells of higher dimension that are connected with the 0-dimensional cells that we have removed.
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The notion ofnice labelingfrom Proposition 3.12 is captured in HDML by the axiom:

|= 〈a〉⊤ → ¬{a}⊤ (21)

The notion ofdependent actionsa and b from Definition 3.9 is captured in HDML by the axiom:

|= 〈a〉⊤ → ¬{b}⊤ (22)

Proof. Mazurkiewicz traces do not employ the notion of conflict relation of the event structures. In other words,
traces are encoded as event structures with an empty conflictrelation. To such event structures the two restrictions
of Definition 3.10 do not apply, being vacuously satisfied. Therefore, the Mazurkiewicz traces become, in this
view, just configuration structures with the labeling function restricted as in Proposition 3.12. Because the conflict
relation is what captures choices in event structures and inhigher dimensional automata, the Mazurkiewicz traces
are just linear models, unable to capture choices.

The axiom (20) restrictsHDAsto not have choices. Essentially the axiom says that if in some cell one can start
two different events (with different labels) then these twoevents are concurrent, i.e., the two during modalities can
be stacked one on top of the other. Note that the axiom talks only about different labels. Choices between events
with the same label are still allowed. To remove this form of nondeterminism we just need to add the modal axiom
for determinism:|= {a}ϕ → [{a}]ϕ .

Such restrictedHDAsstill allow for autoconcurrencywhich is not the case in Mazurkiewicz traces. Thenice
labeling axiom (21) removes autoconcurrency. It basically says thattwo events with the same label cannot be
concurrent; i.e., if an event labeled witha has been started then no other event labeled witha can start. Note that
this axiom is meaningful on transitions and cells of higher dimension, but not in states; i.e., it is meaningful during
the execution of the already starteda-labeled events, not before starting them.

The last axiom (22) models the fact that two dependent actions are not concurrent, which is the last restriction in
the Definition 3.9 of Mazurkiewicz traces. Note that the nicelabeling restriction says that the dependence relation
is reflexive, as required in Definition 3.9.

We could not capture the context-independent restriction on the labeling because it does not have just a universal
presentation, so that we can capture it with axioms. This restriction is existential in nature, looking through all the
higher dimensional automaton for some particular events. In fact it has a mixture of existential and universal
assertions. Precisely, a labeling being context-independent is as saying that: if there exists throughout theHDA two
events labeled witha andb which are concurrent, then all the pairs of events from the sameHDA that are labeled
with a andb must be concurrent. Or we can characterize it otherwise withthe notion ofnot-concurrentas: if there
exists throughout theHDA two events labeled witha andb which are not concurrent, then all the pairs of events
from the sameHDA that are labeled witha andb must not be concurrent. We can also have another view on this
property, using two validities: either all the pairs of events labeled witha andb are not concurrent (i.e., axiom (22))
or all the pairs of events labeled witha andb are concurrent.

We conjecture that the context-independent restriction onthe labeling function cannot be captured just in the
basicHDML language, but the more expressive temporal operators are needed, which can talk about the whole
HDA structure in an existential manner. Maybe just theeventuallytemporal modality is enough, instead of the
strongerUntil operator. Yet another question is whether just the LTL-likeUntil operator from Definition 3.6 is
enough.

In the remainder of this section we show how the LTrL logic of [9] and the ISTL logic of [18, 10] is captured
in the higher dimensional framework. These logics, as well as those presented in [7, 24], are interpreted in some
particular configuration of a Mazurkiewicz trace (or of a restricted partial order). We take the view of Mazurkiewicz
traces as restricted labeled posets from Proposition 3.9 but we use their representation using their corresponding
family of configurations as in Proposition 3.12. Therefore,we now interpretHDML over restrictedHDAsas we
discussed above.
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Proposition 3.16(encoding LTrL). The language of LTrL consists of the propositional part of HDML together with
the following two definitions:

• of the Until operator ϕ U ϕ ′ △= (ϕ ∨〈〉⊤)U l (ϕ ′∧¬〈〉⊤);

• and the next step operator, for a∈ Σ, 〈a〉ϕ △

= {a}〈a〉ϕ .

When interpreted only in the states of a HDA representing a Mazurkiewicz trace this language has the same behav-
ior as the one presented in [9]

Proof. The states of theHDA are the configurations of the Mazurkiewicz trace. Thus, our definition of the LTrL
language is interpreted in one trace at one particular configuration; as is done in [9]. The original semantics of LTrL
uses transitions from one configuration to another labeled by an element from the alphabetΣ of the trace. It is easy
to see that our syntactic definition of〈a〉ϕ has the same interpretation as the corresponding one in [9].The proof
is similar to the proof of Theorem 3.3. In particular, when〈a〉ϕ is interpreted in some state of theHDA, i.e., in a
configuration of the trace, then the formulaϕ must hold in the state reached by going through a transition labeled
with a. This means that we just made a single step, cf. the definitionof [9], from the initial configuration to a new
one where one new event labeled bya has been added.

TheUntil operator of [9] has the same definition as the one in standard LTL but adapted to the Mazurkiewicz
traces setting; thus, in the syntactic definition ofU we use the LTL-likeU l from Definition 3.6.

The ISTL logic is interpreted over communicating sequential agents (CSA), which are a restricted form of
partial orders that still allows choices (as opposed to Mazurkiewicz traces). ISTL interprets the CTL until operator
in configurations of a CSA. Therefore, we first need to find the exact restriction ofHDAsmodeling CSA and then
just use the syntactic definition∃U of Proposition 3.7. We do not go into details here but discussthe undecidability
results for∃U .

In [17] the∃U is interpreted only over Mazurkiewicz traces and an undecidability proof is given using a simple
trace that looks like a grid, with only two labels that are independent. The proof of [10] uses a simple CSA but
which allows choices. Intuitively, [10] builds infinitely many grids as in [17]. Both these proofs work with infinite
partial orders (i.e., infinitely many events): [17] works onan infinite grid; whereas [10] works with infinitely many
finite grids. There are two stages in these algorithms: the first is to encode all and only these infinite structures
with some formula (for which theUntil definitions are not even needed, but only their weaker forms like ∃G are
enough); the second stage is to encode the actual tests in theundecidability problem (the tiling problem in [17]
and the Post correspondence problem in [10]). The first stagecan be seen as setting the board for the undecidable
problem.

We do not pursue further here investigation into the (un)decidability of HDML with theUntil operator.

4 Expressiveness in terms of bisimulations

There are various ways of investigating the expressivenessof a logic. One way that we explored in the previous
section is to see what other logics can be syntactically encoded into the studied logic and to isolate the exact
restriction of the studied logic (and its models) that belongs to the encoded logic.

Another way of looking at the expressiveness of a modal logicis by investigating the kind of bisimulation that
it captures. In this section we do this forHDML, with the aim to get more insights into the distinguishing power of
the basic language ofHDML. By distinguishing power we mean what kind of (two) models can be distinguished by
a singleHDML formula and what models are indistinguishable. The notion of indistinguishableis given through
an appropriate bisimulation; i.e., if the two models are bisimilar (for some specific notion of bisimulation) then an
observer cannot distinguish them. The observer, in our case, has only the power to test logicalHDML formulas
on the two models. Since we will refer to works that consider labeled transition systems, we will use the labeled
versions of theHDML modalities as in Definition 3.14.
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Other expressiveness results for modal (temporal) logics include investigations into what exact subset of first
(or second) order logic they capture, as is done for linear time temporal logic [27] (see [28] for an overview) or for
the LTrL [9]. We do not pursue this line of research here.

HDML captures precisely the split-bisimulation and is strictlycoarser than ST-bisimulation or history preserv-
ing bisimulation. Therefore, we confine our presentation here to only split-bisimulation, and discuss shortly the
reasons that makeHDML less expressive than the other bisimulations onHDAs.

Definition 4.1 (split-bisimulation). The split of a finite pathπ in a HDA is the sequence split(π) △

= σ1 . . .σn where
σi = l i(qi)+ if α i = s andσi = l i(qi)− if α i = t for 1≤ i ≤ n. Two higher dimensional automata(HA,q0

A) and
(HB,q0

B) (with q0
A and q0

B two initial cells) aresplit-bisimulation equivalentif there exists a binary relation R
between their paths starting at q0

A respectively q0B that respects the following:

1. if πARπB then split(πA) = split(πB);

2. if πARπB andπA→
∗ π ′A then∃π ′B with πB→

∗ π ′B andπ ′ARπ ′B;

3. if πARπB andπB→
∗ π ′B then∃π ′A with πA→

∗ π ′A andπ ′ARπ ′B;

Denote this as(HA,q0
A)≈s (HB,q0

B).

The ST-bisimulation replaces the first requirement with equality between ST-traces of the two paths. Intuitively,
the ST-trace of a path is like the split-trace only that the end labelsl i(·)− are keeping count of which start label
they match with; i.e.,l i(·) j where at thejth point the corresponding event has been started. Therefore,ST-traces
know exactly which event ends; whereas the split-traces mayconfuse this. History preserving bisimulation is
defined using the notions of adjacency and homotopy forHDA and intuitively, for some cell in theHDA we have
a grip on its history also. Thus, history preserving bisimulation has access to the whole partially ordered history
of the current executing events, ST-bisimulation has access only to some point from the past (i.e., the origin of
some event), whereas the split-bisimulation has only a notion of previous step on the path. We come back to these
intuitions throughout this section.

A modal logic is said to capture some equivalence relation∼ if for any two modelsH andH ′, they are
equated by the∼ relation iff they aremodally equivalent.

Definition 4.2 (modal equivalence). Define the HDMLmodal equivalenceas the relation
HDML
∼ s.t.:

(H ,q)
HDML
∼ (H ′

,q′) iff ∀ϕ : H ,q |= ϕ ⇔H
′
,q′ |= ϕ .

To keep the presentation simple we will work with frames instead of models; i.e., with no propositional con-
stants. Before presenting the formal result note thatHDML can distinguish branching points, as is the case with
bisimulations opposed to trace equivalences; the standardexample in process algebras (a(b+ c) vs. ab+ ac) is
distinguished by theHDML formula [{a}][a]({b}⊤∧{c}⊤). HDML also distinguishes between interleaving and
split-2 concurrency, where the standard example ofa||b vs.ab+ba is distinguished by the formula{a}{b}⊤ which
holds only fora||b.

Proposition 4.3(HDML captures split-bisimulation).

The relations
HDML
∼ and ≈s coincide.

Proof. Proving the inclusion≈s⊆
HDML
∼ is simple. Use induction on the structure of the formula and use the last

two conditions for≈s with a smallest extension of the paths, i.e., when only one simple step is added to the path.
The split-traces give the label and thesor t needed (when working with{} respectively〈〉).

Proving the other inclusion
HDML
∼ ⊆≈s needs the standard assumptions of finite nondeterminism (orimage-finite

as it is also known) and finite concurrency. This proof usesreductio ad absurdumto show that the relation
HDML
∼

is respecting the three conditions of Definition 4.1. Showing these conditions for all the paths is inductive, starting
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with the empty path and making only simple steps of extendingthe paths in the conditions 2 and 3, because this is
enough to get the general form of these conditions.

For the empty paths the condition 1 is trivially satisfied. Wework here with simple steps that extend the path

with smaps labeled by somea; and the other mapt is treated analogous. Consider the initial cellsqA
HDML
∼ qB, and

thatsi(q1
A) = qA labeled bya (i.e., we extend the empty split-trace witha+). We will assume that there is no way

of extending (with a single step) the empty path inHB cf. condition 2 of Definition 4.1: i.e.,6 ∃q1
B s.t.si(q1

B) = qB,

for somei, and labeled witha, and modal equivalentq1
B

HDML
∼ q1

A. If the assumption holds because there is no
way of starting ana-labeled event then the modal formula[{a}] ⊥ holds inqB. But because inqA holds{a}⊤ and

qA
HDML
∼ qB then we get a contradiction becauseqB |= {a}⊤∧ [{a}] ⊥. Because of the finite nondeterminism and

finite concurrency, the set of cells{q1
B, . . . ,q

n
B} reachable by ans map labeled bya from qB, is finite. It remains to

check the modal equivalence of the new cells. Clearly the split-traces of the new paths are the same because we
extend with the samesmap labeled with the samea. Assume that for each cellqi

B there exists some formulaϕ i that
holds inq1

A but not inqi
B. Hence,qA |= {a}(ϕ1∧ ·· · ∧ϕn) but qB 6|= {a}(ϕ1∧ ·· · ∧ϕn), which is a contradiction

with the fact thatqA andqB are modal equivalent (i.e., model the same formulas).

Because split-bisimulation can distinguish choices, thenHDML can distinguish all the examples of [29] that
were meant there to distinguish between the many trace-based equivalences. In particular,HDML distinguishes
the Xodd

n andXeven
n pomset processes (in theirHDA representation) which are meant to distinguish the split-n+1

from the split-n trace equivalences (e.g., the formula{1}({2}⊤∧〈1〉({0}〈0〉{2}〈2〉{2}⊤∧ [{2}][2][{0}][0]¬{1}⊤))
distinguishes the two examples in [29, Figure 2] because it holds onXeven

2 but not onXodd
2 ). Also, HDML can

distinguish the examples in [29, Figure 3] because the formula [{a}][{b}][b][a]{c}⊤ holds in the pomset processY
but not inX (in their HDA presentation). This example is meant in [29] to distinguishthe ST-trace equivalence
from all the split-n trace equivalences because the two pomset processes are indistinguishable by any of the split-n
trace equivalences.

Nevertheless, when it comes to bisimulation equivalencesHDML captures only split-bisimulation. Intuitively,
the examples above can be distinguished byHDML because they have different branching points before the prob-
lematic autoconcurrency square.HDML becomes stuck when it has to deal with autoconcurrency; i.e., when in a
concurrency square with both sides labeled the same,HDML cannot distinguish which of the two events it finishes.
But ST-bisimulation and history preserving bisimulation can distinguish the two events by looking at the history.
In particular,HDML is unable to distinguish any of the “owl” examples of [29] which are meant to separate the
split-n-bisimulations.

In conclusion,HDML sits pretty low in the equivalences spectrum of van Glabbeekand Vaandrager [29],
capturing only split-bisimulation. An interesting question for future work is what is a minimal extension toHDML
that captures ST-bisimulation, or history preserving bisimulation?

5 Conclusion

We have investigated a modal logic calledHDML which is interpreted over higher dimensional automata. The
language ofHDML is simple, capturing both the notions of “during” and “after”. The associated semantics is
intuitive, accounting for the special geometry of theHDAs. An adaptation of the filtration method was needed
to prove decidability. We have associated toHDML an axiomatic system which incorporates the standard modal
axioms and has a few natural axioms extra, which are related to the cubical laws and to the dimensions ofHDAs.

We isolated axiomatically the class ofHDAs that encode Kripke structures and shown how standard modal
logic is encoded intoHDML when interpreted only over these restrictedHDAs. We then showed how to extend
the expressiveness ofHDML using theUntil operator by defining two kinds ofUntil over HDAs: one U l in
the LTL style and oneU c in the CTL style. Using theU c we showed how to encode syntactically the CTL
∃U into HDML when interpreted over the KripkeHDAs. We also showed how weaker concurrency models like
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Mazurkiewicz traces or (restrictions of) event structurescan be encoded inHDML and how some of their specific
properties can be captured axiomatically only in the basic language ofHDML. We also looked at encoding specific
logics for these restricted models (particularly the LTrL and ISTL) in the extensions ofHDML with the Until
operators.

In the last technical section we investigated the distinguishing power ofHDML and isolated the basic language
of HDML as capturing exactly the split-bisimulation. Nevertheless, the power to distinguish different branching
points allowedHDML to distinguish all the examples of [29] that were meant thereto separate the split-n-trace
equivalences and the ST-trace equivalence. In this respectwe gave some discussions trying to identify the weak
points ofHDML compared to ST-bisimulation or history preserving bisimulation.

Interesting further work is to look more into the relation ofHDML (and its temporal extensions) with other
logics for weaker models of concurrency like with the modal logic of [11] for event structures or other logics for
Mazurkiewicz traces. Particularly interesting is to give details of how or if the undecidability results of [10, 18] are
applicable to our setting.

When investigating deeper the extensions ofHDML wrt. the captured bisimulations, the work of [30] is of
particular relevance and comparisons with the logics presented there worth wild.

Acknowledgements: I would like to thank Martin Steffen and Olaf Owe for their useful comments, as well as
to the anonymous reviewers of previous drafts of this work.
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A Completeness

This section is not finished. It presents the main ideas and steps needed to prove the completeness of the axiomatic
system forHDML from Table 2; but still some details need to be fit into place. Any comments on this proof are
welcome. The complications and details of this completeness proof are as such because of the intricate geometrical
structure of theHDA model that we work with. Some of the inductive reasoning thatis needed does not follow
standard patters, and makes arguments more involved.

We first fix some terminology and notation. Because of the finite model property forHDML from Theorem 2.13
and because compactness fails cf. Theorem 2.17, we are inclined to use atoms in the proof of completeness for
HDML and build finite canonical models (instead of using maximal consistent sets and standard canonical model).
Definition A.1 (atoms). Recall from Definition 2.4 thatC (ϕ) is the subformula closure set of some given formula
ϕ . Denote by¬C (ϕ) = C (ϕ)∪{¬ϕ ′ | ϕ ′ ∈ C (ϕ)} the set of subformulas together with their negated forms. A set
of formulas A is called anatom for ϕ if A is a maximal consistent subset of¬C (ϕ). Denote At(ϕ) the set of all
atoms forϕ . For an atom A∈ At(ϕ) denote byÂ the formula obtained asφ1∧ ·· ·∧φn with φi ∈ A.

Intuitively, atoms are sets of formulas which are free of immediate propositional inconsistencies (likeφ ∧¬φ ).
Lemma A.2 (properties on atoms). Standard results for atoms tell us that for some formulaϕ and any atom
A∈ At(ϕ) is the case that:

(i). for all ψ ∈ ¬C (ϕ) then only one ofψ or ¬ψ are in A;

(ii). for all ψ → ψ ′ ∈ ¬C (ϕ) thenψ → ψ ′ ∈ A iff wheneverψ ∈ A thenψ ′ ∈ A;

(iii). if ψ ∈ ¬C (ϕ) and ψ is consistent then there exists an A∈ At(ϕ) s.t. ψ ∈ A; (This is an analog of Linden-
baum’s Lemma.)

(iv). any consistent set of formulas S⊆¬C (ϕ) can be grown to an atom AS∈ At(ϕ).

Definition A.3 (canonical saturatedHDA). A HDA is calledcanonical for the formulaϕ if a canonical labeling
λ : Q→ At(ϕ) can be attached to the HDA. A labeling function iscanonicalif the following conditions hold:

1. for any qn∈Qn,qn−1∈Qn−1, with n> 0, and∀0≤ i ≤ n, if si(qn)= qn−1 then∀ψ ∈¬C (ϕ) if [{}]ψ ∈ λ (qn−1)
thenψ ∈ λ (qn),

2. for any qn ∈ Qn,qn−1 ∈Qn−1, with n> 0, and∀0≤ i ≤ n, if ti(qn) = qn−1 then∀ψ ∈ ¬C (ϕ) if [ ]ψ ∈ λ (qn)
thenψ ∈ λ (qn−1).

A canonical HDA is calledsaturatedif:
1. whenever{}ψ ∈ λ (qn−1) then∃qn ∈Qn and∃0≤ i ≤ n s.t. si(qn) = qn−1 andψ ∈ λ (qn),

2. whenever〈〉ψ ∈ λ (qn) then∃qn−1 ∈Qn−1 and∃0≤ i ≤ n s.t. ti(qn) = qn−1 andψ ∈ λ (qn−1).
Lemma A.4 (truth lemma). In a canonical saturated HDAH for a formula ϕ , with the valuation defined as
V (qn) = {φ ∈ΦB | φ ∈ λ (qn)}, it holds thatH ,qn |= ψ iff ψ ∈ λ (qn), for anyψ ∈ ¬C (ϕ).

Proof. By induction on the structure ofψ .

Base case: ψ = φ ∈ΦB. From the definition we haveH ,qn |= φ iff φ ∈ V (qn) iff φ ∈ λ (qn).

Inductive step: The case for the Boolean connectives follows easily from the properties on atoms. Finally
we treat cases for the two modalities. Consider the during modality. The left to right direction is based on the
canonicity ofH .

We proveH ,qn |= {}ϕ ⇒ {}ϕ ∈ λ (qn). From the definition we know that∃q′ ∈Qn+1 and∃0≤ i ≤ n+1 s.t.
si(q′) = qn andH ,q′ |= ϕ . From the induction hypothesis we have thatH ,q′ |= ϕ iff ϕ ∈ λ (q′). Together with
the canonicity ofH we have that{}ϕ ∈ λ (qn). Proof finished.

For the right to left direction we use the saturation ofH . We prove{}ϕ ∈ λ (qn)⇒H ,qn |= {}ϕ . Using
the saturation ofH we have that∃qn+1 ∈ Qn+1 and∃0≤ i ≤ n+ 1 s.t.si(qn+1) = qn andϕ ∈ λ (qn+1). By the
induction hypothesis it implies thatH ,qn+1 |= ϕ . Thus, by the definition we have thatH ,qn |= {}ϕ .

The proof for the〈〉modality is symmetric using the second conditions of canonicity and saturation ofH .
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For modal logics over complex structures likeHDAsthe step-by-step method of proving completeness is a first
candidate. But we cannot use it in the standard way with maximal consistent sets as the cells of theHDA. Instead
we will use atoms, i.e., finite maximal consistent sets. On the other hand, the standard way of using atoms in
completeness proofs is to build a finite canonical model and show that it respects the required special structure.
This is not easy in our case. In consequence we use a step-by-step method for building a finite model and label the
cells with atoms. This model will have the rightHDA structure and will respect canonicity properties requiredby a
truth lemma. In this sense we adapt and combine the two methods of step-by-step and atoms-based finite canonical
models toHDML. On the other hand the main difficulty of our proof is the construction method which is rather
involved. Note that we prove a weak completeness result, which is normal because a strong completeness is out of
reach because of the compactness failure.

A first attempt to prove completeness is to try to build a canonical saturated model for any consistent formula.
This fails, partly becauseHDML is a forward looking logic but the special cubical geometry of theHDAsrequire to
construct the backwards part of theHDA (that which is not reachable through the two modalities ofHDML). But it
is not possible to guarantee the canonicity for this part. Nevertheless, the following notions and results tell us that
we can ignore canonicity for this part of the model. Therefore when doing the actual step-by-step construction of
the requiredHDA for some arbitrary consistent formula we will concentrate on respecting canonicity only for the
relevant (cf. the results below) part of the structure.

Definition A.5 (pseudoHDA). For a HDAH and a cell q∈H we callthe forward generated pseudoHDA for the
cell q (or pseudoHDA for short) the structureH p

q = (Q′,s′, t ′, l ′) obtained fromH by the following generative
definition:

• q∈Q′;

• if q ∈Q′ then∀qs∈Q if it exists i s.t. si(qs) = q then qs∈Q′;

• if q ∈Q′ then∀qt ∈Q if it exists i s.t. ti(q) = qt then qt ∈Q′;

• no other cell of Q is in Q′;

and wheres′
△
= s|Q′ , t ′

△
= t|Q′ , and l′

△
= l |Q′ are the respective restriction to this new set of cells Q′.

Intuitively, the pseudoHDAsare similar to the idea of a point-generated submodel in standard modal logic. The
following lemma intuitively says thatHDML satisfaction is invariant under pseudo model construction.

Lemma A.6 (invariance under pseudoHDAs). For a HDAH and a cell q∈H for whichH
p

q denotes the pseudo
HDA for q, then for any HDML formulaϕ and any cell qp ∈H

p
q , we have:

H ,qp |= ϕ iff H
p

q ,qp |= ϕ .

Proof. The proof uses induction on the structure of the formulaϕ . Since the pseudoHDA does not change the
valuation then the base case for propositional constants and the inductive cases for the Boolean operators are
trivial, as we have to look at the same cell.

It remains to treat the inductive cases for the twoHDML modalities; we will treat onlyϕ = {}ψ , and the other
modality is treated analogous. Since the set of cells of the pseudoHDA is just a subset of the originalH , i.e.,
Q′ ⊆Q, then the right-to-left implication is immediate (using induction on the subformulaψ). For the left-to-right
implication consider thatH ,qp |= ϕ and we show thatH p

q ,qp |= ϕ . From the semantic definition we have that it
existssi(qn+1) = qp, for somei, with H ,qn+1 |= ψ . From the pseudoHDA Definition A.5, sinceqp ∈H

p
q then

alsoqn+1 ∈H
p

q ands′i(qn+1) = qp. FromH ,qn+1 |= ψ , by the induction hypothesis we have thatH
p

q ,qn+1 |= ψ .
These imply the desired resultH

p
q ,qp |= {}ψ .

Definition A.7 (pseudo canonicity). We call a HDApseudo canonical forq if its pseudo HDA for q is canonical
(cf. Definition A.3). A pseudo canonical HDA is calledsaturatedif its pseudo HDA is saturated.
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Lemma A.8(truth lemma for pseudo canonicalHDAs). In a HDAH which is pseudo canonical for q and saturated
wrt. a formulaϕ , with the valuation defined asV (qn) = {φ ∈ ΦB | φ ∈ λ (qn)}, then for anyψ ∈ ¬C (ϕ) and
qn ∈H

p
q it holds that

H ,qn |= ψ iff ψ ∈ λ (qn).

Proof. The proof follows from the Truth Lemma A.4.

To prove completeness of the axiomatic system all that remains is to show that for any consistent formulaϕ
we can build such a pseudo canonical saturatedHDA. During the step-by-step construction process we constantly
struggle to saturate theHDA (that we work with) while respecting the pseudo canonicity.Such not saturatedHDAs
are calleddefective, as they may have defects, which we formally define below. Butimportant is that any of these
defects can be repaired. This is what the repair lemma does, using the twoenrichingandlifting constructions. The
completeness theorem then shows that while starting with a minimal pseudo canonicalHDA we can incrementally
build a defect free pseudo canonicalHDA, i.e., a pseudo canonical and saturatedHDA.

Definition A.9 (defects). There are two types of defects forH (corresponding to a violation of a saturation
condition):

• a D1 defectof H is a cell qn ∈Qn with {}ψ ∈ λ (qn) for which there is no qn+1 ∈Qn+1 and no1≤ i ≤ n+1,
with si(qn+1) = qn andψ ∈ λ (qn+1);

• a D2 defectof H is a cell qn ∈Qn with 〈〉ψ ∈ λ (qn) for which there is no qn−1 ∈Qn−1 and no1≤ i ≤ n−1,
with ti(qn) = qn−1 andψ ∈ λ (qn−1).

During the construction of the model we cannot work with atoms directly because we will revisit the same cell
several times, each time needing to add more restrictions toits label. We are still working with atoms as labels, only
that we consider all possible atoms that respect such properties (eg., all the atoms that could extend some consistent
set of formulas). In the end of the construction we just pick one, to obtain the pseudo canonical saturated model
we are seeking. The key result here is that all the constraints that are gathered during the construction should allow
for the existence of at least one respecting atom. We use the following definitions.

Definition A.10 (potential labeling function). We define apotential labeling functioñλ : Q→ 2C which for any cell
q∈ Q returns a set of constraints fromC. A constraint c∈ C can be either a consistent set of formulas S∈ C (ϕ)
(call this aset constraint) or a formula{}Â or 〈〉Â, with A∈ At(ϕ) an atom, (call theseexistential constraints). A
potential labeling is calledpotential canonicaliff there exists some labeling functionλ s.t. for any cell q∈Q, λ (q)
is consistent with all the constraints̃λ (q).

Lemma A.11. A potential labeling isnot canonicaliff any of the following is the case:

• for some cell q the union of all the set constraints inλ̃ (q) is inconsistent;

• for some cell q there exists a formulaϕ ∈ A with A appearing in one of the existential constraints as{}Â∈
λ̃ (q) (or as〈〉Â∈ λ̃ (q)) for which there exists a corresponding formula[{}]¬ϕ (respectively[ ]¬ϕ) in one of
the set constraints of̃λ (q).

Proof.

Definition A.12. For two HDAs,H1 andH2, with corresponding potential canonical labellingsλ̃ 1 respectively
λ̃ 2, we say thatH2 extendsH1 (writtenH2 ⊲ H1) iff H2 has all the cells and maps ofH1 and possibly some new
cells and maps (i.e., some extra structure), and for all the old cells q∈H1 the constraints may only increase, i.e.,
λ̃ 1(q)⊆ λ̃ 2(q).



C. Prisacariu 29

Note that increasing the number of constraints means that there is less uncertainty about the ultimate atom that
is going to label a cell.

The two constructions that we give below are working on pseudo canonicalHDAs, where the minimal such
HDA contains only one cell; this is the starting pseudo canonical HDA in the completeness Theorem A.24.

For a D1 defect, i.e., a cellq as in Definition A.9, theenriching constructionadds one new cell that hasq as
one of its sources and is labeled with an atom containingϕ . Moreover, all the other maps of this new cell need to
be added, together with all the necessary new cells, respecting the cubical laws. The new enrichedHDA will not
haveq as a D1 defect any more.

Lemma A.13 (enriching construction). For an H with an associated potential canonical labelingλ̃ , and for a
defective cell q (i.e.,{}ϕ ∈ λ̃ (q)) the following construction, which we callenriching of theH wrt. q and{}ϕ
builds anH ′ which extendsH (i.e., H ′

⊲ H ) and does not contain the defect of q nor introduces new defects
for q.

1 f u n c t i on e n r i c h ( n , q ,ϕ ){
2 Qn+1 := Qn+1∪{qn+1} ; / / f r e s h c e l l
3 upda te mapsn+1 s.t. sn+1(qn+1) = q ;

4 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (qn+1) = λ̃ (qn+1)∪{ϕ}∪{ψ | [{}]ψ ∈ λ̃ (q)} ;

5 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (q) = λ̃ (q)∪{} ̂λ (qn+1) ;
6 addSourceMaps ( n +1 ,qn+1 , 0 , /0 ) ;
7 addTargetMaps ( n +1 ,qn+1 , 0 , /0 ) ;
8 }
9 f u n c t i on addSourceMaps (k ,q ,m ,q′ ){

10 i f ( k>=1){

11 Qk−1 := Qk−1∪{q1
k−1, . . . ,q

k−1−m
k−1 } ; / / f r e s h c e l l s

12 f o r ( l =1 t o m){
13 upda te mapsk−l s.t. sk−l (q) = sk−m(sk−l+1(q′)) ;

14 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (q) = λ̃ (q)∪{ψ | [{}]ψ ∈ λ̃ (sk−m(sk−l+1(q′)))} ;

15 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (sk−l (q)) = λ̃ (sk−l (q))∪{}λ̂ (q) ;
16 }
17 f o r ( i =k−1−m t o 1){
18 upda te mapsi s.t. si(q) = qi

k−1 ;
19 upda te mapsk−1 s.t. sk−1(q

i
k−1) = si(sk(q)) ;

20 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (qi
k−1) = λ̃ (qi

k−1)∪{ψ | [{}]ψ ∈ λ̃ (si(sk(q)))}∪{}λ̂ (q) ;

21 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (sk−1(qi
k−1)) = λ̃ (sk−1(qi

k−1))∪{}
̂λ (qi

k−1) ;
22 addSourceMaps ( k−1,qi

k−1 , k−1−m−i , q ) ;
23 addTargetMaps ( k−1,qi

k−1 , 0 , /0 ) ;

24 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (q) = λ̃ (q)∪{ψ | [{}]ψ ∈ λ̃ (qi
k−1)} ;

25 }}}
26 f u n c t i on addTargetMaps (k ,q ,m ,q′ ){
27 i f ( k >= 1){

28 Qk−1 := Qk−1∪{q
1
k−1, . . . ,q

k−m
k−1 } ; / / f r e s h c e l l s

29 f o r ( l =0 t o m−1){
30 upda te maptk−l s.t. tk−l (q) = tk+1−m(tk−l+1(q′)) ;

31 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (tk−l (q)) = λ̃ (tk−l (q))∪{ψ | [ ]ψ ∈ λ̃ (q)} ;

32 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (q) = λ̃ (q)∪〈〉 ̂λ (tk−l (q)) ;
33 }
34 f o r ( i =k−m t o 1){
35 upda te mapti s.t. ti(q) = qi

k−1 ;

36 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (qi
k−1) = {ψ | [ ]ψ ∈ λ̃ (q)} ;

37 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (q) = λ̃ (q)∪〈〉 ̂λ (qi
k−1) ;

38 i f ( k > 1){
39 f o r ( j =1 t o k−1){ / / add k−1 maps sj t o qi

k−1 c f . c u b i c a l laws
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40 i f ( j< i ) {
41 upda te mapsj s.t. sj (ti(q)) = ti−1(sj(q)) ;

42 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (qi
k−1) = λ̃ (qi

k−1)∪{ψ | [{}]ψ ∈ λ̃ (ti−1(sj (q)))} ;

43 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (ti−1(sj (q))) = λ̃ (ti−1(sj (q)))∪{}
̂λ (qi

k−1) ;
44 } e l s e {
45 upda te mapsj s.t. ti(sj+1(q)) = sj(ti(q)) ;

46 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (qi
k−1) = λ̃ (qi

k−1)∪{ψ | [{}]ψ ∈ λ̃ (ti(sj+1(q)))} ;

47 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (ti(sj+1(q))) = λ̃ (ti(sj+1(q)))∪{}
̂λ (qi

k−1) ;
48 }}

49 addTargetMaps ( k−1,qi
k−1 , k−m−i , q ) ;

50 }}}}

Proof. The proof has five stages. The first three are meant to show thatthe enriched model is an extension of the
old model (i.e.,H ′

⊲ H ): 1) we first show that the structure of the oldHDA is untouched, i.e., all old cells and
maps are in place; 2) we then show that all set constraints arestill consistent sets; 3) the third step shows that .
Basically the steps two and three are corresponding to LemmaA.11 to show that the new potential labeling is still
potential canonical, i.e., that there still exists a way of instantiating the constraints to atoms. The fourth stage shows
that H ′ is a model indeed, i.e., that all the maps are in place and all necessary cubical laws are respected. The
last stage shows that the enriched model does not have the olddefect and that no new defects are introduced in the
potential labeling of the initial cellq.

First remark that we do not change the initial shape of the original H ; we only add fresh cells and fresh maps
for these cells; we also add maps to old cells connected to newcells. This concludes the first stage in proving
that H ′

⊲ H . The second stage is proven as Lemma A.14, whereas the third stage is proven as Lemma A.18.
Therefore,H ′

⊲ H .
We show next that we indeed construct a higher dimensional structure. A careful reading of the enriching

construction should answer this question in affirmative. Weneed to make sure that to each new cell we add all the
s andt maps according to its dimension and that we link these maps correctly according to the cubical laws.

The enriching construction proceeds as follows. It takes our initial cell q and its dimensionn and the formula
that gives the D1 defect. It adds a new cellqn+1 of dimension one greater thanq and links this withq through the
sn+1 map. It labels the new cell s.t. the defect ofq is repaired. The labeling is not important for our current argument
but it is used in the argument for canonicity. To have the new cell qn+1 correctly added we need to addn mores
maps (i.e., thesi maps with 1≤ i ≤ n) andn+1 moret maps to it. Thes maps are added by the addSourceMaps
and thet maps are added by the addTargetMaps.

Consider now the addSourceMaps function which takes as arguments the cell to which it must add the maps
and the dimension of this cell, together with two other arguments used for bookkeeping of the cubical laws that
need to be added for each cell. More precisely, them argument records how many cubical laws theq cell enters
into. Note that this function (the same as addTargetMaps) adds maps only if the dimension of the cell is greater than
0, because, by definition, states in aHDA have no maps. addSourceMaps adds onlyk−1 maps to its cell argument
because ones map has already been added before (e.g., forqn+1 we have added the mapsn+1 and it remains to
add the other maps froms1 to sn). All these maps link to new cells of dimension one lower (i.e., dimensionk−1).
Actually there are less new cells because some of thes maps must link to already existing cell so to respect the
cubical laws. Themargument tells how manysmaps should come only from cubical laws and hence, we add only
k−1−m new cells. The next loop adds these maps respecting the cubical laws; e.g., for the cellqn−1

n = sn−1(q)
we add the mapsn−1(qn−1

n ) as the result ofsn−1(sn(q)) (which are cells that have already been added) because of
the cubical lawsn−1(sn(q)) = sn−1(sn−1(q)). In fact, for the cellq1

n each of itss maps links to some existing cell,
thus no new cells are added.

Each of thek−1−m new cells are linked withq by the correspondingsi map. It is also added thesk−1 map
(i.e., the map with greatest index among thek−1 maps that the cell needs). This is done so to respect the cubical
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lawssi(sk(q)) = sk−1(si(q)). We now need to recursively add the requireds andt maps for the new cell. We call
the addSourceMaps for this cellqi

k−1 of dimensionk−1 and, depending on the indexi in the loop, we specify that
k−1−m− i maps should be added directly through the cubical laws and not by using new cells. We must also carry
along the nodeq to which the cubical laws link. We also add thet maps forqi

k−1 by calling the addTargetMaps
function.

The function addTargetMaps adds all thet maps of the cell (not one less as the addSourceMaps is doing).
addTargetMaps also tries to respect the cubical laws first, and thus them argument tells which maps come only
from a cubical law liketi(t j(q)) = t j−1(ti(q)). For a cellq of dimensionk addTargetMaps addsk−m new cells of
dimensionk−1 and links each of these cells through a correspondingti map. For each new cell a recursive call to
addTargetMaps is needed to add all the necessaryt maps. Thes maps of the new cells are added in the end taking
care that all the cubical laws of the formsi(t j(q)) = t j−1(si(q)) are respected. All theses maps are linked to cells
which come fromt maps that have been added by the addSourceMaps function before.

Lemma A.14. The new sets of formulas that are added by the enrich algorithm of Lemma A.13 (i.e., at lines 4, 14,
20, 24, 31, 36, 42, 46) are consistent sets.

Proof. This lemma is essentially the second stage in the proof of thecorrectness of the enrich construction from
Lemma A.13.

Consider only the first set that we construct at line 4. The proof for all the other sets is analogous and simpler.
Assume that this set is not consistent, which means two cases: 1) ψ1∧ ·· · ∧ψk → ⊥, for ψi ∈ λ̃ (qn+1) and
[{}]ψi ∈ λ̃ (q) with 1≤ i ≤ k, and 2)ψ1∧·· ·∧ψk → ¬ϕ , for ψi ∈ λ̃ (qn+1), [{}]ψi ∈ λ̃ (q), and{}ϕ ∈ λ̃ (q). For case
1) we know from modal logic that[{}]ψ1∧ ·· · ∧ [{}]ψk → [{}](ψ1∧ ·· · ∧ψk) which, together with the assumption,
it means that[{}]ψ1∧ ·· ·∧ [{}]ψk → [{}]⊥. This means that[{}]⊥ ∈ λ̃ (q) which is a contradiction with the fact that
λ̃ (q) contains an existential modality, namely,{}ϕ .6 For case 2) we follow a similar argument to obtain[{}]ψ1∧
·· ·∧ [{}]ψk → [{}](ψ1∧·· ·∧ψk) → [{}]¬ϕ → ¬{}ϕ . But this is a contradiction becauseλ̃ (q) already contains{}ϕ
and hence would makẽλ (q) inconsistent, contradicting the assumption of potentially canonical labeling of the old
HDA.

Note that throughout the rest of the paper when we writeϕ ∈ λ̃ (q) we mean that the formulaϕ is part of one
of the set constraints iñλ (q); we use the same notation for the fact that the formula is partof a single constraint
when this is clear from the context, as is the case in the paragraph above where we consider only the set constraint
build at line 4.

Therefore, we do not need to wary about inconsistencies coming from inside one of the new set constraints that
the algorithm builds. It remains to see if any of the formulasin the new set constraints is inconsistent with some
formula already existing in the potential label of the cell where the new set constraint is added. This cannot happen
at line 4 because the cellqn+1 is fresh and has at this point no label attached. Inconsistencies may come from the
addSourceMaps function that is called recursively in a depth-first manner.

We explain now how this function works and how the source mapsare added by the enrich function.
Starting with the defective cell of dimensionn the enrich function adds a new cellqn+1 of dimensionn+1 and

adds its highests map, i.e.,sn+1. Then it calls the function addSourceMaps to add the restn source maps. This
one works in a depth-first manner and adds source maps starting with the highest one. The first call, at line 6 in
the body of the enrich itself, adds one lesss map, but the other recursive calls add all the maps. Because of the
cubical laws, some the thes maps will reach cells that already exist. This is the reason for going in a decreasing
order adding first the highests map, and addings1 last. In facts1 will have each of itss maps connected to some
existing cell. For all the fresh cells that are added, the highestsmap will connect to a cell from the oldH . The rest
of the cells connect to other fresh cells. This is part of the reason for which addSourceMaps works in a depth-first

6For the same argument we could have used the existential constraint that is imposed onq at line 5, which implies that the set constraint
(i.e., any atom forq containing the universal modalities[{}]ψi ) must be consistent with{}⊤; which results in a contradiction with the deduced
[{}]⊥.
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manner when adding the labeling constraints. At the deepestlevel Q1 the new cell will connect its onlys1 map to
an old cell fromH and its new set constraint will be build from the potential canonical old label. When closing
the recursions and going up the levels, the function builds the new set constraints from all these lower cells that are
connected through thesmaps (one of them is from the oldH , remember). Therefore, the set constraints of all the
fresh cells are eventually build only from the labels of old cells.

Consider any of the fresh cells added by the addSourceMaps function, i.e., except theqn+1 cell added in
the body of the enrich. Assume that two formulasϕ and¬ϕ come from two different sources containing each a
universal formula[{}]ϕ respectively[{}]¬ϕ (as these cannot come from the same source). Because we buildthese set
constraints only from other set constraints from lower level cells reached throughs maps it is clear that eventually
we reach one of the old cells (from the oldH ) which contains both[{}]kϕ and [{}]k¬ϕ (we denoted by[{}]k the
application ofn times of the[{}] modality) withk≤ n. This results in[{}]k ⊥. But because the originalq contains
{}ϕ and each of the old cells reached through ans map has an existential constraint it implies that any of these
old cells is consistent with{}⊤, and also the problematic one that by assumption above wouldhave the formula
[{}] ⊥. Thus we get inconsistency in the oldH , and hence a contradiction. For the first fresh cellqn+1 the same
argument holds only that we need to treat the case when we actually reach the initial defective formula{}ϕ . This
immediately exhibits the inconsistency with the formula[{}]¬ϕ , hence the contradiction with the fact that the set
constraints of the oldH are consistent.

There is no other way of inconsistencies to creep in the new set constraints for the fresh cells added by the
addSourceMaps function. We continue the argument for the addTargetMaps function.

If in addSourceMaps function the accumulation of the set constraints was done in a bottom up fashion after
settling the lower cells, i.e., at line 24; now in addTargetMaps function the collection is done in a top down fashion,
for t maps collecting from all reachable cells that were previously labeled, i.e., at line 31. The addTargetMaps
function works on adding the newt maps also starting with the highest one and always finishing with t1. But many
of the maps reach already existing cells: the firstfor loop takes care of sucht maps, whereas in the second loop
all thes maps reach cells that have been added in the addSourceMaps function. For the old cells in the first loop,
the function updates the already existing potential labeling by adding new set constraints. For the fresh cells the
second loop, at line 36, adds a completely new potential label with one set constraint, and in the next line adds also
an existential constraint. All these fresh cells reached through thet maps have their labels updated when thesmaps
are added. These connect to already existing cells, from where all the boxes have to be accumulated in the label of
the new cell, i.e., these are the contents at lines 42 and 46. Note that for some fresh cell the algorithm adds one set
constraint coming from each of its source maps.

After this intuitive presentation it is easy to identify where the inconsistencies in the set constraints can come
from:

1. either in the first loop at line 31 when collecting a new box constraint having a box formula[ ]ϕ where the
formula¬ϕ may already be in the potential labelλ̃ (tk−l (q)) as coming from before from some formula[ ]¬ϕ
in a box constraint of some cell connected totk−l (q) through at map;

2. in the second loop whenϕ comes in the label̃λ (qi
k−1) from the box formula[ ]ϕ of a cell linked toqi

k−1
through at map and the formula¬ϕ comes from a box formula[{}]¬ϕ at lines 42 or 46 coming from the box
constraints of some cell that is connected toqi

k−1 through asmap;

3. or when two box formulas[{}]ϕ and[{}]¬ϕ are in the labels of two cells connected toqi
k−1 throughs maps;

i.e., in the third loop at lines 42 or 46.

For 1 it means we are in the first loop, at line 31, in the settingof the cubical lawtk+1−m(tk−l+1(q′)) =
tk−l (tk+1−m(q′)), whereq= tk+1−m(q′) andq′ was introduced before by either a previous application of addTargetMaps
or is one of the cells added by the addSourceMaps. Because thetwo formulas[ ]ψ and[ ]¬ψ may come only from
set constraints then the potential label ofq′ contains both[ ][ ]ψ and[ ][ ]¬ψ . We may assume thatq′ is not added
by addTargetMaps, but comes from the other two functions; otherwise, we just need to stack several times the[ ]
modality until we reach such a cell, and the reasoning would carry over verbatim. As we argued before, there
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exists a cellq′′ in the oldH which contains[{}]k[ ][ ]ψ and[{}]k[ ][ ]¬ψ , or in the case when we work with the initial
defective formula theñλ (q′′) contains[{}]k[ ][ ]ψ and[{}]k−1{}[ ][ ]¬ψ , wherek≥ 2. Becauseq′′ is from the oldH

it means that its labeling is potential canonical and hence has no inconsistencies (i.e., there exist atoms to respect
its constraints). But[{}]k[ ][ ]ψ ∧ [{}]k[ ][ ]¬ψ → [{}]k[ ][ ] ⊥ which contradicts (hence the inconsistency) with the fact
that any atom is consistent with[{}]k〈〉〈〉⊤. This is because of axiom (A9) appliedk times to get[{}]k〈〉k⊤ which
implies [{}]k〈〉〈〉⊤. For the other formulas̃λ (q′′) contains[{}]k[ ][ ]ψ and[{}]k−1{}[ ][ ]¬ψ use the same axiom (A9)
and infer[{}]k−1{}〈〉〈〉 ⊥ which is inconsistent with the existential constraint inλ̃ (q′′) that essentially says that the
atom should be consistent also with{}{}ϕ .

For 2) we are in the second loop and the formulaψ was added at line 36 as coming from[ ]ψ ∈ λ̃ (q) and the
other formulas is added at line 42 (or at line 46 for the same argument) as coming from[{}]¬ψ ∈ λ̃ (ti−1(sj(q)));
i.e., we are in the setting of a cubical lawsj(ti(q)) = ti−1(sj(q)). Assume thatq is the defective cell, for otherwise
we have less cases to wary about asq would be one of the cells added by addSourceMaps and we would have
several[ ] stacked on top of the formulas and the argument would be analog to the one we give below. The fact that
[{}]¬ψ ∈ λ̃ (ti−1(sj(q))) means that it comes from a set constraint ofsj(q), i.e.,[ ][{}]¬ψ ∈ λ̃ (sj(q)). If sj(q)) is not
part of the originalH then there is a cell inH which would have the formula[{}]k[ ][{}]¬ψ , for somek≥ 1. We
again use the fact that the oldH has a potential canonical labeling and hence is consistent,using the existential
constraints, with the formula{}k{}[ ]ψ . These two last formulas are inconsistent. Putting them together we obtain
{}k([ ][{}]¬ψ ∧{}[ ]ψ) which by axiom (A7) we get{}k([ ][{}]¬ψ ∧ [ ]{}ψ) → {}k([ ] ⊥). But this contradicts with
the [{}]k〈〉k⊤ coming from several applications of axiom (A9).

For 3) the two formulas[{}]ψ and [{}]¬ψ come from two cells introduced by addSourceMaps which contain
[ ][{}]ψ respectively[ ][{}]¬ψ ; they cannot come from the oldH . But both these cells reach some cell in the
old H that will contain [{}]k[ ][{}]ψ and [{}]k[ ][{}]¬ψ and moreover this is consistent with the formula{}k+1⊤,
cf. the existential constraints. The two formulas togetherimply [{}]k[ ][{}] ⊥ which together with[{}]k〈〉k⊤ implies
[{}]k〈〉[{}] ⊥, which by using axiom (A7’) implies[{}]k[{}] ⊥ leading to an inconsistency with{}k+1⊤.

Both functions always take care to add the existential constraints for any map that is added.

Definition A.15 (descents). Define the relation
s
→⊆ Q×Q as q

s
→ q′ iff ∃si : si(q) = q′. Define

t
←⊆ Q×Q as

q
t
← q′ iff ∃ti : ti(q′) = q. Define

st
←→=

s
→∪

t
← (and call its elementsdescent steps), and

st
←→∗ as their reflexive

transitive closure. We call a sequence (i.e., composition of relations) from
st
←→∗ a descent chain. A descent chain

is maximalif no more descent steps can be added.

Descent chains are somehow the opposite ofpathsin HDAs, cf. Definition 3.4.

Lemma A.16. For the enrich algorithm for any of the new cells that are added, for any of its immediate starting
descends it will eventually end up descending in one of the old cells ofH . Formally: ∀q′ ∈H ′ \H ,∀q′

st
←→

,∃q∈H : q′
st
←→◦

st
←→∗ q.

Proof. The first fresh cell is added at line 2 and is directly linked throughsn+1, at line 3, to the original defective
cell from the oldH .

It remains to check that all othersandt maps of this cell are eventually reaching the old modelH . We do this
inductively by going down the recursion calls until we find the minimal single descent steps. In particular we have
to check only thesmaps because from this initial fresh cellqn+1 only

s
→ steps are possible.

If sn+1(qn+1) is linked to the cellq in the oldH , then for all the othersi(qn+1) their sn map is linked to thesi

map ofq, hence reaching in one
s
→ stepH . We used the cubical lawsn(sn+1(qn+1) = sn(sn(qn+1)).

We use the similar lawsn−1(sn(sn(qn+1))) = sn−1(sn−1(sn(qn+1))) to argue that taking the descent step using
the sourcesn−1 reaches the oldH in two steps. The same reasoning is carried over inductivelyuntil the last
recursion call.



34 Higher Dimensional Modal Logic

In conclusion, all fresh cells added by the addSourceMaps reach the oldH through any of their sources by
following a descent chain formed only of descent steps from

s
→, which, depending on the index of the source, take

longer or shorter to reachH .
The other fresh cells are added in the addTargetMaps, at line28. It is easy to see that all their immediate

t
←

possible steps can eventually reachH . An easy inductive reasoning suffices for this argument. Start with the cells
added in the addSourceMaps function or at line 7 in the body ofthe enrich function itself. All these reach in one
t
← step a cell that we argued before that it can reachH through a chain of only

s
→. For the other cells added at

deeper recursion calls inside addTargetMaps we can reach the cells from before, which have a descent chain toH .
It remains to show that for all the fresh cells added in the addTargetMaps theirsmaps also lead toH , i.e., that

starting also with a
s
→ step also leads eventually to a descent chain toH . This is done also inductively starting

with the cells that are added in the first call to addTargetMaps function, and not inside its body (i.e., this step also
considers the first calls inside the addSourceMaps function). Therefore, we consider some cellq′ which we proved
that it eventually reachesH ; this cell has a target, saytk, to the fresh cellq that we are concerned with and itself
has a source to some other cellsj(q) = q′′. Depending onk, j we use the following cubical laws: ifj < k then

sj(tk(q′)) = tk−1(sj(q′)); if k≤ j thentk(sj+1(q′)) = sj(tk(q′)). Thus, in any case we can have a
t
← step fromq′′ to

sj (or sj+1 depending on the case), but these cells can reachH , because they are reached from the initialq′ through
a

s
→ step. This base case is finished.

For cells added at deeper recursion calls, inside addTargetMaps, we use the same cubical laws and reach cells
that we just proven in the step before that can reachH . Depending on the indexes of thes maps, the descending
chains are longer or shorter.

Note that in the proof of Lemma A.14 we made heavy use of the fact that we could go down a descent chain that
was made of only

s
→ steps. Because of this we were stacking up[{}] modalities. We will shortly make precise this

method of stacking modalities depending on the descent chain and we will see more use of it and in more varied
settings.

Corollary A.17.

1. For any fresh cell added by the enrich algorithm there exists a maximal descending chain and this one reaches
a cell in the oldH that can make no

s
→ and no

t
← steps.

2. For any fresh cell, any descent chain that reachesH can be completed to the maximal descent chain.

3. For any fresh cell that has one descent chain starting with
t
← and one starting with

s
→, both these descent

chains eventually reach the same cell in the oldH and use the same number of descent steps and the same
number of

s
→ steps (hence the same number of

t
← steps also).

4. For two cells connected as si(q) = q′ then the maximal descending chain of q is one greater then themaximal
descending chain of q′.

Proof.

Lemma A.18. For the enrich algorithm of Lemma A.13 all the new existential constraints that are added to the
fresh cells or to cells from the old HDA are consistent with the set constraints of that cell.

Proof. This lemma essentially makes the third stage of the proof that the HDA built by the enrich construction
extends the oldHDA. This proof is based on the fact that the set constraints of each cell are consistent, cf.
Lemma A.14. We will make use of the fact that we enrich an oldH which has a potential canonical labeling,
as we did in the proof of Lemma A.14. The proof is byreductio ad absurdumand assumes for an existential con-
straint{}λ (q) in the λ̃ (q′) there exists a formula[{}]¬ψ in the set constraints of̃λ (q′) for which the formulaψ is
in some set constraint ofλ̃ (q).
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These two formulas come from other set constraints being under some[{}] or [ ] box modality; and these bigger
formulas in turn come from other set constraints added by thealgorithm. And so on until we reach the oldH .
From here we only know that the labeling in potential canonical; and we will use this in the proof. Therefore there
are many ways that the assumed formulas may have come from, and we need to find a way to treat all these different
ways.

First we checked all the cases by hand for the particular application of enrich when the old cell is of dimension
2 and hence the new cell that needs to be added (with all its maps) is of dimension 3. Finding a clear pattern in
these cases with varied length of the constraint propagation was tedious.7 The definitions and results above about
descent chains are the basis of the general proof pattern that we will develop now further. These chains relate to
the histories of a cell and to the notions of adjacency and homotopy.

We take anysmap introduced by the algorithm, i.e.,si(q) = q′, and make the assumption from above. We will
arrive at an inconsistency in the oldH , hence the contradiction. (The same proof method works for the t maps
and an analog assumption as above only that we use[ ] instead of[{}].) Note that from cellq we can make a

s
→

descent step to reachq′. From Corollary A.17 we know that from the cellq′, hence also fromq, there exists some
descent chain reachingH . If the descent chain is empty, i.e.,q′ ∈H , and if all the descent chains ofq consist in
the single descent step toq′ then the result is trivial. This case corresponds to when thealgorithm is at the most
deep recursion call. If there are other descent steps starting fromq then we are in a nontrivial case.

From Corollary A.17 we know that any two different descent chains starting fromq will eventually end up in
the same cell. Moreover, we know that any such descent chain eventually reaches theH or the newly added cell
qn+1 at line 2 in the algorithm. We can argue that is enough to consider reaching this cell instead of reaching the
original H .

The proof method takes two such descent chains starting fromq: one going first throughq′ and the other going
through some other different cell. For each of these chains we stop at the first cell fromH or qn+1. The idea is that
until there we are walking through the fresh cells added by the algorithm, and hence we collect boxes on the way.

Example A.1. Take the example of q which has one descending chain q
t
← q′′. This is to say that the formulaψ

comes from a formula[ ]ψ in a set constraint of q′′. For a descent chain q
s
→

t
← q′′, where the first step does not

go through q′, it means thatψ comes from[ ][{}]ψ ∈ λ̃ (q′′). The fact that the other descent chain that we consider
from q goes through q′ with a

s
→ step should mean that[{}]ψ is in the set constraints of q′ but this contradicts

the assumption that[{}]¬ψ is there and that there actually exists an s map out of q; this contradiction will come
syntactically as an inconsistency in the potential canonical labeling of the oldH .

To such a descent chain that starts fromq we associate a formula as follows: consideringψ ∈ λ̃ (q), for q
s
→

q′′
st
←→∗ then [{}]ψ ∈ λ̃ (q′′). We continue until the end of the chain where in the case of a

t
← descent step eg.

q′′
t
← q′′′

st
←→∗ we have[ ][{}]ψ ∈ λ̃ (q′′′). Both these chains reach eventually the same cell inH , cf. Corollary A.17.

Moreover, the chain that reachesH faster can continue through the inside ofH until reaching the end cell of the
other chain. This traversing of the oldH is done under the existential constraints in the potential canonical labeling
of H , therefore we can extend the corresponding formula with existential modalities. In the common end cell we
have now two formulas, one made only of box modalities and theother which may also have a stack of existential
modalities, and both have to be consistent, as being part of the old H . We actually show that these two are
inconsistent or cannot be grown to an atom, i.e., lead to an inconsistency in the axiomatic system ofHDML.

Thus we work with two chains starting fromq and ending in some common cell inH , and to each chain
we associate a formula: one adds modalities toψ (as being inλ̃ (q)) and the other adds modalities to¬ψ (as
coming from the chain that goes throughq′ which we assumed to have a formula[{}]¬ψ). We denote descent steps

7Even if for the cells or maps added/reached at the most inner recursion depth in the enrich algorithm the cases were easy tocheck or
trivial, it is not possible to use an inductive reasoning in this way because at outer recursion levels the mesh of maps that connect to some
particular cell becomes too complex.
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that are inside theH , and which are associated with existential modalities, by
s

99K respectively
t

L99. There is an
equal number of

s
→ in each chain (either universal or existential) and hence anequal number of

t
← steps also, cf.

Corollary A.17. This translates into the formulas also. Thepurpose is to change these chains so that the descent
steps match one by one. If one existential matches one universal then we obtain an existential step that leads to the
inconsistency more easy. Also, the purpose is to move as muchas possible of the

s
→ steps to the end of the chain

and the
t
← steps to the beginning of the chain. In the end we will arrive at a contradiction with the fact that in the

initial cell which the algorithm starts with there is the formula{}ϕ and hence, by the existential constraints inH ,
all lower cells are consistent with{}kϕ depending on the distance from the initial cell.

For example:

ψ t
←

s
→

s
99K associate {}[{}][ ]ψ

¬ψ s
→

t
←

s
→ associate [{}][ ][{}]¬ψ

Apply axiom (A10) to get{}[{}][ ]ψ ∧ [{}][{}][ ]¬ψ which by modal reasoning becomes{}[{}][ ] ⊥, but by modal
reasoning and axiom (A9) we have as validity[{}]k〈〉k⊤ where in our case we use it fork= 2 to get{}[{}] ⊥. This
results in a contradiction with the fact that we can always start at least to reach a cell withϕ .

For all the patterns that we find in the descent chains there issome axiom associated which helps transform the
formulas into the needed ones; we will say that they transform the chains into the proper form. Below we give the
patterns with the associated formulas and axioms:

s
→

t
←

s
→ is [{}][ ][{}]

(A10)
→ [{}][{}][ ] is

t
←

s
→

s
→

t
←

s
→

t
← is [ ][{}][ ]

(A10′)
→ [{}][ ][ ] is

t
←

t
←

s
→

s
→

t
L99 is 〈〉[{}]

(A7′)
→ [{}]〈〉 is

t
L99

s
→

t
←

s
99K is {}[ ]

(A7)
→ [ ]{} is

s
99K

t
←

Note that the last pattern does not bring a
t
←more close to the beginning of the chain, but does the opposite. This is

the case when the other three patterns do not occur but we can match the
s

99K that is brought closer to the beginning

to a
s
→, therefore combining the two (by modal reasoning) into a

s
99K applied to⊥ which just makes the descent

step disappear into⊥; i.e.,〈〉 ⊥↔⊥.
There may be patterns that are not matched by any of the above,like eg.:

ψ t
←

s
→

s
→

t
L99 associate 〈〉[{}][{}][ ]ψ

¬ψ s
→

t
←

t
←

s
→ associate [{}][ ][ ][{}]¬ψ

The pattern in the lower chain is not matched by any of the fourpatterns above because there are more than one[ ]

stacked on top of each other, i.e., are two consecutive
t
← steps surrounded by

s
→ steps. Nevertheless, such patterns

can bebrokens.t. the new chains can be matched by the four main patterns above. Breaking such patterns (also with
more than two consecutive

t
←) is done with the use of axioms (A9), (A8’), (A8), possibly applied several times. In

the particular case above, because we have the first formula then axiom (A9) is applied (forn= 1) to get[{}]〈〉〈〉⊤
to which we can apply axiom (A8’) to get[{}][ ]〈〉⊤. This formula now breaks the second chain in the sense that

one
t
← is transformed into an existential one

t
L99; i.e., [{}][ ][ ][{}]¬ψ ∧ [{}][ ]〈〉⊤ → [{}][ ]〈〉[{}]¬ψ . To this chain now

we can apply the third and then the first pattern from above to obtain [{}][{}][ ]〈〉¬ψ , i.e., the chain¬ψ t
L99

t
←

s
→

s
→.

To the first chain we could apply the third pattern two times toget [{}][{}]〈〉[ ]ψ , i.e., the chainψ t
←

t
L99

s
→

s
→. It is

clear that the two formulas contradict with the fact that thecurrent cell ofH must be consistent, by the existential
constraints, with{}{}{}ϕ because[{}][{}][ ]〈〉¬ψ ∧ [{}][{}]〈〉[ ]ψ → [{}][{}]〈〉〈〉 ⊥→ [{}][{}] ⊥. In terms of descent
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chains the two chains match step by step as having the sames or t label and we match either two universal steps,

like
s
→, or one universal step with one existential step which yieldan existential step, like

t
← with

t
L99. Such match

of descent chains yields the inconsistency with the chain⊤
s

99K
s

99K
s

99K.
For another example of unmatched patterns in chains consider:

ψ t
←

s
→

s
→

t
L99

s
99K associate {}〈〉[{}][{}][ ]ψ

¬ψ s
→

t
←

t
←

s
→

s
→ associate [{}][{}][ ][ ][{}]¬ψ

This is the same as the example before only that each chain is extended with one existential
s

99K step respectively an
universal

s
→. The same way of breaking the pattern using axioms (A9) and (A8’) is used here also only that because

we do not have the formula〈〉⊤ we use twice (A9) to get[{}][{}]〈〉〈〉⊤ which by axiom (A8’) we obtain the breaking

pattern[{}][{}][ ]〈〉⊤ with the associated chain
t

L99
t
←

s
→

s
→. This breaks the second chain into

s
→

t
L99

t
←

s
→

s
→ (or the

formula becomes[{}][{}][ ]〈〉[{}]¬ψ) to which we can apply the pattern 3 and then 1 to obtain the chain
t

L99
t
←

s
→

s
→

s
→.

To the first one applies pattern 3 two times to obtain
t
←

t
L99

s
→

s
→

s
99K so the two chains match step by step. Whenever

we are in a situation like this when the two modified chains endup in an existential
s

99K step and a corresponding
universal one, we can just remove these two steps because it basically says that there exists this reachable cell where
both formulas[{}][{}][ ]〈〉¬ψ and[{}][{}]〈〉[ ]ψ hold. These result in an inconsistency with the existentialconstraints
again.

For a D2 defect, thelifting constructionlifts the defective cell and all the cells that are connectedto it by some
s or t map, one level up by adding one news andt map to each of them. The label of the newt map will be the
one repairing the D2 defect. The cubical laws make sure that these new maps reach only new cells; none of the old
cells (that are lifted) are involved in these new instances of the cubical laws. We need to be careful how we label
all these new cells s.t. the canonicity is respected for the new lifted HDA.

The lifting construction is more involved than the enriching construction. We still label the cells with atoms in
the end but during the construction the constraints that theatom has to satisfy are changed. This is why we keep
the set of all atoms that satisfy the constraints as possiblecandidates for the final labeling. This means that we are
still working with atoms (i.e., maximal consistent sets of formula) but we do not settle on one particular atom until
we have finished the construction.

Lemma A.19 (lifting construction). For a canonical modelH , there exists a construction (see Appendix), which
we call lifting of the H wrt. q and a formula〈〉ϕ ∈ λ (q), builds a modelH ′ which is canonical and extendsH
(i.e.,H ′

⊲ H ).

Proof. The lifting construction is the following:
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1 f u n c t i on l i f t ( n , q , ϕ ){
2 addTargetMap ( n , q ,{ϕ} , /0 ) ; / / add t h e s o u r c e map
3 addSourceMap ( n , q ) ; / / add t h e t a r g e t map
4 f o r ( a l l c e l l s q′ wi th q′ ∈Qm){
5 l i f t (m, q′ , /0 ) / / l i f t a l l o t h e r c e l l s
6 }}
7 f u n c t i on addTargetMap ( k , q , S1 , S2 ){
8 Qk :=Qk∪{qk} ; / / f r e s h c e l l
9 upda te maptk+1 s.t. tk+1(q) = qk ;

10 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (qk) =S1∪{φ | [ ]φ ∈ λ̃ (q)}∪{φ | [ ]φ ∈S2} ;

11 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (q) = λ̃ (q)∪〈〉λ̂ (qk) ;
12 f o r ( i =1 t o k ){
13 r i

k−1 := addTargetMap ( k−1,si(q) , /0 , /0 ) ;
14 upda te mapsi s.t. si(tk+1(q)) = r i

k−1 ;

15 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (qk) = λ̃ (qk)∪{φ | [{}]φ ∈ λ̃ (r i
k−1)} ;

16 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (r i
k−1) = λ̃ (r i

k−1)∪{}λ̂ (qk) ;
17 }
18 f o r ( i =1 t o k ){
19 qi

k−1 := addTargetMap ( k−1,ti(q) , /0 ,λ (qk) ) ;
20 upda te mapti s.t. ti(tk+1(q)) = qi

k−1 ;

21 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (tk+1(q)) = λ̃ (tk+1(q))∪〈〉
̂λ (qi

k−1) ;
22 }
23 re tu rn qk−1 ;
24 }
25 f u n c t i on addSourceMap ( k , q ){
26 Qk :=Qk∪{qk} ; / / f r e s h c e l l
27 upda te mapsk+1 s.t. sk+1(q) = qk ;

28 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (qk) = {}λ̂ (q) ;
29 f o r ( i =1 t o k ){ / / add a f r e s h sk map t o each ti(q)
30 r i

k−1 := addSourceMap ( k−1,ti(q) ) ;
31 upda te mapti s.t. ti(sk+1(q)) = r i

k−1 ;

32 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (qk) = λ̃ (qk)∪〈〉λ̂ (r i
k−1) ;

33 }
34 f o r ( i =1 t o k ){ / / add a f r e s h sk map t o eachsi(q)
35 qi

k−1 := addSourceMap ( k−1,si(q) ) ;
36 upda te mapsi s.t. si(sk+1(q)) = qi

k−1 ;

37 add c o n s t r a i n t sλ̃ (qi
k−1) = λ̃ (qi

k−1)∪{}λ̂ (qk) ;
38 }
39 Qk \{q} ; Qk+1∪{q} ; / / move t h e c e l l one l e v e l up
40 re tu rn qk−1 ;
41 }

The proof has several stages:

1. We need to show that the enriched model is an extension of the old model (i.e.,H ′
⊲ H ), which amounts

to:

(a) first showing that the structure of the oldHDA is untouched, i.e., all old cells and maps are in place;
(b) then showing that all set constraints are still consistent sets;
(c) and third showing that all the new existential constraints do not contradict with the box constraints.

Basically the steps (1b) and (1c) are corresponding to LemmaA.11 to show that the new potential labeling
is still potential canonical, i.e., that there still existsa way of instantiating the constraints to atoms.

2. The next stage shows thatH ′ is a model indeed, i.e., that all the maps are in place and all necessary cubical
laws are respected.
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3. The last stage shows that the enriched model does not have the old defect and that no new defects are
introduced in the potential labeling of the initial cellq.

First remark that we do not change the initial shape of the original H ; we only add fresh cells and fresh maps
for these cells; we also add maps to old cells connected to newcells. This concludes the first stage in proving
that H ′

⊲ H . The second stage is proven as Lemma A.14, whereas the third stage is proven as Lemma A.18.
Therefore,H ′

⊲ H .
We show next that we indeed construct a higher dimensional structure. A careful reading of the enriching

construction should answer this question in affirmative. Weneed to make sure that to each new cell we add all the
s andt maps according to its dimension and that we link these maps correctly according to the cubical laws.

Note that the algorithm finishes with a completely new layer of cells denotedQ−1; in the end of the construction
we have to rename all the layersQi into Qi+1 to make justice to the cells that reside there which have now dimension
i +1 as we added onesand onet map to each.

Note that the construction terminates iffq is in a hypercube of finite dimension and in this case we ignoreall
the cells outside this cube. (The construction always terminates when we use it in the repair lemma A.23.)

Clearly the two functions do not change the labels nor the shape of the oldH and hence the liftedH ′ has all
the structure ofH .

Now we show that the lifting constructs indeed aHDA. This means that we must make sure that all the (new)
cells have the right number ofsandt maps and that all the cubical laws are respected.

The lift function takes as input the reference cellq and its dimensionn together with the formulaϕ that causes
the defect (i.e.,〈〉ϕ ∈ λ̃ (q)). Then the function adds onet map and ones map toq by calling addTargetMap and
addSourceMap respectively. These two functions add one newcell and link it with either at or ansmap. All other
cells that are connected toq must also be lifted, which is done in the loop of the lift function.

Consider now the addTargetMap which takes as arguments the cell q (and its dimensionk) to which the newt
map needs to be added. It also takes two sets of formulas whichare used to construct the label of the new cell and
of the other new cells connected to it recursively. We do not discuss here the labeling because we do this in the
Lemmas?? and??. The rest of the proof is concerned with the geometric structure of the extendedH ′.

The addTargetMap function adds the newtk+1 map toq, which is the map with the largest index (i.e., the new
index showing that theq cell has now dimension one greater,k+1). It links this with a new cellqk of dimension
one lower than the new dimension of the input cellq. The first loop does two operations. First it lifts all the old
cells linked toq by ans map (i.e.,si(q)) by adding onet map to each; i.e., it invokes addTargetMap recursively.
Then, all these cells enter under new cubical laws that involve thes maps of the newly addedqk cell. In this way
we also add all the necessarysmaps ofqk and also respect the new cubical lawssi(tk+1(q)) = tk(si(q)).

In the second loop of addTargetMap we add the newtk map to each old cell linked toq by ati map; i.e., in the
recursive invocation of addTargetMap. At the same time we add all thet maps for the newqk cell and link these
through the cubical lawsti(tk+1(q)) = tk(ti(q)).

The construction goes recursively at lower levels until reaching cells of dimension 0. These are the last cells
lifted to have dimension 1. Here the recursion stops.

Consider now the similar function addSourceMap which adds ones map to the input cellq of dimensionk to
make it now of dimensionk+1. Therefore, it adds the mapsk+1(q) = qk−1. This is also the place where the lifted
cells are actually moved to the rightful layerQk+1, at the end of the function (i.e., line 39), after both targetand
source maps have been added.

In the first loop addSourceMap adds a newsk maps to all the old cells linked toq by at map. This finishes what
we started in the second loop of addTargetMap, i.e., finisheslifting all the ti(q) cells. It also takes care to respect
all the new cubical lawsti(sk+1(q)) = sk(ti(q)) and, hence, to add theti maps toqk.

The second loop complements what we started in the first loop of addTargetMap. We finish adding thesk maps
to all thesi(q) cells. It also adds all thesmaps toqk and respects the new cubical lawssi(sk+1(q)) = sk(si(q)).

In conclusion, all the cells of the oldH have been added one newt ands map, each reaching a new cell. To
all these new cells all thet andsmaps have been added and linked according to the new cubical laws.
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Lemma A.20. The new sets of formulas that are added by the lift algorithm of Lemma A.19 (i.e., at lines 10 and
15) are consistent sets.

Proof. The only place where box constraints are added by the lift function is in addTargetMap: first at line 10
and then repeatedly in the loop at line 15.

The set S1 is not empty only when the function is applied to theinitial cell q from the statement of the lemma.
The lemma assumes thatq∈Qn is of dimensionn, denote itqn for this part of the proof, and it contains〈〉ϕ ∈ λ̃ (qn)
for which all of its n existings maps contain¬ϕ . This means that if beforẽλ (qn) was consistent with〈〉n now
we need to write〈〉n+1. Because of axiom (A5) and Lemma A.2(ii) it means thatλ̃ (qn) is consistent also with
〈〉n+1⊤. (As a side remark, we use Lemma A.2(ii) tacitly in many places during the proofs of the two constructions
lemmas.)

The first call to addTargetMap(n,qn,{ϕ}, /0) makes use only of S1 and constructs the set{ϕ}∪{ψ | [ ]ψ ∈ λ̃ (qn)}.
This set is associated toqn−1 = tn+1(qn). The proof is easy for this case and uses arguments as in the proof before: if
we assumeψ1∧·· ·∧ψk → ⊥ then we get that[ ]⊥∈ λ (qn) which is a contradiction asλ (qn) is an atom containing
〈〉ϕ ; if we assumeψ1∧ ·· ·∧ψk → ¬ϕ then we get that[ ]¬ϕ ∈ λ (qn) which is again a contradiction.

The second call to addTargetMap is made for eachs map of a cellq (in the first loop of the body of the
addTargetMap) and it uses only the set S2. This means that it labels a cellqn−1 = tn+1(q) with a set{ψ | [ ]ψ ∈
λ (q)}. Assumeψ1∧ ·· ·∧ψk → ⊥ which means that[ ]⊥ ∈ λ (q). This is a contradiction becauseλ (q) is an atom
and it contains at least one diamond formula. This is becauseq has dimension at least 1 (as it has at least onet
map) and we show that any cell of dimensionn, with n≥ 1, has a formula〈〉n⊤ ∈ λ (q). We showed before that
the topmost cellqn has the formula〈〉n+1⊤ in its label and hence it is of dimensionn+1. This means that any cell
reached through one of itst maps will have the formula〈〉n⊤ because of axiom (A8’) which says that〈〉〈〉n⊤ →
[ ]〈〉n⊤ it means that[ ]〈〉n⊤∈ λ (qn) and by the construction of their labels it means that〈〉n⊤∈λ (t j(qn)). This holds
for any cell reached through any number of applications oft maps. On the other hand, the cells reached through an
s map fromqn, by canonicity, they contain{}〈〉n+1⊤, which, by axiom (A9’) it means that〈〉n⊤∈ λ (sj(qn)).

It remains to see that with each iteration of the first loop theupdated label remains a consistent set. This update
is necessary when we are trying to respect the cubical laws ofthe formsi(tk+1(q)) = tk(si(q)). The proof of this
part follows an inductive argument, where the basis was justproven above and the inductive case is for somei
iteration, where we consider that the label is a consistent set (and all the other labels that the construction uses have
been built already and, hence, are atoms). Assume that for some [{}]ψ ∈ λ (tk(si(q))) there has already been added
the¬ψ to λ (tk+1(q)). This has happened in two cases: first if¬ψ comes fromλ (q), i.e., [ ]¬ψ ∈ λ (q) which by

canonicity it means that{}[ ]¬ψ ∈ λ (si(q)). On the other hand we also have that〈〉[{}]ψ ∈ λ (si(q))
(A7′)
→ [{}]〈〉ψ ∈

λ (si(q)). Together with the above it means that{}([ ]¬ψ ∧〈〉ψ) → {}〈〉(¬ψ ∧ψ)
(A2),(A2′)
−→ ⊥ ∈ λ (si(q)) which

is a contradiction with the fact thatλ (si(q)) is an atom. The second case is when¬ψ has been added in a previous
iteration, i.e.,[{}]¬ψ ∈ λ (sj(tk+1(q))) with 1≤ j < i. But this means that each of these two cells must have at
least onesmap and enter the cubical lawsj(si(tk+1(q))) = si−1(sj(tk+1(q))) = q′′. By the canonicity of these lower
cells we have that{}[{}]¬ψ ∈ λ (q′′) and{}[{}]ψ ∈ λ (q′′). From axiom?? we have that[{}]{}ψ ∈ λ (q′′) and thus

[{}]{}ψ ∧{}[{}]¬ψ → {}({}ψ ∧ [{}]¬ψ) → {}{}(ψ ∧¬ψ)
(A2)
→ ⊥∈ λ (q′′) which is a contradiction.

The application of addTargetMap in the second loop uses the S3 set also and we are looking at cubical laws of
typeti(tk+1(q)) = tn(ti(q)) whereS2= λ (ti(q)) andS3= λ (tk+1(q)). Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that we
have[ ]ψ ∈ λ (tk+1(q)) and[ ]¬ψ ∈ λ (ti(q)). By canonicity it means that〈〉[ ]ψ ∈ λ (q) and〈〉[ ]¬ψ ∈ λ (q) and from

axiom (A6) we have[ ]〈〉¬ψ ∈ λ (q). This means that[ ]〈〉¬ψ ∧ 〈〉[ ]ψ → 〈〉(〈〉¬ψ ∧ [ ]ψ) → 〈〉〈〉(ψ ∧¬ψ)
(A2′)
→

⊥∈ λ (q) which is a contradiction.
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Lemma A.21. For the enrich algorithm of Lemma A.19 all the new existential constraints that are added to the
fresh cells or to cells from the old HDA are consistent with the set constraints of that cell.

Proof. Assume that for the liftedHDA thesecond canonicity condition is broken; i.e., considerq∈Qn and assume
ti(q) = q′ for which ϕ ∈ λ (q′) and〈〉ϕ 6∈ λ (q), which is the same as¬〈〉ϕ ∈ λ (q). We take cases afterq.

First, clearly, ifq,q′ ∈H (meaning that 1≤ i ≤ n−1) then the canonicity is assured by the statement of the
lemma (i.e.,H is canonical).

Second,q ∈H and q′ is added by addTargetMap as the new cell linked toq by tn(q) = q′. Now we take
sub-cases depending on where does theϕ formula come from.

• If ϕ ∈ S1; this is the case whenq is the initial cell from the statement of the lemma and hence it cannot be
that¬〈〉ϕ ∈ λ (q).

• If ϕ ∈ {ϕ | [ ]ϕ ∈ S2} then[ ]ϕ ∈ λ (q) and the assumption says that[ ]¬ϕ ∈ λ (q). This is a contradiction as
[ ]ϕ ∧ [ ]¬ϕ → [ ](ϕ ∧¬ϕ) → [ ]⊥∈ λ (q) which is not possible because, as we showed before,λ (q) contains
at least one existential formula, i.e.,〈〉k⊤, wherek is the dimension ofq.

• If ϕ ∈{ϕ | [ ]ϕ ∈S3} thenq′ is added by the second call to addTargetMap, which means thatwe are respecting
the cubical lawsti(tk+1(qk+1)) = tk(ti(qk+1)), for 1≤ i ≤ k and for someqn+1 for which ourq = ti(qk+1).
Then by the construction of the label it means that[ ]ϕ ∈ λ (tk+1(qk+1)) which by the canonicity of these
upper cells it means that〈〉[ ]ϕ ∈ λ (qk+1). By axiom (A6) it means that[ ]〈〉ϕ ∈ λ (qk+1) and thus, by the
canonicity it means that〈〉ϕ ∈ λ (q) which is a contradiction with our initial assumption as the labels are
atoms and hence¬〈〉ϕ cannot be in the labelλ (q).

• Lastly, assume thatϕ is one of the formulas accumulated in the label ofq′ as a result of the first loop
of addTargetMap. This means that we are respecting the cubical lawssi(tk+1(q)) = tk(si(q)) and [{}]ϕ ∈
λ (si(q′)) = λ (si(tk+1(q))) = λ (tk(si(q))). By canonicity of the other cells it means that〈〉[{}]ϕ ∈ λ (si(q))
which by axiom (A7’) it means that[{}]〈〉ϕ ∈ λ (si(q)). By canonicity again it means that〈〉ϕ ∈ λ (q) which
is again a contradiction with our initial assumption.

Third, bothq andq′ are newly added by addTargetMap, meaning that we are lookingat the second loop. The
proof is the same as before as the construction of the label and axiom (A6) do all the work.

Forth, bothqandq′ are newly added by addSourceMap, which means that we are in the first loop of addSourceMap
and there exists aqk+1 with sk+1(qk+1) = q andti(sk+1(qk+1)) = q′ = sk(ti(qk+1)) for somei. By the construction
of the label ofsk+1(qk+1), i.e.,λ (q), we have that for our formulaϕ ∈ λ (q′) there exists〈〉ϕ ∈ λ (q) because these
are added in the label ofq in the i step of the loop.

Assume that for the liftedHDA thefirst canonicity condition is broken; i.e., considerq∈Qn and assumesi(q) =
q′ for which ϕ ∈ λ (q) and{}ϕ 6∈ λ (q′), which is the same as¬{}ϕ ∈ λ (q′), or, by axiom (A4),[{}]¬ϕ ∈ λ (q′).
We again take cases afterq.

Consider thatq∈H andq′ is added by the function addSourceMap. This may be done either in the first or in
the second loop, but in any of the cases the construction of the labels ensures that ifϕ ∈ λ (q) then{}ϕ ∈ λ (q′).
The same holds for the case when bothq andq′ are newly added by the second call to addSourceMap (in the second
loop).

Consider the case when bothq andq′ are newly added by the first call to the function addTargetMap. Our initial
assumption says that[{}]¬ϕ ∈ λ (q′) which means, by the iterative construction of the label ofq in the loop, that
¬ϕ ∈ λ (q) which is a contradiction with our initial assumption thatϕ ∈ λ (q).

By now we are sure that the labeling ofH ′ is canonical.

Lemma A.22. A finite HDAH that is potential canonical can be transformed into a canonical HDA by revealing
one labeling that conforms with the potential labeling; this will be canonical. Moreover the way we generate this
specific labeling does not introduce defects.
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Proof. Start with the cell that has no existential constraints, butonly set constraints. These being consistent sets
they can be grown to an atom. Depending on this atom build the rest of the atoms s.t. the existential constraints are
respected. This can always be done.

In a finiteHDA built using the two enrich and lift constructions starting from the minimal potential canonical
HDA as is done in the proof of Theorem A.24 there always exists a cell with no existential constraints. Order the
cells wrt. the number of existential constraints that they have. Use this order when building the labeling.

Lemma A.23 (repair lemma). For any canonical HDAH that has a defect we can build a correspondingH ′

which is canonical and does not have this defect.

Proof. Consider that the canonicalH from the statement has a defect of type D1. Apply theenriching construction
to H wrt. the defective cellqn and the formulaψ (where{}ψ ∈ λ (qn)). The enriching lemma ensures that the
new modelH ′ extendsH and is canonical. The enriched modelH ′ does not have the defect thatH had.

Consider that the canonicalH from the statement has a defect of type D2. Apply thelifting constructionto
H wrt. the defective cellqn (for which 〈〉ψ ∈ λ (qn)), to obtain, cf. lifting lemma, a canonicalH ′ that extends
H . It is clear that the new model does not have the defect thatH had.

Theorem A.24(completeness). The axiomatic system of Table 2 is complete; i.e.,∀ϕ : |= ϕ ⇒ ⊢ ϕ .

Proof. Using the truth lemma A.8 for pseudo canonical and saturatedHDAs, the proof amounts to showing that
for any consistent formulaϕ we can build a pseudo canonical saturatedHϕ that has a cell labeled with an atom
that containsϕ . We constructHϕ in steps starting withH 0

ϕ which contains only one cellq0
0 of dimension 0. The

construction is done in two stages: in the first stage we labelthe cells with constraints (i.e., we use a potential
labeling); and in the second stage we explicit these constraints into corresponding atoms (i.e., we transform the
potential labeling into a real labeling). The first stage builds the actualfinite HDA, Hϕ , labeling it with a potential
canonical labeling, striving to repair all the defects in the constraints of the cells. The finalHϕ is defect-free.
Any finite Hϕ has a cell which will have no existential constraints. We start from this cell to explicit the potential
labeling into atoms for each cell. During this second phase only the labels of theHϕ are affected; i.e., they are
transformed into atoms consistent with the potential labeling. This construction does not destroy the property of
pseudo canonicity of the modelHϕ that we started with. Moreover, it does not introduce defects. Therefore, in the
end we are left with the finite, defect-free and pseudo canonical HDA that we were looking for, where the label of
the initial cell contains the initial formula.

Start by labelingq0
0 with set constraints containingϕ and all other formulas it implies, i.e.,λ̃ (q0

0) = {ϕ}∪{ψ |
ϕ → ψ}. Trivially, H 0

ϕ is canonical, hence also pseudo canonical and the potentiallabeling is potential canonical.

For each defect in the potential labelλ̃ (q0
0), i.e., in the set constraints, we apply the repair lemma to obtain a new

HDA which does not contain the repaired defect, extends the old defectiveHDA, does not introduce new defects
into the just repaired potential labelλ̃ (q0

0) (it may introduce new defects in the new cells), and is pseudocanonical.
The algorithm continues repairing̃λ (q0

0) until all defects are removed. It then continues to repair the new cells in
the order that they were added, also respecting the order given below. Note that any atom that is consistent with
{ϕ} is also consistent with{ψ | ϕ → ψ}.

The cells used to construct our model are picked (in the rightorder) from the following setsSi = {q
j
i | j ∈ ω}

wherei ∈ ω corresponds to the dimensioni. Any of these cells may have defects and thus, we list all the defects,
i.e., all the cells, and try to repair them in increasing order (i.e., we treat first defects on level 0 and continue
upwards).

Theorem A.25(completeness). The axiomatic system of Table 2 is complete. Formally∀ϕ : |= ϕ ⇒ ⊢ ϕ .

Proof. Using the truth lemma A.4, the proof amounts to showing that for any consistent formulaϕ we can build
a canonical saturatedHϕ that has a cell labeled with an atom that containsϕ . We constructHϕ in steps starting
with H 0

ϕ which contains only one cellq0
0 of dimension 0 labeled with an atom containingϕ , i.e., λ (q0

0) = Aϕ .
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Trivially, H 0
ϕ is canonical. The cells used to construct our model are picked (in the right order) from the following

setsSi = {q
j
i | j ∈ ω} wherei ∈ ω corresponds to the dimensioni. Any of these cells may have defects and thus,

we list all the defects, i.e., all the cells, and try to repairthem in increasing order (i.e., we treat first defects on level
0 and continue upwards).

At some stepn≥ 0 in the construction we considerH n
ϕ = (Qn,sn, tn, ln) canonical. IfH n

ϕ is not saturated
then pick the smallest defect cell ofH n

ϕ . For a D1 defect, i.e., a cellqk ∈ Qk and formula{}ψ ∈ λ (qk), apply
enrich (k,qk,ψ) and obtain a modelH n+1

ϕ which is canonical, cf. Lemma A.13, and does not have the D1 defect,
cf. Lemma A.23. For a D2 defect apply the lifting construction to remove the defect. Moreover, any repaired
defect will never appear in any extension model, independent of how many times we apply the enriching or lifting
constructions. Both enriching and lifting pick their new cells from S in increasing order. We obtainHϕ as a limit
construction from all theH n

ϕ ; i.e.,Hϕ = (Q,s, t, l) asQ=
⋃

n∈ω Qn, s=
⋃

n∈ω sn, t =
⋃

n∈ω tn, l =
⋃

n∈ω ln.
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