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Higher dimensional automatblDA) are a model of concurrency that can express most of theitradi partial
order models like Mazurkiewicz traces, pomsets, eventsiras, or Petri nets. Modal logics, interpreted over
Kripke structures, are the logics for reasoning about setipleoehavior and interleaved concurrency. Modal
logic is a well behaved subset of first-order logic; many amis of modal logic are decidable. However, there
are no modal-like logics for the more expressBA models. In this paper we introduce and investigate a
modal logic oveHDAswhich incorporates two modalities for reasoning about ltaigirand “after”. We prove
that this general higher dimensional modal logbD(VIL) is decidable and we define an axiomatic system for
it. We also show how, when tHeDA model is restricted to Kripke structures, a syntactic retsbn of HDML
becomes the standard modal logic. Then we isolate the cfad®As that encode Mazurkiewicz traces and
show howHDML, with natural definitions of correspondituntil operators, can be restricted to LTrL (the linear
time temporal logic over Mazurkiewicz traces) or the branghime ISTL. We also study the expressiveness of
the basidtHDML language wrt. bisimulations and conclude tH&IML captures the split-bisimulation.
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2 Higher Dimensional Modal Logic

1 Introduction

This paper extend$[[1] by adding all the proofs and some mxplkaeations. Moreover, it corrects some essential
errors that appeared in the proofs of soundness and comeéstef the axiomatic system of [1]. The present paper
also adds new results that steam from two comments that tis attracted. We discuss the expressive power of
the basic logic wrt. bisimulations, concluding that it aaes the split-bisimulation. We investigate more cargfull
the extension of the basic language with thail operator; we define precisely two kindsldhtil, and we use the
LTL-like to encode the LTrL logic and the CTL-like to encodetISTL logic.

Higher dimensional automat@ddDAS) are a general formalism for modeling concurrent systéni8][2n this
formalism concurrent systems can be modeled at differgatdef abstraction, not only as all possible interleavings
of their concurrent actiongdDAscan model concurrent systems at any granularity level arldéma assumptions
about the durations of the actions, i.e., refinement of ast[d] is well accommodated byDAs Moreover,HDAs
are not constrained to only before-after modeling and exgoglicitly the choices in the system. It is a known
issue in concurrency models that the combination of caysabncurrency, and choice is difficult; in this respect,
HDAsand Chu space5|[5] do a fairly good job [6].

Higher dimensional automata are more expressive than st onodels based on partial orders or on inter-
leavings (e.g., Petri nets and the related Mazurkiewiacesaor the more general partial order models like pomsets
or event structures). Therefore, one only needs to find e cdlass oHDAsin order to get the desired models of
concurrency.

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

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

That is why in this paper we introduce and develop a logic endtyle of standard modal logic. This logic has
HDAs as models, hence, the narhigher dimensional modal logi(HDML). This is our basic language to talk
about general models of concurrent systems. For this bagic We prove decidability using a form of filtration
argument, and we show how compactness fails. Also, we peasidaxiomatic system and prove it is sound and
complete for the higher dimensional automakDML in its basic variant is shown to become standard modal
logic when the language and the higher dimensional modelgestricted in a certain way.

HDML contrasts with standard temporal/modal logics in the faat HDML can reason abowvhat holds
“during” some concurrent events are executinghe close related logic for distributed transition systesh[12]
is in the same style of reasoning only about what holds “afieme concurrent events have finished executing. As
we show in the examples section, the “after” logics can beded inHDML, hence also the logic of [12].

The other purpose of this work is to provide a general framkyi@r reasoning about concurrent systems at any
level of abstraction and granularity, accounting also fuwices and independence of actions. Thus, the purpose
of the examples in Sectidd 3 is to show that studyHigML, and particular variants of it, is fruitful for analyzing
concurrent systems and their logics. In this respect weystadants of higher dimensional modal logic inspired by
temporal logic and dynamic logic. Already in Section| 3.2 wid o the basic language two kindsldfitil operator,
in the style of linear and branching time temporal logics. 8hew how this variant cHDML, when interpreted
over the class oHDASs corresponding to Kripke structures, can be particularigestl by syntactic restrictions
to CTL [13]. A second variant, in Sectidn_8.3, decorates HigML modalities with labels. This multi-modal
variant ofHDML together with the LTL-likeUntil operator, when interpreted over the clas$i@fAsthat encodes
Mazurkiewicz traces, becomes LTiL [9] (the linear time temgh logic over Mazurkiewicz traces).
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Figure 1: Example of & DA with two concurrent events labeled byandb.

2 Modal Logic over Higher Dimensional Automata

In this section we define a higher dimensional automaittidX) following the definition and terminology of [3! 6].
Afterwards we proposkigher dimensional modal logi¢iDML) for reasoning about concurrent systems modeled
asHDAs The semantic interpretation of the language is definedms@fHDAS(i.e., theHDASs with a valuation
function attached, are the models we proposeHiDiVIL).

For an intuitive understanding of tH¢éDA model consider the standard example[[6, 3] pictured in iglr
It represents &DA that models two concurrent events which are labeled bydb (one might have the same
labela for both events). ThéiDA has four statesyg to g3, and four transitions between them. This would be the
standard picture for interleaving, but in the cased@fA there is also a squag. Traversing through the interior
of the square means that both events are executing. Wheadiiay on the lower transition means that event one
is executing but event two has not started yet, whereas, wheersing through the upper transition it means that
event one is executing and event two has finished alreadiielstaites there is no event executing, in particular, in
statqu both events have finished, whereas in stgteo event has started yet.

In the same manneHDAsallow to represent three concurrent events through a culbrapee events through
hypercubes. Causality of events is modeled by sticking byplrcubes one after the other. For our example, if we
omit the interior of the square (i.e., the grgyis removed) we are left with a description of a system wheeeeth
is the choice between two sequences of two eventsajle; b; a.

Definition 2.1 (higher dimensional automata cubical seH = (Q,s,T) is formed of a family of sets @ Up_o Qn
with all sets Q disjoint, and for each n, a family of mapsgts: Qn, — Q-1 with 1 <i < n which respect the
following cubical laws

aiofBj=Pj_10a;, 1<i<j<nanda,B e{st}. (@H)

In H, thes andt denote the collection of all the maps from all the families.{ for all n). Ahigher dimensional
structure(Q,3,T,1) over an alphabek is a cubical set together with labeling functionl : Q; — X which respects
I(s(q)) = I(ti(q)) for all g € Q2 and i€ {1, Z}EI A higher dimensional automatai®,s.t,l,I,F) is a higher
dimensional structure with two designated setsnitial andfinal cellsl C Qg and F C Q.

We call the elements @@, Q1, Q2, Q3 respectivelystates transitions squares andcubes whereas the general
elements ofQ,, are called n-dimensional cubes (or hypercubes). We caérgmily an element of) a cell (also
known as n-cell). For a transitiogpe Q; the s;(q) andt;(q) represent respectively its source and its target cells
(which arestatesfrom Qg in this case). Similarly for a general celk Q, there aren source cells and target cells
all of dimensionn— 1. Intuitively, an n-dimensional cedj represents a snapshot of a concurrent system in which
events are performed at the same time, i.e., concurrentboutce celk (q) represents the snapshot of the system
before the starting of thi# event, whereas the target cilly) represents the snapshot of the system immediately
after the termination of thE" event. A transition of); represents a snapshot of the system in which a single event
is performed.

1L ater, in Definitior 3.1B, the labeling is extended natyrédl all cells.
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The cubical laws account for the geometry (concurrencyheHDAS there are four kinds of cubical laws
depending on the instantiation aof and 3. For the example of Figurgl 1 consider the cubical law wteeris
instantiated td andB to s, andi =1 andj = 2: t1(S(dz)) = s1(t1(02)). In the left hand side, the second source
cell of gy is, in this case, the transitica(dz) = g} = (g3, g3) and the first target cell af} is ¢ (the only target cell
becauses,(az) € Q1); this must be the same cell when taking the right hand sideeotubical law, i.e., the first
target cell i1 (q) = 07 = (3, g3) and the first source af? is g3.

We propose the language bigher dimensional modal logifor talking about concurrent system$&iDML
follows the tradition and style of standard modal langudé$

Definition 2.2 (higher dimensional modal logic)A formula¢ in higher dimensional modal logis constructed
using the grammar below, from a s@g of atomic propositions, witlp € ®g, which are combined using the
Boolean symbold and — (from which all other standard propositional operationeayenerated), and using the
modalities{} and ().

¢ = o[Llod—=0[{}¢|0¢

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

The choice of our notation is biased by the intuitive usagthese modalities where the after modality talks
about what happens after some event is terminated; in thiigeot being similar to the standard diamond modality
of dynamic logic. Later, in Sectidn 3.3, these modalitiesdecorated with labels. The during modality talks about
what happens during the execution of some event and hencdopé the notation of Pratt [15].

The models oHDML are higher dimensional structures together with a valndtiaction? : Q — 28 which
associates a set of atomic propositions to each cell (of mmgrsion). This means thét assigns some propositions
to each state of dimension 0, to each transition of dimensjdio each square of dimension 2, to each cube of
dimension 3, etc. Denote a modelWDML by .77 = (Q,5,T,1, 7). A HDML formula is evaluated in a cell of such
a model7.

One may see thlDML models as divided inttevels each level increasing the concurrency complexity of the
system; i.e., leveQ, increases the complexity compared to le®@gl 1 by adding one more event (to hanevents
executing concurrently instead 0f- 1). One can se€@q as having concurrency complexity 0 because there are no
events executing there. The levels are linked togetheugirohes andt; maps. With this view in mind the during
and after modalities should be understood as jumping froenlevel to the other; th¢} modality jumps one level
up, whereas thé) modality jumps one level down.

Definition 2.3 (satisfiability) Table[1 defines recursively the satisfaction relatiorof a formula¢ wrt. a model
 in a particular n-cell g (for some arbitrary n); denote this&”,q = ¢. The notions of satisfiability and
validity are defined as usual.

Both modalities have an existential flavor. In particulatenthat.’#’,qo = ()¢, for go € Qo a state, because
there is no event executing in a state, and thus no event céeri@ated. Similarly, for the during modality,
.00 = {}¢ for any n-cellg, € Q, when all setg), with n < k, are empty (i.e., the family of se@is bounded
by n). This says that there can be at mostvents running at the same time, and when reaching this dinat
cannot start another event and therefpyé cannot be satisfied.

The universal correspondents ©f and () are defined in the usual style of modal logic. We denote these
modalities by respectivelf]¢ and[|¢; eg.[ ¢ 2 —{}—¢. The intuitive reading of|¢ is: “pick any of the events
currently running concurrently and after terminatinggitmust hold in the new configuration of the system”. Note
that this modality holds trivially for any statg € Qo, i.e., 77, 0o =[] .



C. Prisacariu 5

0= @ iff @ 7(q).
QL
I, Q= 91 — ¢2 iff when 2Z,q = ¢1 thens?’,q = ¢o.
HqE={}¢ iff assumingg € Qn, for somen,

39 € Qns1s.t.5(q) =qfor some 1<i < n+1, and#,q = ¢.
H,9E ()¢ iff assumingg € Qn, for somen,

39 € Qn_1 S.1.tj(q) = ¢ for some 1< i < n,andZ.q = ¢.

Table 1;: Semantics fddDML.

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

2.1 Decidability of HDML

The filtration for the states is the same as in the standardahiogic, but for cells of dimension 1 or higher we
need to take care that the mdagandsin the filtration model remain maps and that they respect tiécal laws so
that the filtration is still eHDML model. This can be done, but the filtration model is biggen tivhat is obtained
in the case of standard modal logic. On top, the proof of thallsmodel property (Theorem 2.13) is more involved
due to the complexities of the definition of filtration givenDefinition[Z.6.

Definition 2.4 (subformula closure) The subformula closuref a formula¢ is the set of formulag’(¢) defined
recursively as:

% () £ {g}, forpe dg

C(d1 — o) = {P1 — $2} UL (1) UL (¢2)
c({10) = {{}}U%(9)

C(()¢) = {)oUe(9)

Thesizeof a formula (denotedip |) is calculated by summing the number of Boolean and modabsigrwith
the number of atomic propositions and symbols that appear in the formula. (All instances of a syinave
counted.)

Proposition 2.5(size of the closure)The size of the subformula closure of a formdlés linear in the size of the
formula; i.e.,|€(9)| < |¢|.

Proof. The proof is easy, using structural induction and observirag for the atomic formulas the size of the
closure is exactly 1, the size of the formula. For a compownchéila like{}¢ the induction hypothesis says that
[%(¢)| < |¢| which means % |%/(¢)| < 1+]¢|. O

Definition 2.6 (filtration). Given a formula¢, we define below a relatioa= (which is easily proven to be an
equivalence relation) over the cells of a higher dimensiataicture >#, where qq € Q;, for some ie N:

q=d iff foranyy € €(¢) then(Z,qf= g iff #,d = ).
Afiltration model.7#" of some structure#’ through the closure séf (¢) is the structurg Q' sf,t I, 7 T):

Q' £ {[an] | oh € Qn}, where[qy] is
[qo] £ {d | go=q} when g € Qo, otherwise,
[an] = {d |an=d Ati() € [p] As(d) €[]
for all 1< i < n and for some fixefp],[p/] € Q! _,}.
S ([on)) £ [an-1] iff forall p € [an], S(P) € [an-1].
t' ([qn]) £ [gn_a] iff forall p € [qn], ti(P) € [On_1)-
7H([a) = 7(9).
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Lemma 2.7. Any two sets$p|, [q] € Q,ﬁ, for some re N, are disjoint.

Proof. By induction onn.
The base case for= 0 is easy as the definition Ojcf, results in the equivalence classes@ngenerated by the
equivalence relatios:s, which are disjoint.

Inductive step Consider[p],[q] € Q?, for which we assume thatr € Q, with r € [p] andr € [g]. From the
definition we get (1=r = pand, (2) for any K i < nand some fixedp(], [q/] € Qrf]fl, ti(r) € [p{] andti(r) € [of].
By the induction hypothesis we know thigf] and [q] are disjoint, which, together with (2) before, implies that
[p/] = [of] for all 1 <i < n. Because of this and (1) it implies thig{ = [p]. Therefore we have proven that if two
sets[p|,[q] € Qf have a cell in common then they must be the same. (Note thataogbus treatment o is
needed.) O

Lemma 2.8.

1. The definitions ofifsand ;f are that of maps(as required in a higher dimensional structure).

2. The é and gf respect theubical lawsof a higher dimensional structure.

Proof. For 1. we give the proof only fdrif, as the proof fonqf is analogous. We useductio ad absurdunand
assume, for somfg| € Qr, thattif([q]) = [p| andtif([q]) = [p] with [p] # [p'] and [p],[P] € Q:]_l. From the
definition we have that for alj € [g] botht;(q) € [p] andt;(q) € [p/]. From Lemma&Zl]7 we know th&p| and[p/]
are disjoint and we know thatis a map (i.e., the outcome is unique), therefore we havedhadiction.

We have thus proven that for some inpli]t,returns a unigue output. It now remains to show tﬁais a total
map; i.e., that foanyinput[q] € Qf, with n > 0, it returns some outpqu([q]) = [p|. Since[q] is not empty then it
has at least ong € [q] and cf. Definitio 236t (q) € [¢f] for some fixedq] € Q! _,. By Definition[2.8, if there are
otherq, € [q] thent;(qgy) is also part of the fixe@/]. Thus,va, € [q] : ti(gn) € [d] meaning thalq] is the outcome
we are looking fott; ([g]). The same reasoning goes analogoussfor

For 2. we have to prove, for some arbitrary chofgre Qrf] and for any I<i < j < nthat

4 (t] (1)) =t{_s (&' ([aD)).
(Note thatt” on the left side is different than thig on the right side, as the left one is applied to elemen®/o
whereas the right one is applied to elementQéf) The other three kinds of cubical laws are treated analwgou
only that one needs to reason with genaps too.

Assume, wlog. because the opposite assumption would faloalogous reasoning, thrp{I(tjf([q])) = [On-2]
with [oh-2] € Q),_,. This leads to considering thal([q]) = [on-1] With [on-1] € Qf_;, andt ([oh-1]) = [On-2].
From the definition we have both:

(1)va e [al:(a) € [an-1],

(2)Vq € [On-1] : ti(Q) € [On-2].
Therefore, from the two we have that
(3)va e [g] :ti(tj(a)) € [an-2]-

We want to prove thag,_»| = tjf_l(tif([q])), for which we can assume thq{t([q]) = [q),_,] for some[q, 4] €
Qrf]_l. Therefore, it amounts to proving thqlt_l([qg_l]) = [gn—2]. For this it is enough to find somee< [, _,]
s.t.tj_1(p) € [On-2], because by the Definition 2.6 (of themaps) it means thatp € [qf,_,] it holds thatt;_1(p) €
[On—2], i-€., our desired result.

From the assumption we have théal € [q] : ti(q) € [q,_,]. Pick one of thes#(q) and claim this to be the
p € [of,_,] we are looking for. From the cubical laws for the initizd” model we know that for any € [q],
ti(tj(q)) = tj_1(ti(q)) =tj_1(p). Because of (3) we have thgt 1(p) € [gn-2], and thus our claim is proven; i.e,
tj_1 applied to the elemeit(q) that we picked froniq;,_,], is in [gn—2]. O



C. Prisacariu 7

Corollary 2.9 (filtration is a model) The filtration 7" of a model.## through a closure se¥(¢) is a higher
dimensional structure (i.e., is still a HDML model).

Proof. Essentially, the proof amounts to showing that the defimgiof s1f andtif are that ofmapsand that they
respect theubical lawswhich were done in Lemnia2.8. O

Lemma 2.10(sizes of filtration sets)Each set G§ of the filtration .7 obtained in Definitio 2]6 has finite size
which depends on the size of the formgilased in the filtration; more precisely eaclﬁ. @ bounded from above by

219N where N=n!- 5P, (ngkk)!'

Proof. The case for 0 is simple as the number of equivalence clag&gsaan be maximum the number of subsets
of the subformula closure’(¢) which is 2¢!,

The case fon =1 is based on the size Qfg. Each of the 2! equivalence classes in WhiQ{ can be divided
may have infinitely many cells. Any such equivalence classstil be broken into smaller subsets depending on the
mapst; ands;. Because; can have outcome in any of tfig) € Q/, we get a first split into 2| subdivisions. For
each of these we can still split it inté?2more subdivisions becausesf We thus get a maximum of® . (2/¢1)21
for QI. For the general case ofwe need to consider all mapss, that means 2n maps. For each of these
maps we split the!2! possible initial equivalence classes according to theafif@' .. Thus we get a maximum
of 211 (|Q!_,)2" subdivisions. Calculating this series gives the bound ensthe ofQ as being #!'N where

N=nl" 320 O

As a side remark, the size ﬁrf] is more than double exponential in the dimensmrbut is less than triple
exponential. More precisely, fa¥, the sum is bounded from above fiy+ 1) - 2" which makesN the order of
nl-(n+1)-2". We know that! grows faster than exponential, but not too fast; more gedgj using Stirling’s
approximation ofn! we have thatg(n!) = ©(n-Ig(n)) makingn! - (n+1) - 2" = (n+ 1) - 2"190") of order (n+
1) - 2209 +1)  Therefore |Of| is bounded by #2112 \yhere we considel | to be a constant, and
hence, not contributing to the bowﬁi).

Lemma 2.11(filtration lemma) Let.7# " be the filtration ofs# through the closure sé&f(¢), as in Definitior 2.5.
For any formulay € ¢ (¢) and any cell g¢ 27, we havesZ,q = ¢ iff 7, [q] = @.

Proof. By induction on the structure of the formula
Base case For ) = @ € ®g is immediate from the definition of .

Inductive step The case for— is straightforward making use of the induction hypothessduse the set
% (¢) is closed under subformulas.

Take nowy = () and we prove that?#,q = () iff 2#",[q] = ()¢'. Considering thenly if implication we
assume that (cf. definition of satisfiability from TableZj € Q,_1 :ti(q) =q Ad = ¢’ for some 1<i < n, and
have to prove thai[p] € Qrf]_1 : tif ([a) = [pA[p] E ¢'. Because € [g] andti(q) = ¢, using the definition ofg] it
implies that for allg € [q] is thatt;(q) € [¢] which, by the definition ofif, implies thattif ([a]) = [d]. (Thus we have
found the[p] = [(] € Q,f]_l.) From the induction hypothesis we have th#t o |= ' implies that# ", [(f] = .
This ends the proof.

Consider now théf implication and assume[p| € Qrf]_1 :tif([q]) = [p|A[p] E ¢/ for some 1<i < n. From
the definition oftif we have thatj(q) € [p|; which is the same as picking sorpee [p| with t(q) = p’. From the
induction hypothesis we know tha#'’, [p| |= ¢/’ iff 2, p = ¢/ for any p € [p] (in particularsZ, p' = (/). Thus
dp € Qn_1:ti(q) = P A, P = ¢ for some 1< i < n, finishing the proof.

When we takey = {}¢/ we use analogous arguments as in the progf @f. In this case we work with the
definition ofgf and we look for cells of higher dimension (instead of lowenension). O

2This discussion is fon > 0 becauség is undefined for 0.
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We define twalegrees of concurrenaf a formulag¢: theupwards concurrenc¢denoted ¢ |,c) anddownwards
concurrency(denoted ¢ |qc). The degree of upwards concurrency counts the maximum eunfmestings of the
during modality{} that are not compensated by)amodality. (E.g., the formuld}{}@V {}¢ has the degree of
upwards concurrency equal to 2, the saméd${ }{}¢.) The formal definition of | is:

| Llue 2 |@luc £ 0, for @ € dg
61— d2luc = MaX| D uc, |92]uc)
{}¢luc = 1+[¢luc

10 ]uc = maxo, [¢[uc—1)

The definition of the degree of downwards concurrefgyis symmetric to the one above in the two modalities;
i.e., interchange the modalities in the last two lines. Nbo# [¢|uc+ |¢|dac < |¢|. The next result offers a safe
reduction of a model where we remove all cells which have dsimn greater than some constant depending on
the formula of interest.

Lemma 2.12(concurrency boundednessj a HDML formula ¢ is satisfiable 77, q = ¢ with g€ Q, then it exists
a model with all the sets @ with m> |¢|,c+k, empty, which satisfies the formula.

Proof. By induction on the structure of the formufa

Base caseFor ¢ € ®g and L the evaluation is in the same cgland thus all the cells of dimension higher than
k are not important and can be empty.

Inductive stepFor¢1 — ¢, the semantics says that whenevét, q = ¢1 thens#’,q = ¢». From the induction
hypothesis we have that all cells of dimension greater than1|uc (respectivelyk + |¢2|,c) are not important
for checking@; (respectivelyg,). Thus it is a safe approximation to consider all the cellsitofost dimension
max K+ |@1|uc, K+ |d2]uc) = k+|d1 — @2|uc and all set€Q, of greater dimension can be empty.

For{}¢ the semantics says that we need to check the forghutecells of dimension one greater, i.gx,.1 =
¢. From the induction hypothesis we know that for checkipg: = ¢ it is enough to have only cells of most
dimensionk+ 1+ | |uc = k+ [{} ¢|uc (Where all other cells can be removed).

For ()¢ the semantics says that we need to chgck |= ¢, that is, in cells of immediately lower dimension.
For this, the induction hypothesis says that we need to densklls of dimension at mokt— 1+ |¢|,c which is
the same ak+ (|¢|uc— 1). When|¢|,c = O thenk is a safe approximation and from the definition of the it
is the same ak+ |()¢|uc. Otherwise, wheng |, > O, the definition of} |y tells us thak + (|¢|u,c — 1) is exactly

K+ 100 uc. O

Notation: The formula()@ A ()—¢ expresses that there can be terminated at least two diffevents (in other
words, the cell in which the formula is evaluated to true hiasedision at least two). Similarly the formu{a(¢o A

=@ )N (—A-¢@) A () (- A ¢) says that there are at least three events that can be teechirfadr each € N*

one can write such a formula to say that there are at ieasnts that can be terminated. Denote such a formula by
()i. Also define()'¢ asi applications of thé) modality tog¢ (i.e., ()... ()¢ where() appears times). Similar, for

the during modality denoté}i the formula that can stardifferent events, and by} ¢ thei applications of{} to

¢.

Theorem 2.13(small model property) If a HDML formula ¢ is satisfiable then it is satisfiable on a finite model
with no more thary?! 219N cells where N= ! 'Zﬂzo(nf—kkﬂ :

Proof. Assume that there exists a mod#t and a cellg € Q, in this model for which#,q = ¢. We can prove
that there exists a (maybe different) modé!’ and a celly that satisfyg but whichl < |¢| —[¢|uc. We do this by
induction on the structure @f.
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Base casewhen¢ = ¢ € ®g. The semantics needs to look only at the valuations, andégsbumption, the
valuation ofq in 77 satisfiesp. Hence we can just use one cell model where we attach thifygatj valuation to
it. Therefore level, is enough; hence=0 < |@| — |@|uc = 1-0.

Inductive stepwhen¢ = ¢, — ¢o. By the semantics it means that whenegeris satisfied ing also ¢, is.
But by the induction hypothesis it means that |¢1| — |@1]uc and alsd < |¢2| — |@2|uc. Therefore it is a safe
approximation to takéto be the maximum of the twa:< max| 1| — |§1|uc, | P2| — |$2|uc). We have to show that
| <|¢| - |¢luc and we do this by showing thatax|¢s| — [§1uc, |$2] — [$2luc) < [¢]—[@]ue- By expanding the
definition on the right we get the inequalityax(| @] — 91 /uc, [92] — [ B2luc) < |1 +| 2] +1— max|dluc, | Bzluc).
This amounts to showing thatax|¢1| — [@1]uc, [$2| — [@2]uc) + Max|@1uc, |P2[uc) < |@1] + [¢2 + 1. Denote the
quantity [@1] — |§1]uc = A and|¢2| — [¢2|uc = B and hence havghi| = A+ |d1|uc and|@2| = B+ [¢2[uc. Thus the
inequality translates tanaxA,B) + max|¢1|uc, |92|uc) < A+ |d1]uc + B+ [P2|uc+ 1. Since bothA and B (also
the other quantities in the inequality) are positive theilteis obvious asnaxA,B) < A+ B (as being one of the
summands) anthax |@1uc, |#2|uc) < [d1]uc + [P2]uc-

When ¢ = {}¢1 the semantics says that exisjs1 € Q1 where¢; holds. The inductive hypothesis says
thatl +1 < |¢1| — [¢1|uc. This means that< [¢1| — [@1]uc — 1 = [¢1] — [{}D1|uc < [¢2] +1— [{}P1fuc = [{}¢1] -
[{}¢1fuc.

When¢ = ()¢1 the semantics says that exigts 1 € Q|_1 where¢; holds. From the inductive hypothesis we
havel —1 < |¢1]| — |¢1|uc- This means thdt< |¢1|+1— |P1|uc=|()P1]| — |@1|uc. BecausenaxO,|d1|uc—1) < |¢1|uc
it means that() ¢1| — |¢1fuc < [{)¢1| — maxO, [¢1]uc— 1) hencel < |()d1|—[()d1/uc.

From the above we can safely assume|@| — | |yc.

From Lemmd 2.12 we know that we need to consider only theG@efer n <1+ |¢|.c = |¢]|, and all other
sets ofQ are empty. From Lemnmia 211 we know that we can build a filmatimdel.# " s.t. the formulap is still
satisfiable and, by Lemnia 2]10, we know that all the Qﬁtsave a finite number of cells. Thus we are safe if we
sum up all the cells in all th@rf], withn <|@]|. O

Corollary 2.14 (decidability) Deciding the satisfiability of a HDML formulé is done in space at mogﬂrﬂo 2/¢IN
where N is defined in Theordm 21.13.

2.2 Axiomatic system forHDML

In the following we give an axiomatic system fAIDML and prove it to be sound. This system corrects the one in
[1]. In Table2 we give a set of axioms and rules of inferenaeHDML. If a formula isderivablein this axiomatic
system we write- ¢. We say that a formul@ is derivable from a set of formul&Siff = ¢y A--- AP — ¢ for
somey, ..., s € S(we write equivalenthy§+ ¢). A set of formulasSis said to beconsistenif S/ L, otherwise

it is said to banconsistent A consistent se®is calledmaximaliff all setsS, with SC S, are inconsistent.

Proposition 2.15(theorems) The following are derivable in the axiomatic system of T&ble
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Axiom schemes:
(A1) Allinstances of propositional tautologies.

(A2) {}L <L (A2) ()L« L
(A3) {}(¢Vve) < {}oVv{}¢ (A3) (V) < (Ve
(Ad) [lo < —{}—¢ (A4) []¢ < = ()¢
(A5) ()i — ()'T VieN*
(AB) ()2T = (Ol — [10)¢)
(A7) {}]¢ — [I{}¢ (A7) Ofie — {H09e
(A8) {})'T—{J}()'T VieN (A8) (OO'T—[]()'T VieN
(A9) O'T—=F(H00'T VieN (A9) {JOO'T—=('T vieN
(A10) {}{}0¢ — {}0O{}¢ (A10) {3009 — O{}0¢
Inference rules:
Ry 222 up
o — ¢’ o — ¢’

R2) ———* (D (R2)) D’

TN I e

(R3) Uniform variable substitution.

Table 2: Axiomatic system fadDML.

{}¢ — {}¢")
) = (09 — (¢)
Ol AQI-9) =L
=000 AQ-¢) = O°T
L= (O¢ = [1¢)

FOT = ({319 = O{}¢)
3T = (O = {30¢)
FEIOT

FORL = B
T = 00T

FOTAQT = 00T

FOT = (0T = 04T)

F{H QoA O=e) = (O{teVv O{l-9)
F{H00e = {30{} 00
F{HH0e = (30 e
{0 = 303 e

= ERIE e — (kR e

=0 e — Ehlllle

Moreover, one can use the following derived rules:

F{}H¢ = ¢) —
HO¢ — ¢’
FOPT = (

Higher Dimensional Modal Logic

(1)
(2)
®3)
(4)
()
(6)
(7)
(8)
9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
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¢ ¢
e ie

o — ¢’ o — ¢’
(1o — (1¢" 1o — [1¢"

Proof. The first two theorems are derivable as in standard modat lmgly using the standard axioms (A2)-(A3’).
The derived rules are also as in standard modal logic. Trarehe[3) is a consequence[of (AG)2T — ()[]¢ A

01602 -5 100 1 0110 40000 A 1-6) 24009 1~/ EZ L. The theorems) uses the
contrapositive of axionf (Ab)[][] L+ =0T — =(()2) «< =()o A ()—¢) « ()¢ — []¢). The theorem
(4) uses axiomh (A§). The theoreml (6) is a consequenge of (A@n propositional reasoning we hayelr —

{}1¢ = O0{3¢) < {H1eAOT = ({}¢), and using (A7) we havé}[]fPAOTH{}fP ANOT = O{}¢.

The theorem[{]7) is derivable in an analogous way as the onesardy that we use axioin (A7’). The theorem
(@) is just the instantiation of axiofn (A9) whér= 0 (i.e.,()°T £ T). The theorem({9) is a consequencé of (A7’):

A7 A2
<>H}}L H}}()L [JL. The theorem[(10) is a consequence of the theofém (9) byapmsition. The
theorem[(T1L) is derivable from theore (8). The theorenh i@ &erivable from theoreni’(11). The theordm](13)
is derivable from theoreni_(11) after using axipm (A5) ancoexi(A9) instantiate ta = 1: {}()@A ()—¢p) —

502 021 = g7 A 0T B e 4 o B T PP 0 eV -0) 0 (o) v ) S

O{} @)V O{}(—@). Theorem[(1}) follows either from axiom (A10) by the D’ rulefoom axiom[(A10’) by the D
rule. Theorem[{16) is an instantiation of axipm (A10). Treeor[1%) needs twice the application of axipm (A10)
and the D rule. We need here the application of the axiom tmegibecause we move tflemodality two times
over{}, whereas for the other theorems we move the modality onlg.ofbe theorem$ (17) arld (18) are just the

contrapositives of axionjs (AT0) respectively (A10’). O

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

QAP AQEPATI-R AGOP — 0T

This challenge is related to theorém 2.15.(4). A generadiverof this challenge should be possible, where one can
deduce()' T from () () p and i— 1 distinct formulas() (@ A []—p) which contradict on theg components.

Before proving soundness we should have some intuitiontahewnon-standard axioris (A5)[to (AT0’). First
consider the axionis (Ap) fo (A7’) which relate to the cubieals.

e Axiom [(AG) embodies the cubical lat(t;(q)) =t;_1(ti(q)) (i.e., the cubical law where is instantiated to
t and tot). This axiom is to be checked only for cell of dimension 2 attar (i.e.,()?T holds).

e The two axiom$ (A7) anfl (A7) relate to the cubical laws wherand 8 are instantiated differently, one

to sand the other td; e.g.,5(tj(q)) =tj—1(si(q)). We included both axionis (A7) apd (Ay’) for symmetry
reasons, but it is clear that one can be obtained from the byheontraposition.

The other axioms talk about the dimensions of the cells andtahe division of the cells into layef3;.

e Axiom[(A5)()i — ()T says that if in a cell there can be terminated at leegterent events then this means
that this cell has dimension at leadfi.e., one can go levels down by()' T). This is natural because the
dimension of a cell is given by the number of events that areeatly executing concurrently.

e Axiom O'T — [JOO'T has two purposes. In the basic variant (fet 0 it becomed[ () T) it says
that in any cell, however one starts an event then one carneaisinate an event. In the general form the
axiom says that from some levievhen going one level up (by starting an event) and then oret twvn (by
terminating an event) we always end up on the same leuel, we end in a cell of the same dimension like
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the cell that it started in. Axioh (AY) intuitively finds ouhe level of the current cell. If one can start and
then can terminate an event in a cell of at least dimenisiban the current cell also has dimension at least

e Axiom [(A8)]intuitively says that if from a cell we can start ament and reach a cell of some concurrency
complexity (given by the)' T) then any way of starting an event from this cell ends up itsa#lthe same
complexity. Though similar in nature, axigm (AB’) can be seetuitively as saying that if one map of
the current cell ends up in a cell of dimension at leabien all thet maps end up in the same dimension.
These two axioms relate with the part of the definition ofti@A where all thes andt; maps for soma are
defined on the same domain and codomain.

e Axioms[(AI10] and (A10) are somehow related to the notionafiotopy (see eg.[3, ch.7.4]) or to the ways
one can walk (i.e., thpathson aHDA, to be defined later) on theDAsusing theHDML modalities (or in
other terms, these axioms are related to the histories ofemt)e One may reach a cell from another cell in
aHDA in different ways and the notion of homotopy says that akéheays are considered equivalent. Take
the example of the square (cell of dimension 2) from Figuirenéne the state in the upper-right corner can
be reached from the cell in the lower-left corner in more thaa way.

In this setting axiompg (A10) aid (A10’) basically say thagtaad of going through the inside of a square one
can go on one of it sides. In other words, instead of goingudinca cell of higher dimension one can go only
through cells of lowed dimensions. Particular to our exanim Figurdl the axiofn (AID) says that when
going from the lower-left corner through the inside of theasg one can instead go through one of the lower
or left sides and reach the same place. The other gxiom (5299 that for reaching the upper-right corner,
instead of going through its inside one can just take onesafgiper or right sides.

Note also the theoremls (14)-{16) which involve feiDML modalities stacked one on top of the other. These
are theorems of the two axiorps (A10) gnd (A10’) which invobrdy three modalities. In particular note
the converse implication of (14) which is not a theorem. Haigs intuitively that one cannot infer from just
being able to walk on the edges of a square that the squarkedsifil i.e., that true concurrency is present.
This makedHDML powerful enough for the distinction between true concuryeand interleaving.

Remark that a natural counterpart (using fhienodality in place of)) of the axion{ (A6) is{ }{J¢ — [J{} ¢
(which appeared in the short paper versian [1]). But thisdaX is broken by the fact thatiDAsallow choices.
This formula would be valid only when working inside a sinl#l cube (i.e., no choices, just concurrency), as
would be the case when representing Mazurkiewicz tracetDdss

Theorem 2.16(soundness) The axiomatic system of Talple 2 is sound; k@.,; - ¢ = = ¢.

Proof. For soundness of the axiomatic system it is enough to praielie axiom§ (A5) tp (A10]) are valid.

We start with axionj (A8) and assun#, g, = ()[]¢ for someq, € Q, andn > 2 because of the assumption
()2T. This means that exists somg 1 € Qn_1 S.t.tx(gn) = gn_1 for some 1< k < nwith 7, q,_1 = []¢, and
from this it means that forany 4 | <n—1, 7. t/(qn-1) = ¢. We need to show tha¥’, o, |= []()¢. This means
that for anym=# k we have to finda K mi <n—1 s.t. 77ty (tm(an)) ¢E This is easy by applying the cubical
law, considering wlogm < K, tm(tk(0n)) = tk,l(tm(qn))ﬂ Thus, them’ = k— 1 for which trivially 1< k—1<n-—1.
From the assumption we showed that we ha&ety(t(d,)) = ¢ and hence’? tx_1(tnm(an)) = ¢.

For axiom[ (A7) assume?’, q, = {}[]¢ with g, € Qn. This means that exist;1 € Qni1 and 1<k <n+1
S.t.S(Ons1) = Oh andsZ, any1 = [|¢. Further, this implies that for anyd i < n+1, 2, ti(gn1) E ¢. We want
to prove that’#, q, = []{ } ¢, which amounts to showing that for some arbitrarg in < n with ty,(gn) = gn—1 We
can findan K| <nandq), € Qns.t.5(q,) =an—1 andZ,q, = ¢. We assume that it exists at least ¢géo work
with, for otherwise the formuld]{}¢ holds trivially. We achieve the goal using the cubical lawfsm < k then

SWe do not consider thiebecause the case for= k is trivial from the assumption above, where we know thatf@nd anyt; it is the
case that?’.t| (tk(gn)) = ¢; and because we are at least on the layer 2 it means that tisteat least ong.

“4We can apply the cubical laws because we are working witls oéllimension at least 2.
For the other case oh > k we getm = k by using a corresponding cubical law.
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consider the cubical law(s(gni1)) = S—1(tm(0ne1)) and setl = k— 1 andq), = tm(gn1) for which we know
from above that?Z’,tm(dn+1) E ¢; otherwise ifk < m(which also means th&t< n) then consider the cubical law
S (tme1(0nr1)) = tm(x(ans1)) and set = k andq), = tm:1(0ne1) (Wherem—+ 1 < n+ 1) for which we know that
A tmi1(Oni1) E 9.

For[(A7") we can just use propositional reasoning and argeealidity by contraposition with axior (A])
above. Nevertheless, we want to also give here a model tiwargument similar to the above. Thus, assume
2,00 E Of]¢ with g, € Qn. This means that existsd k < nandgp_1 S.t.t(0h) = gn—1 @and#,an-1 = [ 9,
which means that for angj, with s(q,) = gn—1 for some 1<i < nwe havesZ,q, = ¢. We want to prove that
.00 = [ 1) ¢ which amounts to showing that for some arbitrggy1, with Sm(gn+1) = 0 for some I< m<n+1,
we can find an K| <n-+1and aq) s.t.tj(qn1) = g and#Z,q, = ¢. We use the cubical laws: K< mthen
consider the cubical law(Sn(0n+1)) = Sm-1(tk(an+1)) and setl = k and gy = t(gn+1) for which we have said
before that’Z,t(qn1) = ¢ because there is thsg, 1 that reaches a cell which satisfigh¢; otherwise ifm < k
then consider the cubical lagh(tk:1(0nr1)) = tk(Sn(One1)) and set = k+ 1 andq) = tx.1(gns1) for which it
holds that’Z’,ti (dn+1) = ¢ because?’, sn(ti (ant1)) = {1¢- _

For axiom[ (A9) assume?’, q, = ()' T which means that > i. Even more()' T holds in any celly, € Q, of
dimensionn. We need to prove tha#”,q, [= [ J()()! T. The proof is trivial when there is ng., 1 with sj(gn;1) =
gn. Therefore, we need to prove that for agy 1 with s;(gny1) = 0n, for some 1< j <n+1, 5, 0n1 = OOIT.
Becausey,. 1 € Qn.1 then it must have at least ohenap that links it with some cetf, € Q, on the lower level. In
d, the formula()' T holds and thus we finished the proof.

For axion{ (AJ'] assume?, g, |= {}(){)' T which means that exists,1 € Qn.1 With Sj(gn;1) = gn for some
1<j<n+1st,001 = ()()'T. This means that+1> i+ 1 and thus > i. Therefore, for anyy, € Q, the
formula ()' T holds because we can go at leavels down and find any cell satisfying, hence()' T holds also

in gn € Qn.
Axiom [(A8)] can actually be derived from axioris (A9) and (A@$ follows: fori > 1 then{}<>‘TK£z|

<>‘*1T‘ [Y()'T; whereas fof = 1 it is just an instantiation of axiom (AR) far= 0. As we did for axioni (A7)
we leave these so that the reader has a more intuitive uaddisgy of the apparent symmetries of these formulas.

Nevertheless, we give also a model-theoretic argumentenassume?’, q, = {}()' T. This means that exists
Ont1 @nd 1< j <n+1 s.t.5j(Ony1) = Gn @aNdA2, Oyt = ()'T. This means that the dimension @, ; is greater
thani, i.e.,n+1>i. We want to prove that#’,d, = [ J()' T which amounts to showing that for an, ; € Qn1
with s; (0, 1) = gn for some 1< j < n+1we haves?,q, 4, = ()' T. But we know from before that the dimension
of g, is at least; this means that we can go down at lealsvels and on the lowest level any cell modéls
Hence we have?’,qp ., = ()'T.

For axiom (A8") we use a similar argument as in the proof basethe semantics gf and[] this time.

For[(A5) consider that#’, q |= ()i which means that there existlifferent cellsg’ with 1 < j < i which are the
result of the application of amap toq. Because is a map it means that there exist at léadifferent mapg; with
1< j<ithatare applied tg. Thereforegis of dimension at leastwhich means that we can gdéevels down (by
using an inductive argument). This makes the formila true ata.

For[(A10) assume?’,qn = {}{}()¢ which by the definition of the semantics it means that,1 € Qn;1,k <
N+1:8(On+1) = G @NAIGns2 € Qni2,i <N+2:5(0nt2) = Gnsz @nd30, 4 € Qnia, j <N+ 10t (Onr2) = Gy g
and.Z,tj(gns2) = ¢. We want to prove that?’,q, = {}(){}¢. This amounts to finding three celi§ ; € Qn 1,
b € Qn, andql, ; € Qni1 S.t.S(GR, 1) = 0, tm(R, ;) = 0, andsy(qS, ) = oh and .7, ¢S, ; |= ¢. We treat three
cases depending arand j.

Case wherj <ithen choosen= j,n=i—1,k=1, andd,, ; = dn; 1 hence finding the cubical laim(s (0n:2)) =
Sn(tj(ant2)) which makes; (gn.2) = g5, and hence, the desired’, q, ; = ¢ follows from the initial 7, tj (gn12) =
0.

Case wherj > i then choosen= j —1,n=i, k=1, andqj, ;, = 0, 1 hence finding the cubical lag(tj(gn2)) =
tm(S (Gny+2)) Which makes;(dn,2) = 05, , and hence, the desired’, ;. , = ¢ follows as before.
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Case wheri = j then it is not enough to work only with theand j as the cubical laws do not apply any
more. But there are ways dependingloriWe need two cases. Whén< j considerl = j—1, m=j—1,n=Kk,
andq,; = %(dny2) as coming from the cubical law(sj(Oni2)) = S (sk(dnt2)). Using a second cubical law
S(tj(Un+2)) = tm(S(Gny2)) = A we obtaing, ; = q,, and hence the desire#’,q;;,, = ¢. Otherwise, when
k> j then choosé = j, m= j, n=kandg}, ; = S1(0hy2) @as coming from the cubical la®/ (S 1(0ns2)) =
(Sj(an+2)). Using as second cubical law(Sc;1(0ni2)) = S(tj(Ohi2)) = o8 we obtaingy, ; = o, ; and hence
the desired result as before.

For[(A10") assumes?’, a, = {}() ()¢ which by the definition of the semantics it means @1 € Qnr1,i <
N+1:5(0ht1) = 0nand3q, € Qn, j <N :tj(Ont1) = 0n and3dn-—1 € Qn-1,k <N—1:t(q) = 01 @NdI7Z, Gn-1 |=
¢. We want to prove that?,gn = (){}()¢. This amounts to finding three cel§_; € Qn_1, o € Qn, and
o 4 €Qn1Sttm(dn) =@ 1, s(a) = 4, andti(df) = oS, andZ, oS ; = ¢. We again treat three cases
depending omandj.

Case whemn< j the_n choosen= j—1,n=i,| =k, andg® = ¢, and ge_qf,;‘_1 from the cubical lave, (tj(gni1)) =
tm(S (Oh+1)) = ;. Sincedf_; =ti(cf) = t(af) = dn-1 We get our desired result’, o, ; = ¢.
Case whein> j then choosen= j,n=i—1,| =k, andg = ¢, and getf3_, from the cubical lavim(s (On+1)) =

S(tj(Ont1)) =03 _;. We get our desired resul’,qf_, = ¢ as before.

Case when = j requires two subcases afteas the cubical laws are not applicablei @nd j anymore. We
follow a similar reasoning as we did fpr (A10). Whénx j then choosé = j — 1 and haves® = t(gn1) and
05_1 = On—1 from the cubical lawgn—1 = tk(tj(Ont+1)) = ti (tk(aOnt+1)). TO connect everything consider the cubical
law tm(Si (Gnt 1)) = Sn(tk(Gne1)) givingm=kandn= j — 1. Whenk > j then choos¢ = j and havey® =ty 1(Cn 1)
andq_; = 0s—1 from the cubical lav; (tc;1(0nt1)) = tk(tj(Oh+1)) = Gn—1. And all is connected right through the
cubical laws (tk11(Ant+1)) = tn(Sj(On+1)) givingm=k andn= j. O

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

Proof. Compactness says that for any infinite set of formil#sall the finite subset§S C I are satisfiable than the
original I" is satisfiable.
The compactness failure f6tDML is withessed by the following infinite set of formulas:

F={0'T|iew}.

Any finite subseS= {()/ T | i < n} of I is satisfiable on a modet4, which hasQ, # 0 in any cellg, € Q, of
dimensionn; i.e., #,q, = ()' T forall () T € S

On the other hand the infinife is not satisfiable on any pointed model, i.e., at a singletp&ior assume there
exists a modeb? and some celi| € Qn for some leveimwhere all formulagp € I' are satisfiable”,q = ¢. But
this is not possible as the formul@™ 1T does not hold on any cell from levél, or any level below. This is
because when stripping off orjg we go one level down cf. the semantics; and we cannot go dows thanm
levels, cf.q € Qm but we need to stripn+ 1 times the after operatdl. No matter on which level we choose the
point cellg in a model there will always be a formula inthat will not hold, because of the infinitenesslofalso
regardless of the infiniteness of the model that we choose).

Intuitively, the compactness failure is due to the fact thatmodels oHDML are bounded below in their levels
andHDML has a modality that goes down the levels (i.e., the after fitgda). O

3 Examples of Encodings into Higher Dimensional Modal Logic

This section serves to exemplify ways of usiHPML. One may encode other logics for different concurrency
models as restrictions ¢(iDML; in this respect we study the relation DML with standard modal logic, with
CTL, ISTL (a branching time temporal logic over configurat&iructures), and with linear time temporal logic over
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Mazurkiewicz traces LTrL. Another way of usitdDML is as a general logical framework for studying properties
of concurrency models and their interrelation. This is dbgdinding the appropriate restrictions BIDA and
HDML and investigating their relations and axiomatic presériat

3.1 Encoding standard modal logic into HDML

Lemma 3.1 (Kripke structures) The class of Kripke structures is captured by the class didriglimensional
structures where all setsQfor n> 1, are empty.

Proof. Essentially this result is found inl[3]. MDA K = (Qo,Q1,51,t1,]) is a special case diDAswhere all

Qn =0 for n> 1. This is the class oHDAs that encode Kripke frames. Becau®e (and all other cells of
higher dimension) is empty there are no cubical laws applécaTherefore, there is no geometric structure on
K. Moreover, the restriction on the labeling functibis not applicable (a&, is empty). Add to such &DA a
valuation function?” to obtain a Kripke modelQo, Q1,s1,t1,1, 7). O

Proposition 3.2 (axiomatization of KripkeHDAS). The class of higher dimensional structures corresponding t
Kripke structures (from Lemnia 3.1) is axiomatized by:

=L (19)

Proof. For anyHDA .7 and anyq € Q a cell of any dimension, we prove the double implicatio#’ = [ J{ ] L
iff # is asin Lemma3ll.

For theif direction if g € Q; then the axiom holds trivially because there are no cellQgnhences#,q |=
[JE)L holds and alsq ] L. Wheng € Qo the axiom holds because for agye Q; with s;(q') = q it is the case
that.”Z,d = [ ] L because there are g8 € Q; cf. Lemmd3.1L.

For theonly if direction consider & for which the axiom holds (i.e., for any cejle Q thens#,q = [ J{ ]L);
we need to show that arQ, with n > 1 is empty. Assume the opposite, that there exjsts Q, with n > 1. This
means that there is a sequersgé ..s(gn)) = do of source maps that ends in a ogjl€ Qp of dimension 0. But
€, = [ ]L, which means that there cannot be this sequence of sourceunbgssy, is of dimension at most
1. This is a contradiction and hence the proof is finished. O

Theorem 3.3(standard modal logic)Consider the syntactic definition

o9 = {})9.

The language oktandard modal logiases only> and is interpreted only over higher dimensional structuass
defined in Lemmia_3.1 and only in cells of.Q

Proof. First we check that we capture exactly the semantics of atdnehodal logic;77”,qo = ¢¢ iff 52,00 E
{}O¢ iff 3d € Qi s.t.s1(qd) =qoandsZ.q = ()¢ iff 30 € Qo s.t.t1(d) = gy and.Z, o = ¢. This is the same
as3q, € Qo reached in “one transition” frorp and. 77, qf, = ¢. (We go only through one transition cefle Q;.)
Clearly, with the axiom of Propositidn 3.2¢°, g, £ <@ for anyq, € Q, for anyn > 1. Therefore>¢ makes
sense only interpreted in states fr@p.
Second we check that the axioms of standard modal logi©fbold in our axiomatic system. Cleary | «»

(A4) (A4")
1; just apply (A2} and thep (A2) td } () L. Itis easy to see thaig + —~O—¢ as—{}()—¢ [1—-0—9¢
[)[l¢ and the semantic afig is the right one, i.e., for ang € Qo, reached through some transitighe Q,

is the case that?’,q, = ¢. We prove now that>(¢p v ¢') <+ G v <O¢’'. This is becauséd () (¢ Vv @)

def

A3
00 080 B Gosv 108 B 0p v op
It is easy to see how we recover the corresponding inferariedar . We thus have all the axiomatic system
of standard modal logic and the proof is finished. O
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Remark that the axionis (A§)-(A1]") particular HRDML are trivially satisfied for all states or transitions (i.e.,
cells of dimension 0 or 1). This means that for these cellsalaioms do not impose any constraints. One can
easily check that for each of the axioms (45)-(A10"), whick anplications, either the first formula does not hold
or the second formula holds trivially. In fact, in the axidinasystem of Tabl€]2 with the new axiofn {19) added,
one cannot prove formulas where the same existential mpdastacked twice or more (lik€}{}... or (){)...).

In fact, any such formula is provable unsatisfiable. Thidse @ reason for using the syntactic definition for the
diamond from Theorem 3.3.

3.2 Adding an Until operator and encoding standard temporallogic

The basictemporal logic is the logic with only theventuallyoperator (and the dualway9. This language is
expressible in the standard modal lodicl[14]. It is knowrt the Until operator adds expressivenessentually
andalwaysoperators can be encoded widimtil but not the other way around).

TheUntil operator cannot be encodecHDML because of the local behavior of the during and after maesiit
similar arguments as in modal logic about express&ingl apply toHDML too. TheUntil modality talks about the
whole model (about all the configurations of the system) imx@atential manner. More precisely, thatil says
that there must exist some configuration in the model, rdaeHeom the configuration wher@ntil is evaluated,
satisfying some property, and in all the configurations on all/some of the paths rewgtiie¢ configuration some
other propertypy must hold. Hence we need a notionpaithin a HDA.

Definition 3.4 (paths inHDAS). A simple stepgn a HDA is either ¢_1 N On With S(0n) = gn—1 OF O LN On_1
with t (o) = Gn_1, where ¢ € Quand 1 € Qu_z and1<i<n. Apathmm= ¢ LR isa

sequence of single steps§- g+, witha’ € {s,t}. We say that @ 7iff g = q' appears in one of the steps in
1. The first cell in a path is denoted(st) and the ending cell in a finite path is @m). We call a cell greachable
from some other cell g, and denote by-¢ d/, iff 3m: st(r1) = gAen(m) = . Overload the notationt —* 17 to
mean that the pathr’ extendsr, with the usual definition.

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

In the same spirit as done for temporal logic we boost theesgiveness diDML by defining arlntil operator
over higher dimensional structures. We define both stylésntif operators. We then show how the standard LTL
logic (with its until operator interpreted over Kripke sttures) is encoded into tHdDML framework. For the
CTL-like definition we discuss if and how the details of thelaoidability proofs over Mazurkiewicz traces can be
done in the setting dfiDML. Note that the proofs in [17, 10] lack many of the details. \&eaentrate on the proof
using the Post correspondence problem from [10].

Definition 3.5 (CTL-like Until operator) Define an Until operatog % € ¢’, in the style of CTL, which is interpreted
over a HDA in a cell as below:
H.QE¢wC iff Ime A st s(m) =qren(m) =d,
A q E¢’,and Vq' € mq’ #d theno?,q" = ¢.
Definition 3.6 (LTL-like Until operator) Define an Until operatop %' ¢, in the style of LTL, which is interpreted
over a HDA in a cell as below:
HqEow' ¢ iff I € A stgr A =P,
andvme 2 vVq' € m:st(m) =qgrenm) =d A" #d
then? .’ = ¢.
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The Definition(3.6 of%' is in the style of LTL in the sense that it looks only at one @ament) execution of
the system ignoring choices (in the sens&BfA). The Definitior 3.b ofZ ¢ is more refined because it looks at a
single linearization of a concurrent execution; and it iarwhing in the sense that it is not confined to one single
concurrent execution, but the linearization may cross Hatias of concurrent runs, i.e., taking choices.

Proposition 3.7 (modeling CTL Until) The CTL Until modality is encoded syntactically $y% ¢’ £ (¢ Vv
OT)Z (¢’ A—=()T)when3% is interpreted only in states of Kripke HDAs as in Lenima 3.1.

Proof. Essential for the proof is the fact thatZ is interpreted over restrictddDAswhich model Kripke struc-
tures. Precisely, they have only cells of dimension O (thées) and 1 (the transitions), and moreover, we know
which are states because the formulg T holds in all and only the cells of dimension 0. Therefore, tigét
formula of the37% is evaluated only in states becaugeé A —() T) can never hold in a cell of dimension greater
than 0. Moreover, the transitions are not important for ahg the¢ because the formul@ T is always true in a
transition (because any transition has a target state)h©ather hand the formulg T is never true in a state and
hence thep 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 seic&wf the 3% corresponds to the well known
CTL semantics. Thus we want to show ttﬁa‘f to =937 ¢’ is the same as saying that exists a finite sequence
of statesqy,...,q§ € Qo with q§ = do, 27,05 = ¢', #,qy |= ¢ for all 1 <i <k, and for any 1< i <k d, is
reachable through a single transition frtn*pl By th definition in the statement?’,qo = ¢ 3% ¢’ is the same as
A, pE@VOT)ZC(¢' A—()T). By the semantics o/ ¢ from Definition[3.5 we know thafirra path in7,
which goes only through cells of dimension 0 or 1 becaeemodels a Kripke structure cf. LemrhaB.1, hence
mis of the formqp,d1,dp, . ..; and moreover, we also have trsifm) = goAenn) =d, 2.4 = (¢’ A=()T),
andvq’ € m g’ # q thensZ,q" = (¢ v () T). Clearlyq € Qo because-() T must hold inq’ and hencep’ holds
in a state, i.e.Z,q |= ¢'. It remains to show that in ali’ which are states (i.e., thos§ € Qo) we have that
2,q" = ¢. But we know that’#7’,q" i~ () T becausa’, being a cell of dimension 0, has nanap. Therefore,
using.»Z,q" = (¢ v () T) from before, we have tha#’.q" = ¢.

Note that for the full CTL a universal correspondent#f must be defined ovédDAS but we do not go into
these details here. O

3.3 Partial order models and their logics in HDML

This section is mainly concerned with Mazurkiewicz tracE3 as a model of concurrency based on partial orders,
because of the wealth of logics that have been developed f@r[®]. Higher dimensional automata are more
expressive than most of the partial orders models (like Magwicz traces, pomsets [20], or event structures [21])
as studied in[22.,13]. In particular, an extensive parf bfig3]evoted to showing how Petri nets are representable as
some class of higher dimensional automata. The works 0fg22] show (similar in nature) how event structures
can be encoded in higher dimensional automata. Mazurkietkéces are a particular class of event structures,
precisely defined i [23]. We use this presentation, as actext partial order, of Mazurkiewicz traces.

In the following we give definitions and standard results artipl orders, event structures, and Mazurkiewicz
traces which are needed for the development of the highegr@onal modal logic for these models, in particular
for Mazurkiewicz traces. In few words, we isolate the classigher dimensional automata corresponding to
Mazurkiewicz traces (and to partial orders or event stmastun general) as the models of tHOML. Then we
restrictHDML to get exactly the logics over Mazurkiewicz traces (we fosashe logics presented in/[9,]24]) and
over the more general partial orders called communicatogiential agents in [25] (like ISTL of [18, 10]).

Definition 3.8 (partial orders) A partially ordered set (opose} is a set E equipped with a partial ordet, (E, <).
Thehistory of an element & E (denoted|e) ise= {€ | € < 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.es5(C).
Denote by#’ the set of all configurations. (Obvious@,and|e, for any ec E, are configurations.) Thiemmediate
successorelation < C E x E is defined as e € iffe # € and e< € andVe’ € E, e< € < € implies e= €’ or
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€ =€'. AZ-labeled posetE,<,A) is a poset with a labeling functioh : E — Z which maps each element to a
label fromZ. Define atransition relationon the configurations of a labeled posetas:C ¢ x Z x € given by
C-%Ciff JecE s.t.A(e)=aand eZ C and C =CuU{e}.

When one sees the elementstoés 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 irreflexivedependence relationC 2 x = and
its complement B= X x X\ |, called thedependence relatiotMazurkiewicz traces are labeled posets restricted by
the independence relation as follows:

Vec E, |eisfinite,

Ve e €E, e<€ = (A(e),A(€)) €D,

Ve € cE, (A(e),A(€¢))eD=e<€ore<e.

Definition 3.10 (event structures)Consider a symmetric and irreflexive relatiéghC E x E. Thisconflict relation
is added to a poset to form a@vent structuréE, <, #) where the following restrictions apply:

Ve €, € E, e#t€ and é < € implies et€’,

vVe,d €E, eecC andeéte implieségC.
An event structure is callefinitary iff Vee E, |e is finite.

The second constraint on event structures says that thegocaitfibns of an event structure are conflict-free.
Define the relation of concurrency for an event structureeto b
co=ExE\(#u<u<l).

Proposition 3.11(families of configurations) A finitary event structuréE, <, #) is uniquely determined by its
family of configuration&t (denoted E, ¢¢)).

Proof. This result is found in([6]. We summarize here the resultdileato it.
The two relationse < € and e#€ are mutually exclusive, because, otherwise, the getwould not be a
configuration (because of the second constraint of DefirBid0).
If two eventse, € do not appear together in any configuratiorizgfthene#€ (e#t€ iff 3C c 4¢ s.t.e,€ €C).
If in any configuration wher€' exists,e exists too there < € (e< € iff VC € 4¢,€ € C=ecC). O

We usually use a labeled poset and work with labeled evamttates(E, <,#,A), or (E,4g,A) when using
their corresponding family of configurations.

Proposition 3.12(traces as event structuregyny Mazurkiewicz trace, as in Definition B.9, corresponda tace
configuration structurewhich is a labeled event structu(&, g,A) with an empty conflict relation that respects
the following restriction:

A is anice labelingand context-independent

where nice labeling means
Ved cE, A(e)=A(¢)=>e<€dore<e
and context-independent means
VabeZ (A Ha)xA 1(b)Nnco#0 = A a)xA b)n<=0.

Proof. This resultis essentially found inl[7,123]. We remind how geés the independence relation of a Mazurkiewicz
trace from a trace configuration structure:
| ={(a,b) | (A~1(a) x A~1(b)) N co # 0}. O

One can view a configuration as a valuation of evénts {0,1}, and thus we can view an event structure as a
valuation fg : 25 — {0,1}, which selects only those configurations that make the estantture.

The terminology that we adopt now steams from the Chu spapessentation afiDAs[22,[6]. We fix a set
E, which for our purposes denotes events. Consider the dda$Baswhich have a single hypercube of dimension
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|E|, hence each event represents one dimension itHi&. This hypercube is denoted 3in relation to Z,
because in th&lDA case each event may be in three phasesstarted executing andterminated(as opposed to
only terminated or not started). The valuation from befazedmes novE — {0, %, 1}, where% means executing.
The set of three values is linearly ordereet(% < 1 to obtain aracyclic HDA[6], and all cells of § are ordered by
the natural lifting of this order pointwise. The dimensidracell is equal to the number (%fin its corresponding
valuation.

Notation: In the context of a single hypercubé& 3ve denote the cells of the cube by lists |&| elements
€€ ...6g  Where eacle takes values iqO, %, 1} and represents the status of theevent of theHDA.

With the above conventions, the cells of dimension 0 (ihe states of thelDA) are denoted by the correspond-
ing valuation restricted to only the two valué8,1}; and correspond to the configurations of an event structure.
The set of states of suchHDA is partially ordered by the ordet we defined before. In this way, from the hy-
percube 8 we can obtain any family of configuratiog: by removing all 0-dimensional cells that represent a
configurationC ¢ % B By Propositiori 3,111 we can reconstruct the event structure.

In Definition[2.3 the interpretation of the during and aftesdalities ofHDML did not take into consideration
the labeling of theHDA. The labeling was used only for defining the geometry of camrewcy of theHDA. Now
we make use of this labeling function in the semantics of #fielled modalities of Definition 3.114. But first we
show how the labeling extends to cells of any dimension.

Definition 3.13 (general labeling) Because of the conditiond(q)) = I(ti(q)) for all q € Q., all the edges
61.--3_1%&+1 ... €|, With g € {0,1} for j # i, have the same label. Denote this as the lahelThe label of
ageneral cell o= Qy is the multiset of nlabelg|. . .1;, where the j's are exactly those indexes in the represemtatio
of g for which g has valuej.

As is the case with multi-modal logics or propositional dyna logics [26], we extendHDML to have a
multitude of modalities indexed by some alphabdthe alphabet of th&lDA in our case). This will be the same
alphabet as that of the Mazurkiewicz trace represented &yDA. In propositional dynamic logic there is an
infinite number of modalities because they are indexed byl@imahet consisting of the regular expressions; yet
these can be expressed in terms of a finite number of basiclitexléindexed by only the basic expressions). In
our case we consider only an unstructured alph2hehich is considered finite.

Definition 3.14 (labeled modalities) Consider two labeled modalitieturing {a} ¢ andafter (a)¢$ where ac X is
a label from a fixed alphabet. The interpretation of the |ademodalities is given as:
A,q = {a}¢ iff assuming g Q, for some niq € Qn.1 S.t.
s(q)=qforsomel <i<n,I(q)=I(q)a and?Z.q = ¢.
H,qE (ay¢ iff assuming ¢g Qn for some n3q € Qn_1 s.t.
ti(g) = forsomel <i <n,l(q) =I(d)a and.Z,q = ¢.
Having the labeled modalities one can get the unlabeledmarias a disjunction over all labels

{10 = \/{a}¢

ac

The same as in Propositién B.2 we captured axiomaticalllggrbasidHDML language the Kripke models, the
guestion now is whether we can capture in the badlMVL language with labeled modalities the Mazurkiewicz
traces. The initial results in Lemrha3]15 cast the restmstion labeled event structures of Proposition]3.12 into the
HDA setting in the view discussed above. Nevertheless, thexbimdependence property of the labeling function
A is special and we discuss it afterwards.
Lemma 3.15(trace restrictions itHDA).

The notion ofempty conflict relatiofrom Definition3.1D is captured in HDML by the axiom:

azbi=({a}TA{b}T) — ({a}{b} T A{b}H{a}T) (20)

5We remove also all those cells of higher dimension that aneected with the 0-dimensional cells that we have removed.
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The notion ofnice labelingfrom Propositio 3.1 is captured in HDML by the axiom:

E@T — —-{a}T (21)
The notion ofdependent actiors and b from Definitio 319 is captured in HDML by the axiom:

E(@T — —{b}T (22)

Proof. Mazurkiewicz traces do not employ the notion of conflict tiela of the event structures. In other words,
traces are encoded as event structures with an empty coeflition. To such event structures the two restrictions
of Definition[3.10 do not apply, being vacuously satisfied.efEfiore, the Mazurkiewicz traces become, in this
view, just configuration structures with the labeling fuantrestricted as in Propositién 3]12. Because the conflict
relation is what captures choices in event structures ahégimer dimensional automata, the Mazurkiewicz traces
are just linear models, unable to capture choices.

The axiom[(2D) restrictsiDAsto not have choices. Essentially the axiom says that if inesoell one can start
two different events (with different labels) then these ®vents are concurrent, i.e., the two during modalities can
be stacked one on top of the other. Note that the axiom tallksatout different labels. Choices between events
with the same label are still allowed. To remove this form ofdeterminism we just need to add the modal axiom
for determinism:= {a}¢ — [a]¢.

Such restrictedHDAs still allow for autoconcurrencywhich is not the case in Mazurkiewicz traces. Tiiee
labeling axiom [21) removes autoconcurrency. It basically says tiiatevents with the same label cannot be
concurrent; i.e., if an event labeled widhhas been started then no other event labeled avithn start. Note that
this axiom is meaningful on transitions and cells of highenehsion, but not in states; i.e., it is meaningful during
the execution of the already startaedabeled events, not before starting them.

The last axiom[(22) models the fact that two dependent acao®not concurrent, which is the last restriction in
the Definition 3. of Mazurkiewicz traces. Note that the dafgeling restriction says that the dependence relation
is reflexive, as required in Definitidn_3.9. O

We could not capture the context-independent restrictiotine labeling because it does not have just a universal
presentation, so that we can capture it with axioms. Thisicdsn is existential in nature, looking through all the
higher dimensional automaton for some particular eventsfadt it has a mixture of existential and universal
assertions. Precisely, a labeling being context-indepeind as saying that: if there exists throughoutHiA two
events labeled witla andb which are concurrent, then all the pairs of events from tmeetdDA that are labeled
with a andb must be concurrent. Or we can characterize it otherwise th@hotion ofnot-concurrentas: if there
exists throughout thelDA two events labeled with andb which are not concurrent, then all the pairs of events
from the samé+HDA that are labeled witla andb must not be concurrent. We can also have another view on this
property, using two validities: either all the pairs of etgelabeled witha andb are not concurrent (i.e., axioin (22))
or all the pairs of events labeled wi#handb are concurrent.

We conjecture that the context-independent restrictiotherlabeling function cannot be captured just in the
basicHDML language, but the more expressive temporal operators agedewhich can talk about the whole
HDA structure in an existential manner. Maybe just éventuallytemporal modality is enough, instead of the
strongerUntil operator. Yet another question is whether just the LTL-lik&til operator from Definitio_316 is
enough.

In the remainder of this section we show how the LTrL logic/@f4nd the ISTL logic of[[18, 10] is captured
in the higher dimensional framework. These logics, as wethase presented inl[7,124], are interpreted in some
particular configuration of a Mazurkiewicz trace (or of aresed partial order). We take the view of Mazurkiewicz
traces as restricted labeled posets from Propoditidn 3.éwse their representation using their corresponding
family of configurations as in Proposition 3]12. Therefase, now interpretHDML over restrictecdHDAs as we
discussed above.
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Proposition 3.16(encoding LTrL) The language of LTrL consists of the propositional part ofMIDtogether with
the following two definitions:

e of the Until operator OUY E(dVOTU (¢ A=(T);
e and the next step operator, fora, (@)p = {a}(a)e.

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

Proof. The states of thélDA are the configurations of the Mazurkiewicz trace. Thus, @findion of the LTrL
language is interpreted in one trace at one particular caraign; as is done in[9]. The original semantics of LTrL
uses transitions from one configuration to another labejeahtelement from the alphabEtof the trace. It is easy
to see that our syntactic definition @) ¢ has the same interpretation as the corresponding oné i f@.proof
is similar to the proof of Theorefn 3.3. In particular, wh@¢ is interpreted in some state of thtDA, i.e., in a
configuration of the trace, then the formylanust hold in the state reached by going through a transiéibaléd
with a. This means that we just made a single step, cf. the defirofi§®], from the initial configuration to a new
one where one new event labeleddlgas been added.

The Until operator of[[9] has the same definition as the one in standBlccblt adapted to the Mazurkiewicz
traces setting; thus, in the syntactic definitionsf we use the LTL-like%' from Definition[3.6. O

The ISTL logic is interpreted over communicating sequeragents (CSA), which are a restricted form of
partial orders that still allows choices (as opposed to Mdewicz traces). ISTL interprets the CTL until operator
in configurations of a CSA. Therefore, we first need to find tkecerestriction oHDAsmodeling CSA and then
just use the syntactic definitiai%/ of Propositior 3.J7. We do not go into details here but distiissindecidability
results ford% .

In thed% is interpreted only over Mazurkiewicz traces and an unasdglity proof is given using a simple
trace that looks like a grid, with only two labels that aregpdndent. The proof of [10] uses a simple CSA but
which allows choices. Intuitively| [10] builds infinitely amy grids as in[17]. Both these proofs work with infinite
partial orders (i.e., infinitely many events): [17] worksaminfinite grid; whereas [10] works with infinitely many
finite grids. There are two stages in these algorithms: tiseifirto encode all and only these infinite structures
with some formula (for which th&ntil definitions are not even needed, but only their weaker forkesdG are
enough); the second stage is to encode the actual tests imtleeidability problem (the tiling problem i [17]
and the Post correspondence probleni_in [10]). The first stagéoe seen as setting the board for the undecidable
problem.

We do not pursue further here investigation into the (uripidulity of HDML with the Until operator.

4 Expressiveness in terms of bisimulations

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

Another way of looking at the expressiveness of a modal l@gly investigating the kind of bisimulation that
it captures. In this section we do this fdDML, with the aim to get more insights into the distinguishingvpo of
the basic language #fDML. By distinguishing power we mean what kind of (two) models ba distinguished by
a singleHDML formula and what models are indistinguishable. The notibimdistinguishables given through
an appropriate bisimulation; i.e., if the two models arenbilgr (for some specific notion of bisimulation) then an
observer cannot distinguish them. The observer, in our, deseonly the power to test logicelIDML formulas
on the two models. Since we will refer to works that consi@ddueled 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) logiclside investigations into what exact subset of first
(or second) order logic they capture, as is done for lineae temporal logic [27] (se€ [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 strictharser than ST-bisimulation or history preserv-
ing bisimulation. Therefore, we confine our presentatioree only split-bisimulation, and discuss shortly the
reasons that makeDML less expressive than the other bisimulationsH@As

Definition 4.1 (split-bisimulation) The split of a finite pathtin a HDA is the sequence slit) £ 0,...0, where
g =li(g)" if a' =sandg = Ii(q)~ if a' =t for 1 <i < n. Two higher dimensional automata#a,d) and
(%’é,qg) (with qﬁ and (g two initial cells) are split-bisimulation equivalenif there exists a binary relation R
between their paths starting af gespectively § that respects the following:

1. if mRr then spli{m) = split(7B);

2. if mRrg and my —* 1, then3rg with 13 —* 115 and M R1E;

3. if mRmg and g —* 15 then3m, with my —* 11, and M R1E;
Denote this ag. /7, 4%) ~s (78, 03).

The ST-bisimulation replaces the first requirement witheditgubetween ST-traces of the two paths. Intuitively,
the ST-trace of a path is like the split-trace only that thd kelsl;(-)~ are keeping count of which start label
they match with; i.e.li(-)! where at thej'" point the corresponding event has been started. ThereSareraces
know exactly which event ends; whereas the split-traces ocoajuse this. History preserving bisimulation is
defined using the notions of adjacency and homotopyHioA and intuitively, for some cell in thelDA we have
a grip on its history also. Thus, history preserving bisiatioh has access to the whole partially ordered history
of the current executing events, ST-bisimulation has a&coesy to some point from the past (i.e., the origin of
some event), whereas the split-bisimulation has only anaif previous step on the path. We come back to these
intuitions throughout this section.

A modal logic is said to capture some equivalence relatioif for any two models.7# and.7#”, they are
equated by the- relation iff they aremodally equivalent

Definition 4.2 (modal equivalence)Define the HDMLmodal equivalencas the relation 2" s.t.;

(2,q) " (A Q) iffv Qe ¢ o A d .

To keep the presentation simple we will work with frameseéaskt of models; i.e., with no propositional con-
stants. Before presenting the formal result note H2ML can distinguish branching points, as is the case with
bisimulations opposed to trace equivalences; the starelahple in process algebrasl§+ c) vs. ab+ ac) is
distinguished by théiDML formula f[a}[a]({b} T A {c}T). HDML also distinguishes between interleaving and
split-2 concurrency, where the standard examplg [bfvs. ab+ bais distinguished by the formulga} {b} T which
holds only fora||b.

Proposition 4.3(HDML captures split-bisimulation)

. HDML o
The relations ~ ~ and =~ coincide.

Proof. Proving the inclusiomng%’”‘ is simple. Use induction on the structure of the formula asel the last
two conditions forx~g with a smallest extension of the paths, i.e., when only ompl& step is added to the path.

The split-traces give the label and thert needed (when working with} respectively()).
Proving the other inclusiol 2" C ~g needs the standard assumptions of finite nondeterminisiméaye-finite

as it is also known) and finite concurrency. This proof usekictio ad absurduno show that the relatioR '
is respecting the three conditions of Definitjonl4.1. Shaytimese conditions for all the paths is inductive, starting
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with the empty path and making only simple steps of extenthiegpaths 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. Wk here with simple steps that extend the path

with smaps labeled by song and the other mapis treated analogous. Consider the initial ch{sH'?vML Os, and
thats(g%) = ga labeled bya (i.e., we extend the empty split-trace wih). We will assume that there is no way

of extending (with a single step) the empty path# cf. condition 2 of Definitioi 411: i.e.Aq} s.t.S(05) = s,

for somei, and labeled witha, and modal equivaleng HOME . If the assumption holds because there is no

way of starting ara-labeled event then the modal form{flajj L holds ings. But because i holds{a} T and

Ja HopL gs then we get a contradiction becaugel= {a} T A [aj] L. Because of the finite nondeterminism and

finite concurrency, the set of celsg, ..., g3} reachable by as map labeled by from gg, is finite. It remains to
check the modal equivalence of the new cells. Clearly thi-sptes of the new paths are the same because we
extend with the samgmap labeled with the sanze Assume that for each ce1'|3 there exists some formulgl that
holds ing} but not ingi. Hence,ga = {a}(¢*A--- A ¢") butgg = {a} (@2 A--- A "), which is a contradiction
with the fact thaga andgg are modal equivalent (i.e., model the same formulas). O

Because split-bisimulation can distinguish choices, tHO'ML can distinguish all the examples 6f [29] that
were meant there to distinguish between the many tracedbepagivalences. In particulafDML distinguishes
the X299 and X¢¢" pomset processes (in thé#DA representation) which are meant to distinguish the splitt
from the splith trace equivalences (e.qg., the formylg ({2} T A (1)({0}(0){2}(2){2} T A[2}[2]{0}[0]~{1}T))
distinguishes the two examples [n]29, Figure 2] becauselidshonX$Ve"but not onX949). Also, HDML can
distinguish the examples ih [29, Figure 3] because the ftarfiaj [ b} [b][a]{c} T holds in the pomset proce¥s
but not inX (in their HDA presentation). This example is meant[inl[29] to distingulsh ST-trace equivalence
from all the splitn trace equivalences because the two pomset processes iateguishable by any of the split-
trace equivalences.

Nevertheless, when it comes to bisimulation equivalet@ML captures only split-bisimulation. Intuitively,
the examples above can be distinguishedHDML because they have different branching points before thie-pro
lematic autoconcurrency squatdDML becomes stuck when it has to deal with autoconcurrencyviteen in a
concurrency square with both sides labeled the s&tD®/JL cannot distinguish which of the two events it finishes.
But ST-bisimulation and history preserving bisimulatiandistinguish the two events by looking at the history.
In particular,HDML is unable to distinguish any of the “owl” examples bf [29] wimiare meant to separate the
split-n-bisimulations.

In conclusion,HDML sits pretty low in the equivalences spectrum of van Glablaek Vaandrager [29],
capturing only split-bisimulation. An interesting questifor future work is what is a minimal extensionftML
that captures ST-bisimulation, or history preservingrbidation?

5 Conclusion

We have investigated a modal logic calledDML which is interpreted over higher dimensional automata. The
language oHDML is simple, capturing both the notions of “during” and “afteiThe associated semantics is
intuitive, accounting for the special geometry of tHBAs An adaptation of the filtration method was needed
to prove decidability. We have associatedHDML an axiomatic system which incorporates the standard modal
axioms and has a few natural axioms extra, which are relatédtetcubical laws and to the dimensionsHidAs

We isolated axiomatically the class BIDAs that encode Kripke structures and shown how standard modal
logic is encoded intetdDML when interpreted only over these restrictddAs We then showed how to extend
the expressiveness ¢fDML using theUntil operator by defining two kinds dfintil over HDAs one %' in
the LTL style and onez ¢ in the CTL style. Using theZZ¢ we showed how to encode syntactically the CTL
J into HDML when interpreted over the KripkdDAs We also showed how weaker concurrency models like
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Mazurkiewicz traces or (restrictions of) event structuras be encoded iHDML and how some of their specific
properties can be captured axiomatically only in the basigliage oHDML. We also looked at encoding specific
logics for these restricted models (particularly the LTridadSTL) in the extensions dfiDML with the Until
operators.

In the last technical section we investigated the distisiginig power oHDML and isolated the basic language
of HDML as capturing exactly the split-bisimulation. Neverthglebe power to distinguish different branching
points allowedHDML to distinguish all the examples df [29] that were meant therseparate the split-n-trace
equivalences and the ST-trace equivalence. In this resgegave some discussions trying to identify the weak
points ofHDML compared to ST-bisimulation or history preserving bisiation.

Interesting further work is to look more into the relationDML (and its temporal extensions) with other
logics for weaker models of concurrency like with the modaaji¢ of [11] for event structures or other logics for
Mazurkiewicz traces. Particularly interesting is to giwails of how or if the undecidability results 6f[10,/18] are
applicable to our setting.

When investigating deeper the extensiondH&fML wrt. the captured bisimulations, the work 6f [30] is of
particular relevance and comparisons with the logics pitesethere worth wild.

Acknowledgements: | would like to thank Martin Steffen and Olaf Owe for their fidecomments, 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 apssteeded to prove the completeness of the axiomatic
system forHDML from Table[2; but still some details need to be fit into place&yy Aomments on this proof are
welcome. The complications and details of this completepesof are as such because of the intricate geometrical
structure of theHDA model that we work with. Some of the inductive reasoning thateeded does not follow
standard patters, and makes arguments more involved.

We first fix some terminology and notation. Because of thegfimiodel property foHDML from Theoreni 2,113
and because compactness fails cf. Thedreml 2.17, we aradddio use atoms in the proof of completeness for
HDML and build finite canonical models (instead of using maxineaisistent sets and standard canonical model).
Definition A.1 (atoms) Recall from Definitiol 24 tha¥#’(¢ ) is the subformula closure set of some given formula
¢. Denote by-¢'(¢p) =€ () U{—¢' | ¢’ € €(¢)} the set of subformulas together with their negated formstA s
of formulas A is called aatomfor ¢ if A is a maximal consistent subset-6%(¢). Denote A{¢) the set of all
atoms forg. For an atom Ac At(¢) denote byA the formula obtained ag A - - A gn with @ € A.

Intuitively, atoms are sets of formulas which are free of iediate propositional inconsistencies (like\ —¢).
Lemma A.2 (properties on atoms)Standard results for atoms tell us that for some formg@iland any atom
A€ At(9) is the case that:

(i). forall Yy € =€ (¢) then only one ofy or - are in A;
(ii). forall ¢ — @' € =€(¢) theny — ' € Aiff whenevery € A theny/’ € A;

(iii). if Y € =¥ (¢) and Y is consistent then there exists areAt(¢) s.t. ¢ € A; (This is an analog of Linden-
baum’s Lemma.)

(iv). any consistent set of formulasCS~%’(¢) can be grown to an atomgc At(¢).

Definition A.3 (canonical saturateHDA). A HDA is calledcanonical for the formulg if a canonical labeling
A :Q — At(¢) can be attached to the HDA. A labeling functiorcaonicalf the following conditions hold:
1. forany ¢ € Qn,0n-1 € Qn_1, withn>0, andv0<i <n, if §(qn) = -1 thenvVy € =€ (¢) if { Y € A (n-1)
theny € A (qn),
2. forany ¢ € Qn,0n-1 € Qn_1, withn> 0, andV0 <i < n, if tj(gn) = gn_1 thenVy € =€ (@) if [JY € A(gn)
theny € A(gn-1).
A canonical HDA is callegaturatedf:
1. whenevef}@ € A(gn-1) thendgy € Qnand30 <i < ns.t. $(0y) =gp_1and Y € A (),

2. whenevef)y € A(qgn) then3gn-1 € Qn-1and30<i<ns.t.t(0h) =gn-1and P € A (n-1).
Lemma A.4 (truth lemma) In a canonical saturated HDA% for a formula ¢, with the valuation defined as
¥ (tn) ={@ € Pg | @€ A(tn)}, itholds that’Z’,an = @ iff ¢ € A(an), for anyy € ~€(¢).

Proof. By induction on the structure a§.
Base casey = @ € dg. From the definition we have? . q, = @ iff @ € ¥ (qn) iff @ € A(gn).

Inductive step The case for the Boolean connectives follows easily fromgloperties on atoms. Finally
we treat cases for the two modalities. Consider the durindgality. The left to right direction is based on the
canonicity of.7.

We provesZ,gn = {}¢ = {}¢ € A(0,). From the definition we know thailq € Qn,7 and30<i <n+1s.t.
s(d) =anand.Z,q = ¢. From the induction hypothesis we have thét o = ¢ iff ¢ € A(d). Together with
the canonicity of72” we have thaf}¢ € A (qgn). Proof finished.

For the right to left direction we use the saturationssf. We prove{}¢ € A(tn) = 77,00 = {}¢. Using
the saturation of’# we have thaig,;1 € Qni1 @and30<i <n+1s.t.5(gn+1) =0n @and ¢ € A(Qny1). By the
induction hypothesis it implies tha¥?’,q,.1 = ¢. Thus, by the definition we have that’, q, = {}¢.

The proof for the() modality is symmetric using the second conditions of catipnand saturation of7. [
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For modal logics over complex structures lik®Asthe step-by-step method of proving completeness is a first
candidate. But we cannot use it in the standard way with malxaonsistent sets as the cells of tHBA. Instead
we will use atoms, i.e., finite maximal consistent sets. Gndther hand, the standard way of using atoms in
completeness proofs is to build a finite canonical model drwvsthat it respects the required special structure.
This is not easy in our case. In consequence we use a steejbyrethod for building a finite model and label the
cells with atoms. This model will have the righDA structure and will respect canonicity properties requirgc
truth lemma. In this sense we adapt and combine the two methfastep-by-step and atoms-based finite canonical
models toHDML. On the other hand the main difficulty of our proof is the camstion method which is rather
involved. Note that we prove a weak completeness resultgwisinormal 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 caradrsaturated model for any consistent formula.
This fails, partly becausd DML is a forward looking logic but the special cubical geometirthe HDAsrequire to
construct the backwards part of tH®A (that which is not reachable through the two modalitiesIDIML). But it
is not possible to guarantee the canonicity for this partvektbeless, the following notions and results tell us that
we can ignore canonicity for this part of the model. Therefawhen doing the actual step-by-step construction of
the requiredHDA for some arbitrary consistent formula we will concentraterespecting canonicity only for the
relevant (cf. the results below) part of the structure.

Definition A.5 (pseuddHDA). For a HDA 27 and a cell ge 77 we callthe forward generated pseuHi®A for the
cell g (or pseudoHDA for short) the structure’® = (Q/,s,t/,1’) obtained froms# by the following generative
definition:

° qeQ;
if g e Q thenvgs € Q ifitexists i s.t. §0s) = qthen g € Q’;

if g € Q thenvg € Qifitexistsis.t.f{q) = q thenq e Q’;

no other cell of Q isin Q
and wheres 2 3/, ' £ |y, and I £ 1|y are the respective restriction to this new set of cefls Q

Intuitively, the pseuddiDAsare similar to the idea of a point-generated submodel irdstahmodal logic. The
following lemma intuitively says thatiDML satisfaction is invariant under pseudo model construction

Lemma A.6 (invariance under pseuddDAS). For a HDA # and a cell ge 7 for which 7 denotes the pseudo
HDA for g, then for any HDML formulg and any cell § € %p, we have:

AP i APPE P

Proof. The proof uses induction on the structure of the formpulaSince the pseudblDA does not change the
valuation then the base case for propositional constardsttem 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 tABML modalities; we will treat onlyp = {} ¢, and the other
modality is treated analogous. Since the set of cells of #eig@oHDA is just a subset of the origina¥’, i.e.,
Q C Q, then the right-to-left implication is immediate (usinglirction on the subformuley). For the left-to-right
implication consider that#, g = ¢ and we show that%”,qP |= ¢. From the semantic definition we have that it
existss (0n-1) = gP, for somei, with 77, qn, 1 = . From the pseud®liDA Definition[AF, sincegP € .73 then
alsogny1 € 4" ands(gni1) = gP. From.J#,gn. 1 = @, by the induction hypothesis we have thég”, g, 1 = .
These imply the desired resulty’, gP = {}y. O

Definition A.7 (pseudo canonicity)We call a HDApseudo canonical fay if its pseudo HDA for g is canonical
(cf. Definition[A.B). A pseudo canonical HDA is callsaturatedf its pseudo HDA is saturated.
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Lemma A.8(truth lemma for pseudo canoniddDAS). In a HDA .# which is pseudo canonical for g and saturated
wrt. a formula ¢, with the valuation defined a$'(qn) = {@ € P | ¢ € A(gn)}, then for anyy € -%(¢) and
Oh € 24 it holds that

H,0n = @ iff P € A(an).
Proof. The proof follows from the Truth Lemnia A.4. O

To prove completeness of the axiomatic system all that nesnigito show that for any consistent formyla
we can build such a pseudo canonical saturbtBé. During the step-by-step construction process we corgtant
struggle to saturate theDA (that we work with) while respecting the pseudo canonicych not saturatedl DAs
are calleddefective as they may have defects, which we formally define below.iBpbrtant is that any of these
defects can be repaired. This is what the repair lemma ds&gy the twoenrichingandlifting constructions. The
completeness theorem then shows that while starting witmamal pseudo canonicd#DA we can incrementally
build a defect free pseudo canoni¢tDA, i.e., a pseudo canonical and saturatdsA.

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

e aD1 defectof .77 is a cell g, € Q, with { } € A (qn) for which there isno g1 € Qni1and nol <i <n-+1,
With §(Gn+1) = G @nd Y € A (Gn11);

e aD2 defectof .77 is a cell ¢, € Q, with ()i € A(q,) for which there isno g1 € Qn-1andnol <i<n-1,
with t(gn) = gn—1 andy € A (gn-1)-

During the construction of the model we cannot work with adaiimectly because we will revisit the same cell
several times, each time needing to add more restrictioits lebel. We are still working with atoms as labels, only
that we consider all possible atoms that respect such giepéeg., all the atoms that could extend some consistent
set of formulas). In the end of the construction we just pink,ao obtain the pseudo canonical saturated model
we are seeking. The key result here is that all the constr#hat are gathered during the construction should allow
for the existence of at least one respecting atom. We useliiog/ing definitions.

Definition A.10 (potential labeling function)We define g@otential labeling function : Q — 2© which for any cell
g € Q returns a set of constraints fro@. A constraint c= C can be either a consistent set of formulas %'(¢)

(call this aset constraintor a formula{}A or ()A, with Ac At(¢) an atom, (call thesexistential constrain}s A
potential labeling is callegotential canonicaiff there exists some labeling functidns.t. for any cell g Q, A (q)

is consistent with all the constraings(q).

Lemma A.11. A potential labeling ishot canonicalff any of the following is the case:
o for some cell g the union of all the set constraintsﬁi@q) iS inconsistent;

o for some cell q there exists a formupac A with A appearing in one of the existential constramts{aA €
A(q) (oras (YA e )\ (q)) for which there exists a corresponding form{ldi—¢ (respectively{|-¢) in one of
the set constraints of(q).

Proof. O

Definition A.12. For two HDAs, 771 and 7%, with corresponding potential canonical Iabellinéé respectively
A2, we say that/ extendss#4 (written %3 > 774) iff % has all the cells and maps o#; and possibly some new
cells and maps (i.e., some extra structure), and for all tliecells qe .77 the constraints may only increase, i.e.,

AY(q) € A2(q).
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Note that increasing the number of constraints means thes ik less uncertainty about the ultimate atom that
is going to label a cell.

The two constructions that we give below are working on peetahonicalHDAs where the minimal such
HDA contains only one cell; this is the starting pseudo candm&A in the completeness Theorém Al.24.

For a D1 defect, i.e., a cefl as in Definitior’A.®, theenriching constructioradds one new cell that hasas
one of its sources and is labeled with an atom contaigindyloreover, all the other maps of this new cell need to
be added, together with all the necessary new cells, raagedbtie cubical laws. The new enrichetDA will not
haveq as a D1 defect any more.

Lemma A.13 (enriching construction)For an 7 with an associated potential canonical Iabeliﬁg and for a
defective cell q (i.e{}¢ € A(q)) the following construction, which we cahriching of thes# wrt. g and {}¢
builds an.7#”’ which extends# (i.e., ' > %) and does not contain the defect of g nor introduces new tiefec
for g.

function enrich(n,qg){

Qni1 = Qne1U{ans1}; //fresh cell

update mapsy1 St Shi1(Onsi1) =d;

add constraintsA(tn) = (qn+1)U{¢}U{tlf|Htlf6A( )}

add constraintsi(q) = ()U{})\(qu,l)

addSourceMaps (n+8341,0,0);

addTargetMaps (n+5y1,0,0);

}

function addSourceMapsk(,q,m,q){

if (k>=1){

Q1 = Qiu{at q,....dT™; //fresh cells
for (I=1 to m){
update mapsc| S.t. S |(q)=a<fm(s<f|+1mj));
add constraints(q) = A U{w [T € A(scem(Scr+a(@))}
}add constraintsi(sci(a) =A(s1(@)U{}A(a);
for (i=k—=1-m to 1) ‘
update maps s.t. s(q) = qk 1
update mapsc 1 S.t. S (G 1) =8 (s(a); -
add constraintsA(g_,)=A(g_)U{y|{jwei(s (S(@)}u{}A(@);
add constraints)\(sk,l(qkil)) A(sc-1(dl_1))U{IA(g Lil);
addSourceMaps (k1,q,_; ,k—1-m-i,q);
addTargetMaps (k1. ,,0,0);
add constraintsf\(q):;\(q)u{w\Hwei(q}(fl)};
P

function addTargetMapsK,q,m,q){

if (k >= 1){

Q1 0= Q1U{GE q,....d M //fresh cells

for (1I=0 to m-1){

update maptc| S.t. ti(q) =tis1-m(tc— 1+2(d)); )
add constraintsa(t(q)) =A(t_ ( NU{w |[[JweA()};
add constraintsA(q)=A(qU()A ( 1(@);

}
for (i=k-m to 1)

update mapt; s.t. t,(q) qk 'y
add constralnts)\(q ) {y |y ()};
(

1
—

e
add constraintsi q) = () <>A(qi(71);
if (k> 1){

for(j=1 to k—1){ //add k-1 mapssj to qu1 cf. cubical laws
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if (j<i){

update maps; s.t. sj(ti(q)) =ti-1(sj(q)); y

add constraintsA(q,_,)=A(q_,)u{y|{lwe A(ti;l(i(q)))};
add constraintsi(t a(s;(a)) = A (t_1(s;(@) U{}A(cl 1);
telse {

update maps; s.t. ti(sj+1(q)) = sj(ti(q)); y

add constraintsA(g_,) =A(g_) U{@ [} eA(ti(sita(a)};

—

1
add constraintsA(ti(sj+1(q))) = A(ti(sj+1(a)) U A (h_4);

b
addTargetMaps (k1,0 ; ,k-m-i,q);

1338;

Proof. The proof has five stages. The first three are meant to shovthiéa@&nriched model is an extension of the
old model (i.e..77" > 7). 1) we first show that the structure of the ¢#dDA is untouched, i.e., all old cells and
maps are in place; 2) we then show that all set constraintstiéireonsistent sets; 3) the third step shows that .
Basically the steps two and three are corresponding to LeAdito show that the new potential labeling is still
potential canonical, i.e., that there still exists a waynstantiating the constraints to atoms. The fourth stageisho
that 7" is a model indeed, i.e., that all the maps are in place andeakssary cubical laws are respected. The
last stage shows that the enriched model does not have tliefaldt and that no new defects are introduced in the
potential labeling of the initial celj.

First remark that we do not change the initial shape of thgiral .77”; we only add fresh cells and fresh maps
for these cells; we also add maps to old cells connected tocedia: This concludes the first stage in proving
that 7#’ > 2. The second stage is proven as Lenima A.14, whereas the thgd s proven as Lemnia AJ18.
Therefore, 7' > .

We show next that we indeed construct a higher dimensionattste. A careful reading of the enriching
construction should answer this question in affirmative.ri&ed to make sure that to each new cell we add all the
sandt maps according to its dimension and that we link these mapsatty according to the cubical laws.

The enriching construction proceeds as follows. It takedidtial cell g and its dimensiom and the formula
that gives the D1 defect. It adds a new apll 1 of dimension one greater tharand links this withq through the
Sy+1 map. It labels the new cell s.t. the defectjo$ repaired. The labeling is not important for our curreguanent
but it is used in the argument for canonicity. To have the nellvgs, 1 correctly added we need to addnores
maps (i.e., thes 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 asragis the cell to which it must add the maps
and the dimension of this cell, together with two other argota used for bookkeeping of the cubical laws that
need to be added for each cell. More precisely,nthargument records how many cubical laws theell enters
into. Note that this function (the same as addTargetMapd9 athps only if the dimension of the cell is greater than
0, because, by definition, states iRlBA have no maps. addSourceMaps adds &rhlyl maps to its cell argument
because one map has already been added before (e.g.qfei we have added the magp,; and it remains to
add the other maps fros to s,). All these maps link to new cells of dimension one lower.{id@nensiork — 1).
Actually there are less new cells because some oftimaps must link to already existing cell so to respect the
cubical laws. Then argument tells how manymaps should come only from cubical laws and hence, we add only
k—1—mnew cells. The next loop adds these maps respecting theatldsics; e.g., for the cetffi—! = s, 1(q)
we add the ma,_1(qi 1) as the result 0§, 1(s,(q)) (which are cells that have already been added) because of
the cubical lans,_1($(Q)) = Si-1(Sh-1(q)). In fact, for the cellg} each of itss maps links to some existing cell,
thus no new cells are added.

Each of thek — 1 — mnew cells are linked withy by the corresponding map. It is also added th&_1 map
(i.e., the map with greatest index among ke 1 maps that the cell needs). This is done so to respect theatubi
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laws s ((9)) = s«-1(s(g)). We now need to recursively add the requissghdt maps for the new cell. We call
the addSourceMaps for this cqu_l of dimensionk — 1 and, depending on the indein the loop, we specify that
k—1—m—i maps should be added directly through the cubical laws anlynasing new cells. We must also carry
along the nodey to which the cubical laws link. We also add thenaps forq}(f1 by calling the addTargetMaps
function.

The function addTargetMaps adds all thenaps of the cell (not one less as the addSourceMaps is doing).
addTargetMaps also tries to respect the cubical laws finst,tus them argument tells which maps come only
from a cubical law like; (tj(q)) =tj_1(ti(q)). For a cellq of dimensionk addTargetMaps adds— m new cells of
dimensionk — 1 and links each of these cells through a correspontiimgp. For each new cell a recursive call to
addTargetMaps is needed to add all the necessamgps. Thes maps of the new cells are added in the end taking
care that all the cubical laws of the fors{tj(q)) =tj_1(s(q)) are respected. All thesemaps are linked to cells
which come front maps that have been added by the addSourceMaps functiare befo O

Lemma A.14. The new sets of formulas that are added by the enrich algordhLemm@&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 ofdhnectness of the enrich construction from
LemmdAT3.

Consider only the first set that we construct at line 4. Theffar all the other sets is analogous and simpler.
Assume that this set is not consistent, which means two cagegn A --- A Y — L, for ¢i € A(0ny1) and
g e A(q) with1<i<k,and 2)yr A--- A — =@, for ¢ € A(anr1), [JWi € A(Q), and{}¢ € A(q). For case
1) we know from modal logic thaffyn A--- A [ Juk — [ (WL A--- A k) which, together with the assumption,
it means thaf{ jyn A--- Ay — [JL. This means thafjj I € A(q) which is a contradiction with the fact that
A(g) contains an existential modality, namefy,¢ 1 For case 2) we follow a similar argument to obtgify; A
AU — (A Ad) — (]9 — —{}¢. But this is a contradiction becauséq) already containg} ¢
and hence would mak(q) inconsistent, contradicting the assumption of potentiedinonical labeling of the old
HDA.

Note that throughout the rest of the paper when we vdrief\ (q) we mean that the formulé is part of one
of the set constraints iA(q); we use the same notation for the fact that the formula is gfeaitsingle constraint
when this is clear from the context, as is the case in the pgpacabove where we consider only the set constraint
build at line 4.

Therefore, we do not need to wary about inconsistenciesrgpfrom inside one of the new set constraints that
the algorithm builds. It remains to see if any of the formutaghe new set constraints is inconsistent with some
formula already existing in the potential label of the ceflete the new set constraint is added. This cannot happen
at line 4 because the caj}, 1 is fresh and has at this point no label attached. Inconsigemay come from the
addSourceMaps function that is called recursively in aludipst manner.

We explain now how this function works and how the source naapsidded by the enrich function.

Starting with the defective cell of dimensiorthe enrich function adds a new ceqfl, 1 of dimensionn+ 1 and
adds its highess map, i.e.,sy+1. Then it calls the function addSourceMaps to add themessiurce maps. This
one works in a depth-first manner and adds source maps gtavitin the highest one. The first call, at line 6 in
the body of the enrich itself, adds one lessiap, but the other recursive calls add all the maps. Becdube o
cubical laws, some the themaps will reach cells that already exist. This is the reasomgbing in a decreasing
order adding first the highestmap, and adding; last. In facts; will have each of itss maps connected to some
existing cell. For all the fresh cells that are added, thédmtgs map will connect to a cell from the oléZ’. The rest
of the cells connect to other fresh cells. This is part of geson for which addSourceMaps works in a depth-first

6For the same argument we could have used the existentiataimishat is imposed oq at line 5, which implies that the set constraint
(i.e., any atom fog containing the universal modaliti¢§y;) must be consistent with} T; which results in a contradiction with the deduced

1L
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manner when adding the labeling constraints. At the dedgesitQ; the new cell will connect its onlg; map to

an old cell from.# and its new set constraint will be build from the potentiah@aical old label. When closing
the recursions and going up the levels, the function bulldsiew set constraints from all these lower cells that are
connected through tremaps (one of them is from the ol&”, remember). Therefore, the set constraints of all the
fresh cells are eventually build only from the labels of oidis

Consider any of the fresh cells added by the addSourceMapdidn, i.e., except then, 1 cell added in
the body of the enrich. Assume that two formulasnd —¢ come from two different sources containing each a
universal formuld J]¢ respectively{ ]—¢ (as these cannot come from the same source). Because wéasédset
constraints only from other set constraints from lower leedls reached throughmaps it is clear that eventually
we reach one of the old cells (from the ol#) which contains botH J“¢ and[J“~¢ (we denoted by J* the
application ofn times of thef ] modality) withk < n. This results in{ J* L. But because the original contains
{}¢ and each of the old cells reached throughsamap has an existential constraint it implies that any ofdhes
old cells is consistent with} T, and also the problematic one that by assumption above wawd the formula
[} L. Thus we get inconsistency in the ol@’, and hence a contradiction. For the first fresh ggll; the same
argument holds only that we need to treat the case when wallgateiach the initial defective formulg}¢. This
immediately exhibits the inconsistency with the form{ila-¢, hence the contradiction with the fact that the set
constraints of the old7” are consistent.

There is no other way of inconsistencies to creep in the neéwaestraints for the fresh cells added by the
addSourceMaps function. We continue the argument for td&ardetMaps function.

If in addSourceMaps function the accumulation of the sestraints was done in a bottom up fashion after
settling the lower cells, i.e., at line 24; now in addTargepd function the collection is done in a top down fashion,
for t maps collecting from all reachable cells that were previolabeled, i.e., at line 31. The addTargetMaps
function works on adding the neimaps also starting with the highest one and always finishitiytyw But many
of the maps reach already existing cells: the fiost loop takes care of suachmaps, whereas in the second loop
all thes maps reach cells that have been added in the addSourceMagi®ifu For the old cells in the first loop,
the function updates the already existing potential laigeby adding new set constraints. For the fresh cells the
second loop, at line 36, adds a completely new potential laite one set constraint, and in the next line adds also
an existential constraint. All these fresh cells reachealifh thet maps have their labels updated whendineaps
are added. These connect to already existing cells, frommendikethe boxes have to be accumulated in the label of
the new cell, i.e., these are the contents at linés 42 and di&. tNat 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 whehe inconsistencies in the set constraints can come
from:

1. either in the first loop at line 81 when collecting a new borstraint having a box formulg$ where the
formula—¢ may already be in the potential labe(ty_|(q)) as coming from before from some formula-¢
in a box constraint of some cell connectedytq(q) through a map;

2. in the second loop whefs comes in the label (q}(_l) from the box formulg]¢ of a cell linked toq}(_1
through & map and the formuler¢ comes from a box formul@j—¢ at line 42 ot 46 coming from the box
constraints of some cell that is connectedjfo, through as map;

3. or when two box formula§}¢ and{}—¢ are in the labels of two cells connecteddfp , throughs maps;
i.e., in the third loop at line§_42 or #6.

For[ it means we are in the first loop, at line 31, in the setbhghe cubical lawty; 1 m(tk_1+1(d)) =
tk1 (tkr1-m(qd)), whereg=1tx,1-m(d') andg’ was introduced before by either a previous application dfadyetMaps
or is one of the cells added by the addSourceMaps. Becausedtfermulas]|y and[]-¢ may come only from
set constraints then the potential labelgbtontains botH][]y@ and[][]-¢. We may assume that is not added
by addTargetMaps, but comes from the other two functiortseretise, we just need to stack several times|the
modality until we reach such a cell, and the reasoning woaldycover verbatim. As we argued before, there
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exists a celly” in the old.7#” which containg{ J[][]y and{ J*[][]—y, or in the case when we work with the initial
defective formula thed (q”) contains] J*[][Jw and [ J*"1{}[][]-~y, wherek > 2. Because’ is from the old.7#

it means that its labeling is potential canonical and heraserfo inconsistencies (i.e., there exist atoms to respect
its constraints). Buf J*[1[1w A {I¥[I[]-w — {I¥[][] L which contradicts (hence the inconsistency) with the fact
that any atom is consistent wif%()() T. This is because of axiom (A9) appliédimes to get{ J*()*T which
implies { J%()() T. For the other formulas (¢”) containsf J¥[][]y and [ J* 1 {}[][]~¢ use the same axiofn (A9)
and infer[ J*"{}()() L which is inconsistent with the existential constrainfifg”) that essentially says that the
atom should be consistent also with{ } ¢.

For 2) we are in the second loop and the formyllavas added at line 36 as coming frdhy ¢ 5\(q) and the
other formulas is added at line 42 (or at line 46 for the sargeraent) as coming frorf -y € A (ti_1(sj(q)));
i.e., we are in the setting of a cubical layt (q)) = ti—1(sj(q)). Assume thag) is the defective cell, for otherwise
we have less cases to wary aboutgasould be one of the cells added by addSourceMaps and we wawkel h
several ] stacked on top of the formulas and the argument would be graithe one we give below. The fact that
Fl-w € A(ti—1(sj(g))) means that it comes from a set constraing;¢f), i.e.,[|{ - € A(sj(q)). If sj(q)) is not
part of the original’ then there is a cell i’ which would have the formul@}¥[]{ -, for somek > 1. We
again use the fact that the ol#” has a potential canonical labeling and hence is consigisintg the existential
constraints, with the formul&}*{}[]y. These two last formulas are inconsistent. Putting therattag we obtain
O~ w A {3} []w) which by axion] (A7) we ge{ }*([J{]-w A []{}@) — {}¥([] L). But this contradicts with
the [ J<()XT coming from several applications of axigm (A9).

For 3) the two formulag J¢ and [ ]]—¢ come from two cells introduced by addSourceMaps which éonta
[1{y respectively[]{ }-y; they cannot come from the old”. But both these cells reach some cell in the
old 7 that will contain [ J¥[]{Jw and [ J¥[J{J—¢ and moreover this is consistent with the formylg+1T,
cf. the existential constraints. The two formulas togethasly [J¥[]{} L which together with{ J*()XT implies
3O K L, which by using axiorfi (A7]) implieg J¥[J L leading to an inconsistency wi}<+1 T,

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

Definition A.15 (descents) Define the relation>C Q x Q as q—s> q iff 3s:s(q) =d. Define<t—g QxQ as
st
q L q iff 3t :t(d) =q. Define«3=3 U & (and call its elementdescent stepsand <—* as their reflexive

st
transitive closure. We call a sequence (i.e., compositiorlations) from«+—* a descent chainA descent chain
is maximalif no more descent steps can be added.

Descent chains are somehow the oppositeatiisin HDAS cf. Definition[3.4.

Lemma A.16. For the enrich algorithm for any of the new cells that are adldi®r any of its immediate starting
descends it will eventually end up descending in one of theells of 7. Formally: Vo € #"\ 52 ,vVd PN

st
Jge A g <2 0+t

Proof. The first fresh cell is added at line 2 and is directly linkembtlghs,. 1, at line 3, to the original defective
cell from the olds7.

It remains to check that all othemandt maps of this cell are eventually reaching the old mo#él We do this
inductively by going down the recursion calls until we fin@ tminimal single descent steps. In particular we have
to check only thes maps because from this initial fresh ceil.; only S steps are possible.

If s+1(0n+1) is linked to the cell in the old.7Z, then for all the othes (gn+1) their s, map is linked to thes
map ofq, hence reaching in oné step.7’. We used the cubical lag(Sh+1(0n+1) = Si(Sa(Ons1))-

We use the similar lavg,_1(Sh(Sh(0n+1))) = Sh-1(S—1(Sh(On+1))) to argue that taking the descent step using
the sources, 1 reaches the old# in two steps. The same reasoning is carried over inductivaljl the last
recursion call.
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In conclusion, all fresh cells added by the addSourceMaashr¢he oldZ” through any of their sources by
following a descent chain formed only of descent steps franwhich, depending on the index of the source, take
longer or shorter to reack?.

The other fresh cells are added in the addTargetMaps, aP8ndt is easy to see that all their immediate
possible steps can eventually rea#h. An easy inductive reasoning suffices for this argument:t 8ii#h the cells
added in the addSourceMaps function or at line 7 in the bodfie@enrich function itself. All these reach in one
L step a cell that we argued before that it can rea€hthrough a chain of only>. For the other cells added at
deeper recursion calls inside addTargetMaps we can reaatelis from before, which have a descent chaig#o

It remains to show that for all the fresh cells added in thelTadgktMaps theis maps also lead tg7, i.e., that
starting also with a> step also leads eventually to a descent chaig#to This is done also inductively starting
with the cells that are added in the first call to addTarget/famction, and not inside its body (i.e., this step also
considers the first calls inside the addSourceMaps functitimerefore, we consider some cgliwhich we proved
that it eventually reacheg”; this cell has a target, sdy, to the fresh celf that we are concerned with and itself
has a source to some other cgl{q) = g’. Depending ork, j we use the following cubical laws: if < k then
Sj(te(d)) = ti—1(sj(q)); if kK< j thenty(sj+1(d)) = sj(t(d')). Thus, in any case we can have-astep fromq’ to
s;j (or sj+1 depending on the case), but these cells can rg&clecause they are reached from the inijlahrough
a> step. This base case is finished.

For cells added at deeper recursion calls, inside add Mg, we use the same cubical laws and reach cells
that we just proven in the step before that can re#€h Depending on the indexes of tkenaps, the descending
chains are longer or shorter. O

Note that in the proof of Lemnia A.ll4 we made heavy use of thetiat we could go down a descent chain that
was made of onlyi steps. Because of this we were stacking{{jpnodalities. We will shortly make precise this
method of stacking modalities depending on the descenh&rad 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 theretexdisnaximal descending chain and this one reaches
a cell in the old# that can make ne> and no<- steps.

2. For any fresh cell, any descent chain that reac#€scan be completed to the maximal descent chain.

3. For any fresh cell that has one descent chain starting witiand one starting with>, both these descent
chains eventually reach the same cell in the g#dand use the same number of descent steps and the same

number of> steps (hence the same numberio‘steps also).

4. For two cells connected agg) = ¢ then the maximal descending chain of q is one greater themthémal
descending chain of g

Proof. O

Lemma A.18. For the enrich algorithm of Lemnia_AJ13 all the new existént@nstraints that are added to the
fresh cells or to cells from the old HDA are consistent with get constraints of that cell.

Proof. This lemma essentially makes the third stage of the prodfttr@HDA built by the enrich construction
extends the oldHDA. This proof is based on the fact that the set constraints dfi eall are consistent, cf.
Lemma[A. 4. We will make use of the fact that we enrich an.#tfdwhich has a potential canonical labeling,
as we did in the proof of Lemma A.l4. The proof is fteyluctio ad absurdurand assumes for an existential con-
straint{}A (q) in the A () there exists a formul@jj—y in the set constraints df(q') for which the formulay is

in some set constraint af(q).
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These two formulas come from other set constraints beingrusame] ]| or [] box modality; and these bigger
formulas in turn come from other set constraints added byalyerithm. And so on until we reach the ol#’.
From here we only know that the labeling in potential canaljiand we will use this in the proof. Therefore there
are many ways that the assumed formulas may have come fronmeaneed to find a way to treat all these different
ways.

First we checked all the cases by hand for the particulaieadjan of enrich when the old cell is of dimension
2 and hence the new cell that needs to be added (with all itshgpf dimension 3. Finding a clear pattern in
these cases with varied length of the constraint propagstas tedioul The definitions and results above about
descent chains are the basis of the general proof pattermvéhevill develop now further. These chains relate to
the histories of a cell and to the notions of adjacency anddtopy.

We take anys map introduced by the algorithm, i.s.(q) = ¢, and make the assumption from above. We will
arrive at an inconsistency in the ol#’, hence the contradiction. (The same proof method workshi®t maps
and an analog assumption as above only that we usestead off J].) Note that from cellq we can make a>
descent step to reach. From Corollanf A.IV we know that from the cejl, hence also frong, there exists some
descent chain reaching”. If the descent chain is empty, i.g/,c .7, and if all the descent chains gfconsist in
the single descent step ¢pthen the result is trivial. This case corresponds to wheratberithm is at the most
deep recursion call. If there are other descent stepsrggdrtm g then we are in a nontrivial case.

From CorollaryCA. 1V we know that any two different descerdink starting frong will eventually end up in
the same cell. Moreover, we know that any such descent cliamtielly reaches the? or the newly added cell
One1 at line 2 in the algorithm. We can argue that is enough to demgieaching this cell instead of reaching the
original .77 .

The proof method takes two such descent chains startingdrame going first througly and the other going
through some other different cell. For each of these chaastap at the first cell from#” or g, 1. The idea is that
until there we are walking through the fresh cells added byailgorithm, and hence we collect boxes on the way.

Example A.1. Take the example of g which has one descending chém(ﬁ. This is to say that the formuley
comes from a formul@]y in a set constraint of 4 _For a descent chain qs+<t— g”’, where the first step does not
go through ¢, it means thaty comes from|{ J¢ € A(q"). The fact that the other descent chain that we consider
from q goes through’qwith a > step should mean thdt]y is in the set constraints of dput this contradicts
the assumption thdf]-y is there and that there actually exists an s map out of q; tbigtradiction will come
syntactically as an inconsistency in the potential canahigbeling of the old7.

To such a descent chain that starts frgiwe associate a formula as follows: consideripge X(q), for q >
q’ <—> then QRS )\( ). We continue until the end of the chain where in the case &f descent step eg.

q L q” H we have ][y € A (q"). Both these chains reach eventually the same ce#ircf. Corollary[ALT.
Moreover, the chain that reache® faster can continue through the inside#f until reaching the end cell of the
other chain. This traversing of the ol is done under the existential constraints in the potensiabaical labeling
of 27, therefore we can extend the corresponding formula witktertial modalities. In the common end cell we
have now two formulas, one made only of box modalities andther which may also have a stack of existential
modalities, and both have to be consistent, as being pafieobld .7#. We actually show that these two are
inconsistent or cannot be grown to an atom, i.e., lead to @nisistency in the axiomatic systemtbDML.

Thus we work with two chains starting frompand ending in some common cell #’, and to each chain
we associate a formula: one adds modalitieg/t¢as being inA (q)) and the other adds modalities tap (as
coming from the chain that goes throughwhich we assumed to have a form{{la-y). We denote descent steps

“Even if for the cells or maps added/reached at the most irmerrsion depth in the enrich algorithm the cases were easyettk or
trivial, it is not possible to use an inductive reasoningtiis tvay because at outer recursion levels the mesh of mapsahaect to some
particular cell becomes too complex.
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that are inside the7”, and which are associated with existential modalities,—%yrespectively«f—. There is an
equal number of> in each chain (either universal or existential) and hencecaral number of- steps also, cf.
Corollary[AI7. This translates into the formulas also. Phepose is to change these chains so that the descent
steps match one by one. If one existential matches one gaivitien we obtain an existential step that leads to the
inconsistency more easy. Also, the purpose is to move as emiplossible of thed steps to the end of the chain
and the<- steps to the beginning of the chain. In the end we will arriva eontradiction with the fact that in the
initial cell which the algorithm starts with there is therdmula{}¢ and hence, by the existential constraintsifi
all lower cells are consistent witf}“¢ depending on the distance from the initial cell.

For example:

@ &>-2  associate {}[}[y
g >3&% associate [[]{Y-w

Apply axiom[(AI0) to get{ }{}[]w A [k }[]—¢ which by modal reasoning becomésf }j[] L, but by modal
reasoning and axiofn (AB) we have as validjt}<()xT where in our case we use it flr= 2 to get{}[ ] L. This
results in a contradiction with the fact that we can alwagst sit least to reach a cell with.

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

s oS00 s e

i gy s Ll
- <>HHHH<> s «
fenis gn®pg is e

Note that the last pattern does not bringtﬂnore close to the beginning of the chain, but does the opOHitis is
the case when the other three patterns do not occur but we aiah the >» that is brought closer to the beginning

to a—>, therefore combining the two (by modal reasoning) intoa applied toL which just makes the descent
step disappear inta;i.e., () L« L.
There may be patterns that are not matched by any of the ald@eg.:

lo

e
(2]

s t .
S
t

Lo
(9]

w335 associate ()fJfIw
~y3&ES associate (YK

The pattern in the lower chain is not matched by any of the fatrerns above because there are more tharjjone
stacked on top of each other, i.e., are two consec@ti\ﬁieps surrounded b steps. Nevertheless, such patterns
can bebrokens.t. the new chains can be matched by the four main patteaveaBreaking such patterns (also with
more than two consecuti\ké) is done with the use of axiorhs (A9), (A8[), (A8), possiblypdipd several times. In

the particular case above, because we have the first forimeeatxion (A9) is applied (fon = 1) to get{ J() ) T

to which we can apply axiofn (Ag’) to gdt][]() T. This formula now breaks the second chain in the sense that
one< is transformed into an existential omt-:-—; e, LN ARRTOT — £3OK}—y. To this chain now

we can apply the third and then the first pattern from abovédtaiof J{ }[]()—y, i.e., the chain~y LSS

To the first chain we could apply the third pattern two timegeo] J{J()[]y, i.e., the chainy <« -5 Itis
clear that the two formulas contradict with the fact that¢heent cell of 72 must be consistent, by the existential

constraints, with{ }{}{}¢ because{ J{J[]O—w A LITONY — LIKIO() L— [} L. In terms of descent
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chains the two chains match step by step as having the samtelabel and we match either two universal steps,
like >, or one universal step with one existential step which yagiebxistential step, liké- with <. -. Such match

of descent chains yields the inconsistency with the chain»- - s,
For another example of unmatched patterns in chains canside

s t S

w3322 associate {FOINw

—p 3&ELESS 0 associate [NE-w

This is the same as the example before only that each chaiteisded with one existential’ step respectively an
universal->. The same way of breaking the pattern using axipms|(A9) aBdji#used here also only that because
we do not have the formulg T we use twicg¢ (A9) to gef J{ () () T which by axion{ (A8’) we obtain the breaking

patternf JTI[]() T with the associated chairt -<-%-%. This breaks the second chain infec <55 (or the
formula become§ J 1 1[]( [ 1-) to which we can apply the pattern 3 and then 1 to obtain thinaha %55,

To the first one applies pattern 3 two times to obtin: --%-5-, so the two chains match step by step. Whenever
we are in a situation like this when the two modified chains @mih an existentiat >» step and a corresponding
universal one, we can just remove these two steps becalesdably says that there exists this reachable cell where

both formulas{ J{ J[]()—~w and[ J{}{)[Jw hold. These result in an inconsistency with the existemiistraints
again. O

For a D2 defect, théfting constructionlifts the defective cell and all the cells that are connedteitl by some
sort map, one level up by adding one newndt map to each of them. The label of the newap will be the
one repairing the D2 defect. The cubical laws make sure liesetnew maps reach only new cells; none of the old
cells (that are lifted) are involved in these new instandes® cubical laws. We need to be careful how we label
all these new cells s.t. the canonicity is respected for éve litted HDA.

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

Lemma A.19 (lifting construction) For a canonical modeb?’, there exists a construction (see Appendix), which
we calllifting of the 7 wrt. g and a formul&)¢ € A(q), builds a model’#” which is canonical and extendg”
(e, 0 > o).

Proof. The lifting construction is the following:
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function lift(n,q,¢){
addTargetMap(n,a{¢}.0); // add the source map
addSourceMap(n,q); // add the target map
for (all cells d with o €Qm){
lift(m,q,0) //1ift all other cells
b
function addTargetMap(k,q,S1,S3%)
Qu:=QxU{ak}; //fresh cell
update maptc;1 S.t. ta1(q) = ok;

add constraintsA(q) =S1{e|[lecA(q)}u{o]|[JocS2};

add constraintsﬁ(q):ﬁ(q)u()ﬁq?);

for (i=1 to k){

r_,:=addTargetMap (k1,5(q),0,0);

update maps s.t. S(t1(q) =r_y; .
add constraintsA(qe) =A(a)U{e|{JecA(r_,)};
add constraintsi(rl_,)=A(rl_,)U{}A(q);
%or(izl to k){

q._,:=addTargetMap (k1,ti(q),0,A(d));

update mapti s.t. ti(ty1(q) =df_y; -
add constraintsi(t1(0) = A(te1 (@) UOA(d_y);
}

return Qg_1;

}
function addSourceMap (k, o)

Qu:=QxU{ak}; //fresh cell
update mapsc1 St Sq1(Q) = Gk

add constraintsﬁ(qk):{})\/(a);

for (i=1 to k){ //add a freshs map to eachti(q)
r._,:=addSourceMap (k1,i(q));

update maptj S.t. ti(S1(Q)) =rl 4

add constraintsi(qk):i(qk)uo)\ﬁk:);

for (i=1 to k){ //add a freshsc map to eachs(q)
qL71:=addSourceMap(kl,s(q));

update maps s.t. §(S¢1(0) =0 ;;

add constraints;\(q{(fl):X(q{(fl)u{}ﬁq?);

}

Q\{a}; Qu1u{q}; // move the cell one level up
return Oe_p;

}
The proof has several stages:

Higher Dimensional Modal Logic

1. We need to show that the enriched model is an extensioreaflthmodel (i.e.7#’ > #), which amounts

to:

(a) first showing that the structure of the ¢#dDA is untouched, i.e., all old cells and maps are in place;

(b) then showing that all set constraints are still congaissets;

(c) and third showing that all the new existential constsado not contradict with the box constraints.

Basically the step$ (1b) and {1c) are corresponding to Le

Al to show that the new potential labeling

is still potential canonical, i.e., that there still existsvay of instantiating the constraints to atoms.

2. The next stage shows thaf” is a model indeed, i.e., that all the maps are in place anceaé#ssary cubical

laws are respected.
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3. The last stage shows that the enriched model does not haveld defect and that no new defects are
introduced in the potential labeling of the initial cgll

First remark that we do not change the initial shape of thgiral .77”; we only add fresh cells and fresh maps
for these cells; we also add maps to old cells connected tocedia: This concludes the first stage in proving
that 77" > 2#. The second stage is proven as Lenima A.14, whereas the tagd s proven as Lemnia AJ18.
Therefore 7' > .

We show next that we indeed construct a higher dimensionattste. A careful reading of the enriching
construction should answer this question in affirmative.ri&ed to make sure that to each new cell we add all the
sandt maps according to its dimension and that we link these mapsatty according to the cubical laws.

Note that the algorithm finishes with a completely new layferadis denoted_1; in the end of the construction
we have to rename all the laye&pgsinto Q;. 1 to make justice to the cells that reside there which have riowveision
i+ 1 as we added oreand ond& map to each.

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

Clearly the two functions do not change the labels nor theeslad the old># and hence the lifted#”’ has alll
the structure of7.

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

The lift function takes as input the reference cgdlind its dimensiom together with the formulg that causes
the defect (i.e.{)¢ € A(q)). Then the function adds ortenap and one map toq by calling addTargetMap and
addSourceMap respectively. These two functions add onecathwand link it with either @ or ansmap. All other
cells that are connected tpmust also be lifted, which is done in the loop of the lift fuoot

Consider now the addTargetMap which takes as argumentethe (@nd its dimensioik) to which the new
map needs to be added. It also takes two sets of formulas algchsed to construct the label of the new cell and
of the other new cells connected to it recursively. We do nistuks here the labeling because we do this in the
Lemmas?? and??. The rest of the proof is concerned with the geometric stinecdf the extended?”.

The addTargetMap function adds the rigwy map tog, which is the map with the largest index (i.e., the new
index showing that theg cell has now dimension one greatkr- 1). It links this with a new celb of dimension
one lower than the new dimension of the input egllThe first loop does two operations. First it lifts all the old
cells linked tog by ans map (i.e.,s(q)) by adding oné map to each; i.e., it invokes addTargetMap recursively.
Then, all these cells enter under new cubical laws that weviies maps of the newly addeqj cell. In this way
we also add all the necessanaps ofgx and also respect the new cubical las\$1(9)) =tk(s(Q)).

In the second loop of addTargetMap we add the hewap to each old cell linked tg by at; map; i.e., in the
recursive invocation of addTargetMap. At the same time weadthet maps for the nevgy cell and link these
through the cubical laws(tx:1(q)) = tk(ti(Q)).

The construction goes recursively at lower levels untichéag 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 adussonap to the input celg of dimensionk to
make it now of dimensiok+ 1. Therefore, it adds the mag, 1(q) = gk—1. This is also the place where the lifted
cells are actually moved to the rightful lay€_ 1, at the end of the function (i.e., lihie]39), after both targed
source maps have been added.

In the first loop addSourceMap adds a regwnaps to all the old cells linked by at map. This finishes what
we started in the second loop of addTargetMap, i.e., finifiew all the tj(q) cells. It also takes care to respect
all the new cubical law(sc:1(q)) = (ti(q)) and, hence, to add thiemaps tog.

The second loop complements what we started in the first lbapgdrargetMap. We finish adding tkemaps
to all thes () cells. It also adds all themaps togx and respects the new cubical lass1(d)) = sk(si(q)).

In conclusion, all the cells of the old” have been added one néwnds map, each reaching a new cell. To
all these new cells all theands maps have been added and linked according to the new cuénes |
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O

Lemma A.20. The new sets of formulas that are added by the lift algoritfilesnmd AT (i.e., at linds 1.0 and
[18) are consistent sets.

Proof. The only place where box constraints are added by the lifictfan is in addTargetMap: first at life 110
and then repeatedly in the loop at Iing 15.

The set S1 is not empty only when the function is applied tartfial cell g from the statement of the lemma.
The lemma assumes thagt Q, is of dimensiom, denote itgy, for this part of the proof, and it contairisp < A (dn)
for which all of its n existings maps contain~¢. This means that if befor# (q,) was consistent witf)n now
we need to writg)n+ 1. Because of axiofn (Ap) and Lemma A.J(ii) it means théty,) is consistent also with
()™1T. (As a side remark, we use LemmalA.2(ii) tacitly in many ptadaring the proofs of the two constructions
lemmas.)

The first call to addTargetMap @, { ¢ },0) makes use only of S1 and constructs the &t {y | [J@ € A (qn)}.

This set is associated ¢p_1 =ty+1(gn). The proof is easy for this case and uses arguments as indbeafore: if
we assumein A --- A Y — L then we get thalf] L € A (g,) which is a contradiction a&(qy) is an atom containing
()¢, if we assumap A --- A U — —¢ then we get that|—¢ € A(qg,) which is again a contradiction.

The second call to addTargetMap is made for eschap of a cellg (in the first loop of the body of the
addTargetMap) and it uses only the set S2. This means thaiatd a celly,—1 = t,1(q) with a set{y | [Jy €
A(Q)}. Assumeys A--- A gk — L which means that] L € A(q). This is a contradiction becaug€q) is an atom
and it contains at least one diamond formula. This is becgus®s dimension at least 1 (as it has at leasttone
map) and we show that any cell of dimensignwith n > 1, has a formuld)"T € A(q). We showed before that
the topmost celb, has the formuld)™ 1T in its label and hence it is of dimension- 1. This means that any cell
reached through one of itsmaps will have the formul#)"T because of axion (A8’) which says thg{)"T —
[JO"T itmeans thaf] ()" T € A (gn) and by the construction of their labels it means th&t < A (tj(d,)). This holds
for any cell reached through any number of applicationsméps. On the other hand, the cells reached through an
smap fromapn, by canonicity, they contaifi} ()" T, which, by axionf (AY) it means tha)" T € A (sj(0}y)).

It remains to see that with each iteration of the first loopubdated label remains a consistent set. This update
is necessary when we are trying to respect the cubical lawsedforms; (tx;1(q)) = t(si(q)). The proof of this
part follows an inductive argument, where the basis wasgusten above and the inductive case is for some
iteration, where we consider that the label is a consistrasid all the other labels that the construction uses have
been built already and, hence, are atoms). Assume thatrioe §§ € A (t(s(q))) there has already been added
the - to A (tx+1(q)). This has happened in two cases: firstif comes fromA (q), i.e.,[]-@ € A(q) which by

canonicity it means thdt}[|—¢ € A(s(q)). On the other hand we also have thgtfjy € A (s ! Oy e
A(s(g)). Together with the above it means tHa{[|-@ A Q@) — {} ) (-@Y A ) [.]‘[-] 1 € A(si(g)) which

is a contradiction with the fact that(s(q)) is an atom. The second case is whap has been added in a previous
iteration, i.e.,[ -y € A(sj(tt1(q))) with 1 < j < i. But this means that each of these two cells must have at
least onesmap and enter the cubical lasp(s (t+1(q))) = s—1(Sj (t+1(q))) = . By the canonicity of these lower
cells we have thaf}[ -y € A(d") and{}[ ]y € A(d"). From axiom?? we have thaf J{}y¢ € A (") and thus

A { i~y — Qe nAf]-y) — {3 WA —d,U)J_ € A(q") which is a contradiction.

The application of addTargetMap in the second loop uses3seBalso and we are looking at cubical laws of
typet; (tk+1(q)) =ta(ti(q)) where2= A (ti(q)) andS3= A (tx;1(q)). Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that we
have[]y € A (t;1(q)) and[]-y € A(tj(q)). By canonicity it means tha (| € A (q) and()[|-y¢ € A(q) and from

axiom{T6] we havel] ()~ € A (q). This means thall ()~ A OlI¢ = O(O-wA W) — (0w A-g)E2

1 € A(q) which is a contradiction. O
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Lemma A.21. For the enrich algorithm of Lemnia”AJ19 all the new existént@nstraints that are added to the
fresh cells or to cells from the old HDA are consistent with ¢iet constraints of that cell.

Proof. Assume that for the liftetHDA the second canonicity condition is brokare., consideg € Q, and assume
ti(q) =q forwhich¢ € A(d') and()¢ & A(q), which is the same as()¢ € A(q). We take cases after

First, clearly, ifg,q € »# (meaning that X i < n— 1) then the canonicity is assured by the statement of the
lemma (i.e.,”Z is canonical).

Second,g € . and(d is added by addTargetMap as the new cell linked oy t,(q) = . Now we take
sub-cases depending on where doegftliermula come from.

e If ¢ € Sl1; this is the case whenis the initial cell from the statement of the lemma and hehcamnnot be
that—=()¢ € A(Q).

o If ¢ c{9|[]¢ € 2} then[]p € A(q) and the assumption says that$ € A(qg). This is a contradiction as
o A[]-¢ — [](¢ A=) — []L € A(g) which is not possible because, as we showed beldig), contains
at least one existential formula, i.€)<T, wherek is the dimension of.

o If g €{¢|[|¢ €3} thend is added by the second call to addTargetMap, which meanw/thate respecting
the cubical laws; (tx;1(0k+1)) = tk(ti(ak+1)), for 1 <i < k and for somey,1 for which ourq = t(gk+1)-
Then by the construction of the label it means that € A (tx.1(0k+1)) Which by the canonicity of these
upper cells it means thd}[|¢ € A (qk+1). By axiom[(AG) it means thaff] ()¢ € A(qk+1) and thus, by the
canonicity it means that)¢ € A(q) which is a contradiction with our initial assumption as thedls are
atoms and hence()¢ cannot be in the label (q).

e Lastly, assume thap is one of the formulas accumulated in the labelgbfas a result of the first loop
of addTargetMap. This means that we are respecting the aulis s (tc1(q)) = tk(si(q)) and ¢ €
A(s(d)) =A(s(t+1(9))) = A(t(si(q))). By canonicity of the other cells it means thaf ¢ € A (s(q))
which by axion] (A7) it means thdf}}()¢ € A(s(q)). By canonicity again it means thgtgp < A (q) which
is again a contradiction with our initial assumption.

Third, bothg andq are newly added by addTargetMap, meaning that we are loakitige second loop. The
proof is the same as before as the construction of the laledgiom[(A6) do all the work.

Forth, bothgandd’ are newly added by addSourceMap, which means that we are finghloop of addSourceMap
and there exists @1 With Sc11(0k+1) = q andti(sc1(akr1)) = 9 = (ti(akr1)) for somei. By the construction
of the label ofs¢;1(0k+1), i.€.,A(q), we have that for our formul@ € A (') there existg)¢ € A (q) because these
are added in the label ofin thei step of the loop.

Assume that for the liftet DA thefirst canonicity condition is brokem.e., consideq € Q, and assumsg (q) =
q for which ¢ € A(q) and{}¢ ¢ A(d'), which is the same as{}¢ € A(d), or, by axion[ (Ad),[—¢ € A(q).
We again take cases aftgr

Consider thagy € »# andq is added by the function addSourceMap. This may be doner aithiee first or in
the second loop, but in any of the cases the constructionedfathels ensures thatgf € A(q) then{}¢ € A(q).
The same holds for the case when bgtndg’ are newly added by the second call to addSourceMap (in tlemdec
loop).

Consider the case when bajlandq’ are newly added by the first call to the function addTargetMar initial
assumption says thdt]—¢ € A(q') which means, by the iterative construction of the labedj@f the loop, that
—¢ € A(qg) which is a contradiction with our initial assumption tifat A (q).

By now we are sure that the labeling.¢#” is canonical.

[

Lemma A.22. A finite HDA.JZ that is potential canonical can be transformed into a cacahHDA by revealing
one labeling that conforms with the potential labeling;stiill 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,dnly set constraints. These being consistent sets
they can be grown to an atom. Depending on this atom buildesteof the atoms s.t. the existential constraints are
respected. This can always be done.

In a finite HDA built using the two enrich and lift constructions startimgrh the minimal potential canonical
HDA as is done in the proof of Theordm Al24 there always existdlavith no existential constraints. Order the
cells wrt. the number of existential constraints that thayeh Use this order when building the labeling. O

Lemma A.23 (repair lemma) For any canonical HDA that has a defect we can build a correspondisdy’
which is canonical and does not have this defect.

Proof. Consider that the canonicat” from the statement has a defect of type D1. Applydheching construction
to 2 wrt. the defective cell, and the formulay (where{}y € A(qg,)). The enriching lemma ensures that the
new model#” extendss# and is canonical. The enriched modé!l’ does not have the defect thef had.
Consider that the canonica#’ from the statement has a defect of type D2. Applylifiemg constructionto
¢ wrt. the defective celly, (for which () € A(q,)), to obtain, cf. lifting lemma, a canonica#” that extends
. Itis clear that the new model does not have the defectidtad. O

Theorem A.24(completeness)The axiomatic system of Taljle 2 is complete; V'¢.; = ¢ = + ¢.

Proof. Using the truth lemmB_Al8 for pseudo canonical and saturdf@ds the proof amounts to showing that
for any consistent formulg we can build a pseudo canonical saturatégl that has a cell labeled with an atom
that containsp. We constructZj in steps starting With?%o which contains only one ced18 of dimension 0. The
construction is done in two stages: in the first stage we ldimkells with constraints (i.e., we use a potential
labeling); and in the second stage we explicit these cangtranto corresponding atoms (i.e., we transform the
potential labeling into a real labeling). The first stagddsithe actuafinite HDA 73, labeling it with a potential
canonical labeling, striving to repair all the defects ie ttonstraints of the cells. The finat} is defect-free.
Any finite 773 has a cell which will have no existential constraints. Wetstam this cell to explicit the potential
labeling into atoms for each cell. During this second phatg the labels of the’?; are affected,; i.e., they are
transformed into atoms consistent with the potential lalgel This construction does not destroy the property of
pseudo canonicity of the modet} that we started with. Moreover, it does not introduce dsfetherefore, in the
end we are left with the finite, defect-free and pseudo caabhiDA that we were looking for, where the label of
the initial cell contains the initial formula. ~

Start by labelinggd with set constraints containinyand all other formulas it implies, i.eA,(q3) = {¢ } U {y |
¢ — Y}. Trivially, %0 is canonical, hence also pseudo canonical and the potkatigling is potential canonical.
For each defect in the potential Iaﬁe@qg), i.e., in the set constraints, we apply the repair lemma tainla new
HDA which does not contain the repaired defect, extends theeflectiveHDA, does not introduce new defects
into the just repaired potential Ialgé(qg) (it may introduce new defects in the new cells), and is pseatonical.
The algorithm continues repairin’g(qg) until all defects are removed. It then continues to repairrtaw cells in
the order that they were added, also respecting the orden dgiglow. Note that any atom that is consistent with
{9} is also consistent withy | ¢ — ¢}. _

The cells used to construct our model are picked (in the gthér) from the following set§ = {qiJ | | € w}
wherei € w corresponds to the dimensidnAny of these cells may have defects and thus, we list all gieats,
i.e., all the cells, and try to repair them in increasing or@ie., we treat first defects on level 0 and continue
upwards). O

Theorem A.25(completeness)The axiomatic system of Talble 2 is complete. Form#fly = ¢ = + ¢.

Proof. Using the truth lemmB_Al4, the proof amounts to showing thaghy consistent formul@ we can build
a canonical saturatedy that has a cell labeled with an atom that contapnsiVe construct’z in steps starting
with %’;,0 which contains only one cqu of dimension 0 labeled with an atom containigg i.e., /\(qg) =Ay.
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Trivially, %0 is canonical. The cells used to construct our model are gdi¢kethe right order) from the following

setsS = {q' | j € w} wherei € w corresponds to the dimensiénAny of these cells may have defects and thus,
we list all the defects, i.e., all the cells, and try to repla@m in increasing order (i.e., we treat first defects onlleve
0 and continue upwards).

At some stem > 0 in the construction we conside#y' = (Q",s,i",1") canonical. 1f.Z3 is not saturated
then pick the smallest defect cell ﬁt”(p”. For a D1 defect, i.e., a celik € Qx and formula{}y € A(agk), apply
enrich (k gk,) and obtain a mode%’;,,”+1 which is canonical, cf. Lemn{a’/A.lL3, and does not have the Ddctle
cf. LemmaA.ZB. For a D2 defect apply the lifting construntim remove the defect. Moreover, any repaired
defect will never appear in any extension model, independinow many times we apply the enriching or lifting
constructions. Both enriching and lifting pick their newlgdrom Sin increasing order. We obtais#y as a limit
construction from all theg'; i.e., 73 = (Q,5,T,1) asQ = Upe, Q") 5= Uncw S T=Uncot™ | =Uneo!™ O
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