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Nothing may be assumed about the relative speed of the processes
competing for access to the critical section. [Dijkstra'65]

CCS process (X|Y)\c with X “ra0+cXand Y Ecdey.

Here it is possible that a never happens.

If two processes A and B are engaged in a race, and

A has nothing else to do but performing the winning action,
whilst B has a long list of tasks that must be done first,

it may still happen that B wins.
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a second memory access can take place only after a first is completed
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Read/write non-overlap: the more challenging assumption

Early work on mutual exclusion did not consider read/write overlap.
Hence each read returns the value of the last write.

Lamport'74 does allow read/write overlap.

Hence also spurious values may be read.

He implies that this makes the problem harder.

Even so, he shows that his Bakery protocol work's perfectly well.
Moreover, the Bakery protocol is speed independent.

My claim is that atomicity is the more challenging assumption.
For then there is no speed-independent mutual exclusion protocol.
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Drop atomicity or speed-independence.
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This can be neatly formalised in an untimed extension of CCS with timeouts.



