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Abstract

Investigating soundness and completeness of verification calculi for imperative pro-
gramming languages is a challenging task. Many incorrect results have been published
in the past. We take advantage of the computer-aided proof \®blto interactively
establish soundness and completeness of both Hoare Logic and the operation decom-
position rules of the Vienna Development Method (VDM) with respect to operational
semantics. We deal with parameterless recursive procedures and local variables in the
context of total correctness. As a case study, we usedto verify the correctness of
Quicksort in Hoare Logic.

As our main contribution, we illuminate the role of auxiliary variables in Hoare
Logic. They are required to relate the value of program variables in the final state with
the value of program variables in the initial state. In our formalisation, we reflect their
purpose by interpreting assertions as relations on states and a domain of auxiliary vari-
ables. Furthermore, we propose a new structural rule for adjusting auxiliary variables
when strengthening preconditions and weakening postconditions. This rule is stronger
than all previously suggested structural rules, including rules of adaptation.

With the new treatment, we are able to show that, contrary to common belief, Hoare
Logic subsumes VDM in that every derivation in VDM can be naturally embedded in
Hoare Logic. Moreover, we establish completeness results uniformly as corollaries
of Most General Formula theorems which remove the need to reason about arbitrary
assertions.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The correctness of software is an important issue in software engineering. In particu-
lar, in safety-critical applications e.g., controlling chemical plants, it must be ensured
that the implementation satisfies the required specification. Often, it is insufficient to
validate the correctness of a complex software system by relying merely on test data.
Delivering the program together with a formal proof of its correctness with respect to
some specification guarantees a correct program, whereas tests can only reduce errors.

In 1969, Hoare introduced a formal system, now referred to as Hoare Logic, re-
lating imperative programs with two assertions, both first-order logical formulae. The
purpose of Hoare Logic was twofold. On the one hand, it axiomatised the semantics of
the programming language. Occasionally, one therefore &irdsnatic semanticas a
synonym for Hoare Logic. On the other hand, objects of the formal system correspond
to correctness formulae describing properties of programs. Thus, derivations in Hoare
Logic are verification proofs. Nowadays, taking Hoare Logic rules as axiomatic def-
initions of programming languages is no longer seen as being adequate. Instead, one
investigates soundness and completeness with respect to a simpler semantics, such as
operational semantics.

Much attention was devoted to this line of research in the 70s and early 80s. How-
ever, the field appeared to run into insurmountable problems. Incompleteness results
seemed to indicate that it would be impossible to desigyverification calculus in
the style of Hoare Logic as soon as one combines more complex language features.
Moreover, conducting soundness and completeness proofs for more interesting pro-
gramming languages turned out to be highly error-prone and laborious. Many of the
proposed verification calculi were unsound or incomptispitebeing backed up by
“proofs” to the contrary.

For example, Sokotowski’s (1977) presentation for recursive procedures is incom-
plete. Apt's (1981) extension yields a complete but, unfortunately, unsound calculus.
The first sound and complete verification calculus in the style of Hoare Logic for re-
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cursive procedures and total correctness was published in 1990 by America & de Boer.

1.1 Soundness and Completeness

Soundness is essential. If a system is unsound, deriving a property for a particular
program within the formal system does not guarantee that the program actually fulfils
the property.

In an incomplete formal system, one may only verify a strict subset of all true for-
mulae. A naive definition of completeness is bound to fail in the context of verification
calculi. On the one hand, if the chosen underlying logical language is too weak, e.g.,
pure first-order logic together with the boolean constéaltse andtrue, some inter-
mediate assertions cannot be expressed. Hence, derivations cannot be completed. On
the other hand, if the logical language is too strong, e.g. Peano Arithmetic, it itself is
already incomplete and the verification calculus inherits incompleteness.

To circumvent this dilemma, Cook (1978) proposed that instead one should inves-
tigaterelative completenes®©ne merely considers sufficiently expressive underlying
logical languages. Furthermore, the formal system is augmented by a*tloédirgt-
order logic. Whenever a rule is protected by a first-order logic side-condition, the rule
is already applicable when the side-condition is an element of the theory, and not only
when the side-condition is itsedferivable

In practice, achieving relative completeness of verification calculi is highly de-
sirable. In logic, finding valid formulae which cannot be derived is often somewhat
esoteric. A different story has to be told for the notion of relative completeness in
verification calculi e.g., in Sokotowski’s (1977) calculus, it is very difficult to come
up with any non-contrived correctness formula of a recursive procedure which can be
derived!

1.2 Main Outcome

We have produced machine-checked soundness and completeness proofs for Hoare
Logic and the operation decomposition rules of the Vienna Development Method
(VDM). Our imperative programming language includes (parameterless) recursive pro-
cedures and local variables. We consider static binding and total correctness. Previ-
ously, machine-checked completeness results have only been available for simple im-
perative programs (and partial correctness).

1the set of all valid as opposed to derivable formulae
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Our message to the designers and researchers of verification calculi is that conduct-
ing computer-aided soundness and completeness proofs is both a feasible and profitable
task. We are confident that when investigating further language features, the overhead
caused by mechanisation is tolerable. Today’s modern proof tools are sufficiently ad-
vanced. Besides#GoO, one could for example, also resort to the systems Coq (1998),
HOL (1998), Isabelle (Paulson & Nipkow 1998) or PVS (Rushby 1998).

Conducting formal proofs at a level that they can be checked by a machine requires
that all aspects and all details must be thoroughly investigated. To be a feasible task,
it is often necessary to first simplify the concepts themselves, before establishing the
desired properties. Hence, in addition to more confidence in the mechanised proofs,
one can often contribute by simplifying or illuminating some aspects of the area inves-
tigated.

Our fundamental contribution has been to highlight the réle of auxiliary variables
in Hoare Logic. Usually, assertions are interpretegraslicates on stateshere free
variables denote the value of program variables in a specific state. Variables for which
no counterpart appears as a program variable in the program under consideration then
take on the role of auxiliary variables. They are required to relate the value of program
variables indifferentstates.

Our view of assertions emphasises the pragmatic importance of auxiliary variables.
We have followed a proposal by Apt & Meertens (1980) to consider assertioakas
tions on states and auxiliary variableBurthermore, we stipulate a new structural rule
to adjust auxiliary variables when strengthening preconditions and weakening postcon-
ditions. This rule is stronger than all previously suggested structural rules, including
Hoare’s (1969) consequence rule and rules of adaptation. As a direct consequence of
the new treatment of auxiliary variables,

e we were able to show that Sokotowski's (1977) calculus is sound and complete
if one replaces Hoare’s rule of consequence with ours. In particular, none of the
other structural rules introduced by Apt (1981) are required.

e We have clarified the relationship between Hoare Logic and its variant VDM.
We were able to show that, contrary to common belief, VDM is more restrictive
than Hoare Logic in that every derivation in VDM can be naturally embedded
in Hoare Logic. Intuitively, in Hoare Logic, auxiliary variables record the value
of variables at amrbitrary reference point. In VDM, the reference point corre-
sponds to the state of the precondition and must therefore be constantly adjusted
during a derivation.

e Completeness is established by induction on the structure of programs. How-
3



ever, in the presence of recursive procedures, a direct proof does not go through,
because the induction hypothesis is then too weak. Instead one first establishes,
also by induction, that a particular correctness formula, the Most General For-
mula (MGF), can be derived. This obliterates the problems of having to cater
for arbitrary assertions. Completeness follows as a corollary by appealing to
structural rules.

This technique had previously only been applied to Hoare Logic dealing with
recursive procedures. We have condu@kaompleteness proofs with the help

of the MGF property, because, with our new rule of consequence, completeness
follows directly from the MGF theorem.

The new approach has already been taught to undergraduate students as part of
Hofmann’s (1997) course on semantics and verification at the University of Marburg.

1.3 The Logical Framework

We have employed the computer-aided proof toeGb (1998) to investigate sound-
ness and completeness for Hoare Logic and the operation decomposition rules of
VDM. LEGO is a proof assistant based on type theory which provides a higher-order
(intuitionistic) logic. The system supports dependent types, inductively defined data
types and inductively defined relations. The underlying type theory is UTT (Luo 1994).
It is not necessary to be familiar with any proof assistant or type theory in order to read
this thesis.

In our formalisation, programs may contain variables vatbitrary sorts. This
leads to a more complex model of the state space. We have found it helpful to employ
dependent function types in order to model the state space.

We define the syntax of programs as an inductive data type. We capture opera-
tional semantics and the notion of derivability of correctness formulae in a verification
calculus as an inductive relation. This allows us to conduct (completeness) proofs by
induction on the structure of programs and (soundness) proofs by induction on the
derivation of correctness formulae.

We now introduce dependent function types, inductively defined data types and
inductively defined relations in more detail.

1.3.1 Dependent Function Types

In type theory, every term is annotated by its type. Only well-typed terms are well-
formed e.g.,f : T — U is a function which, giverx: T yields f(x) : U. We may
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only apply f to elements of typd. We will however omit such annotations in our
presentation when the typing discipline is evident from the context.

UTT also provides dependent types in which types themselves are functions sort :
T — Type. One writes[]x: T - sortx) rather thanT — sort to denote a dependent
function space. Lef : [1x: T -sortx). Given an argument: T, the functionf returns
a value of type sofk). Dependent function types are particularly useful when one
wants to specify a function in which the type of some arguments depends on the value
of previous arguments.

Example 1.1 (Scalar Product on Reals\With dependent functions, one can imple-
ment a single function

(XY= 3 %xy

1<i<n

to compute the scalar product of two vectdrg : R" of arbitrary but identicatlimen-
sion n: nat. Its type is

f:[n:nat-(R"xR") - R .

1.3.2 Inductively Defined Data Types
Consider the BNF grammar
S:=x:=t|whilebdoS

of a (very) simple imperative programming language. This is an inductive definition.
We may prove properties about arbitrary programs by considering its two constructors
for assignments and loops. Formally, we may appeal to the induction principle

VXVt d(x:=t) Vb-VS- ®(S) = d(while bdo S)
VS @(S)

for an arbitrary predicat® on programs.

1.3.3 Inductively Defined Relations

Leto T be a new relation to describe the operational semantics of the
above programming language. Intuitively, it denotes that the progaimen invoked
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in the states will terminate in the state. We define it by the least relation satisfying

X:=t

o o [x— evalo)(t)] (1.1)
hilebdo S
a2 rebdo o provided evalo)(b) = false. (1.2)
- while bdo S
0 Whlebdos : provided evalo)(b) =true . (1.3)

This is an example of an inductively defined relation. Given a proof obligation of the
form

Yo-VYS-V1-0

1= ®(0,S71) (1.4)

we may pursue induction by considering all (three) possible derivatiorsrmally,
the induction principle is

Vo - Vx-Vt- ®(0,x:=t,0 [x+— evalo)(t)])
Vo-Vb-VS.evalo)(b) = false= ®(o,while bdo S 0)

Vo -Vb-VS-Vn,1- (evalo)(b) = true A
S AN whilebdo S

TA®(0,SN)AD(n,whilebdoST)) =
®(o,while bdo S 1)

0)

Yo-VS-V1-0

1= ®(0,S1)
(1.5)

Computer-aided tools are very helpful in formally dealing with such induction princi-
ples. The IEGO system generates induction principles automatically from the set of
defining constructors, such as (1.1)—(1.3). It also providefhdunction  tactic to
bring the proof obligation into the shape of (1.4) before breaking it down into the cases
according to the induction principle.

In practice, inversion is an important proof technique for dealing with inductively
defined relations. Consider the proof of determinism. We want to show

Yo-VS-V1-0

T=Vn-o

n=1=n.

ThelInduction tactic splits the proof obligation into the three cases corresponding
to the induction principle (1.5). We only consider the base case where we have to
establish

vn-o n=ox—evalo)(t)]=n .

20n paper, such proofs sometimes appeal to induction otetigthof a derivation. In a rigorous
formal proof, it is (technically) more elegant to inductively analyse the derivation itself.
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Rather than general induction, it suffices to consider the last step of the derivation of
X:i=t

n (1.6)

In other words, we want tmvert the derivation. Intuitively, (1.6) can only be derived

from the axiom (1.1). Hence, the stagenust coincide witto [x — eval0)(t)]. LEGO

provides state of the art support for inverting inductively defined relations (McBride

1998).

0)

1.4 Notation

We refrain from exposing the reader to the (rather unreadal#e)lLscripts in the
main body of this thesis. Instead, we adopt a more traditional informal presentation
with more flexible notation. We include sufficient details to facilitate encoding our
results with different proof tools. We have decorated machine-checked developments
with the symboE3. An outline of the LEGO scripts can be found in Appendix B. All
scripts are also available on-line and can be accessed from Lego’s (1998) World Wide
Web page.

The reader is encouraged to compare definitions in the text with the act@ad L
scripts (Pollack 1998). Machine-checked developments are not exempt from mistakes
e.g., Homeier & Martin (1996) erroneously claim

“ The correctness of these VCG functions is established by proving the fol-
lowing theorems from the axioms and rules of inference of the axiomatic
semantic$
But the actual encodings in HOL reveal that correctness has instead been established
by appealing to the definition @iperationalsemantics.

1.4.1 Implicit Quantification

An important convention is that all free identifiers in a rule (or axiom) are implicitly
universally quantified at the level of the rule. For example, the rule
Vi:W-{pAbAu=t}S{pAu<t}
{p} while bdo S{pA —b}
is merely a convenient short cut for
Vi:W-{pAbAu=t}S{pAu<t}
{p} while bdo S{pA—b}
where the order of the top-level universal quantifiers does not matter. In particular,
scoping guarantedshat the variablé can not occur freely ip, u, bandS

Vp-Vu-¥b- VS

3The rule would be unsound otherwise.



1.5 Overview of Thesis

In Chapter 2, restricting our attention to simple imperative programs, we consider fun-
damental aspects of verification calculi such as Hoare Logic and VDM. We axiomatise
the meaning of programs via a structural operational semantics. We then demonstrate
that reasoning based directly on this semantic account is tedious. A more abstract
approach leads naturally to the operation decomposition rules of VDM.

Turning our attention to Hoare Logic, we discuss the role of auxiliary variables in
detail. Based on this analysis, we interpret assertions as relations on the state space and
a domain of auxiliary variables. Moreover, we introduce a new structural rule to adjust
auxiliary variables when strengthening preconditions and weakening postconditions.

We mechanically establish soundness and completeness for both Hoare Logic and
VDM. We also show that Hoare Logic subsumes VDM and take a closer look at the
definition of (relative) completeness. At the end of this chapter, we compare our ap-
proach to related work.

Chapter 2 exposes the main ideas of this thesi€Hapter 3, we apply the tech-
niques to more intricate settings. America & de Boer (1990) presented the first sound
and complete formal system for recursive procedures dealing with termination in the
style of Hoare Logic. We show that after replacing Hoare’s (1969) rule with our new
consequence rule, a third of their rules are not required; neither pragmatically, nor
to achieve completeness. Furthermore, we extend our results to imperative programs
supporting local variables (with static scoping) in the presence of recursive procedures.

Our meta-theoretical investigations of Hoare Logic and VDM are complemented
by a case-study i€hapter 4. Focussing on the well-understood Quicksort algorithm,
we hope to clarify how our new Hoare Logic rules may be used in practice.

In Chapter 5, we conclude and outline future work. All of our results have been
developed using theBGo proof tool. We comment on the feasibility of this project
and on the strengths and weaknesses of thed system.

Appendix A contains some further remarks on working with threalo system. In
particular, we document how to encode a notion of well-founded relations and exten-
sional equality. We also show how to update dependent functions and hence machine
states; this requires quite sophisticated type theorgpipendix B, we have collected
an outline of the actual £Go scripts.



Chapter 2

Fundamental Aspects of Hoare Logic
and VDM

In this chapter, we introduce syntax and an operational semantics for a simple impera-
tive programming language with assignments, conditionals and loops. We then present
two verification calculi, VDM and Hoare Logic, and show that they are sound and
complete with respect to the operational semantics. We consider total correctness i.e.,
besides input/output specifications, the verification calculi also deal with termination
of programs.

The outline of the chapter is as follows. Having built up sufficient background the-
ory, we consider the correctness proof of an imperative program realising the exponen-
tial function. This proof is based directly on the definition of the operational semantics.
As this is rather cumbersome, we motivate a more abstract framework, VDM. We then
carefully introduce the issues of soundness and completeness. We prove soundness,
as usual, by induction on the derivation of the correctness formula. In our complete-
ness proof, we are able to demonstrate that one may factor out details of assertions and
adapt Gorelick’s (1975) Most General Formula (MGF) theorem to the VDM setting.

Turning our attention to Hoare Logic, we discuss the réle of auxiliary variables
and propose to interpret assertions as relations on the state space and additionally a
domain of auxiliary variables. Furthermore, we present a new rule of consequence. It
is strictly stronger than Hoare’s (1969) version and allows us to prove completeness as
a trivial corollary of the MGF theorem. With the new treatment, we are able to show
that derivations in VDM can be embedded in Hoare Logic.

We conclude with a summary of related work.
9
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2.1 Deep and Shallow Embedding Techniques

Our main objective of this thesis is to mechanically establish meta-theorems such as
soundness and completeness of verification calculi. mioisour aim to show that a
proof tool such as the#GO system is suitable to verify concrete programs relative to
concrete specifications.

Traditionally, one defines syntax for expressions and relative to this setup, one char-
acterises syntax of a programming language and syntax of an assertion language. Then,
one describes the meaning of every syntactic construct. This approach is known as
deep embeddinghlternatively one may shortcut this process and identify the syntactic
representation with its denotation. This technique is knowshaiow embedding

The drawbacks of shallow embeddings are that

e one cannot exploit the inductive (syntactic) structure to prove properties
¢ the representation of concrete examples is often more difficult to comprehend

However, omitting syntactic representation cuts down the work load and is therefore
often the preferred technique.

We will present a shallow embedding of expressions. Based on this definition, we
will give a deep embedding of the programming language and a shallow embedding of
the assertion language. A shallow embedding of the imperative programming language
is inappropriate for our project, because the completeness proofs inherently rely on
proofs by induction on the structure of programs.

A shallow embedding of Hoare Logic and VDM suffices to mechanically investi-
gate soundness (Gordon 1989). However, to formalise the statement of completeness,
one needs to explicitly refer to a notion of derivability. Thus, we give a deep embedding
of Hoare Logic and VDM.

The main benefit of shallow embedding for our project has been that one does not
have to worry about substitutions in assertions.

2.2 Program Variables

In practice, program variables are strings, sometimes restricted to a particular length.
Strings are not directly supported in our logical framework. Instead of adopting an
isomorphic structure e.g., lists over the finite set 0 — 255, we chose the most general
structure. Any type will do as long as equality is decidable.

Definition 2.1 (Program Variables) The syntactic class of program variabM&R
may be an arbitrary type, provided it supports an associated decidable equality i.e., a

10



boolean relatioeq: (VAR x VAR ) — bool which reflects equality
VX, y: VAR -x=y < eqx,y) =true .

We will investigate soundness and completeness relative to such a general notion of
program variables. In logical frameworks supporting classical logic, the restriction
to decidable equalities can be dropped. For concrete examples, we employ (finite)
enumeration typesSAR = (XY, ...).

Previous mechanisations only consider the case of a single data type, namely nat-
ural numbers. In a type-theoretic setting, it seems natural to investigate multiple sorts.
For most data types present in imperative programming languages, we can immediately
provide type-theoretic representations.

e Sum types yield finite data types e.g., booleans and characters.
¢ Inductive types yield data types such as natural numbers and lists.

e Employing quotients, we can construct integers from natural numbers and ratio-
nals from integers.

e Record types subsume records in programming languages.

e Using functions we may represent arrays. In particular, following the views of
Dahl, Dijkstra & Hoare (1972) and Gries & Levin (1980), an assignment of an
array element is regarded as functional updating.

e The type of program variabl8AR can be used to represent pointers.

We identify the universe of data types with the universe of all types expressible in
our logical framework. Conceptually, results in the sequel are therefore independent of
the actual available data types. Pragmatically, we can study more interesting program-
ming examples involving different data types. The type of variables can be declared
by providing a function

sort :VAR — Type .

2.3 The State Space

The state space records the value of every program variable. In the simple scenario of
this chapter, there is exactly one entry for every program variable. We will encounter
more interesting state spaces in the next chapter when dealing with local variables.

11
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The state space is one of the major ingredients to deal with semantical aspects of
imperative programs. When one encounters an assigrxnertt the semantics of the
expression depends on the value of all program variables occurringsrecorded by
the current state. Moreover, executing the assignment leads to a new state in which
the entry for the program variablein the state space has been updated. It suffices to
consideffirst-order substitutiongTrakhtenbrot, Halpern & Meyer 1984) which restrict
updating of an entry fox : VAR to values of type sofx) which cannot refer to values
of variables.

As we have seen, a type environment is a function from program variables to types.
A stateo for a type environment sort is a function mapping program variables
values of type sofk). The state space itself is therefore a dependent function space:

Definition 2.2 (State Space)x 4 [1x: VAR -sortx)

Updating (dependent) functioms|x — V| then corresponds to first-order substitution
with x: VAR, v : sortx) ando : Z. Notice that a syntactic substitution such as

O [X— x+1]
is not well-typed. Instead, one needs to specify
ox—o(x)+1] .

In LEGO, all functions are total. Thus, our model of the state space hasadefined
values. At least for simple data types, such as integers, this is an adequate assumption,
since, in the real world, one may access any entry in the memory and interpret it as a
value. If one were interested in modelling undefined values for a datatyqmee could
store values of the sum ty@e+ 1 where the right injection characterises an undefined
value.

2.4 Interpretations

An interpretation determines the value of
e constants such as @, A
e and (free) variables

in expressions and logical formulae. In the context of program verification, logical
variables are assumed to refer to program variables. Therefore, the interpriefation
variables depends on a particular statee., [X](1(0)) =1(0(x)). In the following
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chapter, when considering local variables, scoping dictates which program variables
in the state space are to be inspected and the interpretation depends additionally on a
scoping environment.

In our formalisation, we are only interested in the standard interpretation of con-
stants. This not only simplifies the encoding, it also avoids the problematic issue of
how to axiomatise the class of acceptable interpretations, see Sect. 2.12 for further
details.

2.5 Expressions

Boolean expressions occur in loops and conditional statements. Other types of expres-
sions depend on the data types expressible in the language and occur both as subex-
pressions of boolean expressions and in the assignment statement. One may define the
syntax of expressions by a BNF grammar.

Example 2.3 (Syntax of Expression)Homeier & Martin (1996) define two classes of
expressions

el=n|x|++x|e+e|e—e
bi=ei=e|e<e|biAby|biVvby|-b

We will only consider expressions without side-efféaad do not deal with the ex-
pressiont-+ x. The semantics can thus be easily fixed denotationally and is determined
by an interpretation functiohand a state.

Example 2.4 (Semantics of Expressions)
o [N((@)=1M) [¥((0) =1 (a(x)
e [er0pe](1(0)) = [ed](I(0)) I (op) [e2](I(0)) forope {+,—,=,<}
e [bropby](I1(0)) = [ba]l(1(0)) I(op) [b2](1(0)) forope {A,V}

o [-b](1(a)) Z1(=)[b](1(0))

Whenever we come across a boolean expression in a loop or a conditional statement,
we are only interested in the value it evaluatesrae or false Similarly, in an assign-

ment, we treat evaluation of the expression as atomic, merely a value depending on the
state space. We are not interested in syntactic properties such as whether one expres-
sion is a subterm of another expression. Ignoring the syntax of expressions paves the

1Such a strict distinction between expressions and commands is one of the fundamental principles
underlying idealised Algol (Reynolds 1982).
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way towards a reasonable level of abstraction when investigating properties of verifi-
cation calculi for imperative programs without side-effects.

Restricting our attention to the standard interpretation, the semantics of an expres-
sion is determined by the state space. We only consider expressions at this semantic
level:

Definition 2.5 (Expressions) Given an arbitrary typ& , we represent expressions by
expressiofil : Type) =% — T .
Lete: expressiofil) be any expression. Its evaluation depends on a concrete snapshot

of the state spaae: ~ We define

evalo)(e) Ee(o) .
The main benefit of adopting shallow embedding is that we do not have to worry
about formalising the syntax in a logical framework e.g., the expressignwherex
andy are program variables with saraét would be rendered as

Ao -0(X) x0(y) : expressiofnat) .

Moreover, substitutions are much easier to deal with at the semantic level. Consider
the syntactic substitutiofxy) [x+— t]. In the shallow embedding, this substitution
can be realised by updating the state space i.e.

(AG-a(x) a(y)) o (\G- G [xi— eval)(1)]) (2.1)
which, when applied to a concrete state(-)reduces to
(o[x1— evalo) (1) (x)) * (ox— evalo)(1)](y)) - (2.2)
This is equivalent to
t'+ o(y) (2.3)

wheret’ is a suitably reduced version of e@)(t). Employing a deep embedding, one
would need to additionally check that the syntactic substitution function on expressions
is correct e.g.[(x*Yy) [x— t]]] must coincide with the term (2.1).

Unfortunately, the EGO system offers no automatic support in reducing (2.2)
to (2.3). In concrete examples, such as the Quicksort verification in Cha. 4, this leads
to excessively large proof obligations. Moreover, examples are more difficult to read.
To increase the readability of examples, we shall present the (manually translated) syn-
tactic counterparts of expressions.
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2.6 Imperative Programs

For representing statements of the imperative programming language, we resort to a
deep embedding i.e., we first embed the syntax in the logical framework and then
axiomatise the semantics by an analysis of the structure of programs. In this chapter,
we restrict ourselves to basic language features:

Definition 2.6 (Abstract Syntax of Imperative Programs)
Imperative programS: prog are defined by the BNF grammar

Si=skip | x:i=t | S;; S | if bthen$; elseS, | whilebdo S
wherex: VAR, t : expressiofisortx)) andb : expressiofbool).

As LEGO supports definitions, we may define other, possibly generic, language con-
structs e.g.if bthen S¥'if bthen Selse skip However, any prograi8: prog may be
brought into normal form e.g., by expanding definitions, so that when pursuing induc-
tion on the structure o we only need to consider the primitive constructors given in
Def. 2.6.

In examples, we assume that sequential composition is left-associative. Further-
more, we employegin and endin our concretesyntax to clarify precedence.

Notice that LEGO actually needs to test equivalence of types to resolve the type

dependency in the assignment constructor:

Example 2.7 In the assignment k=1, the principal type ofl is nat. However, the
typing discipline for the assignment constructor requifeto inhabit sortk). The
typechecker thus needs to redwseet k) to nat.

2.6.1 Assignment and Arrays

Data types may be any type representable in type theory. This includes arrays which,
following Dahl et al. (1972) and Gries & Levin (1980), one may consider as functions
inhabitingT — U, whereU is an arbitrary type and is any type where equality is
decidable.

To represent the concrete statemeéaft:=x[d] for an arrayx : VAR with sortx) =
T — U and sortc) = sorfd) = T, the assignment constructor expects a term inhabiting
(Mx: VAR -sortx)) — T — U as its second argument. Sinceepresents a function,
the statement|c| :=x[d] corresponds to updating the functiwat positionci.e.,

X:=A0:X-(0(x))[o(c) — a(x)(a(d))] .
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2.7 Structural Operational Semantics

In this section, we axiomatise the semantics of the imperative programming language.
We employ structural operational semantics (Plotkin 1981) which provides a clean
way to specify the effect of each language constructor in an arbitrary state. It relates a
program with its initial and final state.

0 p. 141E1 Definition 2.8 (Semantics) The operational semantics is defined as the least relation

. C Z x prog x Z satisfying
skip

(2.4)
X:=t
o o [x— evalo)(t)] (2.5)
o = nn = T (2.6)
S S '
o T
. S
) b then S elseS, : providedeval o) (b) = true . (2.7)
° ' providedevalc)(b) = false (2.8)
_ifbthenS, elseS; _ P —laise. '
hil
o whilebdo S o providedevalo)(b) = false. (2.9)
- whilebdo S
WhlebdoS providedevalo)(b) =true . (2.10)
o T
Intuitively, o T denotes that the prograBwhen invoked in the stat@

will terminate in the state.
We can increase our confidence in the correctness of this axiomatisation by proving
properties such as determinism.

0 p. 14281 Lemma 2.9 (Determinism)
Program behaviour is deterministic i.e., for all progrédasd stateg, o andt, when-

evero T ando n, thent =n.
N S . .
Proof by induction on the derivation ad T, followed by inverting
S .
o n in each case. O
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However, being axiomatic, it is impossible poove the correctness of the semantic
description. We have to inspect each rule carefully.

We believe a denotatiorfabemanticaV : (prog x X) — X is less suitable tale-
fine the behaviour of programs, because it involves more complicated mathematical
constructs such as computing least fixed points e.g., Cousot (1990) argues that a de-
notational account should be justified with respect to an operational semantics. In our
opinion, the induction principle triggered by the inductive definition of the operational
semantics is sufficiently powerful to effectively investigate soundness and complete-
ness. We do not see the need to deal with denotational semantics.

2.8 Low-Level Verification

Having integrated the semantics of a programming language in a logical framework,
we can specify program behaviour and prove specifications correct. In this section, we
employ the rules of the structural operational semantics to verify an imperative program
implementing exponentiation. Analysing the proof, we uncover redundant steps which
suggests that one might benefit from resorting to a set of higher-level proof rules.

As global program variables, we us8R = {x,y,r} and we assume that all pro-
gram variables may also take on negative values. More precisely, we declare

funsorf_) = int .
An implementation then amountsfg(pd:Efr :=1; 00 pexpWith
Ioopexpd:EfwhiIe y# 0do beginr:=rxx; y:=y—1end

A possible specification in our current setup might be

SEXp

Vo,t- (o 1) = 1(r) = o(x)°V) (2.11)

This is a typical input/output specification (Liskov & Berzins 1986). The statap-
tures the initial state, the statecaptures the final state of the program. The proposi-
tion T(r) = o(x)°¥) connects thénput values ofx andy with the outputvalue ofr.
Notice that connecting the output value roWith the outputvalues ofx andy e.g.,
T(r) = (X)), would be an unwise requirement: 3, terminates, the output value
of y amounts to 0 and thus, the progr&gp would only satisfy the specification for an
initial value of 1 forx.

Specifications of the above shape trivially hold if programs do not terminate. In
SEXp

such a case, there are no staies satisfyingo T. Hence, (2.11) only

2To avoid partiality, one may instead usestational denotational semantidd : prog — 222,
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specifiegartial correctness|n this thesis, we consideotal correctnessThe propo-

sitionVo-3Jt-o T characterises th&terminates on all inputs. In prac-
tice, we do not want to insist on termination for all initial states. In particular, we have

designed our exponential program in such a way that it only terminates for positive

values ofyi.e.,Vo-0<a(y) = Jt-0 S 1. Combining the termination

condition with (2.11) yields an adequate specification with respect to total correctness:

0 p. 14481 Lemma 2.10 (Correctness of Exponential Program)

Vo-0<ao(y)= 310 Sorp TAT(r) = a(x)°V)

Proof
Given a stat@ such that

0<a(y) , (2.12)
we need to find a final statesuch that

SEXp

o

T (2.13)

andt(r) = o(x)°Y) holds. Applying the rule for sequential composition (2.6), followed
by the assignment axiom (2.5) simplifies the first proof obligation (2.13) to

loo
olr — 1] Pep (2.14)
We have thus reduced the original proof obligation to
loo
Vo-0<o(y) = Jt-afr—1] Pep TAT(r) = o(x)°V) | (2.15)

Since each execution of the loop body decreases the valpardtfl it is 0, we pursue
induction For the induction to go through, we have to strengthen the proof obliga-
tion (2.15) so that the statecorresponds to an arbitrary intermediate state of the loop.
In particular, it must not be restricted to the case where the valuaofounts to the
initial 1. We choose

100 Pexp

Vo-0<ao(y)=3t-0 TAT(Y) = 0AT(r) = o(r) xa(x)°Y)  (2.16)

and pursue induction om(y). Formally, we derive

vn-vo-(0<ao(y)Aa(y) =n) =
100 Pexp

Jt-o TAT(Y) =0AT(r) :o(r)*o(x)c(y)

by induction om.
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In the base case, the axiom for loops (2.9) unifiegith T and we have to show

o(r) =o(r)«o(r)? .

In the step case, far(y) = n+ 1, we need to find a statewhich satisfies

100 Pexp

o (2.17)

and
T(y) = OAT(r) = o(r) xa(x)°Y) | (2.18)
Unwinding the loop once reduces the proof obligation (2.17) to

loo
n—0P® o forn=ofro(n) oMy —oy)—1.  (2.19)
We may now apply the induction hypothesis with becausen = n(y). This
yields
1(y) = 0AT(r) = o(r) x o(x) x 5(x)°¥ 2

which is equivalent to the remaining proof obligation (2.18)dgy) > 0.
0

As part of the proof, given an initial state satisfying a particular precondition,
we needed to find a final statesuch that, according to the rule of the operational

semantics, we could derive
the postcondition relating andt held.

However, being deterministic, the operational semantics uniquely determines such
a final state. In addition, the initial correctness formula, the proof obligation (2.19) and
the crucial proof obligation (2.16) are all of the form

T. Furthermore, we had to establish that

Vo-p(o)=dJt-0

TA((T,0) (2.20)

for particular instances @b : £ — Prop, S: prog andq: (X x Z) — Prop. Instead of
resorting to inference steps preserving this structure, the above proof has unnecessarily
employed introduction and elimination rules for the logical connectives andd to
destruct and reconstruct such forms.

In VDM, one focusses on deriving correctness formulae of the form (2.20). Hoare
Logic is similar, but postconditions are restricted to predicates rather than binary rela-
tions on the state space. One can thus not directly specify input/output behaviour. To
compensate for this deficiency, one needs to additionally deal with auxiliary variables.
We therefore first consider VDM.
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2.9 The Vienna Development Method

The Vienna Development Method (VDM) is a verification calculus which relates pro-
grams with pre- and postconditions (Jones 1990, Jones & Shaw 1990). We commence
by introducing VDM, in particular its operation decomposition calculus, at an infor-
mal level. Employing a shallow embedding of assertions, we then show how one might
represent such a verification calculus in a logical framework. Next, we reconsider the
above verification proof in VDM before investigating soundness and completeness.

In VDM, assertions are objects of a logic of partial functions (LPF). In the post-
condition one may emplofiookedprogram variable$x to refer to the value of the
program variable in the initial state. The meaning of a postcondition is determined by
an interpretation(t, o) relative to a final state and initial stateo. In particular, for a
program variable, we have

Hooked notation is extended to expressions and preconditions. Hooked expressions
and preconditions may only appear within postconditions. On a syntactic level, one
has to hook all free occurring variables. Semanticallyt ke an expression angbe
a precondition. One then interprets

[t
['PII(t,0) =[Pl (0) -

VDM is a formal system for deriving correctness formu{ge S{q}. Such a triple
is interpreted as

Vo-[p]l(0)=3dt-0

tA[q]l (T, 0)

and thus reflects the shape of correctness formulae as encountered in the above veri-
fication example. However, being a formal system which manipulates objects of the
form {p} S{q}, VDM guides verification proofs at a more abstract level. Whereas in
the above correctness proof, one was confronted with (higher-order) propositions built
around a formal system relating programs with states, VDM is a formal system relating
programs withrelations on statesMore precisely, VDM encompasses two orthogonal
methods:

1. refining abstract objects into concrete data types available in the programming
language, and
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2. refining correctness formulae, which allows one to decompose programs.

We will only consider VDM's operation decomposition rules and, from now on, do no
longer distinguish between them and VDM in general.

For every constructor of the imperative programming language, VDM provides a
rule which allows one to decompose a program. In particular, the programs mentioned
in the premisses are strict subprograms of the programs mentioned in the conclusions.
Unlike the operational semantics, this also holds for loops where a well-founded in-
duction argument has been built into the rule.

{true}skip{ A v T}
VEVAR

{true} xi=t{x=TA A v=7v
VEVAR\ {x}

{p1} Si{p2Ara}  {p2} S {r2}
{p1} Si; S {rzor1}
Semantically, the postcondition in the conclusion corresponds to relational composi-
tion i.e., [rzora])l (t,0) £ 3n - [ra)l (n,0) Ar2]l (1,n). Syntactically, it suffices to
existentially quantify intermediate values for all free occurring program variables and
substitute them for all free program variables jnand all hooked program variables

inrs.

Example 2.11 (VDM'’s Sequential Decomposition Rule)_et

A

MnEr=1A0<yAX="X Ay="y
Ey=0AT+X7Y =rs+xAy<y

Then, pory corresponds to

Elxi,YiJi"’i :1/\O§y|/\x| :?/\yl :7/\
y:O/\ri*Xiyi :r*xy/\ygyi

which is equivalent t® < ‘y Ay =0Ar = ‘X V.

{pAb}S {q} {pA-b}S{q}
{p}if bthen S elseS; {q}
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{pAb} S{pAsofar}
{p} while bdo S{pA—-bA (sofarv Aycyar V= V)}

wheresofaris® transitive and well-founded.

As Jones (1990) points out, it suffices to ensure that the relsdifamis well-founded
on the set of statesatisfying the invariant p It would thus suffice, if the relation
A(t,0) - [sofarl (t,0) A [p]I (T) was well-founded.

One also needs the structural rule

{p1} S{m}
{p}S{a}

which allows one to weaken the precondition and strengthen the postcondition in a
proof obligation. This is particularly useful when one wants to apply the rule for loops
as the precondition must remain invariant with respect to the body of the loop, whereas
the postcondition is expected to incorporate justification for termination.

providedp=- pr andp = g1 = ¢

2.9.1 Mechanisation

The above presentation of VDM is due to Aczel (188298%). There, preconditions

are treated as predicates on states, whereas postconditions are captured by binary rela-
tions on states. In particular, assertions are not considered at a syntactic level and there
is no reference to LPF.

We follow Aczel’s approach and employ a shallow embedding to represent asser-
tions. In a logical framework supporting set theory, one might use sets to capture
relations. Using EGO, we only consider sets of the forqx | P(x)} whereP : T
— Prop is afunctionmapping elements of an arbitrary typeto LEGOS internal
logic. In other words, we represent sets by their characteristic functions. Thus, in
VDM, preconditions inhabik — Prop and postconditions inhak(E x ) — Prop.

We are interested in the meta theory of VDM. We therefore need to capture both
the semantics and the notion of deriving a VDM correctness formula.

Definition 2.12 (Semantics of VDM) Let
=vom {.}. {.} € (Z— Prop) x prog x ((Z x £) — Prop)

be a new judgement defined in terms of the operational semantics

def

=vom {P} S{q} =Vvo-p(0)=3It-0

3i.e., the relation\ (1, 0) - [[sofaf](t, 0)

TA((T,0)
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O p. 145E1 Definition 2.13 (VDM) Let
Fvom {-} - {-} € (£ — Prop) x prog x ((£x ) — Prop)

be the least relation satisfying

Fvpm {AO-true} skip {A(t,0) -1 =0} (2.21)
Fvom {AO-true} x:=t {A(1,0)-1=0[x+— evalo)(t)]} (2.22)
“vom 1P1} S {A(T,0) - P2(T) Ara(T,0)}  Fypm {P2} & {ra} (2.23)

Fvom 1P} S S {rzor1}

Fvom {Ao - p(o) Aevalo)(b) =true} S {q}
Fvom {A0- p(o) Aevalo)(b) =false} S {q}

Fvom {P}if bthenS, elseS; {q} (2.24)

Fvom {A0- p(o) Aevalo)(b) =true} S{A(t,0) - p(T) Asofar(t,o0)}
Fvom 1P} while b do S{q}
wheresofar is any binary transitive relation on the state spaseich that

A(t,0)-sofar(t,o0) A p(1) is well-founded
andq(t,0) £ p(1) Aevalt)(b) = falseA (sofar(t,0) VT =0). (2.25)

Fvom {P1} S{ai}
Fvom {P}S{a}
providedvo - p(o) = p1(0) andv(t,0)- p(o) = q1(1,0) = q(t,0). (2.26)

2.9.2 High-Level Verification

We now revisit the verification of the exponential program within the VDM framework.
To increase readability, we use syntactic representations for assertions. These have
been manually translated from the shallow embedding used in the actual script.

0 p. 14881 Lemma 2.14 (VDM — Correctness of Exponential Function)

Fvom {0 <y} Sexn{r = ?7}
Proof  According to the axiom for assignments (2.22), we may derive the cor-
rectness formulé,py {true}r:=1{r=1Ax="X Ay="y}. Taking 0<y into
account, by the consequence rule (2.26) we may deduce

Fvom {0y} ri=1{r=1Ax=XAy="yY A0y} . (2.27)
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The challenge in the correctness proof stems from instantiating the loop rule (2.25)
with an appropriate invariance predicate and termination measure. From the postcon-
dition of (2.27), we adopt & y as an invariant. In addition, the loop leavesx
invariant as decreasesyare compensated by increasigppropriately:

sofar® T« XY =rx X AYy< Y .
We thus focus on deriving
Fvom {0 <y} 100pexp{0 < yA ~(y # 0) A sofar} (2.28)

which is semantically equivalent to the proof obligation (2.16). We may decom-
pose (2.28) by the rule for loops (2.25) ssfar is clearly transitive and in the light
of 0 <y, there are only finitely many small&y . We now need to show

Fvom {0 < yAYy#O}ri=rxx y:=y—1{0 < yAsofar} (2.29)
According to the axiom (2.22), we may deduce

Fvom {truel ri=rxx{r =T+ X Ax=X Ay="7} (2.30)

and Fypy {truely:=y—1{y=¥ —1IAX="XAr="T} (2.31)
Connecting (2.30) with the precondition of (2.29), the rule of consequence (2.26) yields
Fvom {0SYAY A0} ri=rsx{r=T +* X AXx=XA0<yAy=Y} (2.32)
We now derive
Fvom {0 <YyAY#O} r:=rxx y:=y—1{postbody (2.33)
with

def

postbody= 3, Vi, I - i =T * X AXi= "X AO<YiAY, =TV A

Y=Yi—1IAX=X AT =T;
by applying the sequential rule (2.23) to the correctness formulae (2.32) and (2.31).

Appealing to the consequence rule (2.26), it suffices to show that the postcondition
of (2.33) entails the postcondition of (2.29). The above postcondition is equivalent to

r=T*+XAX=XAN0<YyAYy=y —1. (2.34)

It is straightforward to check that € y A sofar follows from (2.34). Combining the
initialisation (2.27) with the loop (2.28) via the rule of sequential composition (2.23)
leads to

Fvom {0 <y} Sexp{OS Y Ay=0Ar= ?7}
Appealing to the consequence rule (2.26), we may weaken the postcondition and derive
the desired correctness formula. O
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2.9.3 Soundness

In this section, we justify the VDM rules and show that VDM is merely a more abstract
calculus for verifying correctness formulae. In particular, any derivation in VDM cor-
responds to a proof based on the rules of the operational semantics.

O p. 14981 Theorem 2.15 (Soundness of VDM)For any preconditiop, progrants and postcon-
ditionq, whenevet-,p\, {p} S{a} is derivable/=ypm {p} S{q} holds.

Proof by induction on the derivation of,5,, {P} S{q}. We consider the two cases
wheret,p {P} S{q} has been derived by the rule for conditionals or loops in more
detail:

Conditional From the two induction hypotheses
F=vom {Ao- p(o) Aevalo)(b) =true} § {q} (2.35)
F=vom {Ao- p(o) Aevalo)(b) =false} S {q} (2.36)

we need to establish

=vom {p} if bthen S; elseS; {q} .

We show this by expanding the definitionjef,pm and considering the cases for
evalo)(b) = true and evalo)(b) = false The conclusion follows from (2.35)
and (2.36) respectively.

Loop Given a state satisfying the predicatene need to find a final statesuch that

o whilebdo S - (2.37)
p(T) | (2.38)
evalt)(b) = false (2.39)
and
sofar(t,0)Vi=o0 . (2.40)

We commence with a case analysis on the initial value of the goaitdit is
falsg (2.9) is applicable. In particular, far= o, (2.38)—(2.40) trivially hold.
Otherwise, we may exploit the induction hypothesis

Fvbom {Ao- p(o) Aevalo)(b) =true} S{A(t,0) - p(t) Asofar(t,0)} .
There must be a statpsuch that

o

n, (2.41)
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p(n) and

sofar(n,o) . (2.42)

Is the guard satisfied in statgq?

whilebdo S

No: From (2.41), we may conclude
(2.40) trivially hold.

n. Fort=n, (2.38)-

Yes: The side-condition of the rule for loops guarantees that the relation
A(t,0)-sofar(t,o) A p(T)

is well-founded. We know thai is less tharo with respect to this ordering
and may thus exploit variants of (2.38)—(2.40) wheteas been substituted
by n. In particular, there has to be a statsatisfying (2.38), (2.39),

whilebdo S

T (2.43)
and
sofar(t,n)vi=n . (2.44)

In fact, T is the desired final state. Applying the rule for loops (2.10) to
(2.41) and (2.43) justifies (2.37), whereas transitivitysofar leads from
(2.44) and (2.42) to (2.40).

0

2.9.4 Completeness

If the VDM rules are to serve as the basis of a methodology for developing programs,
completeness is an important issue i.e., given any derivable correctness formula of the
form =yvpm {p} S{q}, can we also justify it only employing the VDM rules? In other
words, in moving from the level of states to the level of predicates and relations over
states, have we actually achieved a more abstract perspective? Our objective is to show
that whenevef=vpm {p} S{q} holds, the judgemert,,, {p} S{q} is derivable.

One may prove completeness directly by induction on the structu$e of., Aczel
(19829) establishes soundness and completeness simultaneously by induction on the
structure of programs. Instead, we follow an idea due to Gorelick (1975), which, pre-
viously, has only been applied to Hoare Logic dealing with recursive procedures :
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0 p. 14922

1. By induction on the structure of an arbitrary progr&nmone establishes that a
specific correctness formula MGhw (S), known as théMost General Formula
(MGF), is derivable in the verification calculus.

2. Given the assumptiof=vpm {p} S{q}, one may derivé-,p, {p} S{q} by
applying structural rules teypy MGFypm (S). All side-conditions which arise
will be dealt with by the assumption.

In other words, instead of directly derivingypm {p} S{a} = Fypm {P} S{q}, one
considers the stronger propettypm MGFypm (S) for which induction goes through
more easily. In particular, the direct proof cannot be applied when one considers recur-
sive procedures, because the induction hypotheses are not strong enough.

The proposition-ypm MGFypwm (S) asserts that, provided that one only considers
input states in which the progra8terminates, one magerivea correctness formula
in which the postcondition relates all inputs with the appropriate outputs according to
the underlying operational semantics of the programming language. At the semantic
level, =vpm MGFypm (S) holds trivially.

Definition 2.16 (Termination) For a deterministic programming language, commenc-

ing execution in a state, a prograns terminates, if there is a final stateaccording
S

to the operational semantic3,(0) “Iro T.

Definition 2.17 (MGF) MGFypm (S £{S|} S {)\(T, 0)-0 S r}

Having chosen a shallow embedding, we can directly express the assertions of the
MGF. If one also considers syntax of the assertion language, one needs to show that it
is sufficientlyexpressiveWe will return to this issue in more detail in Section 2.12.

O p. 15081 Theorem 2.18 (MGF for VDM) For an arbitrary prograr®, Hvpm MGFypm (S) is

derivable.

Proof The proof is by induction on the structure &f Observe that this induction

strategy affects both pre- and postcondition. In the case of a loop, from

Fvom {SL} S{)\(T,O)~O S T} (2.45)

we have to establish

(2.46)

hilebdo S
FvoMm {whilebdoSl}whiIebdos{)\(Tjo).o while b do T} |

We first apply the consequence rule (2.26) to the hypothesis (2.45) so that the pre-
condition is of the formho - p(0) A evalo)(b) = true and the postcondition matches
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A(t,0) - p(1) Asofar(t, o) for some suitable invariarg and variansofar. We then ap-
ply the rule for loops and, finally, employ again the consequence rule to transform the
correctness formula into the desired (2.46).

These transformations trigger some side-conditions relative to the variant and in-
variant to be synthesised. Applying the consequence rule for the first time yields

vo- (p(o) Aevalo)(b) = true) = S|(0) (2.47)

=
(p(T) Asofar(t,0)) (2.48)

V(1,0)- (p(o) Aevalo)(b) =true) = o

The rule for loops is concerned wil{t, o) - sofar(t, o) A p(t) being well-founded and
the last appeal to the rule of consequence triggers

Vo -while bdo S| (o) = p(0) (2.49)

V(1,0)-while bdo S| (0) =
whilebdo S

(p(1) AevalT)(b) = falsen sofar=(1,0)) =0 T (2.50)

The termination condition for Ioop|sd:6fwhile bdo S| is an appropriate invariant.
A single step of the loop is captured by the relation

A(0,1)-evalo)(b) =trueno

Appealing to the operational semantics definition, it is easy to check that the transitive
closure

sofarnt,0) = (A\(0,1) - evalo)(b) = true Ao 1) (0,7)

approximates the loop. In particular,tfis one of the intermediate states of the loop

for which the loop guard doe®thold, i.e., for some initial state, if sofar-(t,o0) and

hilebdo S
eval1)(b) = falseholds, we must have Wwhitebdo T. O

0 p. 15081 Corollary 2.19 (Completeness of VDM) For any preconditiop, prograns and post-
conditionq, whenevet=ypwm {p} S{q} holds,t- oy {P} S{q} is derivable.

It is instructive to study the completeness proof in order to appreciate the réle of the
main theorem 2.18:
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Proof By Def. 2.12, the hypothesis is equivalent to

Vo-p(o)=dt-o TAQ(T,0) . (2.51)

Applying the consequence rule (2.26) to the MGF i.e.,

S
vou {81} ${Mx.0) 0 I8
we may derive the desired|,5,, { P} S{d} provided we can satisfy the side conditions

Vo p(o) = S|(0) (2.52)

and

V(1,0)-p(0) =0 1= (q(t,0) . (2.53)

Weakening the precondition (2.52) is a direct consequence of (2.51). We may strengthen
the postcondition as suggested in (2.53) due to determinism. O

2.10 Hoare Logic

Hoare Logic deviates from VDM in that the postcondition can only refer to the final and
not to the initial state. We first present a set of rules for total correctness which reflects
the traditional presentation. This includes a mechanised soundness and completeness
result. Such meta-theoretical proofs are very similar to those in the VDM setting and
we will merely highlight technical differences.

Using Hoare Logic, one cannot directly specify input/output specifications. In
Sect. 2.10.3, we discuss various approaches to overcome this problem. Amongst these,
we favour a proposal by Apt & Meertens (1980) to semantically consider assertions
as relations between states and a domain of auxiliary variables. This idea has not
previously been applied to Hoare Logic. It is useful in mechanising soundness and
completeness of Hoare Logic, because it more adequately reflects the réle of auxiliary
variables employed in practice to relate output and input.

As our main contribution, we have designed a rule of consequence for adjusting
auxiliary variables while strengthening preconditions and weakening postconditions.
The new consequence rule is strictly stronger than Hoare’s (1969) version. It plays a
crucial réle in establishing completeness as a corollary of the MGF theorem. Further-
more, it obviates the need for any further structural rules when considering recursive
procedures.
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In the traditional understanding of Hoare Logic (Cousot 1990), both pre- and post-
conditions are first-order logic formulae where free variables denote the vajure-of
gram variables In particular, the validity of a formulae depends on a state

For the purpose of mechanising soundness and completeness, we ignore the syn-
tactical aspect of assertions. Employing again a shallow embedding, assertions are
to inhabit the function space — Prop which, intuitively, characterises predicates on
states.

0 p. 1501 Definition 2.20 (Semantics of Hoare Logic)Let
FHoare{-} - {.} € (X — Prop) X prog x (X — Prop)

be a new judgement defined in terms of the operational semantics

def

FHoare{P} S{q} =V0o-p(0)=31-0

TAQ(T) .

2.10.1 \Verification Calculus

Based on work of Floyd (1967), Hoare (1969) proposed a verification calculus for
partial correctness, now referred to as Hoare Logic, see Fig. 2.1. To ensure termination,

{p} skip {p}

{px—t]} x:=t {p} (2.54)

{prS{rt {r}tS{a}
{p} S S {q}
{pAb}S {a}  {pA-b} S {q}
{p}if bthen S elseS; {q}

{pAb} S{p}
{p} while bdo S{pA-b} (2.55)
% providedp = p1 andg; = Q.

Figure 2.1: Hoare Logic for Partial Correctness — Syntactic Presentation

the rule for loops (2.55) needs to be modified. We introduce a termination measure
with [u] : £ — W rather than justi : expressiofW). It may inspectall of the state
space for some well-found&édomain (W, <) which is decreased whenever the body

4As we have already observed in the case of VDM’s rule for loops, for the special cae-df, it
suffices to show that the relatidiit, o) - p(t) AT < o is well-founded.
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is executed:

Vi:W-{pAbAu=t} S{pAu<t}

{p} while bdo S{pA—b}

A similar rule for verification calculi where postconditions may explicitly refer to the
value of program variables in the initial state e.g., VDM, has been put forward by
Manna & Pnueli (1974). Variants of this rule tailored = nat (Harel 1980) or
W = int (Apt & Olderog 1991) have also been published previously. We prefer the
well-founded version, because it simplifies the completeness proof without any impact
on the soundness proof. One may instantig&fte- > andu = Ac - g, and encounters
almost the same proof obligations as in the case of VDM. It is well known that in
practice, it is often easier to reason about termination using well-founded sets rather
than being restricted to natural numbers (Dershowitz & Manna 1979).

Formalising these rules in a logical framework is as easy as in the case of VDM. In
particular, representing the axiom for assignments (2.54) requires little work, because
we chose a shallow embedding of assertions. Syntactically, the precondition amounts
to updating a formulae at position We do not need to worry about formalising the no-
tion of updatingassertionslt can be expressed straightforwardly in terms of updating
the state space i.e.,

where(W, <) is well-founded.

[plx—t]]1(0) = [P (1 (o[x— [tNI(a)])) (2.56)

Previous experiments (Mason 1987, Homeier 1995) have made it clear that a deep
embedding of assertions requires much more work. In particular, one would have to
provethe substitution lemma (2.56) (Sieber 1981).

Definition 2.21 (Hoare Logic) A verification calculus for Hoare Logic is defined as
the least relatioRyoare{.} . {-} C (¥ — Prop) x prog x (X — Prop) satisfying

FHoare { P} SKip {p}

Froare {AG - p(0 [x — evalo)(t)]) } x:=t {p}
Froare{P} St {r} FHoare{r} & {q}
FHoare{ P} S1; S {a}
FHoare{AO - p(0) Aevalo)(b) =true} S {q}
I_Hoare{)\o‘ p(o) A evaKo)(b) = false} S {Q}
FHoare{ P} If bthen S elseS {q}

Vt:W- Fuoare {AO-p(0)Aevalo)(b) =true Au(o) =t}
S
{AT-p(1) Au(T) < t}
FHoare{ P} While b do S{At- p(1) AevalT)(b) = false}
where(W, <) is well-founded. (2.57)
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I_Hoare{ pl} S{Ql}

romelpy S(qp  Providedvo:p(o) = pi(0) andvi (1) = q(1). (2.58)

2.10.2 Soundness and Completeness

0 p. 15181 Theorem 2.22 (Soundness of Hoare LogicYhe above verification calculus is sound.
Proof by induction on the derivation ¢fHoare{ P} S{q}. O

0 p. 151E1 Definition 2.23 (Completeness of Hoare Logic)
The above verification calculus is complete.

Proof by induction on the structure of programs. We concentrate on the case for
loops. From the induction hypothesis

VP, q: FHoare{ P} S{0} = FHoare { P} S{0}

and the assumption

=Hoare{ P} While b do S{q} (2.59)
we have to establish

FHoare{ P} While bdo S{q} . (2.60)

Our strategy is to use the rule for loops to connect the induction hypothesis with the
conclusion. In particular, we have to come up with a suitable invariant and a termi-
nation measure : ¥ — W for some well-founded domaifW, <). The proof is more
challenging than establishing the MGF theoPebecause one needs to worry about ar-
bitrary assertiong andq. In general, the supplied preconditiprcannot be expected

to remain invariant. Instead, we choose

inv=wp(while bdo S q)

where, relative to a program and postcondition, the weakest precondition wp is defined

as
def

wp(Sg)(o) =Jt-0 TAQ(T) .

It is easy to see that, for a loop, the weakest precondit®bound to remain invariant.

5In the following section, we will strengthen the rule of consequence (2.58) so that one may establish
completeness as a corollary of the MGF property.

81n verifying concreteprograms, the problem of constructing suitable invariants stems from having
to find syntactic representations of such predicates. It does not suffice to rely on a sufficiently expressive
assertion language in which one may express weakest preconditions. Instead, one needs to find an
invariant specific to the domain involved; otherwise the difficulty in verification of finding suitable
invariants is merely propagated to proving more difficult side-conditions arising from applications of
the consequence rule.
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In finding a suitable termination measure, we borrow ideas from the corresponding
proof in the context of VDM. We chood#' =%, u= A0 -0,

1T<0=

while bdo S| (o) A (A(0,1) -evalo)(b) =true A 1) (0,1) (2.61)

and aim to establish
Vt:Z FHoare{AO-inv(0) Aevalo)(b) =true Ao =t} S{AT-inv(T) AT <t} (2.62)

Lett be an arbitrary state. Appealing to the induction hypothesis, it suffices to show
the semantic counterpart

FHoare{AO -inv(0) Aevalo)(b) =true Aa =t} S{AT-inv(T) AT <t}

In other words, relative to an initial state such that

Ju-o while bdo S TA q(r)j and evalo)(b) = true
in%o)
we have to find an intermediate stagsuch that
o > n,
§|T~ﬂ whilebdo S T/\q(T)/
inv(n)

and  whilebdo S|(o) Aevalo)(b) =true Ao
) o
These proof obligations can be resolved easily by appealing to the definition of the
operational semantics. We may thus apply the rule for loops (2.57) to the correctness

formula (2.62). This yields

"

hilebdo S
FHoare {)\0~3T~0 while b do T/\q(r)}

whilebdo S
whilebdo S

{)\ryﬂrr] TA((T) Aevaln)(b) = false}

According to the rule of consequence, we may derive the desired (2.60), provided the

two side-conditions
whilebdo S

Vo-p(o)=dt-o
whilebdo S

TAQ(T) (2.63)

vn-(Jt-n

TAQ(T) Aevaln)(b) = false) = q(n) (2.64)

hold. The first condition is identical to the assumption (2.59). In the second obligation,
according to the definition of the operational semantics, the statgst be equal tq
in the case where the loop guard evaluatesise . O
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2.10.3 Auxiliary Variables
Recall the specification of the exponential function in VDM

o<y} sexp{r :?‘V} , (2.65)
where all variables hold integer values. In Hoare Logic, we cannot directly relate the
value of variables in the final with values of variables in the initial state. To overcome
this deficiency, one needs to introduce auxiliary variables. These are simply program
variables which only occur in assertions. In the precondition they freeze the value of
other program variables so that in the postcondition one may refer to the initial value
of program variables.

Let X andY be program variables with sotht. In Hoare Logic, we may para-
phrase the above correctness formula (2.65) as

{0<yAx=XAy=Y}Sexp{r=X"}
whereX andY must not occur free iGexp. (2.66)

Notice that the side-condition is essential for the two correctness formulae (2.65)
and (2.66) to be equivalent. However, in Hoare Logic, we may not derive correctness
formulae with attached side conditions, because, formally, Hoare Logic is a calculus
for deriving programs with pre- and postconditions only. Side-conditions may only
appear within axioms and rules.

Strictly speaking, Hoare Logic is thus not adequate for verifying concrete programs
with non-contrived specifications. Problems also arise when the program to be verified
is not fully given. This is for example the case when one wants to

e develop programs hand-in-hand with their proofs of correctness (Gries 1981,
Burstall & McKinna 1993)

e consider free procedures which are specified with respect to pre- and postcon-
dition, but for which one does not consider a concrete implementation (Tarlecki
1985)

e verify programs invoking recursive procedures

Assume thaSis a program about which we only know that the program variable
does not occur in it. Then, the two specifications

{X=x} S{X=x} (2.67)
and
{X=x+1} S{X=x+1} (2.68)
where all variables denote integer values both assert that the pr&jesavesx in-
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variant. Whenever one can derive (2.67), one may derive (2.68) and vice versa. Nev-
ertheless, the consequence rule (2.58) does not allow one to derive (2.68) from (2.67)
or vice versa, as one would have to shvow x+ 1.

Pragmatically, this is quite worrying. Taking software reuse seriously, imagine that
(2.67) has been derived as part of the verification in a project. It is conceivable that
in another project, one needs the equivalent correctness formula (2.68). Unfortunately,
in such a situation, the formalism would force us to rebuild (2.68) from scratch. Of
course in the new derivation one would benefit from analysing the first derivation, but
such a methodology is nevertheless undesirable.

In Chapter 3, using recursive procedures, we show that precisely this problem oc-
curs in trying to verify a program computing the factorial function. In a nutshell,
similar to an inductive step, during the verification of a recursive procedure, one needs
to unroll the recursive call and can exploit the correctness formula before unrolling.
Unfortunately, the hypothesis only matches modulo shifts of auxiliary variables remi-
niscent of the difference between (2.67) and (2.68).

We need to strengthen the consequence rule and exploit the fact that some program
variables are not affected by the program e.g.,

{ps} S{a}
{p} S{a}
providedvX - 3t- (Vx-p=> (p1[X —1])) A (VX- (u[X — t]) = @), (2.69)

wherex and X are two disjoint lists of all program variables occuring in any of the
assertions and no variables frofnappear in the program. Furthermotes a list of
compatible expressions.

Such a consequnce rule is strictly stronger than Hoare’s (1969), which one might
view as a special case of 2.69 in which the choiceisfconfined taX. In particular,
employing the new rule of consequence, the two correctness formulae (2.67) and (2.68)
are interderivable e.g., (2.68) follows from (2.67), because one may cheoxe- 1.

It also highlights that auxiliary variables and program variables deserve to be treated
differently e.g., in the above side-condition, one only substitatesliary variables.

We would like to reflect this intuition in our encoding. We see two alternatives to
capture auxiliary variables

1. explicit quantification
2. implicit quantification

Following Sieber (1985), we could extend Hoare Logic by allowing quantifiers at
theobjectlevel i.e., correctness formulae may also take on the form of

FHoare VX - { p} S{q}
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where the value oX does not depend on a state

Universal quantification is one way to ensure that auxiliary variables are bound ex-
plicitly to a specific correctness formula. It binds all occurrences of auxiliary variables
in the precondition, program and postcondition. We prefer an implicit quantification in
which both pre- and postcondition characterise binary relations on states. The advan-
tages over explicit quantification are that

e programs cannot mention auxiliary variables

e it reflectscurrent software engineering practice and does not require a syntactic
modification of correctness formulae

e itis easier to encode in a logical framework

At the syntactic level, one would need to (formally) distinguish between program vari-
ables and auxiliary variablsOne could for example enforce that program variables
have to start with a lower-case letter, whereas auxiliary variables must start with an
upper-case letter. To be well-formed, programs may only refer to program variables.

Semantically, program variables are, as before, interpreted according to the state
space. However, auxiliary variables are interpreted freelyTUe¢ the domain of this
interpretation. We revise our shallow embedding of assertions:

Definition 2.24 (Assertions) Assertior{T : Type) S (T xZ) — Prop

Example 2.25Let T = {X,Y} — int. Relative to an interpretation ZT and a
statea, we interpret

[0<yAx=XAy=Y](Z,0) =0<a(y) Ao(x) =Z(X) Ao(y) = Z(Y) .
The universal quantification is then integrated into the semantics:

Definition 2.26 (Semantics of Hoare Logic)Parametrised by an arbitrary type let
F=Hoare{-} - {-} € Assertior{T ) x prog x Assertio{T) be a new judgement defined in
terms of the operational semantics

def

FHoare{ P} S{a} =VZ-Vo-p(Z,0) = 31-0

TAQ(Z,T) .

In Reynolds’s (1982) specification logi¥, may be an arbitrargxpressiorand one needs to addi-
tionaly assert thaX is not affected by the prograf
8This has also been proposed by Homeier & Martin (1996).
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The previous axioms and rules from Def. 2.21 can be reused without any syntactic
changes when assertions are represented as relations rather than predicates. Further-
more, we can easily formally cater for the stronger rule of consequence (2.69):

I_Hoare{ pl} S{Ql}
Fhoare{ P} S{q}
providedvZ-3Z; - (Vo - p(Z,0) = p1(Z1,0)) A (VT 01(Z1,T) = q(Z, 1))

wherepz,q: : AssertiofT) and p, q : AssertiorfU ) are assertions for not necessarily
identical domaindl’ andU. In deriving completeness as a corollary from the MGF
property, besides being able to switch the domain of auxiliary variables, we also need
a weaker side-condition in which the choice &f may additionally depend on the
initial value of variables:

I_Hoare{ pl} S{Ql}
Fhoare { P} S{q}
whereps, g1 : AssertiorfU ) andp, q: Assertior{T) for arbitrary typesr andU

andvZ-vo-p(Z,0) = (321~ P1(Z1,0) A (VT-01(Z1,T) = q(Z,T))). (2.70)

In classical logicVZ - Vo - 3Z;- (p(Z,0) = p1(Z1,0)) A (VT-01(Z1,T) = q(Z,1)) is

an equivalent side-condition. Constructively, it is stronger and not sufficient. We will
present a further variant on page 71 in connection with the rule of adaptation. However,
the above consequence rule (2.70) suffices for all examples and completeness proofs
in this thesis. In moving from predicates to binary relations, we retain all other axioms
and rules:

Definition 2.27 (Hoare Logic) A verification calculus for Hoare Logic which takes
auxiliary variables seriously is defined as the least relation

FHoare{-} - {.} C Assertior{T ) x prog x Assertioff{T)
indexed by an arbitrary type such that

FHoare { P} SKip { p} (2.71)

Froare {A\(Z,0) - p(Z,0 [x— evalo)(t)]) } x:=t {p} (2.72)

FHoare{P} S1 {r} FHoare{r} S {q}
I_Hoare{p} S; S {Q}

Fhoare{A(Z,0) - p(Z,0) Aevalo)(b) =true} S {q}
Fhoare{A(Z,0) - p(Z,0) Nevalo)(b) =false} S {q}
Froare{ P} If bthen S elseS; {q}
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Vt: W- Froare{ B} S{A(Z,T) - p(Z, ) AU(T) <t}
FHoare{ P} While bdo S{A(Z,1) - p(Z,1) AevalT)(b) = false}
wherep(Z,0) ' p(z, o) Aevalo)(b) =true Au(o) =t
and(W, <) is well-founded. (2.73)

"Hoare{ pl} S {Ch}
Fhoare { P} S{q}
whereps, q; : AssertioiU ) andp, q: Assertior{T) for arbitrary type§ andU

andvZ-vo-p(Z,0) = (321~ P1(Z1,0) A (VT-Q1(Z1,T) = q(Z,T))). (2.70)

2.10.3.1 Universal Quantification versus Auxiliary Variables

Notice that the universally quantified variable in the rule for loops (2.73) plays the
same role as an auxiliary variable. It must not o@darthe prograns. In particular,
the rule

{p} S{A((Z,1),1)- p(Z, D) AU(T) <t}
{p} while bdo S{A\(Z,1) - p(Z,1) AevalT)(b) = false}

def

wherep((Z,t),0) = p(Z,0) Aevalo)(b) =true Au(o) =t

and(W, <) is well-founded.

is (semantically) equivalent.

We have chosen the version (2.73) with universal quantification to illuminate the
similarities with the rule for procedure calls in the following chapter in which the uni-
versal quantification ranges ovevo correctness formulae and cannot be internalised
as an auxiliary variable. Furthermore, the implicitly quantified version needs to extend
the domain of auxiliary variables in the premiss to guaranted iedtesh. Hence, one
could not restrict the domain of auxiliary variables to the state space.

In practice, rules with universal quantifications in fremisspose no problems. In
a refinement proof, one continues deriving the pure Hoare triple in which the quantified
variable is replaced by a constant.

2.10.3.2 Soundness

We refer the reader to Fig. 2.2 on the next page for a syntactic presentation of this
calculus. There, the side condition of the rule of consequence is tailored to classical
logic andx denotes the list of all program variables, whergagenotes the list of all
auxiliary variables.

%in our formalisation in IEGO, Sis universally quantified outside the scope of
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{p} skip {p}
{px—t]} x:=t{p}
{prS{rt {r}S{aq}
{p} S S {q}

{pabySi{ay  {pA-b}S{a}
{p}if bthen S elseS, {q}
Vi:W-{pAbAu=t} S{pAu<t}
{p} while bdo S{pA—b}

where(W, <) is well-founded.

{p1} S{ai}
{p} S{a}
providedvZ-Vx-3Z; - (p=> (p1[Z+— Z1])) A (VX (0 [Z — Za]) = q).

Figure 2.2: Hoare Logic for Total Correctness — Syntactic Presentation

0 p. 15481 Theorem 2.28 (Soundness of Hoare LogicYhe above verification calculus is sound.

Proof by induction on the derivation dfnoare {p} S{q}. If the rule of conse-
qguence (2.70) has been applied last, from the induction hypothegise{ p1} S{a1}

i.e.,
VZ1-Yo-p1(Z1,0) = Jt-0 TA1(Z1,T) (2.74)
and the side-condition
VZ-VYo-p(Z,0) = (321~ p1(Z1,0) A (VT-Qu(Z1,T) = q(Z,T))) (2.75)

we need to show thatnoare{ P} S{q} holds.
Given an auxiliary variabl& and an initial states satisfying p(Z,o), we need

to find a final stater such thato T andq(Z,t). Combiningp(Z,0)
and (2.75), we can extract a witnegssuch thatp;(Z1,0) holds, and for any state
we may reduce the task of showigZ, 1) to qi1(Z1,T). Appealing to (2.74), from

p1(Z1,0) we may infer that there is a statesatisfying botho T and
01(Z1, 7). O

2.10.3.3 Completeness

Having represented assertions as binary relations over an arbitrary domain and the state
space, we can immediately formulate the MGF property for Hoare Logic. Picking the
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state space as the domain of auxiliary variables, we could simulate
T}

FHoare{A(z,o)~o:ZASl(0)}S{7\(ZvT)‘Z : T} '

Fvom {Sl} S{)\(T,O) 4Y

by

However, if one exploits the auxiliary variable to capture the final rather than the initial
state, one has the more elegant

O p. 154E1 Definition 2.29 (MGF)

MGFroardS) & {)\(Z,o) .0 z} S{\Z,1)-Z=T1}

Notice that the precondition coincides with the weakest precondition relative to the
programSand postconditio(Z,T) - Z = T.

O p. 15481 Theorem 2.30 (MGF for Hoare Logic) For an arbitrary prograr8, one may derive
I_Hoare|V|G|:Hoare(5)-

Proof by induction on the structure & In the case of a loop, from the induction
hypothesis

I—Hoare{)\(z,o) -0 Z} S{A(Z,1)-Z=T1} (2.76)

we have to establish

whilebdo S

I—Hoare{)\(z,o) -0 Z} whilebdo S{A(Z,1)-Z=1} . (2.77)

The proof follows the structure of the same property for VDM on page 27. To exploit
the rule for loops, we want to transform the hypothesis into the form

I_Hoare{f)} S{)\(Z,T) ' p(sz) N U(T) < t}
wheret : 2 is a constant and the termination measuteAc - g is the identity function.

For the invariant, we choose

whilebdo S

p(Z,0)=0 Z

and for the variant, we reuse the well-founded relation (2.61) employed in the direct
proof of completeness on page 33.
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This transformation is sanctioned by the rule of consequence (2.70). As a side-
condition, for arbitrary states andZ, given

hil
o whilebdo S 7 (2.78)
evalo)(b) = true (2.79)
we need to find a staf® such that Z1 and
whilebdo S
VI-(Z1=T)= (T ZiNO<t) .

Inverting the derivation of (2.78) in the presence of (2.79), these obligations can be
resolved easily.

To conclude the proof, we need to again apply the rule of consequence to mediate
between the conclusion of the loop rule

FHoare{ P} While bdo S{A(Z,1) - p(Z,1) AevalT)(b) = false}

and the desired correctness formula (2.77). In this case, for arbitrary statesZ

hilebdo S
such thao white bdo Z, we have find a stat; such that
hil
o whilebdo S 2, (2.80)
hilebdo S
VT (T whte b do Z1 AevalT)(b) =false) = Z; =1 (2.81)

We resolve (2.80) by selectirgy = Z, whereas (2.81) is a direct consequence of the
operational semantics. O
Having treated auxiliary variables in a rigorous manner, it is interesting to observe that
the main Theorem 2.30 singles aibie set of all statesis the domain for auxiliary
variables i.e.T = Z. Intuitively, such a restriction ties the auxiliary variables together
with the program variables. Ldix;,...,X,} be the set of all program variables with
corresponding types$Ty, ..., Ta} occurring in some prograr8 An assertion of the
form

MZ:Tax:-xTy0:Z)-P(Z1,...,Z.n,0)
is equivalent to

A(Z,0:%)-P(Z(x1),...,Z(Xn),0) .

0 p. 154E1 Corollary 2.31 (Completeness of Hoare Logic)For any preconditiomp, programS
and postcondition, whenevet=poare{ p} S{q} holds, then-poare{p} S{q} is deriv-
able.
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Proof Let Sbe a program ang,q: Assertior{T) be assertions for aarbitrary
domainT. Givenl=noare{ p} S{q} i.€.,

VZ-Yo-p(Z,0)=3Jt-0

TAQ(Z,T) (2.82)

we need to establishyoare { P} S{q}.
By the consequence rule (2.70), we may directly infgsare { P} S{q} from the
MGF, triggering the side condition

VZ-Yo-p(Z,0)=3Z;-0

ZINVT-T=21=q(Z,T) . (2.83)

Clearly, (2.82) implies (2.83). O

We learn from the proof that in order to derive the correctness of a specification us-
ing an arbitrary domain of free variabl@s applying the new consequence rule will
confine the domain of auxiliary variables to the state spada particular, notice that
the consequence rule has mediated between the state space and theldasyapre-
senting auxiliary variables. Implementors of computer-aided verification systems can
employ this transformation and safely restrict the domain of auxiliary variables to the
state space for all other rules. Alternatively, one might implement a system in which
the user can only formulate specifications where auxiliary variables live in the state
space. Again, the above proof suggests that this is a sensible approach. In fact, in the
system VDM, such a restriction has essentially been made.

Furthermore, notice that in the completeness proof, we only needed to apply the
consequence rule (2.70). Thus, completeness always follows as a corollary of the MGF
theorem, irrespective of any programming language extensions.

2.11 Hoare Logic subsumes VDM

In the traditional understanding of Hoare Logic, assertions characfgadecateson
states. VDM is more flexible in that postconditions may, in addition to the final state,
also refer to the initial state. In that respect, one may argue that VDM subsumes Hoare
Logic.

However, we question such a view, because, pragmatically, in Hoare Logic, one
uses auxiliary variables to relate output with input. Thus, one may choca®iamary
reference point. In particular, during a derivation of a correctness forf}l& {q} in
Hoare Logic, both pre- and postcondition may refer to the value of program variables
before executing. VDM is more restrictive. In a derivation, the rule of sequential
composition enforces that, in order to derive} Si; S {q} one must adapt the point
of reference so that the postcondition fris expressed relative to some intermediate
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state. We should emphasise that this argument reflectstitrededuse of both sys-
tems. Of course, one could mirror Hoare Logic derivations in VDM by also employing
auxiliary variables. But notice that one would then have to also improve VDM'’s rule
of consequence to simulate our version for Hoare Logic.

As a novelty, we show that Hoare Logic subsumes VDM in the sense that an arbi
trary derivation in VDM can be embedded in Hoare Logic. In particular, every correct-
ness formulae in the VDM derivation is uniformly translated and every decomposition
rule in VDM is simulated by the corresponding rule in Hoare Logic where both premiss
and conclusion may have to be adjusted by our new rule of consequence.

This result hinges on a rigorous treatment of auxiliary variables in Hoare Logic and
the new rule of consequence. In particular, VDM’s consequence rule can be simulated
by our rule of consequence, but not Hoare’s (1969).

0 p. 15581 Theorem 2.32 (Embedding VDM Correctness Formulae in Hoare Logic)
Letp C Z andq C X x Z be assertions artdlan arbitrary program. Whenever

Fvom {P} S{a}
is derivable, we may also establish
FHoare{M(Z,0)- 0 = ZA p(0)} S{NZ,T) - q(1.2)}

By appealing to soundness and completeness, it is evident that for every derivation in
VDM, one can reconstruct a proof of the corresponding correctness formula in Hoare
Logic:

Proof  Assume, 5, {P} S{q}. By soundness of VDM, we have

Vo-p(o)=dJt-0

TAQ(T,0)

which is equivalent to

VZ-Yo-(c=2ZAp(o)) =3It-0 TAQ(T,Z) .
Hence, by completeness of Hoare Logic, we may derive

FHoare{A(Z,0)-0=ZAPp(0)} S{A(Z,1)-q(1,2)} .
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However, we are primarily interested in teBguctureof the translation. The fol-
lowing constructive proof shows explicitly how to transform VDM into Hoare Logic
derivations. Notice that the proof transformation is compositional!

Proof Dby induction on the derivation ¢f, 5, { P} S{d}. We consider the interesting
cases where the last rule applied has been the rule for sequential composition, loops,
or the rule of consequence.

Sequential Composition From the induction hypotheses
Hoare{M(Z,0)- 0 =ZAp1(0)} SL{NZ, D) p2(T) ATa(T,2)}  (2.84)

and

FHoare{A(Z,0) -0 =ZAPp2(0)} S {N(Z,T) -12(1,2)} (2.85)

we have to show
FHoare{A(Z,0) -0 =ZAp1(0)} S1; S {N(Z,T) -r20r1(1,2)} .

We employ the strengthened rule of consequence to shift the reference point
of the second assumption (2.85) to the initial state ofdhi@poundstatement,
yielding

FHoare {A(Z,0) - p2(0) Ar1(0,Z)} S {N(Z,T) -rp0r11(T,2)} (2.86)

This transformation triggers the proof obligation

VZ,0- (p2(0) Ar1(0,2)) =
37, - (0’ =71 N pz(O')) A (VT~ r2(t1,2) = (I’zol’l)(T,Z))

which can be resolved easily when choosiig= 0. Notice thatZ; has to cap-

ture the value of all program variables in the initial state. In particular, neither
Hoare’s (1969) nor the draft rule of consequence (2.69) would have backed up
the required transformation.

Finally, applying the rule of sequential composition to the correctness formulae
(2.84) and (2.86) completes the case.

Loops From the induction hypothesis

Fhoare {A(Z,0)-0=ZAp(o)Aevalo)(b) =true} (2.87)
S
{A\(Z,1)- p(t) Asofar(t,Z)}
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we have to show

whilebdo S
{\(Z,1)- p(t) NevalT)(b) = falseA sofar-(t,Z2)}

wheresofaris transitive and\(t, o) - sofan(t, o) A p(t) is well-founded.

VDM's rule for loops is stronger than the well-founded version (2.73), because
in the postcondition of the conclusion, the rule for VDM additionally records
information regarding the variagbfar. To compensate, instead pfwe use the
weaker invariant

inv(Z,0) = sofar-(o,Z) A p(o) .

Another difficulty arises because we have to express termination relative to a new
constant. Again, it is up to the strengthened rule of consequence to reconcile
the differences between the hypothesis (2.87) and

FHoare {A(Z,0)-inv(Z,0) Nevalo)(b) =true Ao =t} . (2.89)
S
{A(Z,1)-inv(Z,T) Asofar(t,t)}

We first deal with the proof obligation triggered by the side-condition of the rule
of consequence. For arbitrary stafe% such that

inv(Z,0) , (2.90)

evalo)(b) = true ando = t, we have to find a stat&, such thato = Z;, p(0),
evalo)(b) = true and

v1- (p(T) Asofan(t,Z1)) = (inv(Z,T) Asofar(t,t) A p(1)) (2.91)

holds. Obviously, we have to choZe = 0. We consider (2.91) in more detail.
Lett be an arbitrary state such thair) and

sofar(t, o). (2.92)
Besidesp(t) andsofar(t, o), we have to establish
sofar—(t,2) . (2.93)

We resolve (2.93) by appealing to the transitivitysaffar in the presence of
(2.92) and (2.90).
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Applying the rule for loops to (2.89) produces

FHoare {inv}
whilebdo S
{\(Z,7) -inv(Z,T) NevalT)(b) = false}
Employing the rule of consequence to weaken the precondition and strengthen
the postcondition leads directly to the desired (2.88).

ConsequenceVDM'’s consequence rule can be seen as an instance of our strengthened
consequence rule for Hoare Logic. From the induction hypothesis

FHoare{A(Z,0)-0=ZA p1(0)} S{A(Z,T)-a1(T,2)}

and the side-conditiong C p; andVo,1- p(o) = 1(0,T) = (0, 1), we have
to derive Fpoare {A(Z,0)-0=2ZAp(0)} S{A(Z,T)-q(t,Z)}. From the side-
conditions we may conclude

VZ,0-0=2ZAp(0) = 3IZ1-0=2Z1 A p1(0) AVT-O1(T,Z1) = q(1,2) .

Thus, our rule of consequence leads also to the desired correctness formula.
0

There is a one-to-one correspondence between the rules of Hoaregyleand
VDM's decomposition rules-ypv. According to Theorem 2.32, specifications in
VDM correspond to a particular class of specification in Hoare Logic, in which the
auxiliary variables are devoted to freezing the values of all program variables prior to
execution.

The additional flexibility available in Hoare Logic is to blame for the more elabo-
rate consequence rule, whereas the hard-wired perspective between pre- and postcon-
ditions in VDM is responsible for a more complicated sequential rule. Ultimately, it is
a matter of taste which framework to use.

2.12 Completeness: What does it really mean?

In this section, we take a closer look at the meaning of completeness for verification
calculi. We introduce Cook’s (1978) notion c#lative completenesand critically
review some of the incompleteness results in the literature. We restrict our discussion
to Hoare Logic. The case for VDM is similar.

It is unrealistic to expect than one can design a verification calculus in which one
canderiveall valid correctness formulae. As a prerequisite for being complete, the
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underlying language in which one formulates assertions must be sufficiently expressive
so than one may formulate all intermediate assertions required in the derivation, such
as invariants. In particular, for an arbitrary postcondition and program, the assertion
language must be able to express the weakest precorifition

Definition 2.33 (Weakest Precondition)Let S be an arbitrary program andq Z be
a set of states.

wp(S q) d:“{o}ﬂr(o )A(Teq)}

As soon as one considers languages with more interesting features such as loops, clo-
sure under weakest preconditions leads to logics which, by Godels’s incompleteness
theorem, cannot themselves be complete.

To avoid this problem, Cook has proposed that one investigek®sve complete-
nessin an attempt to separate the reasoning about programs from the reasoning about
the underlying logical language. One only considers expressive first-order logics. Fur-
thermore, rules of the verification calculus may be applied in a derivation if the logical
side-condition is valid rather than derivable. In particular, completeness no-longer
compares a proof-theoretic with a model-theoretic account.

Expressiveness and relative completeness are defined relative to an interpfetation
which itself depends on a state Variables are interpreted according to the value of
program variables recorded mwhereas the interpretation of constants e.g+ 04,
may vary from interpretation to interpretation. Following the presentation in (Cousot
1990), we characterise expressive interpretations by the following definition:

Definition 2.34 (Expressiveness)he interpretation | is said to be expressive for the
programming languaggrog and the assertion language L if and only if

¥S-¥g-3p-vo- [p]l(0) ¢ & € wp(SAT- [q] (1))

For the purpose of this section, we redefine validity and derivability of correctness
formulae{p} S{q} C L x prog x L relative to an arbitrary interpretation

Definition 2.35 (Semantics of Hoare Logic)

=90 [Pl (0)) = r-0 ——

Fhoare{ P} S{a} TA[A](1(T)

Definition 2.36 (Hoare Logic) LetH}, .. {-} - {-} be the least relation satisfying

Foare { P} SKip {p}

10see e.g., the completeness proof on page 32
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I_l-loare{p[x'_’ t]} x:=t {p}
Fhoare 1P} SL{T}  Fhoare I} 2 {0}
Fhoare (P} St S2 {0}

I_l-loare{ pA b} S {Q} I_l-loare{ pA _'b} > {Q}
Fhoare {P} if Dthen S elseS, {q}

VEW- Hloae{PADAU=t} S{pAru<t}
H—Ioare{p} while bdo S{pA-b}

where(l (W), 1 (<)) is well-founded.

I_l-loare{pl} S{Ch}
Fhoare (P} S{a}
provided for all statew, both[[p = p1]l (o) and[aq1 = q]l (o) hold.

Definition 2.37 (Relative Completeness) et | be anarbitrary expressiventerpreta-
tion for the programming languagerog and the assertion language L. Then, for
any assertion @ : L and program S prog, the verification calculus is deemed to be
relative complete, if one can show thal, ., { P} S{q} implies-},.e L P} S{q}.

Hoar

Our machine-checked proof from page 32 is less general. We have merely shown
that Hoare Logic is complete when one considers the standard interpretati&@dosL
internal logic. In particular, we have assumed that the interpretation supports our par-
ticular choice of the well-founded domaii, <). To establish relative completeness
one can make no further assumption about the interpretation besides being expressive
in the sense of Def. 2.34.

It is well-known that in many circumstances, this requirement is neither sufficient
nor necessary i.e. there may be other interpretations for which one may establish a
complete verification calculus or there may be calculi which cannot be shown to be
complete for certain interpretations considered expressive according to Def. 2.34:

e Clarke Jr. (1979) has shown that one cannot establish relative completeness for
imperative programming languages which support procedures as parameters, re-
cursion, static scoping, global variables and internal procedures. The complete-
ness proof breaks down, because one is forced to consider interpretations with
finite domains.

e Clarke, German & Halpern (1983) show that expressiveness is not sufficient
when one considers recursive procedures. For the completeness proof to go
through they restrict interpretations to being both expressible and Herbrand-
definablé?l.

This refined condition is sufficient but notoessary (Grabowski 1985).
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e Bergstra & Tucker (1982) show that, for simple imperative programs and Peano
Arithmetic as underlying logical languaga| interpretations give rise to a com-
plete verification calculus

Incompleteness results in Hoare Logic are sometimes misunderstood. They empha-
sise that previously investigated notions of expressiveness do not capture the precise
requirements of the underlying logical language. Furthermore, such incompleteness
results should not be considered as criticism of Hoare Logic as a methodology. Re-
gardless of what language features one is interested in, one ought to always be able to
cook up a complete verification calculus in the style of Hoare logic wiplaricular
assertion language angbarticular (standard) interpretation. In particular, merely con-
sidering standard interpretations, none of the above (relative) incompleteness results go
through. Aczel (198B) writes

“ In the literature the question of the completeness of the proof rules has
been entwined with issues concerning the expressiveness of the formal
languages to be used in formulating the pre- and post-conditions of the
program specifications. In my view the expressiveness of such formal lan-
guages should be of no concern when evaluating the completeness of proof
rules for program verification.

In setting up the notion of validity and derivability of a correctness formula in a
machine-checked development, our choice of a shallow embedding of assertions re-
flects Aczel's view of completeness. We do not consider syntax of an assertion lan-
guage. Instead assertions are directly captured by predicates on the state space, which,
for a machine-checked development, are typically formulated in the native logic of the
logical framework. This is a fundamentally different approach to Hoare Logic. Tradi-
tionally, assertions are considered to be simply formulae of first-order logic, which are
interpreted in the usual way, except that the value of variables is determined by a state.

Following Aczel's approach, working out a suitable syntax for assertions can be
regarded as an orthogonal problem. In particular, our new approach to auxiliary vari-
ables has led to interpreting assertions as relations on the stateaspbereomain of
auxiliary variables. This ought to be reflected by also distinguishing program variables
from auxiliary variables at the syntactic level.

Furthermore, when new programming features lead to a new notion of the state
space e.g., local variables, the syntax of assertions will have to be adapted to access
all information in the state space. We refer to Section 3.3.4 on page 90 for further de-
tails. As this thesis establishes, using a shallow embedding of assertions to investigate
completeness works smoothly for imperative programs in the presence of recursive
procedures and blocks. Modern computer-aided proof systems support such shallow
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embeddings because of their powerful internal logics. We see no reason why it should
not also work when adding further language features.

2.13 Related Work

For a survey of Hoare Logic, we recommend (Cousot 1990). Proving soundness and
completeness for Hoare Logic in the context of simple imperative programs is stan-
dard. We commence by relating our approach of employing binary relations in asser-
tions with previous work. We then compare our representation with previous machine-
checked developments. We discuss related work concerning recursive procedures and
local program variables throughout Cha. 3.

2.13.1 A Rigorous Treatment of Auxiliary Variables

The crucial rble of auxiliary variables is well known in software engineering prac-
tice (Clint 1981, Vickers 1991), but previous presentations of Hoare Logic have swept
this aspect under the carpet. The idea of representing assertions as binary relations to
provide asemanticcounterpart for auxiliary variables goes back to Apt & Meertens
(1980). They show that with the new representation, in the general case of arbitrary
context-free schemes a program is (partially) correct if and only if a suifabte

system of intermediate assertions can be found.

As far as we are aware, the only other variant of Hoare Logic in which both asser-
tions are considered as binary relations to cater for auxiliary variables is due to Tarlecki
(1985). In his system, the consequence rule has been built into every axiom and the
rule for loops. Essentially, it only differs from Hoare Logic in that invariantsmust
not mention auxiliary variables. The assumption of the rule is in VDM form i.e., the
auxiliary variables in the precondition freeze the initial value of all program variables.
The conclusion caters for arbitrary assertigremdq, and thus the rule of consequence
has to be built in through further side-conditions. Another deviation from VDM’s rule
of loops is that Tarlecki’s (1985) variasbfaris not required to be well-founded. Ter-
mination is guaranteed by a separate relatiorelative to a termination measure
—W.

{\(Z,0)-Z=aAinv(o) Aevalo)(b) =true}
S
{A(Z,1)-sofanZ,T) Ainv(T) At(T) < t(2)}
{p} while bdo S{q}
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provided

(W, <) is well-founded

VZ,0-p(Z,0) = inv(o) (Consequence)

Vo - p(o) = sofar(o, o) (Reflexivity)
VZ,0-3n-sofarZ,n) Ainv(n) Asofar(n,o) Ainv(o) = sofarZ,o) (Transitivity)

VZ,1-do-

(p(Z,0) Asofar(a,T) Ainv(T) AevalT)(b) = falseAt(t) <t(o)) = q(T,2)
(Consequence)

The difficulty in program verification is largely due to discovering appropriate invari-
ants (Gries 1981, Gries 1982, Ireland & Stark 1997). Not being able to mention auxil-
iary variables in the invariant appears to be a troublesome requirement.

2.13.2 Machine-Checked Developments

We are not aware of any previous machine-checked proofs of soundness and com-
pleteness for VDM. Unless otherwise indicated, the following formalisations deal with
Hoare Logic in the setting gdartial correctness. We first review work done in the Ed-
inburgh Logical Framework where Hoare Logic is axiomatised and neither soundness
nor completeness have been formally pursued. We then discuss formalisations in the
system HOL in which soundness is established by deriving the axioms and rules of
Hoare Logic from the underlying operational semantics. Finally, we present Nipkow’s
(1998) machine-checked development in Isabelle which caters for both soundness and
completeness by separating between the semantics and a notion of derivability in Hoare
Logic.

2.13.2.1 An Axiomatic Approach to Hoare Logic

Employing the Edinburgh Logical Framework, in Mason’s (1987) work, terms are ei-
ther boolean expressions inhabiting the typ@r expressions of type All program
variables denote values of typdn particular, one can inspect their value with the help
of a global lookup function ' VAR — i. This simplifies the treatment of assignments
which can thus be represented without dependent types i.e.,

= (VAR xi) — prog .
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Assertions are objects of tymewhich are constructed syntactically from expres-
sions e.g.,

—o:(ixi)—0

=0:(0Xx0)—0

To exploit the provisions fok-binding in the framework, instead of a purely syntactic
account of quantification e.g.,

Jo: (VAR x0) — 0
Mason chose
Jo:(i—0)—o0.

Rather than providing an interpretation for terms and assertions, Mason suggests
axiomatising a predicate, to capture derivability (Harper, Honsell & Plotkin 1993).
Derivability in Hoare Logic is then also axiomatised by a set of rules where cor-
rectness formulae are triples of the foom prog x 0. The only difficulty is caused by
the assignment axiom

{px—t]} x:=t{p} , (2.54)

because one would have to formalise the notion of updating the value of variables in
an assertion. This is the major problem in choosing a deep embedding for assertions.
Unlike the shallow embedding scenario, moving to function application to relay the
work to the internals of the logical framework does not succeed. In particular, the
axiom

Froare{ P(t) } x:=t {p(X!)} (2.94)

for p:i — ois unsound. Intuitively, the abstraction ppmay not necessarily bind all
occurrences of references to the program varigabMore precisely, for

p=Au-X #ipt U, (2.95)
we would be able to erroneously derive

FHoare {X! #int 1} X:=1{X! #ine X!} .
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2.13.2.1.1 Non-Interference Therefore, Mason suggests that one augments the as-
signment axiom (2.94) with a predicateZVAR x o0 on x andVp which guarantees
that x does not interfere wittp. The author characterises non-interference with six
further rule schema e.g.,

X#y! providedx # y
X#Hl1 X#t
X# (tl =;j tz)

Similar ideas can be found in specification logic.

2.13.2.1.2 Explicit Quantification Another solution to ensure that Vp has been
proposed by Caplan (1995). He extends the notion of a correctness foDfuia
include quantification of program variables

{.} .{.}: (oxprogxo0)—CF
Ver: (VAR — CF) — CF

His axiom
FHoare VCF ()\X‘ {p(t(X))} X::t(X) {p(X!)}) (2.96)

for p:i — oandt: VAR — i ensures that the active program variable of an assignment
is bound. His system also includes a rule for permuting the order of quantification
and a proof transformation rule to add quantifiers. If one were to apply the rule of
assignment to an assertion in which an active program variable occurs freely such
as (2.95)a-conversion of thé-calculus guarantees that the active identifier in (2.96)

is suitably renamed. In particular, one may derive

FhoareVer(AY-{P(1)} y:=1{p(¥")}) ,

whereas
FHoare Ver (AX- {P(1)} x:=1{p(x!)})

is not an instance of the axiom (2.96). Furthermore, it is not derivable by any other
means due to the exclusion of any elimination rules for quantifiers at the level of cor-
rectness formulae.

Soundness is not formally investigated. Instead, Mason (1987) and Caplan (1995)
verify on paper that their encoding adequately reflects Hoare’s (1969) axiomatic pre-
sentation.

53



2.13.2.2 Hoare Logic as a Set of Derived Rules

Machine-checked soundness proofs for verification calculi have been pioneered by
Gordon (1989). Instead of axiomatising Hoare Logic, one axiomatises a more basic
semantical accoutt for the imperative programming language. Assertions are repre-
sented by predicates on the state space. Thus, updating assertions can be expressed in
terms of updating states.

Similar to Def. 2.20 on page 30, tlsemanticof Hoare Logid® Froare{.} - {.}
can then be described in terms of the underlying semantics. Deriving the Hoare Logic
rules of Figure 2.1 on page 30 e.g., showing

FHoare{A0 - p(0) Aevalo)(b) =true} S {q}
FHoare{AC - p(0) Aevalo)(b) = false} S {q}
FHoare{ P} If bthen §; elseS; {q}

then corresponds to a proof of soundness.

2.13.2.2.1 Side Effects In (Homeier 1995) ant# (Homeier & Martin 1996), ex-
pressions are also restricted to two kinds, booleans and natural numbers. Moreover,
program variables may only store natural numbers.

As a novelty, expressions in programming language may have side effects. For a
program variable, the expression-+ X, when evaluated, first increments the value
of x and then yields its new value. To cater for expressions with side-effects, it is
advisable to provide deepembedding of expressions e.g., the meaning-efx is
given operationally by

xn

x{n+1 ’
o XNt T[x—n+1]

With side-effects, the order of evaluation matters e.g.,

eLn eln
Ulnn Jn2

2.97
e+eln+n ( )
o T

Additionally, the authors give a denotational account for the side-effect free fragment
def

of the class of expressions e.g., one has fsa-eo]| (o) = [e1]]l (o) + [e2] I (0).

2Gordon chooses relational denotational semantics.

13Gordon (1989) also shows how to extend this technique to total correctness, VDM, Dijkstra’s weak-
est preconditions and dynamic logic.

14Beware that the presentation of Hoare Logic in (Homeier & Martin 1996) is (trivially) incomplete
because the authors haveitted a consequence rule. Thus, one can e.g. not dgxiwel} skip {true}.
Their main contribution is to derive a Verification Condition Generator which is proven sound with
respect to amperationalsemantics.
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The expression-+x must however not occur in assertions and, thus, one has a
choice between deep and shallow embedding of assertions. Homeier & Martin chose
a deep embedding for assertions. Instead of axiomatising derivability or shallowly
embedding assertions as predicates on the state space, assertions are evaluated relative
to the standar® interpretation e.g.,
[t1 =nas t2]]1 (0) £ [ta]1 (0) = [t2] (0)

def

[Box- pJI (0) = 3n-[p])l (0 [x+— n])

To deal with the assignment axiofp [x — t]} x:=t {p}, one needs to implement a
substitution function on assertions which has to translate subexpressiors tfe
form ++x to x+ n for some suitabl@ e.g., (X =pat X) [X— (++X) + (++X)] yields
X+ 4 =pa¢ X. One ought to also verify the correctness of substitution by showing the
substitution lemma

[px—=t]Jt(o) = [Pl (t*[x— [n]I(1)])  whereo

but this does not seem to have been formally established by the authors.

Norrish (1996,1997) is working on formalising the operational semantics of the
programming language C. In particular, he introduces non-determinism for evaluating
expressions, because, in accordance with the C standard (Schildt et al. 1990), side
effects do not have to be applied as they are generated. Furthermore, expressions
involving binary operators are not necessarily evaluated by evaluating one argument
and then the next. Thus, the rule (2.97) is not sound for C.

Based on the detailed operational semantics, Norrish sketches Hoare Logic rules
for a well-behaved class of C programs e.g.,

FHoare{P} SL {r} FHoare{r} & {q}
=Hoare{ P} St; & {q}

tdn

T,

providedS; contains no interrupt statements.

2.13.2.3 Semantics and Derivability of Correctness Formulae in Hoare Logic

Nipkow (1998) has been the first to conduct a machine-checkatpletenesproof

for Hoare Logic dealing with simple imperative programs. To formally deal with com-
pleteness, one needs to distinguish between semaatigge{.} . {.} and derivabil-

ity Froare{.} - {.} Of correctness formulae. For simple imperative programs, instead
of appealing to the MGF, completeness is established as a corollary of

FHoare {WP(S 0)} S{q}

15Al1 logical connectives are directly embedded in the native logic of the framework HOL.
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for arbitrary program$ and assertio§ g. Following (Gordon 1989), assertions are
encoded as predicates on the state space. Thus, one does not have to worry about
how to overcome expressivity conditions such as having to syntactically formulate an
assertions which corresponds to(\8a).

The development follows the first 100 pages of Winskel's (1993) textbook on se-
mantics. It includes various operational and denotational accounts together with equiv-
alence proofs. Furthermore, Nipkow produces machine-checked soundness and com-
pleteness proofs for Hoare Logic and a Verification Condition Generator. This work
uncovered a mistake in Winskel’s (1993) completeness proof for Hoare Logic.

18Induction onSdoes not go through if one investigates recursive procedures. It then becomes essen-
tial to employ the MGF property.
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Chapter 3

Recursive Procedures and Local
Program Variables

In this chapter, we extend our soundness and completeness results to more interesting
program language features. We consider recursive procedures and local program vari-
ables with static binding. We produce machine-checked soundness and completeness
proofs for parameterless recursive procedures and local program variables. We sketch
extensions to mutually recursive procedures and call-by-value parameters.

To adequately represent recursive procedures, we present the verification calculi
as a Gentzen-style formal system with contexts. As a new contribution, we improve
Sokotowski’s (1977) rule for recursive procedures by allowing a well-founded termi-
nation argument. In our rules for local program variables, we exploit the fact that, due
to our choice of a shallow embedding, assertions may refer to the values of all program
variables, and not just those in scope.

In view of the history of unsound and incomplete verification calculi for impera-
tive programs dealing with recursive procedures, the surprising result of this chapter is
that, due to our new approach to auxiliary variables, none of the soundness and com-
pleteness results are particularly difficult to achieve. Moreover, for Hoare Logic in the
setting of total correctness, our results are an improvement over previous work. We
require only two thirds of the total number of America & de Boer’s (1990) nine rules.

The outline of this chapter is as follows. We first consider recursive procedures. We
then focus on a verification calculus for simple imperative programs and local program
variables. In Sect. 3.3, we combine recursive procedures with local program variables.
Finally, in Sect. 3.4, we sketch extensions to call-by-value parameter passing. We
compare our approach to previous work throughout this chapter.
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O p. 157E1

3.1 Parameterless Recursive Procedures

In this section, we extend both Hoare Logic and VDM with parameterless recursive
procedures and establish that the new verification calculi are sound and complete. In
the previous chapter, we had urged that auxiliary variables should be taken seriously for
a more adequate formalisation of Hoare Logic. This section substantiates this claim.

Apt (1981) and America & de Boer (1990) present a verification calculus in the
style of Hoare Logic in which, besides a decomposition rule for procedure invocations,
they need to add three further structural rules in addition to Hoare’s (1969) conse-
guence rule to guarantee completeness. We are able to show that those four structural
rules are subsumed by our new consequence rule.

As a further contribution, we show that Hoare’s (1971) rule of adaptation, a spe-
cially tailored rule structural rule essential in the presence of recursion, is just a trivial
instance of our new consequence rule, which we had motivated in the previous chapter
for simple imperative programs.

Again, proving these meta-theoretical results for VDM is analogous and we merely
highlight technical differences for VDM.

3.1.1 Declaring and Invoking Procedures

Restricting our attention to a single procedure declaration, invoking this procedure can
be achieved unambiguously with a construdait : prog.

Definition 3.1 (Syntax) The class of imperative prograr8sprog which may appeal
to a recursive procedure is defined by the BNF grammar

Si=skip | x:i=t | §; S | if bthen$; elseS, | whilebdo S | call
wherex : VAR, t : expressiorfsort(x)) andb : expressiofbool).

We assume that the procedure declaration is given statically e.g., at compile-time.
In the sequel, le® : prog denote the body of the procedure.

Example 3.2 (Factorial) The body of a recursive procedure computing the factorial
of x is given by

S ifx=0 theny:=1

else beginx:=x—1; call; x:=x+1; y:=yxxend

Notice that the argumenmt and the resuly are not parameters, but global variables.
Clearly,x plays the réle of a call-by-value parameter. The procedure ensures that its
value remains invariant. Similarly, the varialylés a designated call-by-name param-
eter.
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3.1.2 Structural Operational Semantics

Whenever a procedure invocation is encountered, computation proceeds by executing
the body of the procedui®.

Definition 3.3 (Semantics) We extend the operational semantics from Def. 2.8 by
o ~0 T
call (3.1)

Again, notice that a denotational characterisation would require more sophisticated
mathematical notions such as least fixpoints.

3.1.3 Hoare Logic with Contexts

Without recursion, deriving a correctness formula is easy. Whenever one encounters
a procedure invocation, one has to proceed by instead analysing the procedure body
(Apt1981) i.e.,

Fhoare { P} S0 {0}

Fhoare{ P} call {q}
This rule would however lead to infinite derivations wh&ncalls itself. Induction

comes to the rescue. Let us first omit the issue of termination. We may simply assume
FHoare{ P} call {g} to concludé-noare{ P} S0 {q} (Hoare 1971) i.e.,

{p} call {q} Froare{ P} S0 {a}
FHoare{ P} call {q} . (32)

This rule introduces a fundamental change in deriving correctness formulae. Deriva-
tions are now to be considered with respect to a context. Instead of a Hilbert-style
calculus, Hoare Logic now amounts to a Gentzen-style sequent calculus. Actually, the
rule above is to be understood with respect to an arbitrary context

{p} call {q},T FHoare{ P} S0 {a}
I Froare { P} call {a} ' (3:3)

The previous presentation needs to be revised to support contexts e.g.,

[ Foare { P} skip {p}
[ FHoare{ P} S1{r} T FHoare{r} & {q}
[ Froare {P} Si; S {0}

Furthermore, such sequent calculi are usually equipped with a collection of structural
rules, see e.g. (Takeuti 1975):
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FFP RAFQ

Cut
reP (Weakening) HAFQ e
D.r-P g
D,D,T-P _ PHP (Initial Sequent)
Drrp (Contraction)
NCD,AFP
it bt bl Exchan
[ D.C.AFP (Exchange)

As usual, we abbreviatg- P by + P.

Olderog (1981) has observed that this presentation is redundant for Hoare Logic
in the sense that if - P is derivable than there is alsostandardproof which only
involves asingleapplication of the procedure rule (3.3). Since we are only interested in
deriving correctness formulae in the empty context, it suffices to consider the original
version (3.2) after all. Thus, the antecedent contains at most one correctness formula
and, apart from the Initial Sequent, none of the structural rules are actually required.

Redundancy in a formal system may be a healthy feature if the additional flex-
ibility gives rise to easier derivations. This is however not the case here when re-
stricting antecedents to at most one correctness formula. Hoare Logic (and VDM) is a
syntax-directed methodology (Harel 1980). A rule, read backwards in refinement style,
reduces the complexity by focussing the attention on strict subcomponents of the pro-
gram to be verified. Intuitively, when one has to verify the correctne¢pptall {q}
one may reduce this task to showifig} S {q}, where we may dischargay further
intermediate obligations of the fordp'} call {d'} with the assistance of the conse-
qguence rule. Just like in the case of a loop, it is crucial to find an appropriately weak
preconditionp so that all appeals top} call {g} can be resolved.

Furthermore, unlike traditional sequent calculi, the antecedent may only mention
correctness formulae dealing with procedure invocation. In particular, due to our re-
striction to a single procedure, it suffices to consider contexts with at most one correct-
ness formulae about procedure invocations.

Definition 3.4 (Contexts) A contextl” : Context can be represented by the BNF gram-
marl =0 | {p} call {q}.

Since we are working in a logical framework which supports contexts at the meta level,
the question arises as to whether one can avoid explicitly introducing contexts at the
object level. Having already introduced a Hilbert-style notion of derivability, one may
be tempted to represent the sequehrtQ by - P = F Q. However, in generaR + Q

is astrongerproperty.
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Consider a formal system which is not complete i.e., there exists a foRPrsuah
that one can neither derive, nor its complement i.e¥¥ P andP )/ false Ast+ P
does not hold, we may infer any property from it, in particutaP = I false yet,
by assumptionpP I false does not hold. Moreover, in the setting of Hoare Logic,
de Bakker (1980) shows thatP = - Q does not implyP - Q.

An orthogonal complication arises because we define derivability of correctness
formulae by considering the smallest fixpoint of a set of predicates on a retatiar
{-} . {-}. Arule of the form

(FP=FQ)=FR (3.4)
is not anadequateepresentation of

(PFQ) =FR. (3.5)

Assume that we have to deriveR. By (3.4), it suffices to show that from P, we
can infer— Q. We may now refiné- Q and discharge any intermediate proof obligation
- P. However, due to having closed off the set of rules by the smallest fixpoint, we may
additionally assume thatP has been derived by one of the constructors. In particular,
we may analyse theerivationof - P. This is clearly not the intention of (3.5).

Constructors of the form (3.4) are not permitted in inductive definitions due to the
negative occurrence 6fin the premiss. Such a syntactic check guarantees that there is
a smallest fixpoint. Due to the structure of titerrules of Hoare Logic, itis however
legitimate to add the rule

FHoare { P} call {q} = FHoare{ P} S0 {q}

FHoare { P} call {q}
andderivethat the set of rules has a smallest fixpoint. One can show that it leads to a

consistent definition in that only valid correctness formulae may be derived. Moreover,
this system is elementary equivalent to the sequent style presentation i.e., it admits
precisely the same correctness formulae. However, adding further (sound) rules may
jeopardise the soundness of the whole system (Trakhtenbrot et al. 1984).

We have decided against working with a set of rules involving (3.6), because

(3.6)

e our logical framework does not offer any help in closing a set of rules unless it
is an inductive definition.

e In our opinion, this presentation is not adequate in that it does not reflect the
intuition of the informal rule (3.2).

e The calculus is not sound in the usual sense. In particular, adding further (sound)
rules may yield an unsound formal system.

We thus prefer to formalise Hoare Logic with contexts as a Gentzen-style system.
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3.1.4 Total Correctness

To guarantee termination, one needs to introduce a termination measure on states. In
the case of loops, we compared states before and after an execution of the loop body.
For recursive procedures, we can guarantee progress if recursive procedure invocations
are only permitted in strictly smaller states with respect to the termination measure.
Sokotowski (1977) suggests

vn:nat-{p(n)} call {g} Froare{pP(N+1)} S {q}
FHoare{3N: nat- p(n)} call {q}

provided—p(0).  (3.7)

This rule is both sound and sufficient to obtain a complete set of rules for recursive
procedures (America & de Boer 1990, Schreiber 1997). However, it is too cumbersome
to apply in most examples, because of the requirement that the termination measure
decreases by exactly one. In particular, in the Quicksort algorithm, which we verify
in Chap. 4, the sorting procedure is invoked recursively where the array size is strictly
smaller, but not necessarily by one element. We have therefore extended Sokotowski's
rule to an arbitrary well-founded measure

VW {3u:W- p(u) Au<t} call {g} FHoare { P(t)} S0 {q}
"Hoare{ﬂt W p(t)} Ca” {q}

where(W, <) is well-founded. (3.8)

As Apt (1981) points out, merely adding such a rule for procedure invocations in
a setting with Hoare’s (1969) consequence rule does not lead to a complete system.
We will show that a cure is to employ the new rule of consequence (2.70) which is
more flexible in dealing with auxiliary variabfesWe have collected the set of rules
dealing with recursive programs which we have formalised in Figure 3.1 on the next
page. Other solutions have been more elaborate. More precisely, Apt (1981) proposes
to add three more rules to be able to modify auxiliary variables in correctness formulae
dealing with recursive procedures, see Figure 3.2 on page 64.

However, America & de Boer (1990) have shown that this extension yieldsian
soundsystem. Their remedy consists of distinguishing different kinds of (auxiliary)
variables. In particular, the universally quantified counter variable of the procedure
invocation rule must not occur in the list of variabMsandZ in the Substitution and
Elimination rules of Figure 3.2 on page 64.

Having introduced Hoare Logic as a sequent calculus, we extend the semantics to
incorporate contexts by

1We have demonstrated in (Schreiber 1997) that soundness and completeness can also be established
when replacing the well-founded measure by the original version from (3.7).
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{p} call {a} FHoare{ p} call {q} (3.9)

[ Froare{ P} SKip {p}
r I_Hoare{)\(zvo) : p(Z,O[XI—> eval(o)(t)])} x:=t{p}
I Froare{P} S1 {r} T FHoare{r} & {q}
r I_Hoare{p} S; S {Q}
[ FHoare {A(Z,0) - p(Z,0) Aevalo)(b) =true} § {q}
[ FHoare {A(Z,0) - p(Z,0) Aevalo)(b) = false} $ {q}
I Froare { P} if bthen S elseS; {q}

YVt W-T Froare{ P} S{A(Z,T) - p(Z,T) Au(T) <t}
I Froare { P} While bdo S{A(Z,1) - p(Z,T) AevalT)(b) = false}
wherep(Z,0) £ p(Z,0) Aevalo)(b) = true Au(c) =t

and(W, <) is well-founded.

Vt:W-{A(Z,0)-Ju:W- p(u)(Z,0) Au<t} call {q} Froare {P(t)} S {a}
FHoare {A(Z,0) - 3t : W - p(t)(Z,0)} call {q}
where(W, <) is well-founded. (3.10

I FHoare { P1} S{d1}
I Froare { P} S{a}
whereps, g1 : AssertiorfU ) and p,q: Assertior{T) for arbitrary typesr andU

andvZ-Vo- p(Z,0) = (321~ p1(Z1,0) A (VT-01(Z1,T) = q(Z,T))) :

Figure 3.1: Hoare Logic for Recursive Procedures — Total Correctness
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{p} call {q}
{p[Z— Y]} call {q[Z+— Y]}

whereZ Nfree(S) = 0 andY Nfree(S) = 0. (Substitution

{p/{\ﬁ EZ:: E}/\ i wherefree(r) Nfree(S) = 0. (Invariance

{H{Z?}pc}aclzleﬁﬁq} whereZ Nfreg(S, q) = 0. (Elimination)

Figure 3.2: Hoare Logic — Additional Structural Rules (Apt 1981)

O p. 160E1 Definition 3.5 (Semantics of Hoare Logic)
We defind” |=noare{ P} S{0} by case analysis on the structure of the coritext

def

r |:Hoare{p} S{q} =
{|:Hoare{p} S{a} forlT =0,
(FHoare{P'} call {d'}) = (FHoare{ P} S{q}) forl = {p'} call {d'}.

Notice that, semantically, existential quantification in the precondition corresponds to
universal quantification at the level of a correctness formula:

0 p. 160E1 Lemma 3.6 (Existential Quantification in Preconditions)
For all programs, indexed preconditions: U — Assertior{T ) and postconditiong:
Assertior{T) for arbitrary typed andU, the propositions

FHoare{A(Z,0) - 3t-p(t)(Z,0)} S{a}  and  Vt- Fhoare{P(t)} S{q}

are equivalent.

Proof Existential quantification on the left side of an implication is equivalent to
universal quantification. O

However, for derivability in Hoare Logic, it is preferable to work with the two existen-
tial quantifiers in rule (3.8):

e Replacing the existential quantifier in the premiss would lead to a more compli-
cated notion of contexts.

¢ Introducing universal quantifiers at the level of correctness formulae in the con-
clusion alters the notion of derivability.
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3.1.5 Soundness
0 p. 162E1 Theorem 3.7 (Soundness)
Let p andq be arbitrary assertions ai&be any program. For an arbitrary contéxt
whenevef Fuoare{ P} S{q} is derivable]” |=roare{ P} S{q} holds.
Proof by induction on the derivation of
[ Froare { P} S{q} (3.11)

Consider the new case that (3.11) has been derived by applying the rule for procedure
invocations (3.10). From the induction hypothesis

Vt:W-{A(Z,0)-3u:W-p(u)(Z,0) Au <t} call {a} Froare{P(t)} S {a} (3.12)
for some well-founded structu®V, <), we need to show
FHoare{A(Z,0) -3t : W p(t)(Z,0)} call {q} .
Appealing to Lemma 3.6, we may externalise the quantification in the proof obligation,
leading to
Yt :W- =hoare{p(t) } call {q} .

We pursue well-founded induction. We thus have to estalstisbare { p(t)} call {q}
for a fixedt : W and may additionally appeal to the hypothesis

Vu:W-u<t= FEHoare{p(u)} call {q}

which is equivalent to the required instance of the context in (3.12). O

3.1.6 Completeness

Completeness is again a straight-forward corollary of the MGF property.

O p. 16581 Theorem 3.8 (MGF) FHoare{)\(Z,o) -0 Z} S{AZ,1)-Z=T1}

In its proof, in the case of a procedure invocation, we have to plant a termination mea-
call

sure in the precondition so that : W - (t)(t, 0) is equivalent tao

for a suitable. We exploit ideas from a completeness proof by America & de Boer

- , call
(1990) in whichy(t)(t,0) asserts that the execution @f T can be ac-

complished with a recursive depth of at mbstat. In a denotational setting with
[.] : £ — Z, they define

W(t)(t,0) =[] (o) = tAT#£L
where St ¥ s[%t) Jcall] |
%0) d:efQ

and S € (s /call]
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This seems cumbersome. Denotational semantics gives a too abstract view for express-
ing such fine-grained attributes and one has to simulate a low-level account by selec-
tively substituting the non-terminating prograand deduce properties by checking

if test runs terminate. In particula® has nothing to do with the notion of recursive
depth. We prefer the following definition which is simply an annotated version of
the operational semantics where every rule apart from procedure invocation preserves
recursive depth.

0 p. 163E1 Definition 3.9 (Recursive Depth)

Leto n T C Z X prog X nat x & be a new judgement which is defined as
the least relation satisfying
skip
n
X:=t
o n 0 [x— evalo)(t)]
S
o nhn n nT
S S
o nT
o nT

5 if bthen S, elseS . providedevalo)(b) = true .
n

o nT . B
i bthen S, olseS, providedeval o)(b) = false .
o nT
hilebdo S
o white bdo n 0 providedevalo)(b) = false.
- n whilebdo S .
n n . .
WhiebdoS providedeval o) (b) = true .
o nT
S
o nT
call
o n+1 T

O p. 16481 Lemma 3.10 (Non-strict Recursive Depth) Bounded Recursive Depth is not a strict
boundi.e., ifo

n T then for allm > n, we may infelo
S

mT.
Proof by induction on the derivation af
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0 p. 1642 Lemma 3.11 (Bounded Recursive Depth) s
1. Ifaprogramterminates, the recursive depth must be finite i®@+#—— T

then there exists a boumdsuch that

nT.

2. Bounded recursive depth is a mere annotation of operational semantics i.e., for

an arbitrary depth, o T.

Proof

n T implieso

1. by induction on the derivation af

T. We need to specify a con-

crete recursive depth bound. df T has been derived by one of
the axioms (2.4), (2.5) or (2.9), we choose 0. The induction hypotheses for con-
ditional and procedure invocation predetermine the overall recursive depth.

Consider the case of sequential composition. From the induction hypotheses

In-o nT and an-T =2 nn
we want to concludén- ¢ S =2 n N.
Let n; andn; be recursive depth bounds such that
S
o n T and T N -

Resorting to Lemma 3.10, we weaken these to

S S

o max(ng,ny) T and T max(ng,ny) n.

Finally, the rule for sequential composition unites them to
S S

0)

max(ny,nz) N -

S

2. by induction on the derivation af nT

O

The MGF proof is conducted by induction on the structure of programs. We abbreviate

bimz.o) o — .,
{(n)(Z,0) £3u:nat-P(u)(Z,0) Au<n

def

qZ,1)=2Z=1 .

In the case of a procedure invocation, we cannot appeal to an induction hypothesis.
Instead we derive the following pseudo-induction hypothesis which allows us to apply
the rule for procedure calls (3.10).
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O p. 16581 Lemma 3.12 (Completeness Steplror an arbitrary recursive depthone may derive

{®(n)} call {a} Froare {W(N)} S {a} -
Proof  Appealing to the consequence rule and the definition of bounded recursive
depth, we equivalently transform the proof obligation into

{0(n)} call {q) moare{mz,o) . : Z} S {a) -

This presentation makes induction more amenable to the structure of the procedure
body S.

The cases wher®) is not a procedure invocation are isomorphic to the corresponding
proofs of the MGF property 2.10.3.3 on page 40. One only needs to ensure that
recursive depth is preserved. In particular, the correctness formula in the context
is ignored.

In the case ofy = call, from being able to access the context

{@(n)} call {a} Froare {0(n)} call {q} ,
we need to show
{Q(n)} call {q} FHoare{)\(Z,o) ¥e] n Z} call{g} . (3.13)

To arrive at (3.13), we appeal to the rule of consequence. As a side-condition,
call

call

call

given arbitrary states and o such thato n T, we have to find a

suitable recursive depth < n such thato ut+1 T. We choosau =
n— 1. Notice than cannot have been 0 due to the definition of recursive depth.
0

It is now easy to prove the MGF Theorem:

Proof of Theorem 3.8 by induction on the structure & In the case of a procedure
invocation, we have to establish

l_HanE{)\(Z7O-) -0 Z} call {q} . (3.14)

Applying the procedure invocation rule to the pseudo-hypothesis of Lemma 3.12, we
may derive

call

FHoare{A(Z,T) -3n:nat-Y(n)(Z,0)} call {q} .

The consequence rule mediates the differences in the preconditions and, given arbi-

call
trary states ando such thato

call

T, one has to find a depthsuch that

o u+1 T. Applying Lemma 3.11.1 to the assumption, we may extract a

depthn satisfyingo n T. Again, we choos@ = n— 1 asn cannot have
been 0 due to the definition of recursive depth. O
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For completeness, we are only interested in top-level correctness formulae in the
empty context. Specifically, the presentation of Figure 3.1 on page 63 is not complete
for arbitrary contexts. The rule for procedure calls has been tailored to only yield
atomic correctness formulae.

O p. 16521 Corollary 3.13 (Completeness)Whenevet-noare{ P} S{q} is derivable from the ax-

ioms and rules of Figure 3.1 on page 63j0are{ p} S{q} holds.

Proof Completeness follows immediately from the MGF Theorem. See the proof of

O p. 165E1

Corollary 2.31 on page 41 for further details. OJ

3.1.7 An Example Derivation

In this section, we employ the new set of rules to prove that an algorithm to compute
y = X! leaves the inpuk invariant. In particular, we give an example of how to invoke
the rule for recursive procedures for a suitable termination measure. The algorithm can
be shown correct as easily with Sokotowski’'s (1977) rule for procedures. For a more
complex example, we refer to the case study of Chapter 4.

Lemma 3.14 (Invariance Property of the Factorial Algorithm) For the declaration
of the procedure in Example 3.2 on page 58, we may derive

l_Hoare{X: X} Ca” {X: X} .

An interesting aspect of this proof is that our stronger rule of consequence is essential.
In particular, Apt (1981) has proven that if one only uses Hoare’s (1969) consequence
rule, Lemma 3.14 does not hold and thus one would have a seriously incomplete veri-
fication calculus. The proof also motivates that in practice it is convenient to be able
to use a rule of adaptation to compute preconditions. It will turn out that such a rule is
merely a trivial instance of our new rule of consequence.

Proof  Termination is guaranteed because the recursive depth is bounded by the
initial value of the input parameter Employing the consequence rule, we record the
convergence measure

FHoare{3N- p(n)} call {x= X} with p(n) £x=XAn=x.
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Thus the way has been smoothed to invoke the procedure invocatiéif3ule) lead-
ing to the proof obligation

MnFHoare{ P(N)} S {x= X}
wherely = {3u- p(u) Au < t} call {x= X} for an arbitrary bouna. (3.15)

We may retrieve the information in the context by axiom (3.9)

The strategy is now to successively apply the Hoare Logic rules corresponding to the
outermost constructor of the desired proof obligation (3.15). A proof obligation refer-
ring to a procedure invocation can be tackled by the assumption (3.16).

We commence with the rule for conditionals. Thigen branch is easily resolved.
Otherwise, we have to show

x:=x—1; call; x:=x+1; y:=yx*X

{x=x}

Since the assignment axiom is left-constructive (Dahl 1992) in that it accepts an ar-
bitrary postcondition, a sound stratégg to unroll the program from behind. Thus,
when the rule for sequential composition leads to branching in the proof obligation,
one ought to concentrate on the second. Eventually, this approach leads to the two
goals

M Froare{3U- p(U) AU <tAX# 0} x:=x—1{2}
M FHoare{?} call {x+1=X} (3.17)

for some intermediate assertion ?Given a concrete instance, we can employ the
rule of consequence to derive (3.17) from (3.16). Siride @ postcondition in a fur-

ther proof obligation, it would be best ifi Would be as weak as the consequence
rule admits. In other words, it would be pragmatically useful to also have a left-
constructive version of the rule of consequence. We discuss such rules, also called
rules of adaptation, in more detail in the following section. A suitable assertion would
be 2 £'x+ 1 = X. In the next section, we present a rule which automatically computes

an equivalent version. O

2To successfully apply Sokotowski’s (1977) version, one has to ensur@tBatoes not hold. A

suitable choice would bp(n) £'x = X An=x+1, because all variables are declared as natural num-
bers.
Sin particular, for Verification Condition Generators
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Notice that regardless of the choice forr?the above proof, Hoare’s (1969) rule
of consequence would fail at this point, because the postconditions of (3.16) and (3.17)
are incompatible. We had already discussed this deficiency of the standard presentation
of Hoare Logic in Sect. 2.10.3. It is an intrinsic problem for which an inadequate
treatment of auxiliary variables is to blame.

Without procedures, completeness is not threatened because a mismatch of aux-
iliary variables such as (3.28) can always be reconciled by rebuilding the complete
derivation. One may compensate by readjusting the auxiliary variables accordingly in
the leaves of the proof tree. Whenever axiom (2.71) or (2.72) is encountered one in-
stead chooses an equivalent version where auxiliary variables have been shifted. Such
a patch cannot be applied in the presence of rule (3.8). It also introduces an axiom i.e.,
{3u- p(u) Au <t} call {gq} for somet : (W, <), but, unlike the axiom for the empty
program or an assignment, the pre- and postcondition is bound Isp#uficasser-
tions of a correctness formula in the derivation.

In particular, completeness could be achieved in the standard presentation by inte-
grating our new consequence rule in the procedure invocation rule. We will discuss a
similar rule in the following section. However, we feel that pragmatically, it is better
to provide an improved consequence rule at all times.

Previously, a common approach has been to retain Hoare’s consequence rule and
adopt a flurry of further rules to achieve completeness e.g.,

“ It will turn out that we need five additional [rules], before a completeness
theorem becomes possible. (de Bakker 1980)

Perhaps even more worrying is that fact tfaair of these are actually employed in the
verification of the invariance property of the factorial function. In such a setting, using
Hoare Logic to derive properties of even simple programs appears to be unnecessarily
complicated.

3.1.8 Rules of Adaptation

Among the additional rules to add in order to retain completeness for imperative pro-
grams dealing with recursive procedures, a rule of adaption has been considered by
various authors e.g., (Hoare 1971, Morris n.d., London, Guttag, Horning, Lampson,
Mitchell & Popek 1978, Gries & Levin 1980).

In general, rules of adaptation are of the form

I Froare{ P1} S{a1}
[ Froare{ P} S{q}

for arbitrary assertionp1,01,q, and particular proposals for the adapted precondi-
tion p. ldeally, the rule should be left-maximal (Dahl 1992) i.e., the precondipion
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should be the weakest possible so that

VS: FHoare{ P1} S{01} = FHoare{ P} S{q} (3.18)

holds.
Not distinguishing between program and auxiliary variables, Hoare (1971) has pro-
posed

p(0) 324 - py(0) AVT- (1) = (1) (3.19)

whereZ; is a list of all variable$free inpy, g1, but not ing.

However, while adding Hoare’s rule of adaptation leads to a complete verification
calculus, Morris (n.d.) and Olderog (1983) have shown that, in general, (3.19) is not
the weakest possible. Morris (n.d.) points out dimstructive counter examples:

Example 3.15 Let

def

o
@
=

0(Z) >0A0(x) >0
g(o) =0(Z) >0A0(x) >0

e
=
—~
Q
~—
I
=y
—~
Q
~—
|

o
@
=

where Z does not occur in the program under consideration. The weakest precondi-
tion is then given byo - 0(Z) > 0A o(X) > 0. However, (3.19) requires the stronger
Ao-0(Z) > 0A0(x) > 0 (modulo equivalence transformations), because the auxiliary
variable Z occurs in both premiss and conclusion.

This problem can be solved by formally treating assertions as relations of auxiliary
variables and states i.e.,

p(Z,0) £ 371 pa(Z1,0) AVT- 01 (Ze,T) = q(Z,T) . (3.20)

A corresponding rule of adaptation (3.21) is obviously a trivial instance of our rule

I_Hoare{ pl} S{Ql}
FHoare {A\(Z,0) - 323 - p1(Z1,0) AVT-01(Z1,T) = q(Z,1)} S{q}

(3.21)

Figure 3.3: Rule of Adaptation

of consequence (2.70). Conversely, if one replaces the new consequence rule by the

4In practice, this would be a list @fuxiliary program variables.
SA third one only applies to partial correctness
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rule of adaptatiorand Hoare’s (1969) rule of consequence, one retains a sound and
complete verification calculus.

Morris’ second example shows that the choice for the auxiliary varidblemay
have to depend on the value of variables in the final state:

Example 3.16 Let
pi(Z,0)Ez=0vZz=1

Q(Z,1) E1(x) £Z

def

a(Z,1) Eo(x) £0A0(X) #1
The weakest precondition is then giventtue. However, both (3.19) and the weaker
(3.20) are equivalent ttalse

Relaxing the preconditiop so that the witnesg; can benefit from inspecting the final
value of program variables accordingttteads to

P(Z,0) £V 3Z1- pr(Z1)(0) A (Ga(Za) (1) = a(2)(1)) - (3.22)

We do not know if this is the weakest possible precondition for a rule of adaptation
in the setting of total correctness. Thus, we can also not answer the question if its
corresponding rule of consequence is optimal. We have used the weaker version (3.21)
throughout this thesis. The problematic issue raised in the last example did not surface
neither in any of the soundness and completeness proofs, nor in any of the examples.

It seems to be easier to design and verify an optimal rule of adaptation for partial
correctness. In particular, Morris (n.d.) has been able to show that

p(Z,0) E'vt- (VZ1- p1(Z1,0) = qu(Z1, 1)) = A(Z,7)

is the weakest possible precondifomhich satisfies (3.18). This version is however
only sound when one considgartial correctness.

3.1.9 Mutually Recursive Procedures

Sokotowski (1977) sketched an extension to mutual recursion of which properties have
to be derived simultaneously fatl procedures with theamerecursion-depth counter.
Let Proc denote a (finite) set of procedure identifiers such that for &acRroc, the
programSs stands for the body of the procedi®eFollowing Sokotowski (1977), one
might then extend our well-founded variant (3.8) to
VP:Proc-Vt:W- Tt {p(t)} S {qa}
VP :Proc-{3t:W-p(t)} call P{q}
and, for allP € Proc, ({Ju:W- p(u)Au <t} callP{q}) € It.

where(W, <) is well-founded

6A more elaborate version has been published by Olderog (1983).
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Pandya & Joseph (1986) have pointed out that this rule is difficult to apply, because it
forces one to find termination measures across multiple procedure invocations. In their
version, one may appeal to some correctness formulae in the coptexhout having

to worry about decreasing the termination measure. Specifically, one may choose a
subset ofheaderprocedureH C Prop such that every cycle in the procedure call
graph must contain at least one header procedure. Then, a decrease of the termination
measure needs only be established for header proceduresii.e.,

Me={{3u:W-p(uyAu<t}callP{q} |[PeH}
U{{p(t)} callP {q} | P € Proc\H}

A further improvement would be to allow different termination measures for dif-
ferent procedures, where assumptions about the correctness of procedure calls can be
gradually accumulated. Asreewrule, we propose

VE:W-T {Ju:W-puyAu<t}calP{q}+{pt)} S {a}
M={3t:W-p(t)} call P {q}
where(W, <) is well-founded. (3.23)

Assume thaP andQ are two mutually recursive procedures and we want to derive a
property ofcall P (in the empty context). Applying the above rule (3.23), we consider
deriving Sp relative to a context containing a correctness formula aball®. Un-
rolling the procedure body &, a call to itself can be directly dealt with by appealing
to the context. I1fS invokes the procedur®, we again employ the rule for procedure
invocations (3.23). Hence, with a context containing correctness formulaeedibiat
andcall Q, we may resolve the remaining proof obligation concerning the procedure
body of Q.

A much more radical approach for dealing with recursive procedures has been ad-
vocated by Homeier (1995). Building on ideas of Pandya & Joseph (1986) to analyse
the graph structure of recursive calls, he extends the notion of correctness formulae to
e.g., also includ&ntrance Specificationp} S— P {q} andPath Entrance Specifica-
tions{p} PL — ps— P {q}. Intuitively

{p} S— P{q} holds if the progransis executed in a state satisfyipgthen if at any
point within SprocedureP is called, then at the entry &, qis satisfied.

{p} PL— ps— P {g} holds if execution begins at the entry of the proced®rén a
state satisfyingp, and if in the execution of the bod$;, procedure calls are
made successively deeper to the procedures listqusimnd finally a call is
made to the proceduf®, then at that entry d®,, g is satisfied.
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Such an extension leads to a considerable blow up in the number of verification rules.
Further investigations are needed to compare the suitability of a verification calculus
with a rule such as (3.23) with Homeier’s (1995) system.

3.1.10 The Vienna Development Method

Extending VDM with recursive procedures follows exactly the same paradigm as for
Hoare Logic. We introduce contexts along with an axiom for looking up correctness
formulae in contexts and supply a rule for recursive procedure invocations. The new
rules are identical to those for Hoare Logic, except that preconditions are unary predi-
cates on the state space. Thus, the proofs of soundness and completeness can be carried
out with the same techniques discussed for Hoare Logic.

0 p. 170E1 Theorem 3.17 (SoundnessYhe rules of Figure 3.4 on the next page are sound.

Proof by induction on the structure of programs. O

0 p. 1718 Theorem 3.18 (CompletenessYhe rules of Figure 3.4 on the following page are
complete.

Proof This is a straightforward consequence of the MGF property which can be
established along the very same lines as in the setting of Hoare Logic. O

3.2 Local Program Variables

To simplify matters, we consider local program variablethout procedures in this
section. Section 3.3 will combine these two features.

To cope with run-time storage allocation in which, due to shadowing, program
variables are no longer unique identifiers, one usually extends the notion of states and
considers them either as stacks or introduces addresses. Exploiting an implicit stack
mechanism (Sieber 1981, Olderog 1981), in our formalisation, we are able to work
with essentially the same representation of states as in the case of simple imperative
programs.

We start with an informal view of local program variables. We then go on to discuss
the new requirements of the state space so that we may formally define syntax and
semantics for imperative programs with local program variables. Focussing on Hoare
Logic, in Section 3.2.4, we present a new rule for initialised local program variables
and establish soundness and completeness. Finally, we sketch a similar extension for
VDM.
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{p} call {a} - {p} call {q}
I {Ao-true} skip {A(1,0) -1 =0}
M {Ao-true} x:=t {A(t,0)-T=0[x+— evalo)(t)]}
MCE{p} S {A(TO)- (D) Ar(T,0)} T {p2} S {ra}
F={pi} S S {rzor}

= {Ao-p(o)revalo)(b) =true} S {q}
I {Ao-p(o)Aevalo)(b) =false} S {q}

I+ {p}if bthen$S elseS; {q}

= {Ao-p(o)Aevalo)(b) =true} S{A(t,0)- p(T) Asofar(t,0)}
I+ {p} while bdo S{q}
wheresofaris any binary transitive relation on the state spaseich that
A(t,0)-sofar(t,o0) A p(1) is well-founded

andq(t,0) £ p(t) Aevalt)(b) = falseA (sofar(t,0) V1 =0).

Vi:W-{Ao-Ju:W-p(u)(o)Au<t}call {q}F{pt)} S {a}
F{Ac-3t:W-p(t)(o)} call {q}
where(W, <) is well-founded.

MF{p1} S{om}
r={p} S{a}
providedvo - p(o) = p1(0) andV(t,0)- p(0) = qi1(t,0) = q(T,0).

Figure 3.4: VDM and Recursive Procedures
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3.2.1 Initialisation

We introduce local program variables by the construotw x:=t in Swherex is a
program variable, is an expression witlrbitrary typeT andSis a program. Programs
of the above form are also callédbcks Intuitively, the expressiohis evaluated, its
value assigned to the variabl@nd in this updated context, the progr&is executed.
At the end, the original value ofis restored.
Many real programming languages also allow blocks of the floemx in Swhere

a suitable amount of memory is allocated, kuhay or may not be initialised. The
standard approach in program verification is to treat uninitialised variables as a special
case ofnew x:=t in Swheret denotes a new canonical valuer (Apt 1981). We
only consider (well-formed) initialised local program variables.

“ After all, forgetting to initialize is one of the most common sources of

programming error; and if there is no default initialization, debugging is

made difficult by the fact that program behaviour is unpredictable in terms

of the program text, and that it may even depend on the previous contents

of the computer memory. Uninitialized pointer variables are especially
troublesome’ (Dahl (1992))

Surprisingly, some languages such as C which support initialised variables insist
on first allocating the new variableand only then evaluate the expresstgischildt
et al. 1990). Of course this also leads to undefined values if the vaxabtntained
int.

Example 3.19 Employing the compiler gcc 2.7.2, the program

void main() {
int ¢c=103; {
int c=c+1;
printf ("%i\n",c);
1
prints out5 instead of the expectelD4. Java is conservative over C in that initiali-

sations which refer to the value of a program variable to be defined are considered as
not being well-formed. Perl is more flexible and the program

#!/usr/local/bin/perl

$c=103; {

"To avoid having to explicitly deal with such undefined values, de Bakker (1980) suggests to restrict
the class of programs with uninitialised values to those where program variables may only be referenced
aftera suitable assignment has taken place.
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local($c) = $c+1;
print "$c\n"; }

yields indeed .04

3.2.2 States with Dynamic Types

With local program variables, representing the memory as a map from program vari-
ables to values of corresponding type is no longer adequate, because one may have
multiple copies of program variables with identical names, but different values (and
scopes). One usually refines the notion of states,

e either by introducing addresses (de Bakker 1980),

e or by explicitly modelling stacks (Clarke Jr. 1979).

3.2.2.1 Addresses

Addresses serve as unique handles for all program variables. Hence, instead of repre-
senting states as functions from program variables to values, states are functions from
addresses to values. Scoping is controlled by an environment which is simply a map
from program variables to addresses.

Let o be an instance of the state afdin environment. To lookup the value of the
program variable, one needs to combine the two views of the memoryoi(&(x)).
Thus, evaluation has to additionally take scoping into account. To allocate a new lo-
cal variablenew x:=t in S one needs to find a fresh addrés® update the state
spaceo [l — evalE,0)(t)] and the environmeri [x — |]. Afterward executing, one
reinstates the previous environmeént

3.2.2.2 Explicit Stacks

With this approach, the state space is a stack where entries are tuples of program vari-
ables and their values. To lookup the value of the program variqli@e needs to
access the most recent entry in the stack where the first compomantdsoutput the
second component. Thus, scoping and evaluation of terms is determined by the order
on the stack. To allocate a new local program variaige x:=t in S one needs to
evaluate the terrhand push(x,evalo)(t)) onto the stack. After having executed the
block, one needs to remove the last entry in the stack.
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O p. 17122

O p. 17122

O p. 172E2

3.2.2.3 Implicit Stacks

Without procedures, one can work with a more naive notion of states which only
records the value of all program variables in scope. Stack behaviour is achieved im-
plicitly (Sieber 1981, Olderog 1981).

Let o be such a state. When considering the execution behaviour of a block
new x:=t in Scommencing in state, it suffices to consider running the progré&n
in the stateo [x — eval0)(t)], because the old entry farcannot be accessed by the
programS. The final state of the block is identical to that of the progi&rexcept that
the entry for the program variabkneeds to be updated by its original vatm).

When adding other language features, implicit stacks may no longer be adequate.
In particular, when one considers procedures with call-by-name parameters, due to
aliasing, one is forced to abandon the implicit stack encddimtpwever, restricting
our attention to parameterl@ssecursive procedures in this thesis, it suffices to work
with minor variants of implicit stacks.

Previously, see Def. 2.2 on page 12, states were given relativéxecvariable
declaration sort VAR — Type. However, in a blockhew x:=t in S the sort ofx is
not determined by a previous variable declaration. Hence, sorts are no longer merely
a parameter of states. Instead, states have to be treated as a family of functions over
sorts.

Definition 3.20 (State Space with Dynamic Types)(sort) =[x : VAR - sortx)

In particular, updating may change the sort i.e., fofT and o : X(sort) for some
sort :VAR — Type, the updated stai@[x — t] inhabitsZ(sort[x+— T]). We also need
to revise our previous definitions of expressions and assertions:

Definition 3.21 (Expressions)

expressiofsort :VAR — Type)(T : Type) £ (Z(sort)) — T .

Definition 3.22 (Assertions)

Assertior{sort :VAR — Type)(T : Type) &« (T x Z(sort)) — Prop

8Ah-kee (1990) has demonstrated that the address mechanism is suitable to handle aliasing.
9Call-by-value parameters would not cause any problems.

79



3.2.3 Programs with Dynamic Sorts

The BNF grammar
Si=skip |x:=t|S;; S| if bthen § elseS; | while bdo S| newx:=tin S

does not do justice to the dynamic réle of program variable declarations. The type-
theoretic representation where every constructor is annotated by its type appears to
be more informative. One may formulate the empty program and assignment for an
arbitrary sort. Apart from the block constructor, all other language constructors simply
preserve sorts.

0 p. 172E1 Definition 3.23 (Syntax) Imperative programsrog are defined as an inductive fam-
ily over sort :VAR — Type by

skip : prog(sort)

X:=t:prog(sort) wheret : expressiofsort)(sort(x))
S1,S : prog(sort)
S1; S @ prog(sort)
S1, S : prog(sort)
if bthen S elseS, : prog(sort)

S: prog(sort)
while bdo S: prog(sort)

whereb : expressiofsort)(bool)

whereb : expressiofsort)(bool)

S: prog(sort[x— T])
newx:=t in S: prog(sort)

wheret : expressiofsort)(T) for an arbitrary typ&

O p. 173E1 Definition 3.24 (Structural Operational Semantics) We extend Def. 2.8 on page 16
with a rule for blocks

o [x— evalo)(t)] >

newx:=tin S

(3.24)

T[x— 0(x)]

where for arbitrary typ@& and declaratiosort :VAR — Type, we have

x: VAR o : Z(sorf)
t : expressiofsort)(T) T:2(sortjx+— TJ)
S: prog(sort[x— T])
In all other rules, the sort of states is identical in the premiss and the conclusion.
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3.2.4 Hoare Logic

Building on ideas of Lauer (1971), Apt (1981) suggests the following rule

{p[x—y|Ax=w} S{q[x— y]}
{p} newxin S{q}

wherey ¢ free(p, S q)

wherew stands for a special constant denoting an undefined value.

Rather than substituting a freginogram variabley for the newly declared local
program variable, we preserve the original value »fin the assertions by updating
both pre- and postcondition with a constanwhich we introduce by universal quan-
tification® in the premiss. Scoping of the implicitly universally quantifigdS andq
ensures that ¢ free(p, S q). Furthermore, we consider initialised blocks:

W-{p[X—V|AX=t[Xx—V|]} S{q[x— V]}
{p} newx:=tin S{q}

(3.25)

0 p. 1781 Theorem 3.25 (SoundnessYhe set of rules in Figure 3.5 on the next page is sound.

Proof by induction on the derivation ¢fnoare{ p} S{q}. In the new case of blocks,
we fix arbitraryZ : T and o : Z(sort) such thatp(Z,o) holds. From the induction
hypothesis

WV- FHoare {MZ,0)-p(Z,0[x— V]) Ao(x) = evala [x — V])(t)}
S
{)\<ZvT) ' q<ZvT [X = V])}
newx:=tin S
we have to produce a final statesuch thato wx=t T andq(Z, 1) holds.
Instantiating the induction hypothesis witt{x) for v and o [x+— evalo)(t)] for the
initial state yields a final statg such that

o [x+— evalo)(t)] >

n and q(Zn[x—o(x))
holds. Hence, appealing to the operational semantics of blocks, we choose
1= [xi— 0(¥)] -

O

10alternatively, just like in the case of loops on page 38, one could have extended the domain of
auxiliary variables in the premiss to avoid universal quantification.
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FHoare { P} SKip {p}

Froare {A(Z,0) - p(Z,0 [x— evalo)(t)]) } x:=t {p}
Froare{P} St {r} FHoare{r} & {q}
FHoare{ P} S1; S {a}

Fhoare{A(Z,0) - p(Z,0) Aevalo)(b) =true} S {q}
Froare{A(Z,0) - p(Z,0) Aevalo)(b) = false} $ {q}
FHoare{ P} If bthen § elseS {q}

Yt i W- Fhoare{ P} S{A(Z,T) - p(Z,T) Au(T) <t}
FHoare{ P} While bdo S{A(Z,1) - p(Z,1) AevalT)(b) = false}
wherep(Z,0) £ p(Z,0) Aevalo)(b) = true Au(c) =t

and(W, <) is well-founded.

Y- Fhoare {A(Z,0)-p(Z,0xi— V]) Ao(x) = evalo [x — V])(t)}
S
MZ,1)-qZ,T[x—V))}

I_Hoare{p} newx:=tin S{q}

(3.26)

"Hoare{pl} S{Ql}
Fhoare { P} S{a}
whereps, q; : AssertiorfU ) andp, q: Assertior{T) for arbitrary types andU

andvZ-vo- p(Z,0) = (321~ P1(Z1,0) A (VT-01(Z1,T) :>q(Z,r))). (3.27)

Figure 3.5: Hoare Logic for Blocks — Total Correctness
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0 p. 1781 Theorem 3.26 (MGF) FHoare{)\(Z,o) -0

S

Z} S{AZ,1)-Z=T1}

Proof by induction on the structure & In the case of a block, from the induction

hypothesis

ose {NZ.0) -0 2} snz.-2-1)

one has to establish

newx:=tin S{A\(Z,1)-Z=1} .

newx:=tin S
l_Hoare{)\(Z, 0) o) Z}

Given an arbitrary : sort(x), we employ the stronger rule of consequence (3.27) to
derive

newx:=tin S

FHoare {)\(Z,o) -0 [X+— V] ZNO(X) = eva(o[x»-w])(t)}

S
{AMZ,1)-Z=1[x—V]}

from which the rule for blocks (3.26) renders the proof obligation. As a side-condition,
given state¥ ando such that

ok y) IEWX=LIN S (3.28)

o(x) =evalo [x+— V])(t) (3.29)

we have to find a statesuch thao TandZ =1[x—V]. Inverting the
derivation of (3.28), there must be such a sta¢éhich satisfies

0 [X+— V] [x— evalo [x+— Vv])(1)]

Z =[x 6 [x > VI(x)

This completes the proof, because (3.29) ensures that thecsiatéextensionally)
equal too [X+— V| [x— evalo [x — V])(1)]. O

0 p. 178E1 Corollary 3.27 (Completeness)The set of rules in Figure 3.5 on the facing page is

complete.

Proof Identical to the proof of Cor. 2.31 on page 41 for simple imperative programs.

O
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In practice, is is convenient to additionally be able to empldgfaconstructive
rule for blocks. For the correctness proof of Quicksort in Chapter 4, we have also used
the following version

vv-{p} S{g[x+— v]}
{px—t]} newx:=tin S{q}

(3.30)

which is to be understood as a pretty-printed version of the rule in Figure 3.6. It
essentially assumes that the postconditjotioes not mentiorx. Thus, one cannot
expect to retain a complete system when replacing the Bottom-Up version (3.25) with
this version. We are not aware of previous proposals of left-constructive rules for
blocks.

WYW- Froare{ P} S{A(Z,1)-q(Z,T[x— V])}
FHoare {A(Z,0) - p(Z,0 [x— evalo)(t)]) } newx:=t in S{q}

Figure 3.6: Admissible Left-Constructive Rule for Blocks in Hoare Logic

O p. 178E1 Corollary 3.28 (Left-Constructive Rule for Blocks) The rule from Figure 3.6 is ad-
missible.

Proof By soundness and completeness it suffices to establish the semantic counter-

part
W- Eroare{ P} S{A(Z,T)-q(Z, T[X— V])}
EHoare{A(Z,0) - p(Z,0[x — evalo)(t)]) } newx:=t in S{q}
which follows immediately from the operational semantics for blocks. O

3.2.5 The Vienna Development Method

Jones (1990) suggests the right-constructive rule

{PAX=1} S{q}
{p} newx:=tin S{3av-q[x—V|}

(3.31)

to deal with local program variables in VDM. It is, no doubt, useful in practice, but
cannot handle shadowed variables. The postcondition of the conclusion cannot record
any property of the value of the program variaklhich is in scope before and after
executing the block. Specifically, one cannot defitreie } newx:=t in S{x= X}.
Thus, the set of rules given in Jones’s (1990) book on VDMd®mplete

This deficiency has been overcome in the formalisation of Ah-kee (1990). He em-
ploys an address mechanism to represent states and assertions. Envirdhmegpts
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program variables to addresses. Assertions are predicaseglossesThus, one may
selectively update addresses corresponding toéwelocal program variable. For
uninitialised local variablé$, he proposes

Ex—1]|{p} S{a}
E | {p} newxin S{A(t,0) -3V ,v-q(t[l — V], — V])}

wherel is a fresh address.

With the implicit stack mechanism, we discard information about intermediate local
program variables. As a drawback, adding a variant of rule (3.31) does not lead to a
complete verification calculus. Our solution has been to interpret the rule for Hoare
Logic (3.25) in the VDM setting. This yields

W {p[X— V|AX=t[Xx— V|} S{gq[x— V]}
{p} newx:=t in S{q} '

Formally, this corresponds to (3.32).

O p. 181E1 Theorem 3.29 (SoundnessYhe rules of Figure 3.7 on the following page are sound.

Proof by induction on the derivation of correctness formulae. O

O p. 182E1 Theorem 3.30 (CompletenessYhe rules of Figure 3.7 on the next page are complete.

Proof Similar to the corresponding proof in the setting of Hoare Logic. O

3.3 Recursive Procedures and Static Binding

Combining procedures with blocks requires some care. A procedure invocation may
occur inside a block so that, at run-time, some local variables have been allocated
which conflict with program variables of the procedure in scope at declaration time.
Most programming languages, including Algol, C, Cobol, Fortran, Java and Pascal,
adhere to static bindifg where a procedure invocation triggers an environmental
change: A procedure may only refer to either global program variables, formal param-
eters, or its own local program variables. In particular, since we restrict our attention
to parameterless procedures, information can only be passed to procedures via global
program variables.

We deal with static binding. Some adjustments are necessary because a naive com-
bination of the rules of the previous two sections would lead to dynamic binding. A
known remedy is to only consider programs where all defining occurrences of program

Hrestricted to the typent
12also referred to as lexicographical binding
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Fvpwm {AO -true} skip {A(t,0) -1 =0}

Fvpm {AO-true} x:=t {A(1,0) - T=0[x+— evalo)(t)|}

Fvom 1P1} SU{A(T,0) - p2(T) AT1(T,0)}  Fypy (P2} S {r2}
Fvom 1P} S S {rzor}
Fvom {Ao- p(o) Aevalo)(b) = true} S {q}
Fvom {A0- p(o) Aevalo)(b) = false} S {q}
Fvom 1P} if bthen S, else$S; {q}

Fvom {A0 - p(o) Aevalo)(b) =true} S{A(t,0)- p(T) Asofar(t,0)}
Fvom {P} while b do S{q}
wheresofaris any binary transitive relation on the state spaseich that
A(t,0)-sofar(t,o0) A p(1) is well-founded

andq(t,0) = p(1) Aevalt)(b) = falsen (sofar(t,0) V1 = o).

W-Fypu {A0-p(o[x— V]) Ao(X) = evalo [x— V])(t)}
S
{A(t,0)-q(1[x—V],0[x—V])}

Fvom 1P} newx:=tin S{q}

(3.32)

Fvom {P1} S{on}
Fvom {P} S{a}
providedvo - p(o) = pi1(0) andV(t,0)- p(0) = 01(T,0) = q(T,0).

Figure 3.7: VDM and Local Program Variables
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variables are denoted differently. In this case, static and dynamic binding coincide
(Olderog 1981). We do not make such a simplification. In our treatment, when declar-
ing new variables, one may chooseahitrary program variable name and instantiate
it with a value ofarbitrary type. We cater for static binding by extending implicit
stacks with a backup mechanism which records the value of global variables.

We start by annotating the operational semantics with an environment to keep track
of the local program variables in scope. We then follow an idea by Ah-kee (1990)
to also annotateorrectness formulawith environments. Without environments, one
effectively assumes that all variables in assertions correspond to values of program
variablesin scope Adding environments leads to more flexibility when formulating
verification rules. In particular, since this technique has previously only been applied
to VDM, we are able to present an improved set of Hoare Logic rules for recursive
procedures and static binding. More precisely, annotating the rules of the previous two
sections with environments ensures that a procedure call must take place in the empty
environment and the value of all local program variables must be frozen during a call.
Without environments, one needs to replace the rule for blocks by a less elegant version
to retain a sound verification calculus for static binding (Apt 1981).

We show that our set of rules is sound and complete. We sketch how to achieve
similar results for VDM in Sect. 3.3.8.

3.3.1 Static versus Dynamic Binding

The difference between static and dynamic binding is perhaps best explained by means
of an example.

Example 3.31 (Scoping)Let

def

S=Xx=2
S€'z:=1; newz:=0in call
What should be the final value & Invoking the procedur§,, shouldz refer to the
global program variable which is in scope at declaration time, or the most recently
allocated local program variab#® For static binding, the final value mountsto 1,
whereas dynamic binding yields 0. We restrict our attentiostatic binding which is

supported by most programming languadeswith the set of rules we are about to
introduce, we derive the correctness formula

{true} z:=1; newz:=0in call {x=1}
in Sect. 3.3.7.6 on page 109.

3Exceptions are e.g., Emacs Lisp, Perl (Wall, Christiansen & Schwartz 1996)A(idritith 1986).
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3.3.2 States and Environments

Can we retain the simplicity of implicit stacks if we additionally have to cope with
procedure calls? Consider the case where the progemx:=t in Sinvokes the
proceduresy. In refining

o [x+— evalo)(t)]

call

one is confronted with justifying’ 7. However, it would not be cor-

rect to investigate’ T at this point, because, due to static scoping, an
environmental change is required. The progi@must be able to access tgbal

value of the program variablewhich is no longer present io. In particular, combin-

ing blocks and procedures, the operational justification employing the previous imple-
mentation of implicit stacks isotadequate.

To avoid shadowing, Clarke Jr. (1979) suggests to rename local program variable
names!®. Whenever one encounters a block of the fatew x in S, one instead
considers the semanticsméw X in S[x — X] wherex is fresh. We prefer a semantic
account which avoids syntactic modifications. The key idea is to distinguish between
global and local program variables, because, for top-level procedure declarations, the
procedure body may only inspegibbal program variables, whereas the semantics for
blocks only leads to updating @dcal program variables.

Both the address and the explicit stack mechanism would also introduce enough
machinery to avoid this problem. But such an approach is redundant in that one does
not actually need to worry about all intermediate local program variable allocations.
It suffices to access the most recent local program variable as long as we still have
access to all global program variables. We duplicate the state space in order to provide
a backup of global program variables whenever an environmental change is required.

Definition 3.32 (State Space)Relative to a parametrised declaratgsortfor global
program variables, we index the state space by a declatatidn

5 (Isort) £ ([Tx- gsortx)) x ([x-Isort(x))

with both global and local declarations mapping program variables to types. Moreover,
for o : Z(Isort), leto. global :[x- gsor{x) ando.local : [1x-Isort(x) denote the global
and local components of the state

4sieber’s (1981) version of this definition is flaweedause he erroneousipdates in the declared
procedure body.
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Scoping is controlled by an environmdat VAR — bool. Intuitively, E(x) holds
if X is alocal program variable in the current scope. For convenience we employ set
notation. In particular,
XcEY E(x)
0 £ \x-false

EU{x} Ay (x=Yy)V(y€E)

Looking up values of program variables in scope depends on both the current environ-
ment and state:
def

lookup(E, 0)(x) = if x € E then a.local(x) elsea. globalx)

for o : Z(Isort).

Its type is given by

AccSortlsort, E)(x) £'if x € E then Isort(x) elsegsor(x)

Substitution has to take the environment into account. We define
def

O [X—Et]

if x € E then (o.global o.local[x+— t]) else(o. global[x — t], 0. local)
and introduce
uL(o,x,v) = (o.global o. local[x — V]) (3.33)

for updating the local entry of a program variable.

3.3.3 Expressions

We retain Def. 3.21 on page 79
expressiofsort :VAR — Type)(T : Type) = ([]x-sor(x)) — T

where sort corresponds to a particular instance of AccSort. A term can only be evalu-
ated in a compatible setting i.e., for a given environnteaind a state : >(Isort), an
expressior must be of type expressi¢AccSor{lsort E))(T) for some typeT. Eval-
uation proceeds by plugging in tlaecessibldraction of the state space extracted by
the lookup function:
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Definition 3.33 (Evaluation of Expressions)Let Isort be an arbitrary sort arld be
an arbitrary environment. Given a state>(Isort) and an expression

t : expressiofAccSortlsort E))(T) ,
we define evaluation by

evalE,o)(t) =t (lookup(E, 0))

3.3.4 Assertions

The state space keeps track of all global variables and, for each program variable name,
the value of the most recently allocated local variable. We provide unrestricted access
to the state space in assertions.

def

Definition 3.34 (Assertions) Assertior{lsort)(T) = (T x Z(Isort)) — Prop

In particular, we can explicitly refer to the value of local and global variables. To sup-
port such a view of assertions, one needs to also change the syntactic representation. It
is no longer adequate to merely consider standard first-order logic where a (free) vari-
able corresponds to a value of a program variable as this approach does not distinguish
between global and local program variables.

Example 3.35 (Syntax of Assertions)One could restrict the domain of auxiliary vari-
ables to the state space and retain the convention that auxiliary variables are repre-
sented by upper-case letter. To disambiguate global from local program variables, one
could decorate local program variables e.g., with a dot. Then

[A=cra=A](Z,0)
corresponds to
Z.globala) = o.local(c) Ao.globala) = Z.local(a) .

As a side-effect of such a richer notion of assertion, it is conceivable that some of the
perceived short-comings of verification calculi can be avoided e.g., Cousot (1990), in
an attempt to explain the intuition behind Clarke Jr.’s (1979) incompleteness results,
writes
“ But when considering Algol- or Pascal-like languages, the naming con-
ventions in [assertiond}, Q and [programs{C are totally different. For

example, objects deeply buried in the runtime stack cannot be accessed by
their name although they can be modified using procedure ¢talls!
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3.3.5 The Programming Language

Definition 3.36 (Syntax) We extend Def. 3.23 on page 80 by a constructor for proce-
dure invocations
call : prog(sort)

which can be invoked in an arbitrary environment.

Notice that sort is expected to be a mapping of all program variabkesopeto types.

In particular, in the definitions of the operational semantics in the following section,
sort must be a particular instance of Acc$lsdrt, E) for some Isort VAR — Type and
environmenk. Alternatively, one could directly parametrise the class of programs by
a local sort and an environment.

3.3.6 Structural Operational Semantics

Operational semantics has to also take environments into account to ensure that ex-
pressions are well-formed. The environment and the sort of local program variables in
the final state is always identical to that in the initial state. They may only change for
intermediate states, when encountering blocks or procedure invocations.

Definition 3.37 (Structural Operational Semantics) The inductive definition of the
operational semantics

(IsortE) | o T

depends now explicitly on a sort of local program varial8est and an environmeit,
whereo, T : Z(Isort) andS: prog(AccSortIsort E)). We have collected the set of all
rules in Figure 3.8 on the next page.

3.3.6.1 Procedures with Static Binding
Procedure invocations are legitimate in any environment
call: prog(AccSor{lsort E)) ,

but local program variables cease to be accessible i.5fasrog(gsory, we have

S

call

(Isort,0) | o

(3.34)

(IsortE) | o
Notice that gsort is (extensionally) equal to Acc®isudrt 0). The proposition

(Isort Q) | o =
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(IsortE) | o SKip

X:=t

(IsortE)| o o [x—Eg evalE,0)(t)]

wheret : expressiofiAccSor{lsort E)) (AccSor{Isort, E)(x)).

> n_(IsortE)|n >

S, S

(IsortE) | o

(IsortE) | o

T

(IsortE) | o 1 T
if bthen S, elseS, .

provided evalE, o) (b) = true .

(IsortE) |o

(IsortE) | o T
if bthen S, elseS, .

provided evalE, o) (b) = false .
(IsortE)| o

hilebdo S
(IsortE) | o whiebdo

o provided evalE, o) (b) = false.

whilebdo S

(IsortE) | o n (IsortE)|n T

whilebdo S

(IsortE) | o T

provided evalE, o) (b) = true .

(Isort @) | o

(IsortE) | o cal

(Isortjx+— T],EU{x}) | uL(o,x,evalE,o)(t)) S

newx:=tin S
(IsortE) | o = uL(T,x, 0.local(x))

Figure 3.8: Structural Operational Semantics for Static Binding
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is not well-formed in (LEGOS) intensional type theory. Instead, one needs to explic-

. _ . coercéc _ _

itly introduce type coercions i.eg, ﬂ» T for a suitablé® function coerce,
wherec is a proof ofVx- gsor{x) = AccSortlsort 0)(x). For convenience, we will
omit such type coercions in the sequel.

3.3.6.2 Blocks with Backup for Global Program Variables

We extend rule 3.24 on page 80 with a backup mechanism for blocks

(Isortix — T],EU{x}) | uL(o,x,evalE,o)(t)) >

=tinS
(Isort,E)|cynewX n uL(t,x,0.localx))

(3.35)

where, for an arbitrary environmeBt an arbitrary typel' and a declaration Isort, we
have

x: VAR o : X(Isort)

t : expressiofAccSortIsort E)) (T) T: X(Isort[x — T])

S: prog(AccSortlsort EU{x}) [x+— T]) .
By distinguishing between global and local program variables, when commencing ex-

ecution ofS the initial state still contains thglobal entry forx which may be required
if Scontains a procedure call. Moreover, observe that

AccSor{lsort EU{x}) [x+— T]
is (extensionally) equal to

AccSortlsortx — T],EU{x}) .

3.3.6.3 Recursive Depth

To guarantee termination of recursive calls, similar to Def. 3.9 on page 66, we annotate
the operational semantics with a recursive deptihich is an upper bound on the
recursive depth required in an execution. We refer to Figure 3.9 on the following page
for further details.

Lemma 3.38 (Bounded Recursive Depth)
1. Ifa program terminates, the recursive depth must be finite i.e., if

(IsortE) | o S

then there exists a boumdsuch thatlsort E) | o

nT.

15This is best defined by induction on the structure of programs and exploits substituting terms in
types. See Appendix A.
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(IsortE) | o SKip

nO

(IsortE) | o n 0 [X+—g evalE,o)(t)]
wheret : expressiofAccSorflsort, E)) (AccSor{lsort, E)(x)). (3.36)

(SO E) [0 —— o0 (ISortE)[n — > —vp1
(IsortE) | o i nT
(IsortE)| o nT : B
i bthen S, olseS, provided evalE, o) (b) = true .
(IsortE) |o nT

(IsortE) | o nT
if bthen §; elseS .
n

provided evalE, o) (b) = false .

(IsortE)| o
(IsortE) | o while b do Sn o provided evalE, o) (b) = false.
hil
(IsortE) | o nn (IsortE)|n W |ebdoSnT
hil
(IsorLE) | o while bdoSn .
provided evalE, o) (b) = true .

(Isort @) | o nT
I

(IS E) | 0 — 1 T

S

(Isortfx— T],EU{x}) | uL(o,x,evalE,o)(t))

newx:.=tin S
n UL(T,x,0.local(x))

nt

(3.37)
(IsortE) |o

Figure 3.9: Recursive Depth for Procedures and Blocks
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2. Bounded recursive depth is a mere annotation of operational semantics i.e., for

an arbitrary depth, (IsortE) | o n Timplies
(IsortE) | o T.
Proof Similar to the proof of Lemma 3.11 on page 67 in the setting without local
program variables. O

3.3.6.4 Adequacy

The rule for blocks (3.35) may be comprehensible, but the interaction with procedures
is certainly somewhat subtle. Since wriomatiseoperational semantics, we cannot
argue about its soundness and completeness with respect to a more easily comprehen-
sible semantic notion. Rather than taking its adequacy on good faith, one should in-
vestigate a number of properties for clarification. One could for example establish that
the operational semantics is conservative over the presentations in the previous two
sections where we have dealt with procedures and blocks in isolation. Furthermore,
one ought to examine how local program variables interact with procedure calls.

For the soundness and completeness proofs, we have found it useful to establish
the following properties.

Lemma 3.39 (Determinism) The operational semantics of Figure 3.8 and its anno-
tated version of Figure 3.9 is deterministic.

Proof by induction on the derivation. O

Lemma 3.40 (Procedure Activation and Environments)Let E andE’ be arbitrary
environments.

call
(IsortE) | o nT

call
(IsortE’) | o nT

: I call _
Proof Inverting the derivation oflsort E) | o n Tyields
(Isort,0) | o 1T .
call

Thus, applying rule (3.34) leads to the desifEtrt E') | o nT. O

The soundness and completeness proofs are more challenging when combining
recursive procedure calls with local program variables because one has to relate the
behaviour of procedure activations commencing in states which differ in the value of
local program variables. However, if these local program variables are not in scope,
their value is preserved.
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gram variable which is not local i.e/,¢ E andv:U. Whenever

S

(IsortE) | o nT
then

n UL(T,y,V)

(Isortly— U],E) | uL(o,y,V)
holds.
Notice that the type AccSdtsort E) is (extensionally) equal to
AccSor{lsortly+— U],E) foryZ E.

Due to Lemma 3.38, such results also hold when one omits the recursive depth anno-
tations. But notice that, with such annotations, the above theorem also establishes that
the recursive depth greserved

nT. The cases

Proof by induction on the derivation diisort E) | o
where S amounts to an assignment or a block require some attention, because one
needs to show that updating is commutative in these circumstances.

Assignment By the axiom for assignments (3.36), it suffices to establish that
uL (o [x—g evalE,o)(t)],y,V)
is (extensionally) equal to
uL(a,y,v) [x—g evalE,uL(a,y,v))(t)] .

Sincey is not in scope, evaluation of the tetmn the environmenk& cannot
depend on the local entry gfin the states. Thus, evalE,uL(o,y,v))(t) yields
the same result as eyl o)(t). We proceed by case analysisxd E.

x € E The program variables andy must be different. Hence, updating xf
andy is interchangeable.
x ¢ E The order of updating is irrelevant because one updatebodad entry
for y and theglobal entry forx.
Block We abbreviate
Isorty &£ Isort[x — T]
Isorty e Isort[x — T][y— U]

Isort, = Isort]y — U] .
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From the assumption

(Isort, EU{x}) | uL(o,x,evalE,o)(t)) S nt (3.38)
and the induction hypothesis
yZEU{X} =
(Isoriy, EU{X}) | uL(uL(x, evaKE,o)(t),o),y,v) n UL(T,y,V) ,

one needs to show

newx:=tin S

(Isort,, E) | uL(a,y,V) n uL(uL(T,x,o. Iocal(x)),y,v) . (3.39)

The induction hypothesis is only applicablei&dndy are different program vari-
ables. If they are identical, we need to appeal to (3.38).

x=Yy Sincey ¢ E, evaluation of the ternh relative to(E,o) yields the same
result as evaluation with respect@E, uL(o,y, v)). Hence, the initial state
of (3.38) is (extensionally) equal to

uL(uL(0,y,v),x evalE, uL(c,y,v))(t)) .
By the rule for blocks (3.37), we may conclude

newx:=tin S

(Isort E) | uL(o,y,V) n UL(T,X,V) . (3.40)

This concludes the case=y because the final states of (3.40) and (3.39)
are (extensionally) equal.

x#Yy Sincey ¢ E, we also have ¢ E U {x} and may exploit the induction hy-
pothesis. For distinct program variablesandy, we may commute the
updating operations in the initial state. Thus, the rule for blocks (3.37)
leads to

newx:=tin S
wx=t n UL (uL(T,y,V),x,0.localx))

(Isort, E) [ uL(o,y,v)

Finally, we commute the updating operations in the final state.
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Corollary 3.42 (Preserving Local Program Variables)
1. ((IsortE) | o TAY € E) = o.local(y) = T.local(y)

2. LetU be any type and : U be an arbitrary value. Given any environments
call

E andE’, whenever(sortE) | o n T holds, one may also derive

call

(Isortly — U],E’) | uL(a,y,V) n UL(T,Y,V).

Proof
1. We apply Theorem 3.41 and instantiaigith o.local(y). Thus, by determinism,

T=uL(T,y,0.localy)) fromwhich one may deduce thefocal(y) ando. local(y)
are identical.

2. By Lemma 3.40, we may reduce the problem to a setting without any local pro-
call

gram variables. Givefisort 0) | o n T, Theorem 3.41 yields

call

(Isort[y'_> U] 70) | UL(O’,y,V) n UL(T,y,V) :

3.3.7 Hoare Logic

We need to revise Hoare Logic to integrate environments. One could either introduce
them at the level of atomic correctness formulae

((lSOI’tl, E1) [ {p1} call {Ql}) I_Hoare((lsc’rtz, E2) | {p2} S{qZ})

Or across a sequent

(Isort E) | ({p1} call {o1} Froare{ P2} S{a2})

It turned out that it is easier to desigrcampleteverification calculus for sequents with

a single environment. Intuitively, it obviates the requirement for a structural rule to
mediate between different environments wdtfierentsorts of local program variables.
However, since the rule for blocks needs to modify the environment in the premiss,
both the context and the succedent of the premiss needs to be adjusted. Alternatively,
one could consider sequents in which the local sort is shared, whereas the set of local
program variable names in scope is attached to atomic correctness formulae.

Definition 3.43 (Semantics of Hoare Logic)
Similar to Def. 3.5 on page 62, we defifisort E) | I =noare{ P} S{d} by case analy-
Sis on the structure of the contéxt

98



e In the empty context, we have

def

(Isort E) [ @ =Hoare{ P} S{a} =
VZ-Vo-p(Z,0) = 3t-((IsortE) |0

1) AQ(Z,T)

e Forl ={p'} call {d'}, we define validity relative to the empty context i.e.,

def

(IsortE) | T FHoare{ P} S{0} =
((lSOI’t, E)|0 |:Hoare{p/} call {q/}) =
((1sOrt E) | © =hoare{ P} S{q})

3.3.7.1 Procedure Invocation

Turning to procedure calls, in resolving a correctness formula which invokes a pro-
cedure in an environmeflsort E), we may assume the correctness of this formulae
while proving the correctness of the unfolded procedure body. Since procedure calls
cause context switching, we investigate the triggered proof obligation relative to the
empty environment. Assertions may inspect all entries of the state space irrespective
of scoping restrictions. We may therefore reuse the same assertions as in the rule (3.8)
for recursive procedures invocations without local program variables on page 62.

vt 1 W - (Isort 0) | {p(t)} call {a} Frioare{P(D)} So {a}
(1SOM E) [ OF toare {A(Z,0) - 3t :W- p(t)(Z, 0)} call {q}

def

wherep(t)(Z,0) =3u:W- p(u)(Z,0) Au < t and(W, <) is well-founded. (3.41)

3.3.7.2 Blocks

If one were to insist on assertions being simply first-order logical formulae where
some free variables are interpreted as the value of program variables, one would ef-
fectively limit scoping in assertions to dynamic binding. Specifically, the rule (3.25)
from page 81 would be unsound with respect to static binding (Apt 1981). One can
avoid scoping intrusion by substituting program variablepromgramsinstead of as-
sertions. For uninitialised variables, Gorelick (1975) proposes

{PAy= 0} Six—y] {a}
{p} newxin S{q}
However, modifying the program text during the process of verification may not be
appreciated, because software engineers may have chosen variable names carefully to
reflect their intended usage. Furthermore, Apt (1981) admits that rule (3.25) is easier
to use and handle than rule (3.42).

wherey ¢ freg(p, S, q). (3.42)
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We follow Ah-kee’s (1990) technique of annotating correctness formulae with envi-
ronments and allow assertions to inspect the complete state space and not only the value
of variables in scope. This has previously only been applied to VDM. In assertions we
may thus explicitly refer to the value of a local and a global program varfiabWe
propose the rule

W (Isortx— T],EU{x}) | Pr(I",X,V) Froare {IN(P,% V;t,E)}

S
{uL(g,xv)}
(Isort E) | T FHoare{ P} newx:=t in S{q}
_ ger | O forl =0,
with  Pr(, % v) = {{Pr(p’,x,v)} call {Pr(d,x,v)} forl ={p'}call {d}

(3.43)

def

Pr(p,x,v)((Z,V),0) = uL(p,x,V)(Z,0) Ao.localx) =V

def

In(p,x,v,t,E)(Z,0) = uL(p,X,V)(Z,0) Ao.local(x) = eval E,uL(o,X,V))(t)

In the premiss of the rule, we reduce the complexity by considering the derivation
of a correctness formula concerning the progi@m the updated environment. We
have to freeze all references to the local variable all assertions of the premiss.
Letv: Isort(x) be a (fresh) constaht We overload notation and exploit our previous
definition (3.33) for updating the local entry in the state space. Employing

uL(p,x,v)(Z,0) £ p(Z,uL(o,x,V))

we replace all references to the previous local valueinfall assertions of the premiss
by the same@. Sincevis fresh, it corresponds to the previous value of the local program
variablex when reaching the block. In particular, in the initial state of the succedent in
the premiss, foo : Z(Isort[x+— T]), the state ulo,x,v) amounts to the initial state of
the succedent in the conclusion. Thus, we mayadolcal(x) = evalE, uL (o, X, V))(t)
in the precondition foSto ensure that the local value »is equal to the value of the
expressiort when evaluated in the original environménand state.

However, due to static scoping, the value of the local program varabiest
be preserved across a procedure call in the contékt ). The auxiliary variable
V : T records the value of the current local program variadde the time of invoking
a procedure. In the context of the rule’s premiss, we have extended the domain of

16A less powerful extension to the notion of assertions to merely add propositions of th& foEn
to check ifx is a local program variable (Trakhtenbrot et al. 1984) does not seem to suffice.

17In the completeness proof, we will see that, due to our choice of permitting (local) program variables
with arbitrary sorts, it is useful to share the same refereneeross the sequent. Thusgannot be an
auxiliary variable, lecause they range only over atomic correctness formulae. Boma sind complete
calculus where is represented as an auxiliary variable, one would need to restrict the sort of all (local)
program variables to type¥ORTC Type in which, for every type irSORT one can effectively extract
an element of that type.
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(Isort E) | {p} call {a} FHoare{ P} call {q}

(Isort E) | T FHoare{ P} Skip { p}
(Isort,E) | T Froare {A(Z,0) - p(Z,0 [x—E evalE,0)(t)]) } x:=t {p}

(Isort E) | T Froare{P} St {r} (ISOrtE) | T Froare{r} S {a}
(IsortE) | T FHoare{ P} S1; S {q}
(Isort E) | T FHoare{A(Z,0) - p(Z,0) Aevalo)(b) =true} S {q}
(Isort E) | T FHoare{A(Z,0) - p(Z,0) Aevalo)(b) = false} S {q}
(Isort E) | T Froare{ p} if bthen S elseS; {q}

Vit :W-(IsortE) | T Froare{ P} S{A(Z,T) - p(Z,T) Au(T) <t}
(Isort E) | T FHoare{ p} wWhile b do S{A(Z,1) - p(Z,1) AevalT)(b) = false}
wherep(Z,0) 4 p(Z,0) Nevalo)(b) =true Au(o) =t
and(W, <) is well-founded. (3.44

vt :W- (Isort 0) | {p(t)} call {q} Froare {P(1)} S {q}
(Isort E) | @ FHoare{A(Z,0) - Jt : W p(t)(Z,0)} call {q}

def

wherep(t)(Z,0) = 3Ju:W- p(u)(Z,0) Au < t and(W, <) is well-founded.

V- (Isortx — T],EU{x}) | P, X,V) Froare {IN(P,X Vit E)}

S
{uL(a,x,v)}
(Isort, E) | I Froare { P} Nnewx:=t in S{q}
_ ger | O forI =0,
with (T, v) = {{Pr(p’,x,v)} call {Pr(dq/,x,v)} forT = {p'} call {}

def

Pr(p,x,v)((Z,V),0) = uL(p,x,V)(Z,0) Ac.localx) =V

def

In(p,x,v,t,E)(Z,0) = uL(p,X,V)(Z,0) Ao.local(x) = evalE, uL(o,X,V))(t)

(IsortE) | T FHoare{p1} S{a1}
(Isort E) | T Froare{P} S{q}
whereps, q; : AssertiorfU) andp, q: Assertio{T) for arbitrary typesl andU

andvZ-vo- p(Z,0) = (321~ p1(Z1,0) A (VT- Q1 (Z1,T) = q(Z,T))). (3.45)

Figure 3.10: Hoare Logic and Static Binding — Total Correctness
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auxiliary variables to generate a fresh constanfl. Therefore, in general, one may
no longer a priori fix the domain of auxiliary variables as the state space.

An alternative solution would be to restrict the class of assertions for procedure
specifications. As Tarlecki (1985) has pointed out, one usually wants to use a pro-
cedure in several different contexts. Therefore, auxiliary variables, which play the
réle of a local reference point, ought to coincide with the value of the variables in the
initial state. In other words, one may consider restricting the specification for a pro-
cedure activation to the VDM format where the preconditp(Z, o) is of the form
0 =ZA pvpm(0) for some predicateypuw C Z(Isort) and the precondition is of
the form Assertiofisort) (Z(Isort)). Then, forZ : Z(Isort[x— T]), one may refer to
Z.local(x) instead olV. Hence, the context in the premiss could be simplified to

for =0,
{uL(p',x,v)} call {Pr(d/,x,v)} forl ={p'} call {q'}
where P(d,x,v)(Z, 1) d:Efq(uL(Z,x, V), uL(t,x,v)) AT.local(x) = Z.local(x)

Pr(l,x,v) =

In a setting where the scope of local program variables is provided relative to atomic
correctness formulae, one may leave the context (and its environment) invariant in the
rule for blocks. When looking up correctness formulae in the context, the difference in
environments may then be reconciled in a single step e.g.,

((Isort @) | {p} call {q}) Froare ( (Isort [x — ﬂ ’z) | {Pr(p)} S{Pr(q)})

def

= uL(p,%,V)(Z,0) A )\ o.local(x;) = Vi.

iel

where P(p)((Z,V,V),0)

3.3.7.3 Soundness

0 p. 204E2 Theorem 3.44 (SoundnessYhe verification calculus defined as the least relation sat-
isfying the rules summarised in Figure 3.10 on the previous page is sound.

Proof by induction on the derivation dfsort E) | I' Froare { P} S{q}. Consider the
case where we have applied the rule for blocks as the last step of the derivation. We
abbreviate Isogt™ Isort[x — T]. From the induction hypothesis

Vv Isort(x) -
(Isort, EU {x}) | Pr(I",X,V) Froare{IN (. X, V.1, E)} S{uL (q,x,v)} (3.46)

we have to establish

(Isort E) | T =Hoare{ P} Nnewx:=t in S{q} .
102



Let Z be an arbitrary auxiliary variable aral: X(Isort) be an arbitrary initial state
such thatp(Z,0) holds. In the case where the contéxtontains a correctness for-
mula{p'} call {¢'}, the induction hypothesis is no longer directly applicblé\s a
new aspect in the proof, given

(ISort E) | @ =hoare{ P’} call {d'} , (3.47)
one needs to establish
(Isorty, EU{X}) | O Froare { PT(P', X, V) } call {Pr(qf,XV)} . (3.48)

Let Z',V be arbitrary auxiliary variables amal : (Isort;) be an arbitrary initial state
such thatp’ (Z',uL(d’,x,v)) andd’.local(x) =V hold. We need to find a final staté:
2 (Isorty) such that one has

call
(Isort,, EU{x})| o’ v (3.49)
q (Z',uL(t',x,v)) (3.50)
T'.local(x) =V (3.51)
Appealing to (3.47) we may extract a final statehich satisfies
call
(Isort E) | uL(d’,x,V) T (3.52)

andd'(Z',1). By Cor. 3.42.2, the derivation (3.52) can be lifted to the updated envi-
ronment (3.49) witht’ = uL(x,0’.local(x), ), because’ is (extensionally) equal to
uL(x,0’.local(x),uL(d’,x,v)). Cor. 3.42.1 guarantees that in the derivation of (3.52),
T =uL(t,x,Vv). Thus, ul(t’,x,v) =T and we may conclude (3.50). Finally, in the
light of ¢’.local(x) =V, applying Cor. 3.42.1 to the derivation (3.49) ensures the de-

sired (3.51). O

3.3.7.4 Completeness

The proof of completeness follows the structure in the setting with recursive procedures
without local program variables in Section 3.1.6 on page 65. We abbreviate

po(S) (01t E)()(Z,0) & (IS0t E) [ 6 ——> 1 Z
Y(lsort, E)(n)(Z,0) £ po(call)(n+ 1)(Isort, E)(Z, o)
{(Isort, E)(n)(Z,0) £ Ju: nat - P(u)(Isort, E)(Z,0) Au<n

qz,n)Ez=

Bfor v = a.local(x)

103



The subtle interaction between procedures and local variables is dealt with in the fol-
lowing theorem. It established the pseudo induction hypothesis of the MGF theorem
in the case of a recursive procedure call.

0 p. 204E1 Theorem 3.45 (Completeness Step)

(Isort ) | {((Isort,0)(n)} call {q} Froare {W(lsort 8)(n)} So {a} -

Proof Just like the proof of the corresponding Lemma 3.12 on page 67, appealing
to the consequence rule and the definition of bounded recursive depth, we equivalently
transform the proof obligation into

(Isort ) | {((Isort,0)(n)} call {q} Hoare { Po(So) (SOt O)(M)} S {q} . (3.53)

However, a direct proof by induction on the structure of the procedure Spdypuld
not go through, because

¢ the context would be unaffected and
e programs would not be able to refer to local program variables.

Thus, the new rule for blocks (3.43) would not be applicable. Instead, we have to
consider arbitrary environmenEs Moreover, we strengthen the proof obligation and
replace(i(Isort E)(n) andq in the context by arbitrary assertiopsg, g; such that, ac-
cording to the rule of consequence,

(Isort E) | 0 Fnoare{p1} call {a1}
(Isort, E) | O Froare { Q(Isort E)(n)} call {q}

Hence, we pursue

Vp1,q1- KSC(d(Isort E)(n),q, p1,G1) =
(Isort E) | {p1} call {d1} Froare{ Po(S)(Isort E)(n)} S{q}

where

KSC(p, 4, p1,01) &

VZ-Yo-p(Z,0)= (321~ p1(Z1,0) A (VT-01(Z1,T) = q(Z,T)))

by induction on the structure & In comparison to the corresponding proof without
blocks, one needs to additionally appeal to the rule of consequence in each case to deal
with the arbitrary assertions,, ;. As an example, we spell out the case of a procedure
invocation. The challenging part is the new case when we encounter a block.
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Procedure Call Let py, gz be arbitrary assertions. Given the assumption

KSC(({(Isort E)(n),q, p1, )

we need to show

(Isort E) | {pa1} call {01} Froare{po(call)(Isort E)(n)} call {q} . (3.54)

From being able to access the context, we may derive

(Isort E) | {p1} call {g1} FHoare{p1} call {a1} .

An appeal to the rule of consequence yields

(Isort E) | {p1} call {di} Froare {Y(Isort E)(n)} call {q} .

Applying the consequence rule once more leads to (3.54). For a justification of
the side-condition, see the corresponding proof in the scenario without blocks on
page 67.

Blocks We abbreviate Isoft Isort[x — T]. From the induction hypothesis
Vp1, a1 - KSC(P(Isort E)(n), g, p1,01) =
(Isort, EU{x}) [ {p1} call {q1} FHoare{ Po(S)(Isort E)(n)} S{a}

and arbitrary assertions, q; satisfying

KSC((Isort E)(n),d, p1,d1) (3.55)
we have to establish
(Isort E) | T Froare{ Po(newx:=t in S)(Isort, E)(n)} newx:=t in S{q}

wherel’ = {p1} call {a:1}. Appealing to the rule for blocks (3.43), it suffices to
show

(Isort, EU{x}) | Pr(T",X,V) Froare {In (P, %, V,t,E) } S{uL(q,x,v)}
wherep' £ po(newx:=t in S)(Isort E)(n) (3.56)
for an arbitrary constant : Isort(x). From now on in the proof, we may refer
to v because we had chosen to universally quantiéit the level of a sequent.
We now exploit the induction hypothesis and instantiate the precondition with
Pr(p1,X,Vv) and the postcondition with Ryy, x,v). This yields
(Isort, EU{x}) | Pr(I",X,V) FHoare{ Po(S)(Isort E)(n)} S{q} (3.57)

105



provided the side-condition

KSC(({(Isort E)(n),q, Pr(p1,x, V), Pr(p2,X, V) (3.58)

is satisfied. The rule of consequence mediates between (3.57) and (3.56). Thus,
in addition to (3.58), we are left with having to establish

KSC(In(p, % v,t, E), uL(g, x,v), po(S)(Isort E)(n), ) - (3.59)

(3.59) Expanding the definitions of KS@,, In, pp and uL, after some straight-
forward simplifications, this side-condition is similar to the corresponding
one in the proof of the MGF theorem on page 83.

(3.58) Given stateg,o,1: Z(Isorty) such that for some < n, we have

(Isort, EU{x}) | O call

wiZ (3.60)
we have to extract auxiliary variabl@ andv such that
p1(Z,uL(o,x,V)) (3.61)
and
(ql (Z',uL(t,x,V)) AT.local(x) = o. Iocal(x)) =Z=1. (3.62)

Having universally quantified in the premiss of the rule for blocks, we

still have a suitable candidate farin scope. Otherwise, one would need

to restrict the class of sorts so that one can effectively generate an element
for every data type.

In order to utilise (3.55), we have to lift the assumption (3.60) to

call

(Isort E) | uL(o,x,V) n UL(T, X, V)

by appealing to Cor. 3.42.2.

From (3.55), we extract the desired auxiliary variablelt satisfies (3.61)
and

d1(Z',uL(t,x,v)) = uL(Z,x,v) = uL(t,x,v) . (3.63)
Dealing with the remaining proof obligation (3.62), assume

q1(Z',uL(t,x,v)) and  Tt.local(x) = o.local(x) .
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By (3.63), it suffices to show that the local entry»oin the state spaces
Z ando are identical. This can be established by considering the deriva-
tion (3.60). According to Lemma 3.40, the same derivation holds in the
empty environment. Thus, one may conclude the proof with the help of
Cor. 3.42.1.

0

0 p. 20451 Theorem 3.46 (MGF)

(S0rLE) 01 oare{ A(Z.0)- 0L E) | o 2} s(a)

Proof by induction on the structure &

Procedure Call We need to show
call

(Isort E) | (I)FHoare{)\(Z,o) -(IsortE) | o Z} call{q} (3.64)

Applying the rule for procedure invocations (3.41) to Theorem 3.45 yields

Nl Z} call {q} .
(3.65)

We employ the rule of consequence to mediate between (3.65) and (3.64). For
a justification of the side-condition, see the corresponding proof without blocks
on page 68.

call

(Isort E) | O Fnoare {)\(Z, 0)-3n-(IsortE) | o

Blocks see the corresponding proof in the scenario without procedures on page 83.
0

0 p. 204E1 Corollary 3.47 (Completeness)
Wheneve(lsort E) | 0 Froare{ P} S{q} is derivable from the axioms and rules of Fig-
ure 3.10 on page 104sort E) | 0 =noare{ P} S{q} holds.
Proof Completeness follows immediately from the MGF Theorem. See the proof of
Corollary 2.31 on page 41 for further details. OJ

3.3.7.5 Admissible Rules

In examples, due to the left-constructive nature of the assignment axiom, it is useful to
be able to appeal to admissild&dt-constructiveversions of the consequence rule, see
Figure 3.1.8 on page 72, and the rule for blocks, see Figure 3.6 on page 84. Moreover,
we derive a rule for non-recursive procedure calls. When combining recursive proce-
dures with local program variables, we need to annotate the rules with contexts and
environments.
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(Isort, 0) | O Frioare { P} S0 {0}
(Isort E) | 0 Froare{ p} call {q}

(3.66)

(Isort E) | T Froare{p1} S{o1}
(Isort E) | T Froare { P} S{q}
with p(Z,0) =321 - p1(Z1,0) AVT- qu(Z1,T) = 4(Z, 7). (3.67)

V- (Isortx — T],EU{x}) | P, X, V) FHoare{ P} S{uL(q,x,V)}
(Isort E) | T Froare {A(Z,0) - uL(p,x,evalE,0)(t)) } newx:=t in S{q}

(3.68)

Figure 3.11: Admissible Rules for Static Binding in Hoare Logic

O p. 205E1 Corollary 3.48 (Soundness of Admissible Rules for Static Binding)
The rules from Figure 3.11 are admissible.

Proof

Procedure Call By soundness and completeness it suffices to show that

(Isort @) | o =

T
implies

call

(IsortE) | o
This follows immediately from the operational semantics.
Adaptation The rule (3.67) is a trivial instance of the consequence rule (3.45).
Blocks Given
W (Isort[x— T],EU{x}) | Pr(I",X, V) FHoare{ P} S{uL(q,x,v)}
we need to establish

(Isort E) | T Froare {A(Z,0) - uL(p,x evalE,o0)(t)) } newx:=tin S{q}
(3.69)

By the rule of consequence, we may repladey

)\(Z,o)~In(uL(p,x,eva(E,o)(t)),x,v,t,E) .

Then, the rule for blocks (3.43) is applicable and yields the desired (3.69).
0
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3.3.7.6 Example

We return to Example 3.31 on page 87 to illustrate how the new set of rules disam-
biguates global and local program variables.

0 p. 2062 Lemma 3.49 (Static Binding)
Let E be an arbitrary environmefisort E) such thate N {x,z} = 0 i.e., x andz are
globalprogram variables. Given the procedure declars&gf x:=z, one may derive
(Isort E) | 0Fpoare {true} z:=1; newz:=0in call {x=1}.

Proof Semantically, the postconditidx = 1]|(Z,T) corresponds to
lookup(E,1)(x) =1

which expands te. globalx) = 1. Thus, updating the value of local program variables
has no effect. We follow the convention introduced in Example 3.35 on page 90 that
[X](Z,0) = o.globalx) and[X] (Z,0) = o.local(x).

Appealing to the rule of sequential composition, we split the proof obligation into

(IsortE) | OtFHoare{true} z:z=1{%1} (3.70)
(Isort E) | 0FHoare{ A1} Nnewz:=0in call {x=1} (3.71)

where ?; is an intermediate proof obligation which can be synthesised courtesy of
the left-constructiveversion of the rule for blocks. Refining the second correctness
formula (3.71) by the rule (3.68) yields

(Isort[zi— nat], EU{z}) | 0 Foare { A2} call {x =1}
where
1= UL(?iz, Z, O) . (3.72)

We then use rule (3.66) to cater for the (non-recursive) procedure invocation. This
gives us the new subgodisort[z— nat],0) | O Fhoare { A2} X:=2z{x=1}. By the
axiom of assignments, the precondition gets bound te = 1 where, due to the
environmental change caused by the procedurezadfers to the value of thglobal
program variable. Hence, synthesising &cording to (3.72) leads to= 1 (and not
0=1). With this instantiation, it is straight-forward to derive the remaining proof
obligation (3.70). O
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3.3.8 The Vienna Development Method

We extend the rules of Figure 3.4 on page 76 with environments and a rule for blocks.
In the procedure invocation rule, the premiss is restricted to the empty environment to
enforce static scoping. The conclusion holds for an arbitrary number of local variables.
In the rule for blocks, we need to also adjust the environment of the context. We had
already discussed the required modifications for VDM in Sect. 3.3.7.2 on page 99.

0 p. 21381 Theorem 3.50 (SoundnessYhe rules of Figure 3.12 on the next page are sound.
Proof by induction on the derivation of correctness formulae. O

O p. 214E1 Theorem 3.51 (Completeness)he rules of Figure 3.12 on the facing page are com-
plete.

Proof Similar to the corresponding proof in the setting of Hoare Logic. O

3.4 Parameter Passing

For practical applications, itis clearly important to support procedures with parameters.
In this section we discuss call-by-value and call-by-name parameters.

Let S(T val a,U var x) be a procedure declaration in which the progi&nmay
refer to the program variablesandx with sortsT andU. One refers t@ as a formal
value parameter and toas a formal variable parameter. The procedure is invoked by
call (t,v) wheret is an expression anda program variable. One refers tas the
actual value parameter andv@as the actual variable parameter (Dahl 1992).

On procedure entry, the expressiois evaluated in the current environment and
its value is assigned to the varialde With call-by-name passing, the variables
aliased tov i.e., in executing, all occurrences ox are effectively replaced by. To
adequately deal with call-by-name parameters, it seems advisable to abandon the im-
plicit stack encoding of states. Ah-kee (1990) develops VDM proof rules for parameter
passing based on the address mechanism.

Call-by-value parameters are easier to deal with because this mechanism can be
simulated in the presence of local program variables (Morgan 1988). One allocates a
new variables, initialises it with the value of and proceeds with executirgy:

S

(Isortfa— T],{a}) | uL(o,a evalE,o)(t))
call t

(IsortE) | o uL(t,a,0.locala))

However, one needs to take care to evaluate the expresgiotie correct environ-
mentE. Let us first consider the case where all procedure invocations employ the
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(Isort E) | {p} call {q} - {p; call {a}
(Isort E) | T - {Ac-true} skip {A(t1,0) -1 =0}
(Isort E) | T - {Ao-true} x:=t {A(1,0) - 1=0[x— evalo)(t)]}
(IsortE) [TF{p1} S {A(T,0)- p2(T) Ara(T,0)}  (Isort E) [T F {p2} S {ra}
(Isort E) [T F {p1} Si; S {rzor1}

(Isort E) | T - {Ac- p(o) Aevalo)(b) =true} S {q}
(Isort E) | T - {Ac- p(o) Aevalo)(b) = false} S {q}

(Isort E) | T - {p} if bthen S elseS {q}

(Isort E) | T - {Ao- p(o) Aevalo)(b) = true} S{A(t,0) - p(T) Asofar(t,0)}
(Isort E) | T - {p} while bdo S{q}
wheresofaris any binary transitive relation on the state spaseich that
A(T,0)-sofar(t,0) A p(1) is well-founded

andq(t,0) = p(1) Aevalt)(b) = falsen (sofar(t,0) VT = o).

vVt :W-(Isort 0) | {Ao-3Ju- p(u)(o) Au<t}call{q} - {p(t)} S {q}
(Isort E) |0+ {Ac-3t:W- p(t)(o)} call {q}
where(W, <) is well-founded.

V- (Isortx — T],EU{x}) | P, %, V) Fypm  {IN(pX Vit E)}
S

{uL(a,xv)}
(IsortE) | T+ {p} newx:=t in S{q}
| [0 forr =0,
with Pr(T",x,v) < {{uup/,x,v)} call {Pr(qf,x,v)} forT = {p'} call {qf}

Pr(q(,x,v)(T,0) £'uL(d, %, v)(T,0) AT.local(x) = o.local(x)

In(p,x,v,t,E)(c) £ uL(p,x,v)(0) Ao.local(x) = evalE,uL(a,x,v))(t) .

(IsortE) [T {p1} S{tu}
(IsortE) | T+ {p} S{a}
providedvo - p(o) = p1(0) andV(t,0)- p(0) = 01(T,0) = q(T,0).

Figure 3.12: VDM and Static Binding
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samecall-by-value parametér One may simulate all occurrencesoadl t by the pro-
cedurenewa:=t in § if the actual value parameterefers only toglobal program
variables. In particular, restricting our attention to non-recursive procedures and partial
correctness, in the case where the expregsamnounts to a global program varialale
call-by-value parameter passing can be dealt with by the rule

w- (Isortfa— T],{a}) | {In(p,a,v,a,E)} S {uL(q,a,v)}
(Isort E) [ {p} call & {q}

Dahl (1992) proposes dealing with the general case of arbitrary expressisiastual
value parameters by considering the translation

fora ¢ E.

S~ newa:=ain S (3.73)
callt ~ a :=t: call & '

This leads to the rule

v (Isortfa— T],{a}) | {In(p,a,v,a,E)} S {uL(q,a,v)}
(Isort E) | {A(Z,0)- p(Z, (o.global@ — t],c.local) } call t {q}

fora ¢ E.

It would be an interesting further research contribution to mechanically establish sound-
ness and completeness for verification calculi dealing with parameter passing. In the
following chapter, in verifying Quicksort, we avoid call-by-value parameter passing
by directly translating all procedure calls and procedure bodies according to (3.73).
Moreover, we replace call-by-name parameters by global program variables.
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Chapter 4

Case Study: Quicksort

In the previous chapters, we have demonstrated that it is feasible to conduct soundness
and completeness proofs for verification calculi on a machine. As a by-product, we
have gained a new set of verification rules for imperative programs dealing with recur-
sive (parameterless) procedures and local variables. Soundness and completeness are
important meta-theoretical properties. However, it remains to be shown that the new
verification calculi are suitable in practice. Clearly, we cannot really expect to verify
industrial-size programs at this stage. Our results would need to be extended to bet-
ter support modular program development. In particular, we cannot directly deal with
multiple procedures or parameter passing.

In this chapter, using Hoare’s (1961) Quicksort algorithm as an example, we show
that our Hoare Logic rules lend themselves to proving the correctness of a concrete
recursive procedure with local and global variables.

Verification systems such as Hoare Logic themselves do not actually impose a strict
methodology on how to verify programs. At one end of the spectrum, one can derive a
Verification Condition Generator (VCG) from the set of rules. Given a program anno-
tated with loop invariants and specifications for recursive procedures, a VCG automati-
cally produces a set of propositions, which, if proven correct, guarantee the correctness
of the desired program. Using the B method (Abrial 1996) as the underlying verifica-
tion system, this approach has for example been employ&Hy Alsthomto verify
the speed- and switching-control software used in all of France’s 6000 electric trains.
On the other end of the spectrum, Dijkstra (1990), Gries (1981) and others advocate
developing the program hand-in-hanwith its proof of correctness.

Our specification follows Reynolds’s (1981) presentation. The arguments in the
correctness proof are well-known. Foley & Hoare had already published a proof of
partial correctness for Quicksort in 1971. In our presentation, besides also considering

IFormally, such an approach may be described by first-order deliverables (Burstall & McKinna
1993).
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termination, we highlight the role of the strengthened consequence rule and the new
rules required in the presence of recursive procedures and local variables.

The formal rigour of the correctness proof is an orthogonal issue. Current indus-
trial applications seem to be aided by some tool support, but purely logical propositions
(arising from a consequence rule) are mostly dealt with on paper only. We have con-
ducted the complete verification using thedo system.

The outline of this chapter is as follows. We first sketch the required background
theory of sorted arrays. We then present Reynolds’s (1981) specification and discuss
the modifications required so that the program can be expressed in our toy language
framework. At the heart of the chapter lies the verification proof.

4.1 A Theory of Sorted Arrays

In his thesis, McKinna (1992) investigates correctness proofsraftionalprograms
in LEGO. We chose to reuse a substantial amount of his theory of sorted lists, which
McKinna formalised to justify the correctnesslokert Sort

In an imperative scenario, we have to deal with arrays. These are quite different
from lists. There is no recursive structure and any element can be accessed in constant
time. For efficiency, the algorithms rely on call-by-name passing (or global variables)
of arrays. An imperative sorting algorithm requires three arguments: the array, the
lower and the upper bound. The verification requires a little more care, because one has
to ensure that a recursive call only manipulates the array within the specified bounds.
We decided to represent arrays as (total) function spaces. We ghose nat as the
sort for the program variabbestoring the array. Any entry in an arrajc] corresponds
to x(c). An assignment to a particular field in an array can then be represented by
updating, see Section 2.6.1 on page 15 for details.

As a disadvantage of reusing McKinna’s (1992) scripts, we have to convert func-
tions to lists relative to some array bounds. Thus, we can no longer directly exploit
the structure of arrays. It might have been more elegant to develop a theory of sort-
ing based directly on arrays. However, we believe this would have taken more time
and decided it would not be worth the effort. We will keep the presentation short and
informal.

4.1.1 Ordered Lists

Given an ordering relation such ason natural numbers, one can lift this relation
pointwise to lists. We overload notation e.g.kind| are lists of natural numbers,
k < | denotes that every element in the lsis less than every element in the lIst
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Lifting is also useful to define the notion of an ordered list. For every elementhe
list, every element appearing later tham the list must be greater than or equakto

Definition 4.1 (Ordered Lists) Let RC T x T be an arbitrary relation.

ord(R)([]) = true
ordR)(a::l)=[a] RIAord(R)(l)

4.1.2 Subarrays

In sorting algorithms such as Quicksort, one needs to assert that a subarray, charac-
terised by array boundaries, is sorted. Representing arrays as functions, we have im-
plemented a function ndi)(a,b), which, given a functiorx with domainnat and
boundariesa,b : nat, returns the list of all elements betweanand b, intuitively,
x(a),...,x(b)].

The main idea behind Quicksort is to recursively partition the array into two sub-
arrays such that all elements in the first are less than or equal to those in the second.
This involves swapping of elements. Due to the assignment axiom, on the level of
assertions, one needs to update array elements. One therefore has to investigate how
updating interacts with the translation from functions to lists. Either updating has no
effect, because it affects elements outside the array bounds, or it changes an interme-
diate value and one may factorise the array accordingly.

Lemma 4.2 (External Update) Leta, b andc be natural number such that eitleer a
orb < ¢, thennatl(x[c — t])(a,b) = natl(x)(a, b).

Proof by induction on the array boun@sandb for a fixed element. O

Lemma 4.3 (Factorisation) Let a, b andc be natural numbers such that b < c,
then

natl(x[b+— t])(a,c) =
(if b= 0then [] elsenatl(x)(a,b—1)) @(t :: (natl(x)(b+1,c))) .

Notice that the conditional is necessary, becausea foib = 0, we have by definition
thatb— 1 = 0:nat. Thus, natlx)(a,b— 1) reduces tx(0) and not the required empty
list.

Proof by induction on the array boundsandc. The proof has an interesting twist
in that one needs to generalise over an arbitrary term O
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Having explored the effect of updating, we can show that swapping two elements
via updating preserves the permutation property.

Definition 4.4 (Permutation) McKinna defines- as the smallest equivalence relation
which identifies lists up to the commutativity of the append function, and is closed
under adding a new element at the front:

k~1 kel T ~m k~1

'~ k~m k@l~Iek (@ k) ~(a:l)

Lemma 4.5 (Swapping Elements)Leta, b, c andd be natural numbers with<c<b
anda < d < b. Thennatl(x[d — x(c)] [c+— x(d)])(a,b) ~ natl(x)(a,b).

Proof by case analysis on whethexk d,c=d orc > d. O

New in the imperative scenario is the desired property that elements outside the bound-
aries of the array are not affected by the sorting algorithm. Hence, we need to express
that two arrays andx are permutations within a specified region and identical other-
wise.

Definition 4.6 (Permutation on Subarrays)

def
X aNbX:e

(natl(X)(a, b) ~ natl(x)(a,b)) A (Vc- (c<aVvb < c) = X(c) =x(c))

4.1.3 High-Level Correctness Argument

The array to be sorted undergoes a series of transformations during the process of
Quicksort. First, it is reordered to form a partition such that elements in the first are
smaller than or equal to all elements in the second. Then, the algorithm is applied
recursively to the two partitions.

Starting with the original arra), let X; andX, denote the two intermediate arrays,
andXs the final array. From the progress achieved in the individual steps, one needs to
establish thaXs is ordered, a permutation & and that none of the elements outside
of the array boundaries have been modified.

Definition 4.7 (Sorted Arrays) X aSorted x = ord(<) (natl(x)(a,b)) AX a~P x
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O p. 21981 Theorem 4.8 (Quicksort) Leta andb be the array boundaries, aathe intermediate
position computed by the partitioning process suchahatc < b. Given

X0 a~" X1 (4.1)
natl(X1)(a,c—1) < natl(Xy)(c,b) (4.2)
X1 aSorted1 X, (4.3)

X, cSorted X3 (4.4)

one can justifiXy aSorted® Xs.

Proof Combining the stability conditions outside the array boundaries of (4.3) and
(4.4), we may exploit

natl(Xy)(c,b) = natl(Xy)(c, b) (4.5)
natl(Xy)(a,c—1) = natl(X3)(a,c—1) (4.6)

We show how to establish ofd)(nati(Xs)(a, b)) in more detail. Appealing to the
permutation properties of (4.3) and (4.4), as well as the equalities (4.5) and (4.6), from
the partitioning (4.2), we may conclude

natl(X3)(a,c—1) < natl(X3)(c,b) . (4.7)
Moreover, rewriting (4.3) with the help of (4.6) yields
ord(<) (natl(Xs)(a,c— 1)) (4.8)

Hence, combining (4.7), (4.8) and the order property of (4.4) established that the list
natl(X3)(a, b) is sorted. O

4.2 Specification of Quicksort

We follow Reynolds’s (1981) top-down presentation. Relative to a program Prepare
which partitions the array into two fragmerksind! with k < I, we recursively sork
andl. A Hoare triple which characterises the behavioulPadpareis

{a<bra=AAb=BAx=X}
Prepare
{A<c<BAnatlX)(Ac—1) <natX)(c,B) Ax a~EXAa=AAb=B}

Lemma 4.9 (Rigorous Correctness of Quicksort)We pass the boundariestaas call-
by-values and the array x as call-by-name.
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procedure quicksortnat val a,b; nat array var X);
{a=AANb=BAx=X}
if a < bthen beginnat c;
Prepare;
quicksorta,c— 1,X); quicksortc,b,X)
end
{X aSorte® x}

The Prepare fragment builds on a general partition procedure

procedure partition(nat val a,b,r; nat var c; nat array var Xx);
{a=AAb=BAx=X}
beginnat d;
c:=a,d:=b
while c < d do
if x[c] <rthenc:=c+1lelse
if x[d] >r thend:=d—1else
begin
beginnat t; t:=x[c|; X[c] :=x[d]; x[d] :=t end;
ci=c+1;d:=d-1
end
end
{A<c<d+1Anatl(x)(Ac—1) <rAr <natl(x)(c,B) Ax a~B XA
a=AAb=B}

If Prepare were to simply cafartition(a, b,r, c, x), there would be no guarantee that
both partitions are strictly smaller. Without this additional property, the above Quick-
sort procedure may not terminate. Reynolds (1981) overcomes this problem by ana-
lysing the outermost elemenk&] andx[b] and swaps them in casg¢a] > x[b|. By
narrowing the partitioning algorithm to the subarray fgtla+ 1,b— 1) for some in-
termediate pivot elememtwhich lies betweerx[a] andx[b], one can guarantee that
Prepare finds a valuesuch thats < ¢ < b:

Definition 4.10 (Prepare)

{a<bAra=AAb=BAx=X}
beginnat r;
if x[a] > x[b] then beginnat t; t:=x[a]; x[a] :=x[b]; x[b] :=t end;
r:=(x[al +xb]) = 2;
partitionla+ 1,b— 1,r,c,x)
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end
{A<c<BAnatlX)(Ac—1) <natX)(c,B) Ax a~EXAa=AAb=B}

4.2.1 Mechanisation

Being primarily interested in the meta-theory of verification calculi, we have chosen a
shallow embedding for assertions. Unfortunately, this renders examples illegible. For
the purpose of this chapter, we present assertions at the syntactic level. These have
been translated by hand from the actualdo scripts.

All local program variables have saitt. We therefore annotate correctness for-
mulae only with a set of local program variables in scépestead of an environ-
ment(Isort E).

We only consider assertions where the domain of auxiliary variables coincides with
the state space. In assertions, lowerdf®®) variable names correspond to the value
of program variables in the current state, whereas uppercase variable names corre-
spond to auxiliary variables. Intuitively, auxiliary variables capture the initial value of
program variables.

Example 4.11 In an environment E recording all local variables, the assertion
a=AAnb=BAa<b

is to be parsed as

A(Z,0) -lookup(E,0)(a) = lookup(E, Z)(a) A
lookup(E, 0)(b) = lookup(E, Z)(b) A lookup(E, 0)(a) < lookup(E,o)(b) .

Our toy language does not support multiple procedures, nor parameter passing.
Therefore, we need to reformulate the algorithm in more primitive terms. To circum-
vent parameter passing in Def. 4.9, we replace the call-by-name pararhgtglobal
program variable.

We eliminate call-by-value parameters by following the recipe of Sect. 3.4 on
page 110. We declare the paramet#randb’ as global program variables. At the
beginning of the procedure, we allocate tlwoal variablesa andb and initialise them
with the values of andb’ at procedure invocation time. Moreover, we have to take
care of uninitialised local program variables, either by rearranging code, or, by choos-
ing some arbitrary initial value.
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0 p. 221E1 Definition 4.12 (Quicksort)

S & newa:=a innewb:=bin
if a< bthennewc:=0in
begin
Prepare;
a:=ab:=c-1
call;
a:=c b:=b;
call
end

As the partitioning algorithm is non-recursive, we macro-expand its invocation in
Def. 4.10. As a further simplification, we set the pivot elemenk[® instead of
(x[a] +x[b]) =+ 2, because, givexia] < x[b], it it easier to show[a] < x[a] < x[b] than

x[a] < (x[a] +x[b]) +2 < x[b| .

0 p. 220E1 Definition 4.13 (Preparg

Preparé< if x[a] > x[b] then newt :=x(a]
in begin x[a] :=x[b]; x[b] :=t end,
newr :=x[a in
begin

c.=a+1,

newd:=b—1in

while ¢ <d do

if x[c] <rthenc:=c+1lelse
if x[d] >r thend:=d—1else

begin
newt :=x(c|
in begin
x[c] :=x[d]; x[d] :=t
end;
c:=c+1,d:=d-1
end

end

The specification for the Quicksort algorithm remains the same. However, due to

our encoding of parameter passing, we have to ensure that the program vatigtiles
andx are global.
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Lemma 4.14 (Correctness of Quicksort)LetE be an arbitrary environment such that
En{d,b’,x} = 0. We can then derive

E | Ol_Hoare{a/ :A//\b/ == B//\X: X}
call
{X nSorte® x}

In order to prove this, we establish the intermediate result:

Lemma 4.15 (Correctness oPreparg Let E be an arbitrary environmenandlr be
an arbitrary context.

Prepare

where

Definition 4.16 (Variant for Prepard=ragment)
varianpreparéX)(C) &
A< c<BAnatlX)(A c—1) < natl(X)(c,B) Ax a~B X

An important and challenging aspect of the specification is to provide a suitable
loop invariant. Based on Reynolds’s (1981) version for the partition algorithm, we
have employed the following assertion:

Definition 4.17 (Invariant for Prepard-ragment)

iNVpreparéC,d) EA<c<d+1Ad<BA

natl(x)(A,c—1) <rAr <natl(x)(d+1,B—1) Ar <X[B|] A
X a~BXANa=AAb=B

4.3 A Guided Tour of the Verification Proof

Our formalised verification calculus does not directly permit multiple procedures. The
declaration of the procedure in Def. 4.12 contains only procedure activations of itself.
We have used EGO's support for definitions to emphasise that the Prepare fragment
corresponds to a procedure invocation. In the correctness proof, we exp®iid

2For simplicity, in the mechanised proof, we only consider the particular envirorEnenfa, b, c}
arising in the proof of Quicksort.
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support for structuring proofs tmdependentlyerify the correctness of Prepare and
Quicksort.

We commence by assuming Lemma 4.15 and show Lemma 4.14 i.e., that the skele-
ton of the Quicksort algorithm is correct. Afterwards, we complete the proof by veri-
fying the Prepare implementation.

The main purpose of this section is to clarify how to use our set of Hoare Logic
rules in practice. It is well-known that the whole process can be automated with a
Verification Condition Generator.

4.3.1 \Verification of Quicksort Skeleton

Our proof strategy is to employ the rule for well-founded recursion (3.41) on page 99.
To use this we need to plant a termination measure in the precondition. For Quick-
sort, every call works on a smaller subarray. Its length is determined by the expression
(b’ — &)+ 1. We therefore employ the consequence rule (3.45) to equivalently trans-
form the preconditiont@n-n= (b’ —a)+ 1Aa = A A =B Ax= X. Specialising

rule (3.41) to the usual well-founded orderonnat results in the subgoal

0| r l_Hoare{n: (b/—a/)+1/\a/:A//\b/: B//\X:X}
S
{X nSorte® x}

wheren : nat is an arbitrary reference and

F < {E8m-m= (U —-a)+1rad =A A =B Ax=XAm<n}

call
{X ySorted x}

The outermost constructors of the progr&grsuccessively determine which veri-
fication rules to apply. We commence by compensating for the local vaaaldace
the pre- and postcondition do not mention another (local) program vaaatiie rule
for blocks (3.43) on page 100 only adas- & in the precondition and = A in both
assertions of the context. In particular, we have to derive

{a} | Pr(C,a,Va) FHoare{n= (b —&)+1Ad =A A =B Ax=XAa=4a}

newb:=b in
if a< bthennewc:=0in
begin
Prepare;
ad:=a b:=c-1
call;

122



a:=c; b:=b;
call
end
{X Sorted x}

Similarly, we remove the other local variable declarations and split the conditional.
The case where the array to be sorted contains at most one element can be resolved
easily. Otherwise, we have to show

{a,b,c}| MapchHoare{n= (0 —&)+1rnd =AAD =B Ax=XA
a=a Ab=bAa<bAac=0}

Prepare;
a:=ab:=c-1
call;

a:=c; b :=b;
call

{X ySorte& x}
where for

def

pl(A7A/7 B? B/7C7 X)(a7 al? b? bl? C7 X) =
Im-m= (b’ —a)+1rd =AAD =B Ax=XAm<nA
a=AANb=BAc=C

and

qi(A,A,B,B,C,X)(a,d,b,b/,c,x) &
X nSorted xAa=AAb=BAc=C

we define

Mabc gef Pr(Pr(Pr(r, a,Va), b, vb) ,C, vc)

= {pl(A7 Al? B? Bl? C? X) (a7 a/7 b? bl? C? X)}
call
{ql(A7 Al? B? Bl? C? X) (a7 a/7 b? bl? C? X)}

The assignment axiom can cope with an arbitrary postcondition. Hence, it is advis-
able, to break down the sequence of statements in reverse order. Splitting off the last
procedure invocation yields

{a,b,c} | MapchHoare{N=(b—a)+1rad =AAD =B Ax=XA
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a =anb =brd <bAc=0}

Prepare;
ad:=a b:=c-1
call

{?Ab—b]lar c|}
and
{a,b,c} | FapctFroare {7} call{X ySorted x} (4.9)

where ?is an intermediate assertion to be synthesised.

Ideally, 7 should be as weak as possible. It can be computed with the help of
the rule of adaptation (3.67) applied to (4.9) and the correctness formula in the con-
textlapc. This yields the precondition

3A1, A1, B1, B}, C1, X1 - p1(Ae, A1, B1, B, C1, X1)(a,@, b, b/, ¢, x) A
Vay,ay, ba,bl, c1,x1 - (qu(A1, AL, By, By, C1, X1) (a1, 83, b1, by, €1, x1) =
X aSorte® xq)

The existential quantifiers are uniquely determined by the assgrioRurthermore,
we can simplifyq; because the variables, &), by, b} andc; do not occur in the
assertiorxX A/Sorted“/ x1. Thus, we may instantiate

A= (b —a)+1<nA(vX-x aSorte® X3 = X pSorte® Xs)

Adopting the same strategy, we remove the first recursive procedure invocation and are
left with having to show

{a,b,c} | TapchHoare{n=(b'—&)+1rnd =A AN =B Ax=XA
a=aAb=bAra<bAc=0}
Prepare
{((c=1)—d)+1<nA(l—c)+1<nA
(VX2-x ySorted ™ X, =
VX3~ X2 cSorted X3 = X ySorted X3)}

One could continue this strategy and push the cumulative postcondition through the
Prepare fragment. Instead, we follow Reynolds’s specification in which Prepare is
a procedure and proceed by stepwise-refinement i.e., we employ the consequence
rule (3.45) to resolve the open goal with the help of the postulated correctness of the
Prepare fragment according to Lemma 4.15. We then independently establish the cor-
rectness of the partitioning for a concrete implementation.
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Notice that we require the strengthened consequence rule (3.45) to exploit
(b’ — &)+ 1, a property exclusively recorded in theesconditionwhen resolving the
termination guarantedgc— 1) — &) +1 < nand(b’ — c¢) + 1 < n of thepostcondition
More precisely, modulo some trivial simplifications, our strengthened consequence
rule generates the following side-condition:

n=({-a)+1rad =AAb =B Ax=XAa=AAb=bAra<b=
Ve, X1 - varianpreparéX1) (C) =
(c=1)—-a)+1<nA(b—c)+1<nA
(VX2 x ySorted ™ X, =VX3- X, cSorted X3 = X ySorte® X3))

The inequalities are easily resolved. The last part of the conjunction corresponds to
Theorem 4.8 on page 116 in the presence of vasigqtéX1)(C).

4.3.2 \Verification of the Prepardragment

The only interesting aspect in this proof revolves around the loop. Using the sequential
rule, we first split the proof obligation into

E | T FHoare{a<bAra=AAb=BAXx=X}
if x[a] > x[b] then newt :=x[a]
in begin x[a] :=x[b]; x[b] :=t end
{71}

and

E | r I_Hoare{’-”'il}
newr :=x[al in
begin

c:=a+1;

newd:=b—1in

while c < d do

if x[c] <rthenc:=c+1lelse
if x[d] >r thend:=d —1else

begin
newt:=x(c|
in begin
x[c] :=x[d]; x[d]:=
end;
c:=c+1,d:=d-1
end
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end

where the intermediate assertion % eventually uniquely determined by the loop
invariant and can be synthesised, provided we employettreonstructiveversion of
the rule for dismantling blocks (3.68) which unifies

A1 =uL(?2,r,X[a))
and yields the proof obligation

Eu{r}| Pr(I",r,vt) FHoare{?2}
c.=a+1,
newd:=b—1in
while c < d do
if x[c] <rthenc:=c+1lelse
if x/d] >rthend:=d—1else

begin
newt :=x(c|
in begin
x[c] :=x[d]; x[d] :=t
end;
ci=c+1;d:=d-1
end

We employ the sequential, assignment and left-constructive rule for blocks to succes-
sively decompose the program fragment until we reach the loop. This process yields
another intermediate assertion 8uch that

’)|3 — uL(inVPreparéC,d),d, b_ 1)

and

Eu{r,d} | ' g FHoarewhilec < ddo
if x[c] <rthenc:=c+lelse
if x[d] >r thend:=d—1else
begin
newt :=x(c|
in begin
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ci=c+1;d:=d-1
end

with
def

Mra = Pr(Pr(,r,v).d,vg) .

Dealing with the loop, we apply the consequence rule to strengthen the postcondition
to invpreparéC, d) A —(c < d). Progress is achieved by extending the first segment, the
second segment, or both. A suitable termination measure keeps track of the length
of the intermediate segmed + 1) — c. Thus, applying the rule for well-founded
loops (3.44), for a constamt: (nat, <), we are left with having to establish

E U {I’, d} | rr’d l_Hoare{inVPreparéC, d) NC § d A (d + 1) —C= W}
if x[c] <rthenc:=c+1lelse
if x[d] >r thend:=d—1else

begin
newt :=x[c]
in begin
x[c] :=x[d]; x[d] :=t
end;
ci=c+1;d:=d-1
end

The cases where eithgfic] <r orx[d] > r are straightforward. Otherwise, we have to
show

Eu{r,d} | T'rd FHoare{iNVpPreparéC,d) A\C<dA(d+1)—C=WA
~(xc] < 1) A= (x(d] > 1)}
newt:=x(c|
in begin
x[c] :=x[d]; x[d] :=t
end
{invpreparéC+1)(d—1) A ((d—1)+1)—(c+1) < w}

To complete the proof, we need to appeal once more to the rule of consequence. We
could either
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1. commence by applying the top-down version of the rule for blocks (3.43) and
appeal to the consequence rule when dealing with the assigmogrt x[d].

2. first apply the rule of consequence so that the left-constructive version of the
rule for blocks (3.11) becomes applicable. One can then immediately resolve
x[c] :=x[d] by the axiom for assignments.

We have pursued the first option. Given

iNVpreparéC,d)

c<dA-=(X[c] <r)A=(x[d] >r) (4.10)
(d+1)—c=w
t = X|c]
we have to show
iNVpreparéC+ 1)(d — 1) [X — X[d — t]] [x — x[c — x[d]]] (Invariant)
(d=1)+1)—(c+1)<w (Termination)

Invariant Having represented arrays as functions, we need to remove redundant up-
dates by appealing to the Lemmata 4.2 and 4.5.

Termination The premiss (4.10) is equivalentdc< d.

4.4 Conclusions

Much of the discussion in the above proofs has been focussed on choosing appropriate
verification rules at strategic points and explaining the resulting proof obligations. Our
main motivation has been to clarify the effect of the new set of rules by way of an
example.

The only challenging aspect is to devise suitable invariants for loops. Furthermore,
one needs to have a succinct specification of the recursive procedure. In an early proof
attempt, we had forgotten to specify that array elements outside the array bounds re-
main invariant.

Given such invariants and specifications of recursive procedures, it is well-known
that the complete verification can be automated by a VCG. This produces the same
set of purely logical obligations arising from side-conditions of the consequence rule
which we had to deal with after manually applying the axioms and rules of Hoare
Logic.
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Our proof has been unnecessarily complicated, because we have no support for
parameter passing at the level of Hoare Logic. We had to introduce further global
and local program variables. In particular, it caused more proof obligations involving
values of the additional program variables.

LEGOs implementation of existential variables (such gshias been very helpful
when applying verification rules. It allowed us to apply them without having to specify
the assertions. Later in the correctness proaf; & synthesised these automatically.

Unfortunately, it turned out to be time consuming to prove the arising (purely log-
ical) verification conditions in EGo. Due to our choice of a shallow embedding of
assertions, the proof tool has no syntactic guidance to reduce the resulting excessively
large proof obligation$

To check the correctness of the Quicksort algorithmab had to run for more
than 37 hours requiring more than 80MB on a SUN SPARC station 20 with sufficient
physical memory to avoid swappihgTo speed up the process, one could either em-
ploy a deep embedding of assertions, or directly guide the system to simplify proof
obligations.

3See pages 222-234.

4In comparison, on the same architecture, the completeness proof for Hoare Logic dealing with
recursive procedures and local variables could be dealt with in less than 15 minutes requiring less than
25MB. In both cases, we starte¢&o in the empty environment.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions and Future Work

If a verification calculus is unsound, one may derive properties of a program which
do not hold. If it is incomplete, one may not be able to derive a desired property of
a program despite it being satisfied. It is well known that establishing soundness and
completeness for verification calculi is a challenging task. Many incorrect results based
on doing proofs by hand have been published in the past.

We have taken advantage of th&do system to interactively derive machine-
checked soundness and completeness proofs for Hoare Logic and the operation de-
composition rules of the Vienna Development Method (VDM). We have dealt with
parameterless recursive procedures and local variables in the context of total correct-
ness. Previously, machine-checked completeness results had only been established for
simple imperative programs without recursive procedures in a scenario of partial cor-
rectness.

With computer-aided proof systems, one attains a high-level of confidence con-
cerning the correctness of machine-checked proofs e.gE@oLless than 200 lines
of SML code are responsible for checking that a given derivation is correct. Today'’s
proof tools are sufficiently advanced to be of significant help in investigating meta-
theory of verification calculi. In our opinion, soundness and completeness are difficult
concepts which have to be tackled by appealing to intricate induction principles. A
computer-aided proof system is very good at managing such tasks.

5.1 Syntax of Assertions

To prove completeness, one needs to be able to construct assertions which express
semantic properties of the programming language. One usually simply assumes that
the assertion language is sufficiently expressive. Both soundness and completeness
proofs can be simplified if one does not worry about the actual syntactic representation
of assertions.
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A disadvantage of this approach is that examples are more difficult to read. More-
over, verifying the Quicksort algorithm, we found that the resulting proof obligations
arising from the side-condition of the rule of consequence become too large for the
LEGO system to efficiently process. Without syntactic structure, the proof tool has
little guidance on how to reduce such proof obligations.

5.2 The Roéle of Auxiliary Variables in Hoare Logic

The required formal detail in a completely machine-checked proof encourages one
to more critically analyse the theory under investigation. Often, simplifications are
vital for a machine-checked development to be feasible. As our main contribution, we
have illuminated the réle of auxiliary variables in Hoare Logic. They are required to
relate the value of program variablesdifferentstates. We felt that, in previous Hoare
Logic calculi, some of the encountered difficulties arose because the role of auxiliary
variables had not been adequately reflected in the rules.

We have followed a proposal by Apt & Meertens (1980) to interpret assertions
as relations on the state spamed a domain of auxiliary variables. Moreover, we
have proposed a new consequence rule to adjust auxiliary variables while strengthening
preconditions and weakening postconditions. This rule is stronger than all previously
suggested structural rules, including Hoare’s (1969) rule of consequence and rules of
adaptation. As a direct consequence

e we were able to show that, contrary to common belief, VDM is more restrictive
than Hoare Logic in that every derivation in VDM can be naturally embedded in
Hoare Logic.

e We have clarified how to uniformly establish completeness as a corollary of
Gorelick’s (1975) Most General Formula (MGF) theorem which focusses on de-
riving a specific correctness formula. One may appeal to our new consequence
rule to derive completeness in a single step from the MGF.

¢ No further structural rules are required to cater for recursive procedures.

The new approach has already been taught by Hofmann (1997) to undergraduate stu-
dents as part of a course on semantics and verification.

5.3 Future Work

Following Apt (1981) and America & de Boer (1990), we have restricted our attention
to a single procedure declaration without parameters. We have however proposed a new
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rule to handle mutually recursive procedures which may conceivably be easier to apply
than previous suggestions. Furthermore, we have sketched extensions to procedures
with call-by-value parameters.

We were able to work with a simple notion of states which maps program variables
to values. To extend this work to call-by-name parameters, and thus deal with aliasing,
it seems advisable to consider a more elaborate mechanism for representing the state
space such as an address mechanism. It would be interesting and rewarding to em-
ploy a computer-aided proof tool to investigate soundness and completeness for such
verification calculi.
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Appendix A

Some Remarks on Working with the
L EGO System

The LEGO system was developed at the University of Edinburgh by Pollack (1994)
with contributions by Claire Jones and McBride (1998). We recommend Underwood’s
(1997) lecture notes as an introduction to the systeeGdimplements Luo’s (1994)
Unifying Theory of dependent Types (UTT) which has been established as being con-
sistent by Goguen (1994). UTT combines an extension of the Calculus of Construc-
tions (Luo 1990) with (intensional) Martin-Lof type theory (Coquand, Nordstrom,
Smith & von Sydow 1994). UTT has a well-established theory which consists of less
than 100 rules. The algorithm which checks proof terms is relatively small. It has been
programmed in SML in less than 200 lines. Thus confidence in the system is high
(Pollack 1998).

In this chapter, we describe in more detail some of the peculiarities of working
in type theory, with particular emphasis on thedo implementation. We commence
with introducing the notation for term structure to clarify the outline of the scripts in the
following chapter. In Sect. A.2, we introduce the system’s facility for defining recursive
functions. In Sect A.3, we present the encoded well-founded induction principle. Next,
we explain in detail how we have encoded an equality such that one may replace terms
in any type. Thus we may implement substitution on dependent functions.

A.1 Notation

Functional abstractiohx: T -U is represented bjx:T|U . Its type[]x: T -U is ren-
dered agx:T}U . If one replaces the colon with a vertical barE&o attempts to
synthesise the value of such implicit variables in an application (Pollack 1992).

Example A.1 (Implicit Arguments) Theseq constructor for sequential composition
of imperative programs inhabits the type
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{sort|SORT(VAR)H{S1,S2:prog(sort)}prog(sort)

It expects three elements, a sort and two imperative programs where program variables
adhere to this sort. It returns a program with the same sort. However, the implicit
argumentsort of the compound program can be synthesised from the other argu-
ments. In particular, the terrseq(S1)(S2) , whereS1andS2 are programs of type
prog(sort) ,is well-formed.

A.2 Recursion

Recursion is restricted to higher-ordaimitive recursion. Every inductively defined
type is equipped with an elimination principle which enforces that the new type is
closed by its constructors.

Example A.2 Polymorphic Lists are defined by

Inductive [list:Type->Type]
Constructors [nil {T:Type}list(T)]
[cons:{T|Type}T->list(T)->list(T)]

From such a definition, EGO generates the elimination principle
[T -C(nil(T)) [T - [1x- [1xs- C(xs) — C(cong(x)(xs))
NT-Nz-C2)

and the two computation rules

listersa(C)()(g) (Nl (T)) 5 F(T)
1i5te1:a(C) (F)(9) (CONSX)(X9)) B59(X) (x9) (1i5te1:a(C)(F)(0) (x9)

whereC is a dependent function inhabitif@T | Type - 1ist(T) — Type. In partic-
ular, the constantiste;in €Xpects as arguments a functiorand descriptions of the
behaviour in the base and step cases. It returns a function mapping an arbitrziy list
C(2).

Consider the definition of theppendfunction in the programming language SML
(Paulson 1990)

fun append(nil)(y) =y
|appendx:: xs)(y) = x:: (append(xs)(y))
where :: denotes the uncurried versiorcohs It follows a primitive-recursive pattern

and one may immediately reflect its definition iE&0 by applyingliste1in to the
three arguments
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0 p. 23581

1. AT -A_:1list(T)-1ist(T) — 1ist(T)
2. AT-Ay-y

3. AT -Ax-A_:1list(T)-Aappendxs: 1ist(T) — 1ist(T)-Ay-
congx)(appendxsy))

A.3 Well-Founded Relations

A relationRC T x T is well-founded if, and only if, there are no infinite decreas-

ing sequencesy R™1 x; R ... e.g., < C nat x nat is well-founded, whereas C

int X int is not. Well-founded relations play an important role in specifying a ter-

mination measure required in proofs of termination (Dershowitz & Manna 1979). If a

verification rule refers to a well-founded relati®to cater for termination, its sound-

ness proof has to appeal to well-founded induction:
vn- (Vx-x Rn=P(x)) = P(n)

Vz-P(2)
One may consider the induction scheme as a constructive version of the definition of
well-foundedness.

(WF)

A.4 Equality

Representing equality in type theory is a delicate subject. In this section, we show in
detail how one can set up a powerful notion of extensional equality which supports
dependent substitutions. Thus, we may implement updating of dependent functions
which is required to represent a model of the state space.

LEGO's tactics can be configured to work for an arbitrary equality, provided it is
reflexive and substitutive. It uses these ingredients to derive, amongst other properties,
a proof that the equality is also symmetric. We chose Hofmann’s (1995) encoding of
an extensional equality. It is based on Leibniz equality which equates two terms if they
fulfil the same property:

def

Definition A.3 (Leibniz Equality) x=y=VP:T — Prop-P(x) = P(y)

Leibniz equality is obviously reflexive and substitutive. Eqtref1(x) be an abbrevi-
ation for the proof of reflexivithP - Ap: P(x) - p.

Substitutivity is somewhat limited. One may only replace two equal terms within a
proposition We therefore axiomatide

INotice that we cannot empldg_subst to defineequality, lecauseEq_subst(x,y) is a type and
not a proposition.
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0 p. 23581 Axiom 1 (Substitutivity)

[Mxy:T-x=y—T[]C:T — Type-C(x) — C(y) (Eq_subst)

VC:T — Type-Va: T -Vb:C(a)-Eq-subst(a,a)(Eq-refl(a))(C)(b) =b
(Eq_subst_comp)

The axiomEq_subst allows one to substitute withintgpe The second axiom permits
removing redundant substitutions such as substitatiog a, provided that the equality

a = a has been established by the canonical proof of reflexivity. In practice, we also
want to remove redundant substitutions if the equality has been established by other
means, in particular, by appeal to an assumption. In such a scenario, it would help
to assume that there is only one canonical proof of two terms being equal. We go
further and adopt the stronger proof irrelevance principle stating that regarding any
proposition, proofs are unique.

0 p. 236E2 Axiom 2 (Proof Irrelevance) VP : Prop-VX,y:P-x=y

With proof irrelevance, we can strengthen substitutivity to replace terms in a dependent
context:

O p. 23781 Lemma A.4 (Dependent Substitution) Let A be any typeB a type depending on ele-
ments of the typé, andC inhabiting[la: A-B(a) — Type. Then, for any two elements
a andain A, given a proofp that they are propositionally equal, for adgpendent
termb: B(a), we may replac€(a)(b) by C(4)(Eq-subst(a,a)(p)(B)(b)).

Proof  Let p be a proof ofa = & We show
b B(a) - C(&) (Eq-subst(a, &) (p) (B) (b)) — C(a)(b)
by applyingEq_subst to the proofp and
Na-[Ip:a=4-[Tb: B(a) -C(4) (Eq-subst(a,8)(p)(B)(b) — C(a)(b) -
This leaves us with having to establish
b B(&)- C(&) (Eq-subst (4, 8)(p)(B)(b)) — C(a)(b)

wherep' is a witness fom= 4. Due to proof irrelevance, we may replagewith the
canonical proofq_refl1(8). Appealing to Axiom 1, the substitution collapses. [
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Finally, we assume that two (dependent) functions are equal if their input/output
behaviour is identical. This is required in the soundness proof for the verification rule
for blocks on page 102 to replace a functibby f [x — t] [x — f(X)].

0 p. 236E2 Axiom 3 (Extensionality) Let T be a type andC : T — Type be an indexed type.
Consider any dependent functiong : [1x: T -C(x). If, for all inputsx: T, f(X) =g(x)
holds, one may conclude= g.

In his thesis, Hofmann (1995) has shown that it is consistent to assume all of these
axioms.

A.5 Updating Dependent Functions

We use dependent functions to model the state space. An assignment to a variable
then corresponds to updating the function. Unlike non-dependent functions, updating
requires some care and we have to resort to the first two axioms to achieve the goal.

In a constructive framework, we can only effectively update a (dependent) func-
tion if equality on its domain is decidable. For the purpose of this sectiof, les
such a domain. We characterise that equality is decidability by relying on a concrete
implementatioreq: T x T — bool such that the functioaqreflects equality i.e.,

VX, y: T -x=y< eqXxy) =true . (DecSetoighay

Assume we have a suitable candidatedgand letf : [Ty : T - C(y) be the function
we want to update at position: T with v: C(x) i.e. f [x+— v|. Lety be an arbitrary
element of the domain. Our task is to extract the appropriate element wittC(ype
We proceed by case analysis on whetheoincides withy. More precisely, we derive

Vc:bool- (eqXx,y) =c) — C(y)

by induction onc with the help of the elimination principle

C:bool — Type C(false) C(true)

boole1in
V¢ :bool-C(C) (boole1n)

Consider the case that= false We ignore the additional inpex,y) = falseand
retrieve the original valué(y).

The casec = true is more subtle, because the naive solutodoes not inhabit
C(y). But, in the presence of a proof effx,y) = true, eqgs characterisation
lemma (DecSetoigly,) yields a proof thak = y and we can use the axiom of
substitutivity to coerce the typ@(y) to C(x).
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Thus, the recursion corresponds to the following elimination on bodleans

need to be cut

boolelin ( C:bool- eq(x y) = C) —C(y)) (A.1)

AH : eq(x,y) = true - Eq_subst(x, y) (snd DecSetoigha(X, y)) (H)) (v))
coercingv :E(x) to C(y)

(A.2)
(A_:eqx,y) =false- f(y)) (A.3)
(eax.y)) (A.4)
(Eq_refl(eq(x, y))) (A.5)

Expressions (A.2) and (A.3) correspond to the ca=gs,y) and —eq(X,y), respec-
tively. The terms (A.4) and (A.5) serve as a witness in order to cut the assumptions in
term (A.1)

We can now establish the correctness of this implementation and show that both
f[x—V](X) =vandf[x— v|(y) = f(y) hold wherex # y. Both proofs are easy to
conduct by appealing to dependent substitution, replasigx) by true, andeqx,y)
by false We focus on the first property to clarify why ordinary substitution fails. The
term f [x— V] (X) is obtained by replacingwith x yielding

need to be cut

bo0olelinm ( C:bool- eq(x, X) = C5—> C(X)) (A.6)

AH :eq(x,x) =true- iEq_subst(x, y) (sndDecSetoigha(x, x))(H)) (v))

J/

-~

coercingv: C(x) to C(x)

(A.7)
(A_: eqx,x) =false- f(x)) (A.8)
(eq(x,x)) (A.9)
(Eq_ref 1(eqx, X))) (A.10)

The substitutivity axioms are not strong enough to reptase for eqx,x) because,

in case (A.7), the terrig_subst(x, y) (snd DecSetoigha(X, X))(H)) requires an argu-
ment inhabiting theype (eqx,Xx)) = true. Replacingeq(x,x) by true would lead to

an illegal term. As a consequence, we cannot reg@gpe x) in the term (A.6) either,

for otherwise, the type of the argument (A.7) would violate the typing discipline of the

2Notice that inextensionaltype theory (Martin-Lof 1984), we may omit the coercion function
Eq-subst(x,y) (snd DecSetoighalX,y))(H)) because the eqlity reflection rule forces the identity of
propositional and definitional equality. As a drawback, assuming this rule renders type-checking un-
decidable. We work in an intensional type theory. Type checking is decidable, but we cannot avoid
equality bookkeeping in the constructed terms. Unfortunately, the current implementati@cof L
offers no help with this.
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boole1in Fule. Furthermore, if we were to replaeg(x, x) with true in (A.9), the last
argument must be a proof thedyx, x) = true, which cannot be fulfilled by a proof of
reflexivity. We need dependent substitution to perform the desired substitution for the
term (A.9) modifying the type of the term (A.6)—(A.8) accordingly.
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Appendix B
Outline of LEGO Scripts

This appendix contains outlines of the actualdo scripts in which most of the proofs
have been omitted. The full scripts and further modules fr@ad's library are avail-
able on-line (Lego 1998).

B.1 Simple Imperative Programs

Module state Import DepUpdate;
[VAR|DecSetoid][sort|]SORT VAR];

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.2 on page 12. *)
[STATE = FS|VAR sort];
[lookupSTATE [s:STATE] = s];

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.5 on page 14. *)
[expression [T:Type(0)] = STATE -> T]
[eval [sigma:STATE][T|Type(0)][t:expression T] = t sigmal;

[STATE_update = FS_update];
[STATE_lookup_update = FS_update_lemma];

Module syntax Import lib_bool state;

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.6 on page 15. *)

Inductive [prog:Type]
Theorems

Constructors
[skip:prog]
[assign:{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (sort x)}prog]
[seq:{S1,S2:prog}prog]
[ifthenelse:{b:expression bool{S1,S2:prog}prog]
[while:{b:expression bool}{body:prog}prog];

Goal ifloop : {T|Type}S:prog}{then:THelse:T}T;
Goal ifassign : {T|Type}{S:prog}{then:TH{else:T}T;

Goal prog_domain : {S:prog}Type;

[P : {S:prog}Prop];
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Goal prog_predicate : {S:prog}Prop;

Discharge P;

Goal assign_update :
{TIType}
{S:progi{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{t:expression (sort x)}
{f:{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{t:expression (sort x)}T}
T

Goal prog_assign_injective’ :
{ix0,iy0|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{ix1|expression (sort ix0)}iyllexpression (sort iy0)}
(Eq (assign iy0 iyl) (assign ix0 ix1))->
{P:{ix0:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{ix1:expression (sort ix0)}Prop}
(P ix0 ix1) -> P iy0 iy1;

Goal loop_extract_b : {default:bool.expression}{S:prog}bool.expression;

Goal loop_extract_body : {S:prog}prog;

Module operate Import syntax;

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.8 on page 16. *)
Inductive [prog_operate : {sigma:STATEKS:prog}{tau:STATE}Prop] Relation
Inversion NoReductions
Constructors
[skip_operate
. {sigma:STATE}prog_operate sigma skip sigma]
[assign_operate
. {X:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:x.sort.expression}{sigma:STATE}
prog_operate sigma (assign x t) (STATE_update x (t sigma) sigma)]
[seq_operate
. {S1,S2:prog}{sigma,tau,eta:STATE}
(prog_operate sigma S1 tau) -> (prog_operate tau S2 eta)->
(* *
prog_operate sigma (seq S1 S2) eta]
[ifthen_operate
. {b:bool.expression{S1,S2:prog}{sigma,tau:STATE}
(is_true (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
(prog_operate sigma S1 tau) ->
prog_operate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau]
[ifelse_operate
. {b:bool.expression{S1,S2:prog}{sigma,tau:STATE}
(is_false (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
(prog_operate sigma S2 tau) ->
prog_operate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau]
[while_exit_operate
: {b:bool.expression{body:progi{sigma:STATE}
(is_false (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
prog_operate sigma (while b body) sigma]
[while_body_operate
: {b:bool.expression}{body:prog}{sigma,tau,eta:STATE}
(is_true (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
(prog_operate sigma body eta) ->
(prog_operate eta (while b body) tau) ->
prog_operate sigma (while b body) tau];
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Module operate_thms Import operate lib_bool_thms;
Goal oper_Inversion : {S:prog}{sigma,tau:STATE}Prop;
Induction S;

Intros; Refine Eq sigma tau; (* skip *)

(* assign *)
Intros; Refine Eq (STATE_update x (t sigma) sigma) tau;

(* seq *)

Intros s1 s2 ;

Refine Ex [rho:STATE]and (prog_operate sigma sl rho)
(prog_operate rho s2 tau);

(* conditional *)
Intros b s1 s2 ;
Refine prog_operate sigma (if (b sigma) sl s2) tau;

(* loop *)
Intros b s ___;
Refine if (b sigma);
Refine Ex [rho:STATE]and (prog_operate sigma s rho)
(prog_operate rho (while b s) tau);
Refine Eq sigma tau;
Save oper_lInversion;

Goal oper_inversion : {sigma|STATEKS|progH{tau|STATE}
{D:prog_operate sigma S tau}(oper_Inversion S sigma tau);

Goal oper_inversion_ifthenelse :
{blexpression bool{S1,S2|prog}{sigma,tau|STATE}c|bool}
{eq:Eq (b sigma) c}(prog_operate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau) ->
prog_operate sigma (if ¢ S1 S2) tau;

Goal oper_inversion_while :
{c|boolH{b|expression bool}{S|prog}{sigma,tau|STATE}
(Eq (b sigma) c)->(prog_operate sigma (while b S) tau) ->
if ¢
(Ex [rho:STATE]and (prog_operate sigma S rho)
(prog_operate rho (while b S) tau))
(Eq sigma tau);

(* Corresponds to Lemma 2.9 on page 16. *)
Goal oper_determ :
{sigma|STATE}{S|prog}{tau|STATE}
{Prem_tau|prog_operate sigma S taul{C:STATE->Prop}{eta:STATE}
{Prem_eta:prog_operate sigma S eta}
{C_eta:C eta}C tau;

Module DECLexp Import lib_int_basics decsetoid;

Inductive [VARexp:Type]
Constructors [x,y,r:'VARexp];

[sortexp = [ :VARexp]zed];

Goal VARexp_eq : {a,b:VARexp}bool;

Goal VARexp_eq_refl: {a:VARexp}is_true (VARexp_eq a a);
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Freeze Eq;

Goal VARexp_char : Eqchar VARexp_eq;

Goal VARexp_setoid : DecSetoid;

Module exp Import DECLexp lib_bool_funs lib_int_bool operate
lib_nat_Le;

(** belongs in lib_nat_Le **)
Goal Le_zero_Eq_zero : {alnat}(Le a zero) -> Eq a zero;

Goal Le_resp_pred_left : {a,bjnat}(Le (suc a) b) -> Le a (pred b);

& )

(** belongs to lib_int_funs **)
Goal Eq_zed_suc : {a,b:nat}Eq_zed ((suc a,suc b)) (a,b);

Goal Le_zed_resp_suc_right :
{alzed}{b,c|nat}(Le_zed a (b,c)) -> Le_zed a (suc b,suc c);

Goal Le_zed_resp_pred_right :
{alzed}{b,c|nat}(Le_zed a (suc b,suc c)) -> Le_zed a (b,c);

Goal abs_zed : zed -> nat;
intros input;
Refine nat_elim [m:nat}{n:nat}nat; Refine -0 input.2; Refine -0 input.1;

Refine Id; (* |(O,n) | = n?¥
intros m abs_zed_m;
Induction n;
Refine suc m; (* |(suc m,0)] = suc m *)
intros n _;
Refine abs_zed_m n; (* |(suc m,suc n)| = |(m,n)|] *)

Save abs_zed;

(Normal abs_zed (four,two));
(Normal abs_zed (two,four));

Goal abs_zed _zero : {aJzed}(Eq (abs_zed a) zero) -> Eq_zed a zero_zed;

Freeze Eq;

Goal abs_zed_suc : {aJzed}(is_suc (abs_zed a)) -> not (Eq_zed a zero_zed);

Goal exp_zed : {a:zedHb:nat}zed;
Induction b;

intros; Refine one_zed,;

intros b exp_zed_b a; Refine times_zed a (exp_zed_b a);
Save exp_zed;
Configure Infix * left 6; [op*
Configure Infix - left 5; [o

times_zed];
minus_zed];

T T

Goal Le_zed_pos_pred :
{alzed}(Le_zed zero_zed a) -> (not (Eq_zed a zero_zed)) ->
Le zed zero_zed (a - one_zed);

Goal abs_zed pos_can : {a:nat}Eq (abs_zed (a,zero)) a;

143



Goal Le_zed_Lt zed_pred : {a,b|zed}(Le_zed a (b-one_zed)) -> Lt zed a b;

Goal abs_pos_suc_pred :
{alzed}(Lt_zed zero_zed a) -> Eq (suc (abs_zed (a-one_zed))) (abs_zed a);

Goal exp_zed_pred :
{a:zed}{b:nat}(is_suc b) -> Eq (exp_zed a b) (a * exp_zed a (pred b));

Goal Le_is_suc : {a,b:nat}(Le (suc a) b) -> is_suc (minus b a);
Goal Eq_Eq_zed : {a,b|zed}(Eq a b)->Eq_zed a b;

Cut [VAR=VARexp_setoid];
Cut [sort=sortexp];

Goal prog_loop_exp : prog;
Refine while [sigma:STATE]inv (int_eq_bool (sigma y) zero_zed);
Refine seq;
Refine assign r [sigma:STATE](sigma r) * (sigma x);
Refine assign y [sigma:STATE]minus_zed (sigma y) one_zed;
Save prog_loop_exp;

Goal prog_exp : prog;

Refine seq;
Refine assign r [sigma:STATE]one_zed,;
Refine prog_loop_exp;

Save prog_exp;

[sofar [sigma,tau:STATE] =
[R=sigma r][r=tau r]
[X=sigma x][x=tau X]
[Y=sigma ylly=tau y]
Eq_ zed r (R * (exp_zed X (abs_zed Y)))];

Goal induction_exp :
{n:nat}{sigma:STATE}

{pre:(Le_zed zero_zed (sigma Y)) A (Eq (abs_zed (sigma y)) n)}
Ex [tau:STATE] (prog_operate sigma prog_loop_exp tau) A
((Egq_zed (tau y) zero_zed) A sofar sigma tau);

(* Corresponds to Lemma 2.10 on page 18. *)
Goal correct_exp :
{sigma:STATE}Xpre:(Le_zed zero_zed (sigma(y)))}
Ex [tau:STATE](prog_operate sigma prog_exp tau) A
(Eg_zed (tau(r)) (exp_zed (sigma x) (abs_zed ((sigma Y)))));

Unfreeze Eq;

Module VDMsemantics Import lib_rel operate;
(* Corresponds to Definition 2.12 on page 22. *)
[VDMSem [p:STATE.Pred][S:prog][r:Rel STATE STATE]

= {sigma:STATE}
(p sigma) -> Ex [tau:STATE]and (prog_operate sigma S tau) (r tau sigma)];

Module VDM Import lib_rel syntax;

[VDM_Pred_to_Rel [P:STATE.Pred] = [tau, :STATE]P tau : Rel STATE STATE];
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[reflclose [R:Rel STATE STATE] =
[tau,sigma:STATE](R tau sigma) Vv (Eq tau sigma)];

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.13 on page 23. *)
Inductive
[VDMder : {P:Pred STATEH{S:prog{Q:Rel STATE STATE}Prop]

Relation NoReductions

Constructors
[VDMSkip :
VDMder ([ _:STATE]trueProp) skip ([tau,sigma:STATE]Eq tau sigma)]

[VDMAssign :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrierKt:x.sort.expression}
VDMder ([_:STATE]trueProp)
(assign x t)
([tau,sigma:STATE]Eq tau (STATE_update x (t(sigma)) sigma))]

[VDMSeq :
{p1,p2:STATE.Pred}{rl,r2:Rel STATE STATE}S1,S2:prog}
(vDMder pl S1 [tau,sigma:STATE]Jand (p2 tau) (rl tau sigma)) ->
(vDMder p2 S2 r2) ->
VDMder pl (seq S1 S2) (composeRel r2 rl)]
[VDMlfthenelse :

{pre:STATE.Pred{post:Rel STATE STATE}
{b:bool.expression}{TH,EL:prog}

(VDMder ([sigma:STATE](pre sigma) A (is_true (b sigma.lookupSTATE)))
TH post) ->

(VDMder ([sigma:STATE](pre sigma) A (is_false (b sigma.lookupSTATE)))
EL post) ->

VDMder pre (ifthenelse b TH EL) post]
[VDMWhile :

{P:STATE.Pred}
{sofar:Rel STATE STATE}
{sofar_trans: trans sofar}
{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel P))}
{b:bool.expression}{body:prog}
{Prem:VDMder

([sigma:STATE](P sigma) A (is_true (b sigma.lookupSTATE)))

body
([tau,sigma:STATE](P tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}
VDMder P (while b body)
([tau,sigma:STATE](P tau) A (is_false (b tau.lookupSTATE))
(reflclose sofar tau sigma))]
[VDMConsequence :

{p,p1:Pred STATE}q,ql:Rel STATE STATE}

{S:prog}

{ConsPre:{sigma|STATE}({p sigma) -> pl sigma}

{ConsPost:{sigma|STATE}{tau:STATE}(p sigma) ->
(q1 tau sigma) -> q tau sigma}

{ConsPrem:VDMder pl S g1}

VDMde p S qJ;

Module VDMtheorems Import VDM;
Goal VDMPre :

{pre|STATE.Pred}{S|prog}{post|Rel STATE STATE}
{Prem:VDMder pre S post}
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VDMder pre S [tau,sigma:STATE]and (pre sigma) (post tau sigma);

Goal VDMConsequenceleft :
{pre_s,pre : STATE.Pred}{post:Rel STATE STATE}S:prog}
{strengthen : {sigma:STATE}(pre_s sigma) -> pre sigma}
{prem : VDMder pre S post}
VDMder pre_s S post;

Goal VDMConsequenceRight:

{pre : STATE.Predlpost,post_w:Rel STATE STATEXS:prog}
{weaken : {tau,sigma:STATE}(post tau sigma) -> post_w tau sigma}
{prem : VDMder pre S post}

VDMder pre S post_w;

Goal VDMSkipBU :
{p:Rel STATE STATEXp':STATE.Pred}
{p’p:{sigma:STATE}(p’ sigma) -> p sigma sigma}
VDMder p’ skip p;

Goal VDMAssignBU :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:x.sort.expression}
{p:Rel STATE STATENp':STATE.Pred}
{p’p:{sigma:STATE}
(p’ sigma) -> p (STATE_update x (eval sigma t) sigma) sigma}
VDMder p’ (assign X t) p;

Goal VDMSeqBU :
{p1,p2:STATE.Pred}{r,r1,r2:Rel STATE STATEKS1,S2:prog}
{weakening: SubRel (composeRel r2 rl) r}
(vDMder pl S1 [tau,sigma:STATE]and (p2 tau) (rl tau sigma)) ->
(vDMder p2 S2 r2) ->
VDMder pl (seq S1 S2) r;

Goal VDMLoopBU :
{P,I:STATE.Pred}
{Q,sofar:Rel STATE STATE}
{sofar_trans: trans sofar}
{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel I))}
{b:bool.expression{body:prog}
{ScPre:SubPred P 1}
{ScPost:{tau,sigma:STATE}(I sigma) -> (I tau) ->
(is_false (b tau.lookupSTATE)) ->
(reflclose sofar tau sigma) -> Q tau sigma}
{Prem:VDMder

([sigma:STATE](l sigma) A (is_true (b sigma.lookupSTATE)))
body
([tau,sigma:STATE](l tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}

VDMder P (while b body) Q;

Module VDMexp Import lib_nat_Le lib_bool_funs lib_int_bool DECLexp VDM,;

(** belongs in lib_nat_Le **)
Goal Le_zero_Eq_zero : {alnat}(Le a zero) -> Eq a zero;

Goal Le_resp_pred_left : {a,bjnat}(Le (suc a) b) -> Le a (pred b);

Goal Lt_zed_Le pred : {a,bjzed}(Lt zed a b) -> Le_zed a (minus_zed b one_zed);
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Goal Lt_imp_Le_zed : {a,bjzed}(Lt_zed a b) -> Le_zed a b;

[pred_zed [a:zed] = minus_zed a one_zed];

Goal pred_zed resp : {a,b:zed}(Eq_zed a b) -> Eq_zed (pred_zed a) (pred_zed b);
Goal Lt _zed pred : {a:zed}Lt zed (pred_zed a) a;

(** belongs to lib_int_funs **)

Goal Eq_zed_suc : {a,b:nat}Eq_zed ((suc a,suc b)) (a,b);

Goal Le_zed_resp_suc_right :
{alzed}{b,c|nat}(Le_zed a (b,c)) -> Le_zed a (suc b,suc c);

Goal Le_zed_resp_pred_right :
{alzed}{b,c|nat}(Le_zed a (suc b,suc c)) -> Le_zed a (b,c);

Goal Le_zed_resp_pred_left :
{alzed}{b,c|nat}(Le_zed (suc b,suc c) a) -> Le_zed (b,c) a;

Goal Lt _zed_resp_pred_right :
{alzed}{b,c|nat}(Lt_zed a (suc b,suc c)) -> Lt zed a (b,c);

Goal abs_zed : zed -> nat;

Goal abs_zed pos_can : {a:nat}Eq (abs_zed (a,zero)) a;

Goal abs_zed resp : {a,b:zed}(Eq_zed a b) -> Eq (abs_zed a) (abs_zed b);
Goal abs_zed_zero : {a|zed}iff (Eq (abs_zed a) zero) (Eq_zed a zero_zed);
Goal abs_zed_suc : {a:zed}iff (is_suc (abs_zed a)) (not (Eg_zed a zero_zed));

Goal abs_zed_pred :
{a|zed}(Lt_zed zero_zed a) ->
Lt (abs_zed (minus_zed a one_zed)) (abs_zed a);

Goal Lt resp_abs_zed_pos :
{a,b:zed}(Le_zed zero_zed a) -> (Lt_zed a b) -> Lt (abs_zed a) (abs_zed b);

Goal exp_zed : {a:zedHb:nat}zed;

Configure Infix * left 6; [op*
Configure Infix - left 5; [op-

times_zed];
minus_zed];

Goal Eq_Eq_zed : {a,b|zed}(Eq a b)->Eq_zed a b;
Goal exp_zed_times :
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{a:zed}{b,c:nat}Eq_zed (exp_zed a b * exp_zed a c) (exp_zed a (plus b c));

Goal Le_zed_pos_pred :
{alzed}(Le_zed zero_zed a) -> (not (Eq_zed a zero_zed)) ->
Le zed zero_zed (a - one_zed);

Goal Le_zed_Lt zed_pred : {a,b|zed}(Le_zed a (b-one_zed)) -> Lt _zed a b;

Goal abs_pos_suc_pred :
{alzed}(Lt_zed zero_zed a) -> Eq (suc (abs_zed (a-one_zed))) (abs_zed a);

Goal abs_zed_minus :
{a,b:zed}(Le_zed zero_zed a) -> (Le_zed a b) ->
Eq (abs_zed (minus_zed b a)) (minus (abs_zed b) (abs_zed a));

Goal abs_zed_pred’ :
{alzed}(Lt_zed zero_zed a) -> Eq (abs_zed (pred_zed a)) (pred (abs_zed a));

Goal exp_zed_pred :
{a:zed}{b:nat}(is_suc b) -> Eq (exp_zed a b) (exp_zed a (pred b) * a);

Goal Le_is_suc : {a,b:nat}(Le (suc a) b) -> is_suc (minus b a);

Goal int_eq_bool_character :
{a,b:zed}iff (is_true (int_eq_bool a b)) (Eq_zed a b);

Goal int_eq_bool_character’ :
{a,b:zed}iff (is_false (int_eq_bool a b)) (not (Eq_zed a b));

Cut [VAR=VARexp_setoid];
Cut [sort=sortexp];

Goal minus_zed_zero : {a:ized}Eq_zed (a-zero_zed) a;

Goal prog_loop_exp : prog;
Refine while [sigma:STATE]inv (int_eq_bool (sigma y) zero_zed);
Refine seq;
Refine assign r [sigma:STATE](sigma r) * (sigma x);
Refine assign y [sigma:STATE]minus_zed (sigma y) one_zed;
Save prog_loop_exp;

Goal prog_exp : prog;

Refine seq;
Refine assign r [sigma:STATE]one_zed,;
Refine prog_loop_exp;

Save prog_exp;

[pre = [sigma:STATE]Le_zed zero_zed (sigma(y))];

[invariant_term [sigma:STATE] =
sigma(r) * exp_zed (sigma(x)) (abs_zed (sigma(y)))l;

[sofar [tau,sigma:STATE] =
(Eg_zed (invariant_term sigma) (invariant_term tau)) A
(Lt_zed (tau(y)) (sigma(y))l;

(* Corresponds to Lemma 2.14 on page 23. *)
Goal correct_exp :
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VDMder pre
prog_exp
([tau,sigma:STATE]
Eq_zed (tau(r)) (exp_zed (sigma x) (abs_zed ((sigma ¥)))));

Module VDMsound Import VDMsemantics VDM operate_thms;

(* Corresponds to Theorem 2.15 on page 25. *)
Goal VDMsoundness :
{P|Pred STATE}S|prog{Q|Rel STATE STATE}
{der:VDMder P S Q}VDMSem P S Q;

Module termination Import operate_thms lib_rel;

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.16 on page 27. *)
[Termin [S:prog] =
[sigma:STATE]EX [tau:STATE]prog_operate sigma S tau : STATE.Pred];

Goal seq_terminl :
{S1,S2|prog}H{sigma|STATE}Termin (seq S1 S2) sigma) -> Termin S1 sigma,;

Goal seq_termin2 :
{S1,S2|prog}{sigma,tau|STATE}
(Termin (seq S1 S2) sigma) -> (prog_operate sigma S1 tau) ->
Termin S2 tau;

Goal ifthenelse_termin :
{blexpression bool{S1,S2|progH{sigma|STATE}Hc|bool}
{eq:Eq (b sigma) c}
(Termin (ifthenelse b S1 S2) sigma) ->
if ¢ (Termin S1 sigma) (Termin S2 sigma);

Goal while_termin :
{blexpression bool{S|prog}{sigma,tau|STATE}
(Termin (while b S) sigma) ->
(is_true (b sigma)) ->
(prog_operate sigma S tau) ->
Termin (while b S) tau;

Goal while_termin_body :
{blexpression bool}{S|prog}{sigma|STATE}
(is_true (b sigma)) -> (Termin (while b S) sigma) -> Termin S sigma;

Module VDMcomplete Import VDMsemantics VDMtheorems termination WF;
(** pre(S,q) is equivalent to Termin(S) **)

[post [S:prog][p:STATE.Pred] =
[tau,sigma:STATE](p(sigma)) A (prog_operate sigma S tau) : Rel STATE STATE];

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.17 on page 27. *)

[VDM_Most_General [S:prog] =
VDMder (Termin S) S ([tau,sigma:STATE]prog_operate sigma S tau)];
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Goal VDM_most_general_seq :
{S1,S2:progH{S1_ih:VDM_Most_General S1}{S2_ih:VDM_Most_General S2}
(VDM_Most_General (seq S1 S2));

Goal VDM_most_general_conditional :
{b:expression bool{S1,S2:prog}
{S1_ih:VDM_Most_General S1HS2_ih:VDM_Most_General S2}
VDM_Most_General (ifthenelse b S1 S2);

[b:expression bool][body:prog];

$Goal VDMWFsofar :
WF (andRel (sofar b body) (VDM_Pred_to_Rel (Termin (while b body))));

Freeze Egq;

Goal VDM_most_general_loop :
{ih:VDM_Most_General body}VDM_Most_General (while b body);

Discharge b;

(* Corresponds to Theorem 2.18 on page 27. *)
Goal VDM_most_general : {S:prog}VDM_Most_General S;

(* Corresponds to Corollary 2.19 on page 28. *)

Goal VDM_complete :
{S|progH{p|STATE.Pred}{q|Rel STATE STATE}
{semant:VDMSem p S q}vDMder p S q;

Module semantics Import syntax assertion;

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.20 on page 30. *)
[semantics [p:Assertion][S:prog][g:Assertion]
= {sigma|STATE}(p sigma) ->
Ex [tau:STATE] (prog_operate sigma S tau) A (g tau)];

Module hoare Import syntax assertion lib_nat_Lt lib_rel;

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.21 on page 31. *)
Inductive [HD : {p:Assertion}{S:prog}{q:Assertion}Prop]
Relation Inversion

Constructors

(* skip %)
[Inv : {p:Assertion}HD p skip p]

(=%
[Assign : {x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:x.sort.expression}{p:Assertion}
HD ([sigma:STATE][sigma’ = STATE_update X (t sigma) sigma]
p sigma’) (assign x t) p]

*5 "
[Seq : {p,q,r:Assertion}{S1,S2:prog}
(HD pS1r)->HDT S2 g) -> HD p (seq S1 S2) (]

(* ifthenelse *)

[Ifthenelse : {p,q:Assertion}{b:STATE->bool}{S1,S2:prog}
(HD ([sigma:STATE](p sigma) A (is_true (b sigma))) S1 q) ->
(HD ([sigma:STATE](p sigma) A (is_false (b sigma))) S2 q) ->
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HD p (ifthenelse b S1 S2) q]

(* while *)

[While :
{T|Type}{Lt:Rel T THis_wf : WF Lt}
{u:expression(T)} (* convergence function *)
{p:Assertion}{b:STATE->bool}{body:prog}
{While_step:{n:T}

HD ([sigma:STATE](p(sigma)) A (is_true(b sigma)) A (Egq (u sigma) n))
body ([tau:STATE](p(tau)) A (Lt (u tau) n))}
HD p (while b body) ([tau:STATE](p(tau)) A (is_false(b tau)))]
[Con: {p,pl,q,q1:Assertion{S:prog}
{ConSC : {sigma,tau:STATE}((p sigma) -> pl sigma) A ((g1 tau) -> q tau)}
(HD p1 S q1)->HD p S q]
NoReductions;

Goal Conl : {p,pl,qg:Assertion{S:prog}
(p .Assertion_implies p1) ->
(HD p1 S g)->HD p S q;

Goal Conr:{p,q,ql:Assertion{S:prog}
(q1 .Assertion_implies q) ->
(HD p S gq1)->HD p S q;

Goal Inv_lemma : {p,p:Assertion}
(p' .Assertion_implies p) -> HD p’ (skip) p;

Goal Assign_lemma :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:x.sort.expression}{p,p’:Assertion}
(p' .Assertion_implies
(compose p ([sigma:STATE]STATE_update x (t sigma) sigma))) ->
HD p’ (assign x t) p;

Module soundnessimport operate semantics hoare;

(* The consequence rule preserves soundness *)

$Goal soundness_consequence :
{p,p1,0,91:Assertion}{S:prog}
{ConSC : {sigma,tau:STATE}((p sigma) -> pl sigma) A ((g1 tau) -> q tau)}
(semantics pl S gl)->semantics p S q;

(* Corresponds to Theorem 2.22 on page 32. *)

Goal soundness :
{P:Assertion{S:progH{Q:Assertion}(HD P S Q) ->
(semantics P S Q);

Module completenessimport operate_thms hoare semantics WF;

[pre [S:prog][q:Assertion]
= [rho:STATE]EX[tau:STATE]and (prog_operate rho S tau) (q tau)
: Assertion]
[post [p:Assertion][S:prog]
= [tau:STATE]EX [rho:STATE](p rho) A (prog_operate rho S tau)
. Assertion];

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.23 on page 32. *)
Goal completeness :
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{P|Assertion}{S|prog}{Q|Assertion}
(semantics P S Q) > H D P S Q;

(* Hoare Logic Assertions over extended state space *)
Module HAuxAssertion Import state;

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.24 on page 36. *)
[Assertion [T:Type] = T -> STATE -> Prop];

[T.U[Type]

[UpdateAssertion
[x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier][t:expression (sort x)][p:Assertion T]
= [z:T][sigma:STATE]
[sigma’ = STATE_update x (t sigma) sigma]p z sigma’]

[ExAssertion [P:U->Assertion T]
= [z:T][sigma:STATE]Ex ([u:U]P u z sigma)];

[KSC [p,q:Assertion T][p1,ql:Assertion U]
= {Z|THsigma|STATE}p Z sigma) ->
Ex [Z1:U](p1 Z1 sigma A
({tau:STATE}qgl Z1 tau) - > g Z tau))];

Discharge T;

(* Semantics of Hoare Logic *)
Module HAuxSem Import operate HAuxAssertion;

[TITypel;

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.26 on page 36. *)

[HAuxSem [p:Assertion(T)][S:prog][q:Assertion(T)] =
{Z|TH{sigma|STATE}(p Z sigma) ->
Ex [tau:STATE](prog_operate sigma S tau) A (q Z tau)];

Discharge T;

Module HAux Import syntax HAuxSem lib_nat_Lt lib_rel;

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.27 on page 37. *)

Inductive [HD : {T|Type}p:Assertion(T)HS:progKq:Assertion(T)}Prop]
Relation

Constructors

(* skip *)
[Inv : {T|TypeHp:Assertion(T)}HD p skip p]

(* =9
[Assign :
{T|Type}{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:x.sort.expression}
{p:Assertion(T)}
HD ([Z:T][sigma:STATE][sigma’ = STATE_update x (t sigma) sigma]
p Z sigma’) (assign x t) p]

*5 "
[Seq : {T|Type}p,q,r:Assertion(T)}{S1,S2:prog}
(HD pS1r)->HDT S2 g) > HD p (seq S1 S2) (]

[Ifthenelse :
{T|Type}p,q:Assertion(T)Kb:STATE->bool}{S1,S2:prog}
(HD ([Z:T][sigma:STATE](p Z sigma) A (is_true (b sigma))) S1 q) ->
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(HD ([Z:T][sigma:STATE](p Z sigma) A (is_false (b sigma))) S2 q) ->
HD p (ifthenelse b S1 S2) q]

(* while *)
[While :
{T,W|Type}{Lt:Rel W W}is_wf : WF Lt}
{u:expression(W)} (* convergence function *)
{p:Assertion(T)K{b:STATE->bool}{body:prog}
{While_step:{t:W}
HD ([Z:T][sigma:STATE]

(p Z sigma) A (is_true(b sigma)) A (Eq (u sigma) t))
body ([Z:T][tau:STATE](p Z tau) A (Lt (u tau) 1))}
HD p (while b body) ([Z:T][tau:STATE](p Z tau) A (is_false(b tau)))]

[Con: {T,U|TypeH{pl,ql:Assertion(T)Kp,q:Assertion(U)HS:prog}
{ConSC : {Z|U{sigma:STATE}p Z sigma) ->
Ex [Z1:T](p1 Z1 sigma) A ({tau:STATE}gl Z1 tau) -> q Z tau)}
(HD p1 S q1)->HD p S q]

NoReductions;

[TITypel;

Goal Conl :
{p,p1,q:Assertion(T)H{S:prog}
{SC:{Z|TH{sigma|STATE}p Z sigma)->pl Z sigma}
(HD p1 S g)->HD p S q;

Goal Conr:
{p,q,91:Assertion(T){S:prog}
{SC:{Z|THtau|STATE}ql Z tau)->q Z tau}
(HD p S gq1)->HD p S q;

Goal Inv_lemma :
{p,p’":Assertion(T)}
{SC:{Z|TH{sigma|STATE}(p’ Z sigma)->p Z sigma}HD p’ (skip) p;

Goal Assign_lemma :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:x.sort.expression}
{p,p":Assertion(T)}

{SC:{Z|T}{sigma|STATE}
(P’ Z sigma)->p Z (STATE_update x (t sigma) sigma)}
HD p’ (assign x t) p;

Discharge T;

Module HAuxsound Import HAuxSem HAux operate_thms;

(** Our new consequence rule preserves soundness **)
$Goal HDConsequencesoundness :
{T|Type}p,q:Assertion T}
{T1|TypeKpl,ql:Assertion T1}
{S:prog}
{ConsSC:{z|TH{sigma|STATE}
(p z sigma) ->
Ex [z1:T1](p1 z1 sigma A ({tau:STATE}ql z1 tau) -> q z tau))}
{ConsPrem:HAuxSem pl S ql}HAuxSem p S q;

Expand HAuxSem;

(* Given an auxiliary variable Z and an initial state o
satisfying p(Z,0), *)
intros Z sigma pZsigma;
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(* we need to find a final state T such that 0 ——» 1

and q(Z,T). Combining p(Z,0) and ConsSC, *)
Refine ConsSC pZsigma,;

(* we can extract a witness Z; such that pi(Z1,0) holds, and for
any state 1, we may reduce the task of showing q(Z,7) to
0(Z1,1) )

intros Z1 Z1_details; Refine Z1_details; intros plZlsigma qlq;

(* Appealing to ConsPrem, from p1(Z1,0) *)
Refine ConsPrem plZ1lsigma;
(* we may infer that there is a state T satisfying both
S
0 ——— 1 and qi(Z1,7). *)

intros tau tau_details; Refine tau_details; intros _ qlZ1tau;
Refine ExIn; Refine -0 pair;
Refine -0 glg; Immed;

$Save HDConsequencesoundness;

(* Corresponds to Theorem 2.28 on page 38. *)
Goal Hsoundness :

{TIType}

{P|Assertion T}HS|progKQ|Assertion T}

{derrHD P S Q}HAuxSem P S Q;

Module WF Import TransClosure termination syntax;
[b:expression(bool)][body:prog];

[sofar [tau,sigma:STATE]
= TransClosure
([sigma,tau:STATE](is_true (b sigma)) A
(prog_operate sigma body tau)) sigma taul;

Goal WF_sofar :
WF ([tau,sigma:STATE]
(Termin (while b body) sigma A sofar tau sigma));

Discharge b;

Module HAuxComplete Import operate_thms HAux HAuxSem WF;

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.29 on page 40. *)
[MGF [S:prog]
= HD ([Z,sigma:STATE]prog_operate sigma S Z) S (Eq|(STATE))];

(* Corresponds to Theorem 2.30 on page 40. *)
Goal HL_most_general : {S:prog}MGF S;

(* Corresponds to Corollary 2.31 on page 41. *)
Goal HL_complete :
{S|progKT|Type}p,q|Assertion T}
{semant:HAuxSem p S g}H D p S q;

intros -0;
Refine Con; Refine -0 HL_most_general;

Dnf; intros;

Refine semant; Immed;

intros eta eta_details; Refine eta_details; intros;
Refine ExIn;
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Refine -0 pair; Immed,;
gnify; Immed;
Save HL_complete;

(* Embedding VDM Correctness Formulae in Hoare Logic
Proof-Theoretic Argument *)

Module VDMToH Import VDM HAux lib_bool_thms;

[Translate [p:Pred STATE][S:prog][q:Rel STATE STATE] =
HD ([Z,sigma:STATE](Eq sigma Z) A (p sigma)) S ([Z,tau:STATE]q tau Z)];

(* Corresponds to Theorem 2.32 on page 43. *)
Goal VDMToH :
{p|Pred STATEHS|progH{q|Rel STATE STATE}
(VDMder p S q) -> Translate p S q;

Induction 1;

(** Sklp **)
Refine Inv_lemma; intros; Refine H.fst;

(** Assign **)
intros; Refine Assign_lemma; intros;
Qrepl H.fst; Refine Eq_refl;

(** Sequential Composition **)

intros; Refine Seq; Refine -0 Con; Assumption -0; Assumption +1;

Dnf; intros; andE H; Refine ExIn; Refine +1 pair; Refine +1 pair;
Refine +1 Eq_refl;

Assumption;
Intros; Refine ex_y; Immed;

(** Conditional **)
intros; Refine Ifthenelse;
Refine Conl; Assumption +2; intros; andE H; andE H1,
Refine pair; Refine -0 pair; Immed;
Refine Conl; Assumption +2; intros; andE H; andE H1,;
Refine pair; Refine -0 pair; Immed;

(** Loop **)

intros;

[invariant [Z,sigma:STATE] = (reflclose sofar sigma Z) A (P sigma)];
Refine Con; Refine -0 While; Refine +1 invariant;

(** Resolving side-condition of consequence rule **)
Dnf; intros; andE H; Refine ExIn; Refine -0 pair;
Refine +1 pair; Refine +1 inr;

Assumption +1; Assumption;

intros; andE H3; andE H4; Refine pair; Refine pair;
Immed,;

Refine +3 Id; Assumption +1;
intros -0; Refine Con; Assumption -O;

(** Resolving side-condition of consequence rule **)
Expand Id; Expand andRel VDM_Pred_to_Rel;

intros -0; andE H; andE H1; Qrepl Eg_sym H2;

andE H3; Refine ExIn;

Refine -0 pair; Refine +1 pair; Refine +2 pair;
Assumption +1; Assumption; Assumption;

intros; andE H7; Refine pair; Refine pair; Refine -0 pair;

Refine H5;

intros is_lt; Refine inl; Refine sofar_trans; Assumption +1;
Qrepl Eg_sym H2; Immed;
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intros is_eq; Refine inl; Qrepl Eg_sym is_eq; Qrepl H2; Immed;

Assumption;
Qrepl H2;
Immed,;

(** The Rule of Consequence **)

intros; Refine Con; Assumption -0; Dnf;

intros; andE H; Refine ExIn; Refine -0 pair; Refine +1 pair;

Assumption +1;

Refine ConsPre; Assumption;

intros _; Refine ConsPost; Qrepl Eg_sym H1; Immed;
Save VDMToH;

B.2 Recursive Procedures

Module syntax Import lib_bool state;

)

(*** The syntax of imperative programs ***)
(
(* Corresponds to Definition 3.1 on page 58. *)
Inductive [prog:Type] Theorems
Constructors
[skip:prog]
[assign:{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:x.sort.expression}prog]
[seq:{S1,S2:prog}prog]
[ifthenelse:{b:bool.expression{S1,S2:prog}prog]
[while:{b:bool.expression}{body:prog}prog]
[call:prog]; (* without parameters *)

Goal ifloop : {T|Type}S:prog}{then:THelse:T}T;
Goal loop_extract_b : {default:bool.expression}{S:prog}bool.expression;
Goal loop_extract_body : {S:prog}prog;

[P : {S:prog}Prop];

Goal prog_predicate : {S:prog}Prop;

Discharge P;

Goal assign_update :
{TIType}
{S:progH{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (sort x)}
{f:{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (sort x)}T}
T

Goal prog_assign_injective :
{ix0,iy0|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{ix1|expression (sort ix0)H{iyl|expression (sort iy0)}
(Eq (assign iy0 iyl) (assign ix0 ix1))->
{P:{ix0:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{ix1:expression (sort ix0)}Prop}
(P ix0 ix1) -> P iy0 iy1;

(* A recursive procedure declaration for computing the factorial function *)
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Module fac Import lib_nat_bool_rels lib_nat_Lt lib_nat_times_thms syntax;

(** belongs in library **)
Goal bool_eq_refl : {x:bool}is_true (bool_eq x X);

Freeze Eq;

Goal bool_char : Eqchar bool_eq;

Goal bool_DecSetoid : DecSetoid;
Refine make_DecSetoid; Refine -0 bool_char;
Save bool_DecSetoid;

(*** (global) variable declaration ***)

Cut [VAR = bool_DecSetoid];
Cut [sort = [_:bool_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier]nat];

$[x = false : VAR.DecSetoid_carrier]ly = true : VAR.DecSetoid_carrier];

(* Corresponds to Example 3.2 on page 58. *)
$Goal FactorialProcedure : prog;

Refine ifthenelse;
Intros sigma; Refine nat_eq (sigma x) zero;
Refine assign; Refine y; Intros; Refine one; (* then branch *)

(** else branch **)
Refine seq;
Refine assign; Refine x; Intros sigma; Refine pred (sigma x);
Refine seq;
Refine call;
Refine seq;
Refine assign; Refine x; Intros sigma; Refine suc (sigma X);
Refine assign; Refine y; Intros sigma; Refine times (sigma y) (sigma x);

Save FactorialProcedure;

Module operate Import lib_bool_thms lib_nat syntax;

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.3 on page 59. *)

Inductive [prog_operate : {sigma:STATENS:prog}tau:STATE}Prop]
Relation Inversion NoReductions

Parameters [SO:prog]

Constructors
[skip_operate
. {sigma:STATE}prog_operate sigma skip sigma]
[assign_operate
: {X:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:x.sort.expression}{sigma:STATE}
prog_operate sigma (assign x t) (STATE_update x (t sigma) sigma)]
[seq_operate
. {S1,S2:prog}{sigma,tau,eta:STATE}
(prog_operate sigma S1 tau) -> (prog_operate tau S2 eta)->
prog_operate sigma (seq S1 S2) eta]
[ifthen_operate
. {b:bool.expression{S1,S2:prog}{sigma,tau:STATE}
(is_true (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
(prog_operate sigma S1 tau) ->
prog_operate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau]
[ifelse_operate
. {b:bool.expression{S1,S2:prog}{sigma,tau:STATE}
(is_false (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
(prog_operate sigma S2 tau) ->
prog_operate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau]
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[while_exit_operate
: {b:bool.expression{body:progisigma:STATE}
(is_false (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
prog_operate sigma (while b body) sigma]
[while_body_operate
: {b:bool.expression}{body:prog}{sigma,tau,eta:STATE}
(is_true (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
(prog_operate sigma body tau) ->
(prog_operate tau (while b body) eta) ->
prog_operate sigma (while b body) eta]
[call_operate
. {sigma,tau:STATE}
(prog_operate sigma SO tau) ->
prog_operate sigma call tau];

Module operate_thms Import lib_bool_funs operate;

Goal oper_Inversion : {S:prog}{sigma,tau:STATE}Prop;

Goal oper_inversion : {sigma|STATEKS|progH{tau|STATE}
{D:prog_operate sigma S tau}(oper_Inversion S sigma tau);

Goal oper_inversion_ifthenelse :
{blexpression bool{S1,S2|prog}{sigma,tau|STATE}c|bool}
{eq:Eq (b sigma) c}(prog_operate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau) ->
prog_operate sigma (if ¢ S1 S2) tau;

Goal oper_inversion_while :
{c|bool{b|STATE->bool{S|prog}{sigma,tau|STATE}
(Eq (b sigma) c)->(prog_operate sigma (while b S) tau) ->
if ¢ (Ex [rho:STATE]and (prog_operate sigma S rho)
(prog_operate rho (while b S) tau)) (Eq sigma tau);

Goal oper_determ :
{sigma|STATE}S|prog}{tau|STATE}
{Prem_tau|prog_operate sigma S taul{C:STATE->Prop}{eta:STATE}
{Prem_eta:prog_operate sigma S eta}
{C_eta:C eta}C tau;

(* Contexts for Hoare Logic *)
Module Hcontext Import HAuxAssertion lib_prod lib_rel;

[Spec [T:Type] = prod (Assertion T) (Assertion T)];

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.4 on page 60. *)

Inductive [HContext : Type] Theorems

Constructors [HNone:HContext][HSome:{T|Type}spec:Spec T}HContext];

Goal HContext_disjoint : {T|TypeH{spec:Spec T}not (Eq HNone (HSome spec));
$Goal HContext_predicate : {P:Pred HContext}{O:HContext}Prop;

intros _;
Induction O; Refine trueProp; intros; Refine P (HSome spec);
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$Save HContext_predicate;

$Goal HSome_update :
{T|Type{O:HContext{B|TypeKb:Spec BHf:{A|Typela:Spec A}T}T;
intros _;
Induction O;
intros; Refine f b;
intros; Refine f spec;
$Save HSome_update;

Goal HContext_injective :
{A,B|TypeH{a|Spec AHb|Spec B}Egq (HSome a) (HSome b)) ->
{P:{T|Type}{t:Spec T}Prop}(P b) -> P a;
intros;
Claim Eq (HContext_predicate ([O:HContextjHSome_update O b P) (HSome a))
(HContext_predicate ([O:HContext]HSome_update O b P) (HSome b));
Qrepl ?-0; Immed; Refine Eq_resp; Immed;
Save HContext_injective;

Module H Import Hcontext operate;
[HSomeSpec [T|Type][p,q:Assertion T] = HSome (Pair p q)];

(* Corresponds to Figure 3.1 on page 63. *)
Inductive
[HD : {T|Type}
{Gamma:HContext}
{P:Assertion THS:progKQ:Assertion T}Prop]
Relation NoReductions

Constructors
[HDAssumption : {T|TypeKp,q:Assertion T}HD (HSomeSpec p q) p call q]

[HDSkip : {T|Type{Gamma:HContext}{p:Assertion T}HD Gamma p skip p]

[HDAssign : {T|TypeKx:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{t:expression (sort x)}
{Gamma:HContext}{p:Assertion T}
HD Gamma (UpdateAssertion x t p) (assign x t) p]

[HDSeq : {T|Type{Gamma|HContext}{p,r,q|Assertion T}S1,S2:prog}
(HD Gamma p S1r) ->

(HD Gamma r S2 q) ->

HD Gamma p (seq S1 S2) q]

[HDIfthenelse :
{T|Type}{Gamma|HContextKpre,post|Assertion T}
{blexpression bool{TH,EL:prog}

(HD Gamma ([z:T][sigma:STATE]and (pre z sigma)
(is_true (b sigma.lookupSTATE)))
TH post) ->
(HD Gamma ([z:T][sigma:STATE]and (pre z sigma)
(is_false (b sigma.lookupSTATE)))
EL post) ->
HD Gamma pre (ifthenelse b TH EL) post]

[HDWhile :
{Gamma|HContext}{T,W|TypeKLt:Rel W W}is_wf : WF Lt}
{u:expression(W)} (* convergence function *)
{p:Assertion(T)K{b:STATE->bool}{body:prog}
{While_step:{t:W}

HD Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE]

(p Z sigma) A (is_true(b sigma)) A (Eq (u sigma) t))
body ([Z:T][tau:STATE](p Z tau) A (Lt (u tau) 1))}
HD Gamma p (while b body) ([Z:T][tau:STATE](p Z tau) A (is_false(b tau)))]

[HDCall :
{T,W|Type}{Lt:Rel W WHis_wf : WF Lt}
{p|W->Assertion T}
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{g:Assertion T}
{Call_step:{t:W}
HD (HSomeSpec ([Z:T][sigma:STATE]JEx [u:W](p(u)(Z)(sigma))
a) (p) SO q}
HD HNone ([Z:T][sigma:STATE]EXx [t:W]p(t)(Z)(sigma)) call q]

[HDConsequence : {Gamma:HContext}
{T|Type}{p,q:Assertion T}
{T1|Type}pl,ql:Assertion T1}
{S:prog}

{ConsSC:KSC p g p1 qi}
{ConsPrem:HD Gamma pl S qi}
HD Gamenp S q];

Module Htheorems Import H;

Goal HoareConsequenceleft :
{T|Type}{Gamma|HContext}
{pre_s : Assertion T}{pre,post:Assertion THS:prog}
{strengthen : {z:T}{sigma:STATE}(pre_s z sigma) -> pre z sigma}
{prem : HD Gamma pre S post}
HD Gamma pre_s S post;

Goal HDSkipBU :
{T|Type}{Gamma|HContextKp,q:Assertion T}
({z:TY{sigma:STATE}p z sigma)->q z sigma) -> HD Gamma p skip q;

Goal HDAssignBU :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (sort x)}
{T|Type}{Gamma|HContext}
{p,p":Assertion T}
{p'p:{z:TH{sigma:STATE}
(p’ z sigma) -> (compose (p z) (STATE_ update x (t sigma)) sigma)}
HD Gamma p’ (assign x t) p;

(* Corresponds to Figure 3.1.8 on page 72. *)
Goal HDAdaptation :
{T,U|Type{Gamma|HContext}{q|Assertion T}pre,post|Assertion U}
{Slprog}
{prem : HD Gamma pre S post}
[p [z:T][sigma:STATE] =
Ex [z:Uland (pre z' sigma)
({tau:STATE}(post z' tau) -> q z tau)]
HD Gamma p S q;

(* Semantics of Hoare logic*)
Module Hsemantics Import operate Hcontext;

[HAtomicSem [T|Type][p:Assertion T][S:prog][g:Assertion T]
= {z|TH{sigma|STATE}
(p z sigma) -> Ex [tau:STATE]and (prog_operate sigma S tau) (g z tau)];

(* Corresponds to Lemma 3.6 on page 64. *)
Goal HSemEXx :
{T,U|Type}{p:U->Assertion T}S:prog}{q:Assertion T}
iff (HAtomicSem ([Z:T][sigma:STATE]EXx [t:U]p(t)(Z)(sigma)) S q)
({t:U}HAtomicSem (p(t)) S q);

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.5 on page 62. *)
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Goal HSem :
{T|Type}{Gamma:HContext}{p:Assertion THS:progH{qg:Assertion T}Prop;

Induction Gamma;
Refine HAtomicSem; (* empty context *)

intros;
Refine (HAtomicSem spec.Fst call spec.Snd) ->
HAtomicSem p S q;
Save HSem;

Module Hsound Import Hsemantics H operate_thms;
[Gamma:HContext][T|Type(0)]

[p,r,g:Assertion T]
[b:expression bool]
[S1,S2:prog];

Goal HDAssumptionSound : HSem (HSomeSpec p q) p call g;
$Goal HDInvAtomicSound : HAtomicSem p skip p;
Goal HDInvSound : HSem Gamma p skip p;

$Goal HDAssignAtomicSound :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (sort x)}
HAtomicSem (UpdateAssertion x t p) (assign x t) p;

Goal HDAssignSound :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (sort x)}
HSem Gamma (UpdateAssertion x t p) (assign x t) p;

$Goal HDSegAtomicSound :
{Seq_prem1l:HAtomicSem p S1 r}
{Seq_prem2:HAtomicSem r S2 q}
HAtomicSem p (seq S1 S2) q;

Goal HDSeqSound :
{Seq_preml:HSem Gamma p S1 r}
{Seq_prem2:HSem Gamma r S2 q}
HSem Gamma p (seq S1 S2) q;

$Goal HDIfthenelseAtomicSound :
{Ifthenelse_prem1:
HAtomicSem ([Z:T][sigma:STATE ]
(p Z sigma) A (is_true (eval sigma b)))
S1 q}
{Ifthenelse_prem2:
HAtomicSem ([Z:T][sigma:STATE ]
(p Z sigma) A (is_false (eval sigma b)))
S2 q}
HAtomicSem p (ifthenelse b S1 S2) q;

Goal HDlfthenelseSound :
{Ifthenelse_prem1.:
HSem Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE ]
(p Z sigma) A (is_true (eval sigma b)))
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S1 q}
{Ifthenelse_prem2:
HSem Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE ]
(p Z sigma) A (is_false (eval sigma b)))
S2 q}
HSem Gamma p (ifthenelse b S1 S2) q;

$Goal HDWhileAtomicSound :
{W|Type}{Lt:Rel W WHis_wf : WF Lt}
{u:(STATE )->W}
{body:prog}
{While_step:{t:W}
HAtomicSem ([Z:T][sigma:STATE ]

(p Z sigma) A (is_true(eval(sigma)(b))) A
(Eq (u sigma) t))
body ([Z:T][tau:STATE ](p Z tau) A (LY (u tau) 1))}
HAtomicSem p (while b body)
([Z:T][tau:STATE J(p Z tau) A (is_false(eval tau b)));

Goal HDWhileSound :
{W|Type}{Lt:Rel W WHis_wf : WF Lt}
{u:(STATE )->W}
{body:prog}
{While_step:{t:W}
HSem Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE ]

(p Z sigma) A (is_true(eval(sigma)(b))) A
(Eq (u sigma) t))
body ([Z:T][tau:STATE ](p Z tau) A (LY (u tau) 1))}
HSem Gamma p (while b body)
([Z:T][tau:STATE J(p Z tau) A (is_false(eval tau b)));

(** Our new consequence rule preserves soundness **)
$Goal HDConsequenceAtomicsoundness :
{T|Type}p,q:Assertion T}
{T1|TypeKpl,q1:Assertion T1}
{S:prog}
{ConsSC:KSC p q pl ql}
{ConsPrem:HAtomicSem pl1 S gl}HAtomicSem p S q;

Goal HDConSound :
{U|Type}{pre,post:Assertion U}
{S:prog}

{Prem : KS C p q pre post}
{prem : HSem Gamma pre S post}
HSem Gamanp S q;

Goal HDCallSound :
{W|Type}{Lt:Rel W WHis_wf : WF Lt}
{p|W->Assertion T}
{Call_step:{t:W}
HSem (HSomeSpec
([Z:T][sigma:STATE]

Ex [u:W](p(u)(Z)(sigma)) A (Lt u 1)
a) (p(H)) SO q}
HSem HNone
([Z:T][sigma:STATE]EX [t:W]p(t)(Z)(sigma))
call q;

Discharge Gamma;
(* Corresponds to Theorem 3.7 on page 65. *)

Goal Hsoundness :
{TIType}
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{Gamma|HContext}

{P|Assertion TH{S|prog}{Q|Assertion T}
{der:HD Gamma P S Q}

HSem Gamma P S Q;

Module boperate Import operate;

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.9 on page 66. *)
Inductive [prog_boperate : {sigma:STATE}KS:prog}{tau:STATE}n:nat}Prop]
Relation NoReductions Inversion

Constructors
[skip_boperate
. {sigma:STATE}n:nat}prog_boperate sigma skip sigma n]
[assign_boperate
: {x:VAR.DecSetoid_carriert:x.sort.expression}
{sigma:STATE}n:nat}
prog_boperate sigma (assign x t) (STATE_ update x (t sigma) sigma) n]
[seq_boperate
: {S1,S2:prog}{sigma,tau,eta:STATE}{n:nat}
(prog_boperate sigma S1 tau n) -> (prog_boperate tau S2 eta n)->
prog_boperate sigma (seq S1 S2) eta n]
[ifthen_boperate
. {b:bool.expression{S1,S2:progH{sigma,tau:STATEHn:nat}
(is_true (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
(prog_boperate sigma S1 tau n) ->
prog_boperate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau n]
[ifelse_boperate
. {b:bool.expression{S1,S2:progH{sigma,tau:STATEHn:nat}
(is_false (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
(prog_boperate sigma S2 tau n) ->
prog_boperate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau n]
[while_exit_boperate
. {b:bool.expressioni{body:prog}{sigma:STATE}{n:nat}
(is_false (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
prog_boperate sigma (while b body) sigma n]
[while_body_boperate
. {b:bool.expression}{body:prog}{sigma,tau,eta:STATEHn:nat}
(is_true (b (lookupSTATE sigma))) ->
(prog_boperate sigma body tau n) ->
(prog_boperate tau (while b body) eta n) ->
prog_boperate sigma (while b body) eta n]
[call_boperate
: {sigma,tau:STATEXn:nat}
(prog_boperate sigma SO tau n) ->
prog_boperate sigma call tau (suc n)];

Module boperate_thms
Import lib_bool_funs boperate lib_nat Prop_rels lib_max_min;

Goal boper_Inversion : {S:prog}{sigma,tau:STATE}{n:nat}Prop;

Goal boper_inversion : {sigma|STATE}{S|prog}{tau|STATE}n|nat}
{D:prog_boperate sigma S tau n}(boper_Inversion S sigma tau n);

Goal boper_ifthen : {b|STATE->bool}{S1,S2|prog}sigma,tau|STATEKn|nat}
(is_true (b sigma))->
(prog_boperate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau n) ->
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prog_boperate sigma S1 tau n;

Goal boper_ifelse : {b|STATE->bool{S1,S2|prog{sigma,tau|STATE}{n|nat}
(is_false (b sigma)) ->

(prog_boperate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau n) ->

prog_boperate sigma S2 tau n;

Goal boper_while : {c|bool}{b|STATE->bool}{S|prog}{sigma,tau|STATE}n|nat}
(Eq (b sigma) c)->(prog_boperate sigma (while b S) tau n) ->
(and (is_false (b tau))
(if ¢ (Ex [rho:STATE]
and (prog_boperate sigma S rho n)
(prog_boperate rho (while b S) tau n))
(Eq sigma tau)));

Goal boper_while_false :
{b|STATE->bool}{S|progH{sigma,tau|STATEKn|nat}
(prog_boperate sigma (while b S) tau n) -> is_false (b tau);

Goal boper_determ :
{sigma|STATE}NS|progH{tau|STATE}{n|nat}
{Prem_tau|prog_boperate sigma S tau n}{C:STATE->PropHeta:STATE}
{m|nat}{Prem_eta:prog_boperate sigma S eta m}
{C_eta:C eta}C tau;

(* Corresponds to Lemma 3.10 on page 66. *)
Goal boperate_not_strict :
{sigma|STATENS|progH{tau|STATE}{n|nat}
(prog_boperate sigma S tau n) ->
{m:nat}(Le n m) -> prog_boperate sigma S tau m;

(* Corresponds to Lemma 3.11 on page 67. *)
Goal operate2boperate :
{sigma|STATEKS|progHtau|STATE}
{Prem:prog_operate sigma S tau}
Ex [n:nat]prog_boperate sigma S tau n;

Goal boperate2operate :
{sigma|STATENS|progHtau|STATE}{n|nat}
{Prem:prog_boperate sigma S tau n}

prog_operate sigma S tau;

Freeze Egq;

Goal boperate_zero :
{sigma,tau:STATE}not (prog_boperate sigma call tau zero);

(* Completeness of Hoare logic *)
Module Hcomplete Import boperate_thms operate_thms
Htheorems Hsemantics WF;

$[Hoarep0 [S:prog][n:nat] =
[Z,sigma:STATE]prog_boperate sigma S Z n;

$[psi [n:nat] = Hoarep0 call (suc n)];
[q [Z,tau:STATE] = Eq Z tau];

Freeze Egq;
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(* Corresponds to Lemma 3.12 on page 67. *)
Goal Hoare_completeness_step :
{n:nat}
HD (HSomeSpec ([Z,sigma:STATE]
Ex ([u:nat](psi u Z sigma A Lt u n)))

a)
(psi n) SO q;

(* Corresponds to Theorem 3.8 on page 65. *)
Goal HL_most_general :
{S:prog}
HD HNone ([z:STATE][sigma:STATE]prog_operate sigma S z)
S q;

(* Corresponds to Corollary 3.13 on page 69. *)
Goal HL_complete :
{S|progi{T|TypeHp|Rel T STATE}q|Rel T STATE}
{semant:HSem HNone p S q}HD HNone p S q;

(* Proof in Hoare logic that our factorial procedure leaves x invariant*)
Module Hfac Import fac Htheorems;

Cut [SO = FactorialProcedure];
[HoareFactoriallnvariantAssertion [z:nat][sigma:STATE] = Eq (sigma x) z]

[HoareFactoriallnvariantCF
= HD HNone
HoareFactoriallnvariantAssertion call HoareFactoriallnvariantAssertion];

(* Corresponds to Lemma 3.14 on page 69. *)
Goal HoareFactoriallnvariantCorrect : HoareFactoriallnvariantCF;

Module VDMcontext Import lib_prod lib_rel state;
[VDMSpec = prod (Pred STATE) (Rel STATE STATE)];

Inductive [VDMContext : Type] Theorems
Constructors [VDMNone:VDMContext][VDMSome:{spec:VDMSpec}VDMContext];

[VDMSomeSpec [p:Pred STATE][q:Rel STATE STATE]
= VDMSome (Pair p q)];

Module VDMsemantics Import VDMcontext operate;

[VDMAtomicSem
[p:Pred STATE][S:prog][g:Rel STATE STATE ]
= {sigma|STATE}(p sigma) ->
Ex [tau:STATE]and (prog_operate sigma S tau) (g tau sigma)];

Goal VDMSemEXx :
{UIType}
{p:U->Pred STATE}
{S:prog}
{q:Rel STATE STATE}
iff (VDMAtomicSem ([sigma:STATE]
Ex [t:U]p(t)(sigma)) S q)
({t:U}VDMAtomicSem (p(t)) S q);

Goal VDMSem :
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{Gamma:VDMContext}
{p:Pred STATE}
{S:prog}

{g:Rel STATE STATE}
Prop;

Module VDM Import tms_rel VDMcontext operate;

[VDM_Pred_to_Rel [P:Pred STATE]
= [tau,_:STATE]P tau : Rel STATE STATE];

(* Corresponds to Figure 3.4 on page 76. *)
Inductive
[VDMder :
{Gamma:VDMContext}{P:Pred STATE}XS:progi{Q:Rel STATE STATE}Prop]

Relation NoReductions

Constructors
[VDMAssumption :
{p:Pred STATEH{q:Rel STATE STATE}
VDMder (VDMSome (Pair p q)) p call q]

[VDMSkip : {Gamma:VDMContext}
VDMder Gamma ([_:STATE]trueProp) skip (Eq|STATE)]

[VDMAssign :
{Gamma:VDMContext}
{X:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (sort x)}
VDMder Gamma ([_:STATE]trueProp) (assign x t)
([tau,sigma:STATE]
Eq tau (STATE_ update x (eval sigma t) sigma))]

[VDMSeq :
{Gamma:VDMContext}
{p1,p2:STATE.Pred}{r1,r2:Rel STATE STATEKS1,S2:prog}
(VDMder Gamma pl S1 [tau,sigma:STATE]and (p2 tau) (rl tau sigma)) ->
(vDMder Gamma p2 S2 r2) ->
VDMder Gamma pl (seq S1 S2) (composeRel r2 rl)]

[VDMlfthenelse :

{Gamma:VDMContext}

{pre:STATE.Pred}{post:Rel STATE STATE}

{b:bool.expression{TH,EL:prog}

(VDMder Gamma ([sigma:STATE](pre sigma) A (is_true (b sigma.lookupSTATE)))
TH post) ->

(VDMder Gamma ([sigma:STATE](pre sigma) A (is_false (b sigma.lookupSTATE)))
EL post) ->

VDMder Gamma pre (ifthenelse b TH EL) post]

[VDMWhile :
{Gamma:VDMContext}
{P:STATE.Pred}
{sofar:Rel STATE STATE}
{sofar_trans: trans sofar}
{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel P))}
{b:bool.expression{body:prog}
{Prem:VDMder Gamma
([sigma:STATE](P sigma) A (is_true (b sigma.lookupSTATE)))

body
([tau,sigma:STATE](P tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}
VDMder Gamma P (while b body)
([tau,sigma:STATE](P tau) A (is_false (b tau.lookupSTATE)) A

(reflclose sofar tau sigma))]

[VDMCall :
{W|TypeHLt:Rel W Wiis wf : WF Lt}
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{p:W->Pred STATE}
{q:Rel STATE STATE}

{Call_step:
{tW} VDMder (VDMSomeSpec ([sigma:STATE]
Ex [u:W](p(u)(sigma)) A (Lt u 1)
a)

(p(®) SO q}
VDMder VDMNone ([sigma:STATE]EXx [t:W]p(t)(sigma)) call q]

[VDMConsequence :
{Gamma:VDMContext}
{p,p1:Pred STATE}q,ql:Rel STATE STATE}
{S:prog}
{ConsSC1:{sigma|STATE}(p sigma) -> (pl sigma)}
{ConsSC2:{tau,sigma|STATE}(p sigma) ->
(q1 tau sigma) -> q tau sigma}
{ConsPrem:VDMder Gamma pl S qil}
VDMder Gamma p S qJ;

Module VDMtheorems Import VDM;

Goal VDMPre :
{Gamma:VDMContext}{pre| STATE.Pred}{S|prog{post|Rel STATE STATE}
{Prem:VDMder Gamma pre S post}
VDMder Gamma pre S [tau,sigma:STATE]and (pre sigma) (post tau sigma);

Goal VDMConsequenceleft :
{Gamma:VDMContext}
{pre_s,pre : STATE.Pred}{post:Rel STATE STATE}S:prog}
{strengthen : {sigma:STATE}(pre_s sigma) -> pre sigma}
{prem : VDMder Gamma pre S post}
VDMder Gamma pre_s S post;

Goal VDMConsequenceRight:
{Gamma:VDMContext}
{pre : STATE.Pred}post,post_ w:Rel STATE STATEXS:prog}
{weaken : {sigma,tau:STATE}(post tau sigma) -> post_ w tau sigma}
{prem : VDMder Gamma pre S post}
VDMder Gamma pre S post_w;

Freeze Eq;

Goal VDMSkipBU :
{Gamma:VDMContext}
{p:Rel STATE STATEWp':STATE.Pred}
{p’p:{sigma:STATE}(p’ sigma) -> p sigma sigma}
VDMder Gamma p’ skip p;

Goal VDMAssignBU :
{Gamma:VDMContext}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (sort x)}
{p:Rel STATE STATEWp":STATE.Pred}
{tau:STATE}{p’ tau) ->
p (STATE_update x (eval tau t) tau) tau}
VDMder Gamma p’ (assign x t) p;

Goal VDMSegBU :
{Gamma:VDMContext}
{p1,p2:STATE.Pred}{r,rl,r2:Rel STATE STATE}S1,S2:prog}
{weakening: SubRel (composeRel r2 rl) r}
(VDMder Gamma pl S1 [tau,sigma:STATEJ]and (p2 tau) (rl tau sigma)) ->
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(vDMder Gamma p2 S2 r2) ->
VDMder Gamma pl (seq S1 S2) r;

Goal VDMLoopBU :
{Gamma:VDMContext}
{P,I:STATE.Pred}
{Q,sofar:Rel STATE STATE}
{sofar_trans: trans sofar}
{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel I))}
{b:expression bool}{body:prog}
{ScPre:SubPred P I}
{ScPost:{tau,sigma:STATE}(l sigma) -> (I tau) ->
(is_false (eval tau b)) ->
(reflclose sofar tau sigma) -> Q tau sigma}
{Prem:
VDMder Gamma ([sigma:STATE](l sigma) A
(is_true (eval sigma b)))
body
([tau,sigma:STATE](l tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}
VDMder Gamma P (while b body) Q;

Module VDMsound Import VDMsemantics VDM operate_thms;

[p:Pred STATE][q:Rel STATE STATE]
[b:expression bool]
[S1,S2:prog];

Goal VDMAssumptionSound : VDMSem (VDMSomeSpec p q) p call g;

$Goal VDMInvAtomicSound :
VDMAtomicSem  ([_:STATE]trueProp) skip (Eq|STATE);

[Gamma:VDMContext];

Goal VDMInvSound :
VDMSem Gamma ([_:STATE]JtrueProp) skip (EQ|STATE);

$Goal VDMAssignAtomicSound :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (sort x)}
VDMAtomicSem ([ _:STATE]JtrueProp) (assign x t)
([tau,sigma:STATE]
Eq tau (STATE_ update x (eval sigma t) sigma));

Goal VDMAssignSound :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (sort x)}
VDMSem Gamma ([_:STATE]JtrueProp) (assign x t)
([tau,sigma:STATE]
Eq tau (STATE_update x (eval sigma t) sigma));

$Goal VDMSeqgAtomicSound :
{p1,p2:STATE.Pred}
{r1,r2:Rel STATE STATE}
{Seq_prem1:VDMAtomicSem pl S1 ([tau,sigma:STATE]
and (p2 tau) (r1 tau sigma))}
{Seq_prem2:VDMAtomicSem p2 S2 r2}
VDMAtomicSem pl (seq S1 S2) (composeRel r2 rl);
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Goal VDMSegSound :
{p1,p2:STATE.Pred}
{r1,r2:Rel STATE STATE}
{Seq_prem1:VDMSem Gamma pl S1 ([tau,sigma:STATE]
and (p2 tau) (rl tau sigma))}
{Seq_prem2:VDMSem Gamma p2 S2 r2}
VDMSem Gamma pl (seq S1 S2) (composeRel r2 rl);

$Goal VDMIfthenelseAtomicSound :
{pre:STATE.Pred}
{post:Rel STATE STATE}
{TH,EL:prog}
{Ifthenelse_prem1.:
VDMAtomicSem  ([sigma:STATE]
(pre sigma) A (is_true (eval sigma b)))
TH post}
{Ifthenelse_prem2:
VDMAtomicSem  ([sigma:STATE]
(pre sigma) A (is_false (eval sigma b)))
EL post}
VDMAtomicSem pre (ifthenelse b TH EL) post;

Goal VDMIfthenelseSound :
{pre:STATE.Pred}
{post:Rel STATE STATE}
{TH,EL:prog}
{Ifthenelse_prem1.:
VDMSem Gamma ([sigma:STATE]
(pre sigma) A (is_true (eval sigma b)))
TH post}
{Ifthenelse_prem2:
VDMSem Gamma ([sigma:STATE]
(pre sigma) A (is_false (eval sigma b)))
EL post}
VDMSem Gamma pre (ifthenelse b TH EL) post;

$Goal VDMWhileAtomicSound :
{P:STATE.Pred}
{sofar:Rel STATE STATE}
{sofar_trans: trans sofar}
{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel P))}
{body:prog}
{Prem:
VDMAtomicSem  ([sigma:STATE]
(P sigma) A (is_true (eval sigma b)))
body
([tau,sigma:STATE]
(P tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}
VDMAtomicSem P (while b body)
([tau,sigma:STATE]
(P tau) A (is_false (eval tau b)) A
(reflclose sofar tau sigma));

Goal VDMWhileSound :
{P:STATE.Pred}
{sofar:Rel STATE STATE}
{sofar_trans: trans sofar}
{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel P))}
{body:prog}
{Prem:
VDMSem Gamma ([sigma:STATE]
(P sigma) A (is_true (eval sigma b)))
body
([tau,sigma:STATE]
(P tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}
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VDMSem Gamma P (while b body)
([tau,sigma:STATE]

(P tau) A (is_false (eval tau b)) A

(reflclose sofar tau sigma));

Goal VDMCallSound :
{W|Type}{Lt:Rel W WHis_wf : WF Lt}

{p:W->Pred STATE}

{g:Rel STATE STATE}

{Call_step:{t:W}

VDMSem (VDMSomeSpec

([sigma:STATE]

Ex [u:W](p(u)(sigma)) A (Lt u t)

a)
(p(t)) SO q}
VDMSem VDMNone

([sigma:STATE]Ex [t:W]p(t)(sigma))
(call) o

$Goal VDMConAtomicSound :
{p1:Pred STATE}
{gl:Rel STATE STATE}
{S:prog}
{ConsSC1:{sigma|STATE}(p sigma) -> (pl sigma)}
{ConsSC2:{tau,sigma|STATE}(p sigma) ->
(q1 tau sigma) -> q tau sigma}
{ConsPrem:VDMAtomicSem pl S ql}
VDMAtomicSem p S q;

Goal VDMConSound :
{p1:Pred STATE}
{gl:Rel STATE STATE}
{S:prog}
{ConsSC1:{sigma|STATE}(p sigma) -> (pl sigma)}
{ConsSC2:{tau,sigma|STATE}(p sigma) ->
(q1 tau sigma) -> q tau sigma}
{ConsPrem:VDMSem Gamma pl S g1}
VDMSem Gamamp S qQ;

Discharge p;
(* Corresponds to Theorem 3.17 on page 75. *)
Goal VDMsoundness :

{Gamma|VDMContext}

{P|Pred STATE}{S|progi{Q|Rel STATE STATE}
{der:vDMder Gamma P S Q}VDMSem Gamma P S Q;

Module VDMcomplete
Import VDMsemantics VDMtheorems termination WF boperate_thms;

[VDMpO [S:prog][n:nat][sigma:STATE] =
Ex [tau:STATE]prog_boperate sigma S tau n];
[psi [n:nat] = VDMpO call (suc n)]
[p [n:nat][sigma:STATE] = Ex ([u:nat](psi u sigma A Lt u n);
Goal VDMp02Termin :

{S:progH{sigma:STATE}n:nat}(VDMp0 S n sigma) -> Termin S sigma;

[b:expression bool][body:prog][n:nat];
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Goal VDMWFsofar :
WF (andRel (sofar b body)
(VDM_Pred_to_Rel (Termin (while b body))));

Goal VDMWFbsofar :
WF (andRel (sofar b body)
(VDM_Pred_to_Rel (VDMpO (while b body) n)));

Discharge b;

Goal VDM_completeness_step :
{n:nat}{S:prog}
VDMder (VDMSome (Pair (p n)
([tau,sigma:STATE]prog_operate sigma call tau)))
(VDMpO S n) S ([tau,sigma:STATE]prog_operate sigma S tau);

Goal VDM_most_general :
{S:prog}
VDMder VDMNone ([sigma:STATE]Ex [tau:STATE]prog_operate sigma S tau)
S
([tau,sigma:STATE]prog_operate sigma S tau);

(* Corresponds to Theorem 3.18 on page 75. *)

Goal VDM_complete :
{S|progH{p|STATE.Pred}{q|Rel STATE STATE}
{semant:VDMSem VDMNone p S q}VDMder VDMNone p S q;

B.3 Local Variables

Module state Import DepUpdate;

[VAR|DecSetoid]
[sort|]SORT|VAR];

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.20 on page 79. *)
[STATE [sort:SORT|VAR] = FS sort];

[lookup [sigma:STATE sort] = sigma];

[STATE_update = FS_update]

[STATE_lookup_update = FS_lookup_update]
[STATE_update_dyn = FS_update_dyn]
[STATE_update_dyn’ = FS_update_dyn’]
[STATE_update_dyn’_lookup = FS_update_dyn’_lookup]
[STATE_lookup_update_dyn = FS_lookup_update_dyn];
[STATE_update_dyn_dyn’ = FS_update_dyn_dyn’];

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.21 on page 79. *)
[expression [sort:SORT|VAR][T:Type] = (STATE sort) -> TJ;
[eval [T|Type][sigma:STATE sort][t:expression sort T] = t sigma];

Discharge VAR,;

[STATE_update_dyn’_update_dyn
= FS_update_dyn’_update_dyn
. {VAR|DecSetoid{sort|SORT|VAR}
{y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:sort(y){U|Type(0)}
{u:U}{sigma:STATE sort}
Eq (STATE_update_dyn' y t (STATE_update_dyn y u sigma))
(STATE_update y t sigma)];
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[STATE_update_dyn_lookup
= FS_update_dyn_lookup
: {VAR|DecSetoid{sort|SORT|VAR}
{y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{U|Type(0)}
{v:U{sigma:STATE sort}
Eq (STATE_update_dyn y v sigma y)
(coerce (Eq_sym (sort_update_lookup y U sort)) v)];

Module assertion Import state;
[VAR|DecSetoid];

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.22 on page 79. *)
[Assertion [T:Type][vardecl:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type]
= T -> (STATE vardecl) -> Prop]

[vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type][T,U|Type]

[UpdateAssertion
[x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier][t:expression vardecl (vardecl x)]
[p:Assertion T vardecl]
= [z:T][sigma:STATE vardecl]
[sigma’ = STATE_update x (t sigma) sigma]p z sigma’]

[ExAssertion [P:U->Assertion T vardecl]
= [z:T][sigma:STATE vardecl]Ex ([u:U]P u z sigma)];

[KSC [p,g:Assertion T vardecl][pl,gl:Assertion U vardecl]
= {z|TH{sigma|STATE vardecl}(p z sigma) ->
Ex [z1:U](p1 z1 sigma A
({tau:STATE vardecl}(ql z1 tau) - > g z tau))];

Discharge VAR,;

Module syntax Import lib_bool state;
[VAR|DecSetoid];

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.23 on page 80. *)
Inductive [prog:{sort:SORT(VAR)}Type]

Constructors
[skip : {sort:SORT(VAR)}prog sort]
[assign
: {sort|SORT(VAR)}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{t:expression sort (sort x)}prog sort]
[seq : {sort|]SORT(VAR)}{S1,S2:prog(sort)}prog(sort)]
[ifthenelse
: {sort|SORT(VAR)}
{b:expression sort bool}{S1,S2:prog sort}prog sort]
[while
: {sort|SORT(VAR)}
{b:expression sort bool}{body:prog sort}prog sort]
[new
. {sort|SORT(VAR)KT|Type}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{t:expression sort T}
{S:prog (sort_update x T sort)}prog sort];

Goal ifloop
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. {T|Type}{sort|SORT(VAR)}
{S:prog sort}{then:T}{else:T}T;

Goal ifassign
. {T|Type}{sort|SORT(VAR)}
{S:prog sort}{then:T}{else:T}T;

Goal prog_domain
. {sort|SORT(VAR)KS:prog sort}Type;

[P : {sort|SORT(VAR)KS:prog sort}Prop];

Goal prog_predicate
. {sort|SORT(VAR)KS:prog sort}Prop;

Discharge P;

Goal assign_update :
{T|Type}{sort|SORT(VAR)}
{S:prog sort{y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{sort|{SORT(VAR)H{u:expression sort (sort y)}
{f:{sort|SORT(VAR)}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression sort (sort x)}T}
T

Goal prog_assign_injective’ :
{sort|SORT(VAR)Kix0,iy0|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{ix1]expression sort (sort ix0)Kiyl|expression sort (sort iy0)}
(Eq (assign iy0 iyl) (assign ix0 ix1))->
{P:{sort|SORT(VAR)}
{ix0:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{ix1:expression sort (sort ix0)}Prop}
(P ix0 ix1) -> P iy0 iy1;

Goal loop_extract_b
: {sort|SORT(VAR)Hdefault:expression sort bool}
{S:prog sort}expression sort bool;

Goal loop_extract_body
. {sort|SORT(VAR)KS:prog sort}prog sort;

Discharge VAR,;

Module operate Import syntax;
[VAR|DecSetoid];

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.24 on page 80. *)
Inductive
[prog_operate
: {vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{sigma:STATE vardecl}{S:prog vardecl}{tau:STATE vardecl}Prop]

Relation NoReductions Inversion

Constructors
[skip_operate
: {vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->TypeHsigma:STATE vardecl}
prog_operate sigma (skip vardecl) sigma]
[assign_operate
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: {vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression vardecl (vardecl x)}
{sigma:STATE vardecl}
prog_operate sigma (assign x t) (STATE_ update x (t sigma) sigma)]

[seq_operate

: {vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type{S1,S2:prog vardecl}

{sigma,tau,eta:STATE vardecl}
(prog_operate sigma S1 tau) ->
(prog_operate tau S2 eta)->
prog_operate sigma (seq S1 S2) eta]

[ifthen_operate

: {vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}

{b:expression vardecl bool}{S1,S2:prog vardecl}

{sigma,tau:STATE vardecl}

(is_true (b (sigma))) ->

(prog_operate sigma S1 tau) ->

prog_operate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau]
[ifelse_operate

: {vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}

{b:expression vardecl bool}{S1,S2:prog vardecl}

{sigma,tau:STATE vardecl}

(is_false (b (sigma))) ->

(prog_operate sigma S2 tau) ->

prog_operate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau]
[while_exit_operate

: {vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}

{b:expression vardecl bool}{body:prog vardecl}

{sigma:STATE vardecl}

(is_false (b (sigma))) ->

prog_operate sigma (while b body) sigma]
[while_body_operate

: {vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}

{b:expression vardecl bool}{body:prog vardecl}

{sigma,tau,eta:STATE vardecl}

(is_true (b (sigma))) ->

(prog_operate sigma body tau) ->

(prog_operate tau (while b body) eta) ->

prog_operate sigma (while b body) eta]
[new_operate

: {vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->TypeKT|Type}

{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression vardecl T}

{S:prog (sort_update x T vardecl)}

{sigma|STATE vardecl}{tau|STATE (sort_update x T vardecl)}

(prog_operate (STATE_update_dyn x (t sigma) sigma) S tau) ->
prog_operate sigma (ne w X t S) (STATE_ update_dyn’ x (sigma x) tau)];

Discharge VAR,;

Module operate_thms Import operate lib_bool_thms;
[VAR|DecSetoid];

Goal oper_lInversion
. {vardecl|(DecSetoid_carrier VAR)->Type}
{S:prog vardecl}{sigma,tau:STATE vardecl}Prop;

Goal oper_inversion
: {sort|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{sigma|STATE sort}{S|prog sort}{tau|STATE sort}
{D:prog_operate sigma S tau}(oper_Inversion S sigma tau);

Goal oper_inversion_ifthenelse :
{sort|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}{c|bool}
{blexpression sort bool}{S1,S2|prog sort}{sigma,tau|STATE sort}
(Eq (b sigma) c)->(prog_operate sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau) ->
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prog_operate sigma (if ¢ S1 S2) tau;

Goal oper_inversion_while :

{sort|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}

{c|bool}{blexpression sort bool}{S|prog sort}{sigma,tau|STATE sort}

(Eq (b sigma) c)->(prog_operate sigma (while b S) tau) ->

if ¢
(Ex [rho:STATE sortland (prog_operate sigma S rho)

(prog_operate rho (while b S) tau))

(Eq sigma tau);

Goal oper_determ :
{sort|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{sigma|STATE sort{S|prog sort}{tau|STATE sort}
{Prem_tau|prog_operate sigma S taul{C:(STATE sort)->Prop}
{eta:STATE sort}
{Prem_eta:prog_operate sigma S eta}
{C_eta:C eta}C tau;

Discharge VAR,;

Module termination Import operate_thms;
[VAR|DecSetoid][sort| SORT|VAR];

[Termin [S:prog sort] =
[sigma:STATE sort]
Ex [tau:STATE sort]prog_operate sigma S tau : (STATE sort).Pred];

Goal seq_terminl :
{S1,S2|prog sortisigma|STATE sort}(Termin (seq S1 S2) sigma) ->
Termin S1 sigma;

Goal seq_termin2 :
{S1,S2|prog sortKsigma,tau|STATE sort}
(Termin (seq S1 S2) sigma) -> (prog_operate sigma S1 tau) ->
Termin S2 tau;

Goal ifthenelse_termin :
{blexpression sort bool{S1,S2|prog sort{sigma|STATE sort}{c|bool}
{eq:Eq (b sigma) c}
(Termin (ifthenelse b S1 S2) sigma) ->
if ¢ (Termin S1 sigma) (Termin S2 sigma);

Goal while_termin :
{blexpression sort bool{S|prog sort{sigma,tau|STATE sort}
(Termin (while b S) sigma) ->
(is_true (b sigma)) ->
(prog_operate sigma S tau) ->
Termin (while b S) tau;

Goal while_termin_body :
{blexpression sort bool{S|prog sort{sigma|STATE sort}
(is_true (b sigma)) -> (Termin (while b S) sigma) -> Termin S sigma;

Discharge VAR,;

Module WF Import TransClosure termination syntax;
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[VAR|DecSetoid][sort| SORT|VAR];
[b:expression(sort)(bool)][body:prog(sort)];

[sofar
[sort|]SORT|VAR][b:expression(sort)(bool)][body:prog(sort)]
[tau,sigma:STATE sort]
= TransClosure
([sigma,tau:STATE(sort)](is_true (b sigma)) A
(prog_operate sigma body tau)) sigma taul;

Goal WF_sofar :
WF ([tau,sigma:STATE(sort)](Termin (while b body) sigma A
sofar b body tau sigma));

Discharge VAR,;

Module H_AuxVar Import lib_rel lib_nat assertion operate;
[VAR|DecSetoid];

[Assertion_compress
[T,U|Type][vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type][x|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier]
[P:Assertion T vardecl][v:vardecl X]

= [z:T][sigma:STATE (sort_update x U vardecl)]
P z (STATE_update_dyn’ x v sigma)];

(* Corresponds to Figure 3.5 on page 82. *)
Inductive

[HD : {T|Type}Hvardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{P:Assertion T vardecl}{S:prog vardecl{Q:Assertion T vardecl}Prop]
Relation NoReductions

Constructors
[HDSkip :
{T|Type}{vardecl:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type{p:Assertion T vardecl}
HD p (skip vardecl) p]

[HDAssign
. {T|TypeHvardecl:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{X:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression vardecl (vardecl x)}
{p:Assertion T vardecl}
HD (UpdateAssertion x t p) (assign x t) p]

[HDSeq
. {T|TypeHvardecl:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{p,r,q|Assertion T vardecl}{S1,S2:prog vardecl}
(HD pS1r)-> (HDTr S2 gq) -> HD p (seq S1 S2) (]

[HDIfthenelse :
{T|Type}{vardecl:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}pre,post|Assertion T vardecl}
{blexpression vardecl bool}{TH,EL:prog vardecl}
(HD ([z:T][sigma:STATE vardeclland (pre z sigma)

(is_true (b (sigma))))
TH post) ->
(HD ([z:T][sigma:STATE vardecl]
and (pre z sigma)
(is_false (b (sigma))))
EL post) ->
HD pre (ifthenelse b TH EL) post]

[HDWhile :

{T,W|TypeH{vardecl:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}

{Lt:Rel W W}is_wf : WF Lt}

{u:expression(vardecl)(W)} (* convergence function *)
{p:Assertion(T)(vardecl){b:expression(vardecl)(bool)}{body:prog vardecl}
{While_step:{t:W}
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HD ([Z:T][sigma:STATE vardecl]

(p Z sigma) A (is_true(b sigma)) A (Eq (u sigma) t))

body ([Z:T][tau:STATE vardecl](p Z tau) A (Lt (u tau) 1))}
HD p (while b body) ([Z:T][tau:STATE vardecl](p Z tau) A (is_false(b tau)))]
[HDNew :

{T|Type}{vardecl:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}p,q|Assertion T vardecl}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{U|Type}{t|expression vardecl U}
{S|prog (sort_update x U vardecl)}
{HDNewPremiss:
{v:vardecl x}
HD ([z:T][sigma:STATE (sort_update x U vardecl)]
(Assertion_compress p v z sigma) A
(Eq (coerce (sort_update_lookup x U vardecl) (sigma x))
(t (STATE_update_dyn’ x v sigma))))
S (Assertion_compress q V)}
HD p (new x t S) q]

[HDConsequence
. {T|Type}{vardecl:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}{p,q:Assertion T vardecl}
{T1|TypeKpl,ql:Assertion T1 vardecl}
{S:prog vardecl}
{ConsSC: KSC p q pl ql}
{ConsPrem:HD pl1 S ql1} HD p S qJ;

Discharge VAR,;

Module Htheorems Import H_AuxVar;
[VAR|DecSetoid][sort|] SORT|VAR];

Goal HoareConsequenceleft :
{TIType}
{pre_s : Assertion T sort}{pre,post:Assertion T sort{S:prog(sort)}
{strengthen : {z:T}{sigma:STATE(sort)}(pre_s z sigma) -> pre z sigma}
{prem : HD pre S post}
HD pre_s S post;

Goal HDSkipBU :
{T|Type}p,q:Assertion T sort}
({z:TY{sigma:STATE(sort)}(p z sigma)->gq z sigma) -> HD p (skip ?) g;

Goal HDAssignBU :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression(sort) (sort x){T|Type}
{p,p":Assertion T sort}
{p'p:{z: TH{sigma:STATE(sort)}
(p’ z sigma) -> (compose (p z) (STATE_update x (t sigma)) sigma)}
HD p’ (assign x t) p;

Discharge VAR,;

(* Semantics of Hoare logic*)
Module Hsemantics Import assertion operate;
[VAR|DecSetoid][T|Type][vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type]
[HSem [p:Assertion T vardecl][S:prog vardecl][q:Assertion T vardecl]
= {z|TH{sigma|STATE vardecl}
(p z sigma) ->
Ex [tau:STATE vardeclland (prog_operate sigma S tau) (q z tau)];

Discharge VAR,;
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(* Soundness of Hoare logic *)
Module Hsound Import Hsemantics H_AuxVar operate_thms;

[VAR|DecSetoid];

(** Our new consequence rule preserves soundness **)
$Goal HDConsequencesoundness :
{T|Type}{vardecl|(DecSetoid_carrier VAR)->Type}{p,q:Assertion T vardecl}
{T1|TypeKpl,ql:Assertion T1 vardecl}
{S:prog vardecl}
{ConsSC:KSC p q pl qgl}
{ConsPrem:HSem p1 S ql1}HSe m p S q;

(* Corresponds to Theorem 3.25 on page 81. *)

Goal Hsoundness :
{T|Type}{vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{P|Assertion T vardecl}{S|prog vardecl{Q]|Assertion T vardecl}
{derrHD P S Q}HSem P S Q;

Discharge VAR,;

Module HAuxComplete Import operate_thms Hsemantics WF Htheorems;
[VAR|DecSetoid];
Freeze Egq;

(* Corresponds to Theorem 3.26 on page 83. *)
Goal HL_most_general :
{sort|SORT|VAR}S:prog(sort)}
HD ([Z,sigma:STATE(sort)]prog_operate sigma S Z)
S (Eq|(STATE(sort)));

(* Corresponds to Corollary 3.27 on page 83. *)

Goal HL_complete :
{sort|SORT|VAR}{S|prog(sort){T|TypeKp,q|Assertion T sort}
{semantHSem p S q}HD p S q;

Discharge VAR,;

Module Hic Import Hsound HAuxComplete;
[VAR:DecSetoid];

(* Corresponds to Corollary 3.28 on page 84. *)

Goal HDBlocksLC :
{T|Type}{vardecl:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{U|Type}

[vardecl’ = sort_update x U vardecl]
{p|Assertion T vardecl'}{q|Assertion T vardecl}
{tlexpression vardecl U}
{S|prog vardecl’}
{Prem:{v:vardecl x}

HD p S ([Z:T][tau:STATE vardecllq Z (STATE_update_dyn’ x v tau))}
HD ([Z:T][sigma:STATE vardecl]

p Z (STATE_update_dyn x (eval sigma t) sigma))
(new x t S) q;

intros; Refine HL_complete; Expand HSem;

intros; Refine Hsoundness (Prem (sigma x)); Assumption +2;
intros tau tau_details; andE tau_details;

Refine ExIn; Refine -0 pair; Refine +1 new_operate;

Immed,;
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Save HDBlocksLC;

Discharge VAR,;

Module VDM Import lib_rel syntax;
[VAR|DecSetoid][vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type];

[VDM_Pred_to_Rel
[P:Pred (STATE vardecl)] =
[sigma,_:STATE vardecl]P sigma : Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)];

[reflclose [R:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)] =
[tau,sigma:STATE vardecl](R tau sigma) Vv (Eq tau sigma)];

Discharge vardecl;

(* Corresponds to Figure 3.7 on page 86. *)
Inductive
[VDMder : {vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{P:Pred (STATE vardecl){S:prog vardecl}
{Q:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}Prop]

Relation NoReductions

Constructors
[VDMSkip :
{vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
VDMder ([_:(STATE vardecl)]trueProp) (skip vardecl)
([sigma,tau:(STATE vardecl)]JEq tau sigma)]

[VDMAssign :
{vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{X:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression vardecl (vardecl x)}
VDMder ([_:(STATE vardecl)]trueProp)
(assign x t)
([tau,sigma:(STATE vardecl)]
Eq tau (STATE_ update x (t(sigma)) sigma))]

[VDMSeq :
{vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{p1,p2:(STATE vardecl).Pred}
{r1,r2:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}{S1,S2:prog vardecl}
(vDMder pl S1 [tau,sigma:(STATE vardecl)Jand (p2 tau) (r1 tau sigma)) ->
(vDMder p2 S2 r2) ->
VDMder pl (seq S1 S2) (composeRel r2 rl)]

[VDMlfthenelse :
{vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{pre:(STATE vardecl).Pred}{post:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}
{b:expression vardecl bool}{TH,EL:prog vardecl}
(VDMder ([sigma:(STATE vardecl)]

(pre sigma) A (is_true (eval sigma b)))
TH post) ->
(VDMder ([sigma:(STATE vardecl)]
(pre sigma) A (is_false (eval sigma b)))
EL post) ->
VDMder pre (ifthenelse b TH EL) post]

[VDMWhile :
{vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{P:(STATE vardecl).Pred}

{sofar:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}

{sofar_trans: trans sofar}

{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel P))}
{b:expression vardecl boolK{body:prog vardecl}
{Prem:VDMder ([sigma:(STATE vardecl)]

(P sigma) A (is_true (eval sigma b)))

body
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([tau,sigma:(STATE vardecl)](P tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}
VDMder P (while b body)
([tau,sigma:(STATE vardecl)]
(P tau) A (is_false (eval tau b)) A
(reflclose sofar tau sigma))]

[VDMNew :
{vardecl:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{p|Pred (STATE vardecl)}{q|Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{U|Type}{t|expression vardecl U}
{S|prog (sort_update x U vardecl)}
{HDNewPremiss:
{v:vardecl x}
VDMder ([sigma:STATE (sort_update x U vardecl)]
p (STATE_update_dyn’ x v sigma) A
(Eq (coerce (sort_update_lookup x U vardecl) (sigma X))
(t (STATE_update_dyn’ x v sigma))))
S ([tau,sigma:STATE (sort_update x U vardecl)]
g (STATE_update_dyn’ x v tau)
(STATE_update_dyn’ x v sigma))}
VDMder p (new x t S) q]

[VDMConsequence :
{vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{p,pl:Pred (STATE vardecl)}{q,ql:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}
{S:prog vardecl}
{ConsPre:{sigma|(STATE vardecl)}(p sigma) -> pl sigma}
{ConsPost:{tau,sigma|(STATE vardecl)}(p sigma) ->
(q1 tau sigma) -> q tau sigma}
{ConsPrem:VDMder pl S q1}
VDMder p S qJ;

Discharge VAR,;

Module VDMtheorems Import VDM,;
[VAR|DecSetoid][vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type];

Goal VDMPre :
{pre|Pred (STATE vardecl)}{S|prog vardecl}
{post|Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}
{Prem:VDMder pre S post}
VDMder pre S
[tau,sigma:(STATE vardecl)]land (pre sigma) (post tau sigma);

Goal VDMConsequenceleft :
{pre_s,pre : Pred (STATE vardecl)}
{post:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}{S:prog vardecl}
{strengthen : {sigma:(STATE vardecl)}(pre_s sigma) -> pre sigma}
{prem : VDMder pre S post}
VDMder pre_s S post;

Goal VDMConsequenceRight:
{pre : Pred (STATE vardecl)}
{post,post_w:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl){S:prog vardecl}
{weaken :
{tau,sigma:(STATE vardecl)}(post tau sigma) -> post_ w tau sigma}
{prem : VDMder pre S post}
VDMder pre S post_w;

Goal VDMSkipBU :
{p:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl){{p’:Pred (STATE vardecl)}
{p’p:{sigma:(STATE vardecl)}(p’ sigma) -> p sigma sigma}
VDMder p’ (skip ?) p;
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Goal VDMAssignBU :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{t:expression vardecl (vardecl x)}
{p:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}{p’:Pred (STATE vardecl)}
{pp:
{sigma:(STATE vardecl)}(p’ sigma) ->
p (STATE_update x (t sigma) sigma) sigma}
VDMder p’ (assign x t) p;

Goal VDMSegBU :
{p1,p2:Pred (STATE vardecl)}
{r,r1,r2:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}{S1,S2:prog vardecl}
{weakening: SubRel (composeRel r2 rl) r}
(vDMder pl S1 [tau,sigma:(STATE vardecl)Jand (p2 tau) (rl1 tau sigma)) ->
(vDMder p2 S2 r2) ->
VDMder pl (seq S1 S2) r;

Goal VDMLoopBU :
{P,l:Pred (STATE vardecl)}
{Q,sofar:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}

{sofar_trans: trans sofar}

{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel I))}
{b:expression vardecl bool}{body:prog vardecl}
{ScPre:SubPred P 1}

{ScPost:{tau,sigma:(STATE vardecl)}(I sigma) -> (I tau) ->
(is_false (eval tau b)) ->
(reflclose sofar tau sigma) -> Q tau sigma}
{Prem:
VDMder ([sigma:(STATE vardecl)]
(I sigma) A (is_true (eval sigma b)))
body

([tau,sigma:(STATE vardecl)](I tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}

VDMder P (while b body) Q;

Discharge VAR,;

Module VDMsemantics Import lib_rel operate;
[VAR|DecSetoid][vardecl|SORT VAR];

[VDMSem
[p:Pred (STATE vardecl)]
[S:prog vardecl]
[r:Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)]
= {sigma:STATE vardecl}
(p sigma) ->
Ex [tau:STATE vardeclland (prog_operate sigma S tau) (r tau sigma)];

Discharge VAR,;

(* Soundness of VDM’s decomposition rules *)
Module VDMsound Import VDMsemantics VDM operate_thms;

[VAR|DecSetoid];

(* Corresponds to Theorem 3.29 on page 85. *)
Goal VDMsoundness :
{vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}
{P|Pred (STATE vardecl)}
{S|prog vardecl}
{Q|Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}
{der:VDMder P S Q}VDMSem P S Q;

Discharge VAR,;
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Module VDMcomplete Import VDMsemantics VDMtheorems termination WF;
[VAR|DecSetoid];
[vardecl|]SORT VAR][b:expression vardecl bool][body:prog vardecl];

[VDM_Most_General [S:prog vardecl] =
VDMder (Termin S) S ([tau,sigma:STATE vardecl]prog_operate sigma S tau)];

$Goal VDMWFsofar :
WF (andRel (sofar b body) (VDM_Pred_to_Rel (Termin (while b body))));

Freeze Egq;

Goal VDM_most_general_loop :
{ih:VDM_Most_General body}VDM_Most_General (while b body);

Discharge vardecl;

Goal VDM_most_general :
{vardecl|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type}{S:prog vardecl}
VDM_Most_General S;

(* Corresponds to Theorem 3.30 on page 85. *)
Goal VDM_complete :
{vardecl|SORT VAR}
{S|prog vardecl}
{PI(STATE vardecl).Pred}{g|Rel (STATE vardecl) (STATE vardecl)}
{semant:VDMSem p S qg}vDMder p S q;

Discharge VAR,;

B.4 Recursive Procedures and Static Binding

Module state Import lib_bool_funs DepUpdate;

[VAR|DecSetoid];
[gsort:SORT|VAR];

Record [STATE_internal:Type]
Parameters [Isort:SORT|VAR] Theorems
Fields [global_internal : FS gsort][local_internal : FS lIsort];

[Env_internal = VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->bool]
[E:Env_internal];
[Env_internal_empty = [x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier]false : Env_internal];
[Env_add [f:Env_internal][y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier]
= [x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier]if (VAR.DecSetoid_eq x y) true (f x)
. Env_internal];
Goal Env_add_lookup :

{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
Eq (Env_add E x Xx) true;

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.32 on page 88. *)
[STATE = STATE_internal];

[x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier]
[if_local [T|Type]lte:T] = if (E x) t e];
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[AccSort = if_local (Isort x) (gsort X)];

Goal STATE_update_internal : {t:AccSort}{sigma:STATE}STATE;
Expand AccSort; Expand if _local;
Induction (E Xx);

(** updating local component **)
intros; Refine make_STATE_internal sigma.global_internal;
Refine FS_update x t sigma.local_internal;

(** updating global component **)
intros; Refine make_STATE_internal ? sigma.local_internal;
Refine FS_update x t sigma.global_internal;
Save STATE_update_internal;

Discharge x;

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.33 on page 89.%)
[expression [sort:SORT|VAR][T:Type] = (FS sort) -> TJ;

Goal lookup_internal : {sigma:STATE}x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}(AccSort x);
intros; Expand AccSort; Expand if_local;
Induction (E Xx);
Refine sigma.local_internal x;
Refine sigma.global_internal x;
Save lookup_internal;

[T|Type][sigma:STATE][t:expression AccSort T]
[eval_internal = t (lookup_internal sigma)];

[STATE_update_local_internal [x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier][v:Isort x]
= make_STATE_internal sigma.global_internal
(FS_update x v sigma.local_internal)
. STATE];

Discharge E;

Goal Env_empty_global :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}Eq (gsort x) (AccSort Env_internal_empty X);

Discharge lIsort;
[IsortA|SORT VAR];

Goal STATE_coerce_internal :
{IsortB|SORT VAR}
{coerce:EXTEQ IsortA IsortB}{sigma:STATE IsortA}STATE IsortB;

Goal STATE_coerce_redundant_internal :
{sigma:STATE IsortA}
Eq (STATE_coerce_internal (EXTEQrefl ?) sigma) sigma;

Discharge IsortA,;

Goal FS_update_commutative :
{X,y|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{T|Type(0){v:TH{lIsort1|SORT VAR}
[lsort'l = sort_update x T Isortl]

{prog_eq’y : Eq (Isortl y) (Isort'l y)}
{E:Env_internal}{xglobal:is_false (E x)}

{prog_eq : EXTEQ (AccSort Isortl E) (AccSort Isort'l E)}
{t : expression (AccSort Isortl E) (Isortl y)}

{eq:is_false (VAR.DecSetoid_eq y x)}

{sigmal : STATE Isortl}

Eq (FS_update y
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(eval_internal ? E
(make_STATE_internal ? (global_internal ? sigmal)
(FS_update_dyn x v
(local_internal ? sigmal)))
([sigma’2:FS (AccSort Isort'l E)]
Eq_subst prog_eqy ([z'3:Type(0)]z'3)
(t ([var:DecSetoid_carrier VAR]
Eq_subst (Eq_sym (prog_eq var)) ([z'4:Type(0)]z'4)
(sigma’2 var)))))
(FS_update_dyn x v
(local_internal ? sigmal)))
(FS_update_dyn x v
(FS_update y (eval_internal ? E sigmal t) (local_internal ? sigmal)));

Goal AccSort_update :
{T:Type(0)KE:Env_internal}{lsort: SORT|VAR}
{X,y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}

Eq (sort_update x T (AccSort Isort E) y)
(AccSort (sort_update x T Isort) (Env_add E x) y);

Discharge gsort;
[gsort,Isort| SORT|VAR]
[lookup lookup_internal gsort Isort]

[STATE_update STATE_update_internal gsort Isort];
[STATE_update_local = STATE_update_local_internal gsort Isort]

[eval = eval_internal gsort Isort];
[global = global_internal gsort Isort]
[local = local_internal gsort Isort]
[make_STATE = make_STATE_internal gsort Isort

: (FS gsort) -> (FS lIsort) -> STATE gsort Isort];
[STATE_coerce = STATE_coerce_internal gsort];
[STATE_coerce_redundant
= STATE_coerce_redundant_internal gsort|lsort
: {sigma:STATE gsort Isort}
Eq (STATE_coerce (EXTEQrefl ?) sigma) sigmal;
DischargeKeep Isort;

[E:Env_internal][sigma:STATE gsort Isort][x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier][T|Type]
[t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) TJ;

[STATE_add_local’ [v:T]
= make_STATE sigma.global (FS_update_dyn x v sigma.local)];

[STATE_add_local = STATE_add_local'(eval E sigma t)];
[vilsort x][tau:STATE gsort (sort_update x T Isort)]
[STATE_remove_local
= make_STATE tau.global (FS_update_dyn’ x v tau.local)
. STATE gsort Isort];
[STATEUL = STATE_remove_local]

[STATE_elim = STATE_internal_elim];

Discharge v;

Goal STATE_remove_add’ :
{v:T}Eq (STATE_remove_local (local sigma x) (STATE_add_local' v))
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sigma;

Goal STATE_remove_add :
Eq (STATE_remove_local (local sigma x) STATE_add_local)
sigma;

Discharge sigma;

Goal STATE_add_remove :
{T|Type(0)Kx]VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{sigma:STATE gsort (sort_update x T Isort)}{v:Isort x}
Eq sigma
(STATE_add_local' (STATE_remove_local x v sigma) X
(coerce (sort_update_lookup x T Isort) (local sigma x)));

DischargeKeep Isort;

Goal STATE_coerce_add_remove :
{T|Type(0)Hy:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{vilsort y}[lsort’ = sort_update y T Isort]{sigma:STATE gsort Isort’}
Eq (STATE_coerce (sort_dupdate y ? T) (STATE_add_local' sigma y v))
(STATE_remove_local y v sigma);

Discharge VAR,;

[VAR:DecSetoid]

[Env = Env_internal|VAR]

[Env_empty = Env_internal_empty|VAR : Env];

Discharge VAR,;

Module assertion Import state;
[VAR|DecSetoid]

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.34 on page 90. *)
[Assertion [gsort,Isort:SORT VAR][T:Type] =
T -> (STATE gsort Isort) -> Prop];

[gsort,Isort|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->Type][T|Type]

[Assertion_and [p,q:Assertion gsort Isort T]
= [Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort](p Z sigma) A (g Z sigma)
: Assertion gsort Isort T]

[E:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier->bool][x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier]
$[AS = AccSort gsort Isort E]

[Assertion_update
[t:expression AS (AS Xx)]
[p:Assertion gsort Isort T]
= [Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
p Z (STATE_update E x (eval E sigma t) sigma)
. Assertion gsort Isort TJ;

[Assertion_update_const [v:AS X]
= Assertion_update [_:FS|?|AS]v];

[U,V[Type(0)][p’,q":Assertion gsort Isort V]
$[lsort’ = sort_update x U lIsort];
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[Fr [T|Type(0)][p:Assertion gsort Isort T][v:lsort X]
= [Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort']p Z (STATE_remove_local x v sigma)];

[Assertion_preserve [T|Type(0)][p:Assertion gsort Isort T][v:Isort X]
= [Z:T#U][sigma:STATE gsort Isort’]
(Fr p v Z.1 sigma) A
(Eq (coerce (sort_update_lookup x U lIsort) (sigma.local x)) Z.2)];

[KSC [x:(Assertion gsort Isort T)#(Assertion gsort Isort T)]
[y:(Assertion gsort Isort U)#(Assertion gsort Isort U)]
= {Z:THsigma,tau:STATE gsort Isort}
(x.1 Z sigma) ->
Ex [Z:Uland (y.1 Z' sigma) ((y.2 Z' tau) -> x.2 Z tau)];

DischargeKeep U;

Goal KSC_refl : refl (KSC|T);
Goal KSC _trans : trans (KSC|T);

Discharge VAR,;

Module syntax Import state;

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.36 on page 91.*)
Inductive [prog:{sort:SORT|VAR}Type(2)] ElimOver Type

Parameters [VAR|DecSetoid]

Constructors
[skip : {sort:SORT|VAR}prog sort]

[assign
. {sort|SORT|VAR}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{t:expression sort (sort x)}prog sort]

[seq
. {sort|SORT|VARKS1,S2:prog sort}prog sort]

[ifthenelse
. {sort|SORT|VARHb:expression sort bool}
{S1,S2:prog sort}prog sort]

[while
. {sort|SORT|VARHb:expression sort bool}
{body:prog sort}prog sort]

[call : {sort:SORT|VAR}prog sort]

[new
. {sort|SORT|VARKT|Type(0)}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{t:expression sort T}
{S:prog (sort_update x T sort)} prog sort];

Goal ifcall :
{sort|SORT|VARKS:prog sort}
{then:Prop}{else:Prop}Prop;

Goal ifloop
. {sort|SORT|VARKS:prog sort{T|Type}
{then:THelse:T}T;

Goal ifblock
. {sort|SORT|VARKS:prog sort{T|Type}
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{then:THelse:T}T;

Goal loop_extract_b :
{sort| SORT|VARHdefault:expression sort bool}
{S:prog sort} expression sort bool;

Goal loop_extract_body : {sort|]SORT|VAR}S:prog sort}prog sort;

Goal coerce_expression :
{T|Type(0){VAR:DecSetoid}
{sortA,sortB:SORT VAR}
{coerce:{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}Eq (sortA x) (sortB x)}
{t:expression sortA T}expression sortB T;

Goal coerce_expression’ :
{VAR:DecSetoid}{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{sortA,sortB:SORT VAR}
{coerce:{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}Eq (sortA x) (sortB x)}
{t:expression sortA (sortA x)}expression sortB (sortB x);

[sortA,sortB|SORT VAR];
[eq:EXTEQ sortA sortB];

Goal coerce_sort_update
. {T:Type(0O){x:DecSetoid_carrier VAR}
EXTEQ (sort_update x T sortA) (sort_update x T sortB);

Discharge sortA;

Goal coerce_prog :
{sortA,sortB|SORT VAR}
{coerce:EXTEQ sortA sortB}
{S:prog sortA}prog sortB;

Discharge VAR,;

Module syntax_thms Import syntax lib_nat;
[VAR|DecSetoid];

[sortB|SORT VAR][n:nat][sortf:nat->SORT VAR]
[coerce_fam : {n:nat}EXTEQ (sortf n) (sortf (suc n))];

Goal expression_iter_coerce :
{T|Type(0){sortA|SORT VARHKt:expression sortA T}
{coerce_init: EXTEQ sortA (sortf zero)}
{coerce_fin : EXTEQ (sortf n) sortB}
expression sortB T;

Goal prog_iter_coerce :
{sortA|]SORT VAR}KS:prog sortA}
{coerce_init: EXTEQ sortA (sortf zero)}
{coerce_fin : EXTEQ (sortf n) sortB}
prog sortB;
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Goal Eq_trans’
: {sortA,sortB,sortC|SORT VAR}
{ab : EXTEQ sortA sortB}{bc : EXTEQ sortB sortC}
EXTEQ sortA sortC;

Goal coerce_expression_redun :
{T|Type(0)Hsort|SORT VAR}{t:expression sort T}
Eq (coerce_expression VAR sort sort (EXTEQrefl sort) t) t;

Goal coerce_prog_redun :
{sort|SORT VAR}
{S:prog sort}
Eq (coerce_prog (EXTEQrefl sort) S) S;

[sortC:SORT VAR][c2:EXTEQ sortB sortC];

Goal coerce_expression_denest’ :
{sortA:SORT VAR}{c1l:EXTEQ sortA sortB}
{x:DecSetoid_carrier VAR}{t:expression sortA (sortA x)}
Eq (coerce_expression’ VAR x sortB sortC c2
(coerce_expression’ VAR x sortA sortB cl t))
(coerce_expression’” VAR x sortA sortC (Eq_trans’ cl1 c2) t);

Goal coerce_expression_denest :
{T|Type(0){sortA:SORT VAR}{c1l:EXTEQ sortA sortB}
{t:expression sortA T}
Eq (coerce_expression VAR sortB sortC c2
(coerce_expression VAR sortA sortB cl t))
(coerce_expression VAR sortA sortC (Eg_trans’ cl1 c2) t);

Discharge sortB;

Goal coerce_prog_denest :
{sortA|[SORT VAR}S:prog sortA}{sortB,sortC|SORT VAR}
{c1l:EXTEQ sortA sortBH{c2:EXTEQ sortB sortC}
Eq (coerce_prog c2 (coerce_prog cl S))
(coerce_prog (Eq_trans’ cl1 c2) S);

Freeze Egq;

Goal prog_elim’ :
{C_prog:{gsort,Isort| SORT|VAR}
{E|Env|VAR}(prog (AccSort gsort Isort E))->Type}
({gsort,Isort: SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}C_prog (skip (AccSort gsort Isort E)))->
({gsort,Isort| SORT|VARKE|Env|VAR}
{x:DecSetoid_carrier VAR}
{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort E x)}
C_prog (assign x t))->
({gsort,Isort| SORT|VARKE|Env|VAR}
{S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{S1_ih:C_prog S1}{S2_ih:C_prog S2}
C_prog (seq S1 S2))->
({gsort,Isort| SORT|VARKE|Env|VAR}
{b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{S1_ih:C_prog S1}
{S2_ih:C_prog S2}C_prog (ifthenelse b S1 S2))->
({gsort,Isort| SORT|VARKE|Env|VAR}
{b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{body_ih:C_prog body}
C_prog (while b body))->
({gsort,Isort: SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}C_prog (call (AccSort gsort Isort E)))->
({gsort,Isort| SORT|VARKE|Env|VARKT|Type(0)}
{x:DecSetoid_carrier VAR}{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) T}
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{S:prog (sort_update x T (AccSort gsort Isort E))}

{S_ih:C_prog (coerce_prog (AccSort_update gsor t T E Isort x) S)}

C_prog (new x t S))->
{gsort,Isort| SORT|VARKE|Env|VAR}z:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}C_prog z;

Discharge VAR,;

Unfreeze Egq;

Module operate Import lib_bool_thms syntax;

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.37 on page 91.%)
Inductive
[prog_operate
: {Isort| SORT|VAR}E:Env|VAR}
{sigma:STATE gsort Isort}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{tau:STATE gsort Isort}Prop]

Relation

(* Lego can not generate an Inversion theorem due to type dependency
We prove it manually in the module operate_thms *)

NoReductions

Parameters

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|] SORT|VAR][SO:prog gsort]

Constructors
[skip_operate :
{Isort|SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}{sigma:STATE gsort Isort}
prog_operate E sigma (skip (AccSort gsort Isort E)) sigma]

[assign_operate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}sigma:STATE gsort Isort}
{X|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort E x)}
prog_operate E sigma (assign x t)
(STATE_update E x (eval E sigma t) sigma)]

[seq_operate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}KS1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{sigma,tau,eta:STATE gsort Isort}
(prog_operate E sigma S1 tau) ->
(prog_operate E tau S2 eta) ->
prog_operate E sigma (seq S1 S2) eta]

[ifthen_operate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{sigma,tau:STATE gsort Isort}
(is_true (eval E sigma b)) ->
(prog_operate E sigma S1 tau) ->
prog_operate E sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau]

[ifelse_operate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{sigma,tau:STATE gsort Isort}
(is_false (eval E sigma b)) -> (prog_operate E sigma S2 tau) ->
prog_operate E sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau]

[while_exit_operate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{sigma:STATE gsort Isort}
(is_false (eval E sigma b)) ->
prog_operate E sigma (while b body) sigma]
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[while_body_operate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{sigma,tau,eta:STATE gsort Isort}
(is_true (eval E sigma b)) ->
(prog_operate E sigma body tau) ->
(prog_operate E tau (while b body) eta) ->
prog_operate E sigma (while b body) eta]

[call_operate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}{sigma,tau:STATE gsort Isort}
(prog_operate (Env_empty|VAR) sigma
(coerce_prog (Env_empty_global gsort Isort) SO) tau)->
(prog_operate E sigma (call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) tau)]

[new_operate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VARKT: Type(0)}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) T}
{S:prog (sort_update x T (AccSort gsort Isort E))}
{sigma:STATE gsort Isort}
{tau:STATE gsort (sort_update x T lIsort)}
(prog_operate (Env_add E x)
(STATE_add_local E sigma x t)
(coerce_prog (AccSort_update gsort T E Isort x) S) tau) ->
prog_operate E sigma (new x t S)
(STATE_remove_local x (sigma.local x) tau)];

Discharge VAR,;

Module operate_thms Import lib_bool_funs operate;
[VAR|DecSetoid];

Goal oper_inversion_assign :
{sort|SORT|VAR}{x:DecSetoid_carrier VARHKt:expression sort (sort x)}
{gsort,Isort|] SORT|VAR}(prog gsort)->{E:Env|VAR}
{sort_eq:Eq sort (AccSort gsort Isort E){sigma:STATE gsort Isort}
{tau:STATE gsort Isort}Prop;

Goal oper_lInversion :
{gsort,Isort| SORT|VAR}
{S0:prog gsort{E:Env|VAR}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{sigma,tau:STATE gsort Isort}Prop;

Goal oper_inversion :
{gsort,Isort| SORT|VAR}
{SO|prog gsort{E|Env|VAR}
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}
{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{tau|STATE gsort Isort}
{D:prog_operate SO E sigma S tau}
(oper_Inversion SO E S sigma tau);

[gsort,Isort| SORT|VAR][SO|prog gsort][E|Env|VAR]
[blexpression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool];

Goal oper_inversion_ifthenelse :
{S1,S2|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{sigma,tau|STATE gsort Isort}
{c|bool{eq:Eq (eval E sigma b) c}
(prog_operate SO E sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau) ->
prog_operate SO E sigma (if ¢ S1 S2) tau;
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Goal oper_inversion_while :
{c|bool{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{sigma,tau|STATE gsort Isort}
(Eq (eval E sigma b) c)->
(prog_operate SO E sigma (while b S) tau) ->
if ¢ (Ex [rho:STATE gsort Isortland (prog_operate SO E sigma S rho)
(prog_operate SO E rho (while b S) tau))
(Eq sigma tau);

Discharge lIsort;

Goal oper_determ :
{Isort|SORT|VAR}
{SO|prog gsort{E|Env|VAR}
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}
{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{tau|STATE gsort Isort}
{Prem_tau|prog_operate SO E sigma S tau}{C:(STATE gsort Isort)->Prop}
{eta:STATE gsort Isort}
{Prem_eta:prog_operate SO E sigma S eta}
{C_eta:C eta}C tau;

Goal call_env_indep :
{E,E":Env|VAR}Isort| SORT|VAR}
{SO|prog gsort}
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort{tau|STATE gsort Isort}
[sort = AccSort gsort Isort]
{Der:prog_operate SO E sigma (call E.sort) tau}
prog_operate SO E’ sigma (call E'.sort) tau;

[Isort|] SORT|VAR][x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier][U|Type(0)]
[SO:prog gsort][E|Env|VAR][v:Isort x]

$[lsort’ = sort_update x U Isort]

[sigma|STATE gsort Isort][tau|]STATE gsort Isort];

$[call_reduce_env_internal :

[S=S0]

(prog_operate SO (Env_empty|?) (STATE_remove_local x v sigma)
(coerce_prog (Env_empty_global gsort Isort) S) tau) ->

prog_operate SO (Env_empty|?) sigma
(coerce_prog (Env_empty global gsort Isort’) S)
(STATE_add_local' tau x (coerce (sort_update_lookup x U Isort)
(local sigma x)))];

Goal call_reduce_env :
{Prem:prog_operate SO E (STATE_remove_local x v sigma)
(call ?) tau}
prog_operate SO (Env_add E x) sigma (call ?)
(STATE_add_local' tau x
(coerce (sort_update_lookup x U Isort) (local sigma x)));

Discharge VAR,;

Module termination Import operate_thms lib_rel;
[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort,Isort|] SORT|VAR][E:Env|VAR][SO:prog gsort];

$[myAccSort
$[myState

= AccSort gsort Isort E]

= STATE gsort Isort]

[Termin [S:prog myAccSort]
= [sigma:myState]Ex [tau:myState]prog_operate SO E sigma S tau
: myState.Pred];
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Goal seq_terminl :
{S1,S2|prog myAccSort}{sigma|myState}
(Termin (seq S1 S2) sigma) -> Termin S1 sigma;

Goal seq_termin2 :
{S1,S2|prog myAccSort{sigma,tau|myState}
(Termin (seq S1 S2) sigma) -> (prog_operate SO E sigma S1 tau) ->
Termin S2 tau;

Goal ifthenelse_termin :
{blexpression myAccSort bool}{S1,S2|prog myAccSort}{sigma]myState}{c|bool}
{eq:Eq (eval E sigma b) c}
(Termin (ifthenelse b S1 S2) sigma) ->
if ¢ (Termin S1 sigma) (Termin S2 sigma);

Goal while_termin :
{blexpression myAccSort bool}{S|prog myAccSort}{sigma,taujmyState}
(Termin (while b S) sigma) ->
(is_true (eval E sigma b)) ->
(prog_operate SO E sigma S tau) ->
Termin (while b S) tau;

Goal while_termin_body :
{blexpression myAccSort bool{S|prog myAccSort}{sigma|myState}
(is_true (eval E sigma b)) -> (Termin (while b S) sigma) -> Termin S sigma;

Discharge VAR,;

Module WF Import TransClosure termination syntax;

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|] SORT|VAR][SO:prog gsort]
[E:Env|VAR][Isort|SORT|VAR];

$[myAccSort
$[myState

AccSort gsort Isort E]
STATE gsort Isort]

[b:expression myAccSort bool][body:prog myAccSort];

[sofar [tau,sigma:myState] =
TransClosure
([sigma,tau:myState](is_true (eval E sigma b)) A
(prog_operate SO E sigma body tau)) sigma taul];

DischargeKeep E;

Goal WF_sofar :
WEF ([tau,sigma:myState]
(Termin E SO (while b body) sigma A sofar E b body tau sigma));

Discharge VAR,;

Module boperate Import lib_nat Prop_rels lib_max_min operate;

(* Corresponds to Figure 3.9 on page 94. *)
Inductive
[prog_boperate
: {Isort| SORT|VAR}E:Env|VAR}
{sigma:STATE gsort Isort}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{tau:STATE gsort Isort}
{n:nat}Prop]
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Relation NoReductions

Parameters
[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|] SORT|VAR][SO:prog gsort]

Constructors
[skip_boperate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}{sigma:STATE gsort Isort}{n:nat}
prog_boperate E sigma (skip (AccSort gsort Isort E)) sigma n]
[assign_boperate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}sigma:STATE gsort Isort}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort E x)}
{n:nat}
prog_boperate E sigma (assign x t)
(STATE_update E x (eval E sigma t) sigma) n]
[seq_boperate
: {Isort| SORT|VAR}E:Env|VAR}
{S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{sigma,tau,eta:STATE gsort Isorti{n:nat}
(prog_boperate E sigma S1 tau n) ->
(prog_boperate E tau S2 eta n)->
prog_boperate E sigma (seq S1 S2) eta n]
[ifthen_boperate
: {Isort| SORT|VAR}HE:Env|VAR}
{b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{sigma,tau:STATE gsort Isort}{n:nat}
(is_true (eval E sigma b)) ->
(prog_boperate E sigma S1 tau n) ->
prog_boperate E sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau n]
[ifelse_boperate
: {Isort| SORT|VAR}E:Env|VAR}
{b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{sigma,tau:STATE gsort Isort}{n:nat}
(is_false (eval E sigma b)) ->
(prog_boperate E sigma S2 tau n) ->
prog_boperate E sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau n]
[while_exit_boperate
: {Isort| SORT|VAR}E:Env|VAR}
{b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E){sigma:STATE gsort Isorti{n:nat}
(is_false (eval E sigma b)) ->
prog_boperate E sigma (while b body) sigma n]
[while_body_boperate
: {Isort| SORT|VAR}E:Env|VAR}
{b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E){sigma,tau,eta:STATE gsort Isort}
{n:nat}
(is_true (eval E sigma b)) ->
(prog_boperate E sigma body tau n) ->
(prog_boperate E tau (while b body) eta n) ->
prog_boperate E sigma (while b body) eta n]
[call_boperate
. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}sigma,tau:STATE gsort Isort}{n:nat}
(prog_boperate (Env_empty|VAR) sigma
(coerce_prog (Env_empty global gsort Isort) SO) tau n)->
(prog_boperate E sigma (call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) tau (suc n))]

[new_boperate

. {Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VARKT: Type(0)}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) T}
{S:prog (sort_update x T (AccSort gsort Isort E))}
{sigma:STATE gsort Isorti{n|nat}
{tau:STATE gsort (sort_update x T Isort)}
(prog_boperate (Env_add E x) (STATE_add_local E sigma x t)

(coerce_prog (AccSort_update gsort T E Isort x) S) tau n) ->
prog_boperate E sigma (new x t S)
(STATE_remove_local x (sigma.local x) tau) nj;
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Goal boperate_not_strict :
{Isort| SORT|VARHE:Env|VAR}
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}
{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{tau|STATE gsort Isort}{n|nat}
(prog_boperate E sigma S tau n) ->{m:nat}(Le n m) ->
prog_boperate E sigma S tau m;

(* Corresponds to Lemma 3.38 on page 93. *)
Goal operate2boperate :

{Isort| SORT|VARHE:Env|VAR}

{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}

{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

{tau|STATE gsort Isort}

{Prem:prog_operate SO E sigma S tau}

Ex [n:nat]prog_boperate E sigma S tau n;

Goal boperate2operate :
{Isort| SORT|VARHE:Env|VAR}
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}
{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{tau|STATE gsort Isort}{n|nat}
{Prem:prog_boperate E sigma S tau n}
prog_operate SO E sigma S tau;

Freeze Egq;

Goal boperate_zero :
{Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VAR}{sigma,tau:STATE gsort Isort}
not (prog_boperate E sigma (call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) tau zero);

Discharge VAR,;

Unfreeze Egq;

Module boperate_thms Import
lib_bool_funs lib_nat_suc_thms boperate operate_thms syntax_thms;

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|] SORT|VAR][SO|prog gsort];

Goal boper_Inversion :
{Isort| SORT|VARHE:Env|VAR}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E){sigma,tau:STATE gsort Isorti{n:nat}Prop;

Goal boper_inversion :
{Isort| SORT|VARHE|Env|VAR}
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{tau|STATE gsort Isort}{n|nat}
{D:prog_boperate SO E sigma S tau n}
(boper_Inversion E S sigma tau n);

Goal boper_ifthen :
{Isort| SORT|VARHE|Env|VAR}
{blexpression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{S1,S2|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{sigma,tau|STATE gsort Isort}{n|nat}
(is_true (eval E sigma b))->
(prog_boperate SO E sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau n) ->
prog_boperate SO E sigma S1 tau n;

Goal boper_ifelse :
{Isort| SORT|VARHE|Env|VAR}

194



{blexpression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}

{S1,S2|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{sigma,tau|STATE gsort Isort}{n|nat}
(is_false (eval E sigma b)) ->
(prog_boperate SO E sigma (ifthenelse b S1 S2) tau n) ->
prog_boperate SO E sigma S2 tau n;

Goal boper_while :

{Isort| SORT|VARHE|Env|VAR}

{c|boolH{blexpression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}

{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

{sigma,tau|STATE gsort Isort{n|nat}

(Eq (eval E sigma b) c)->

(prog_boperate SO E sigma (while b S) tau n) ->

(and (is_false (eval E tau b))

(if ¢ (Ex [rho:STATE gsort Isort]
and (prog_boperate SO E sigma S rho n)

(prog_boperate SO E rho (while b S) tau n))
(Eq sigma tau)));

Goal boper_while_false :
{Isort|SORT|VARHE|Env|VAR}
{blexpression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{sigma,tau|STATE gsort Isort}{n|nat}
(prog_boperate SO E sigma (while b S) tau n) ->
is_false (eval E tau b);

0 (* Corresponds to Lemma 3.39 on page 95. *)
Goal boper_determ :

{Isort|SORT|VARHE|Env|VAR}
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{tau|STATE gsort Isorti{n|nat}
{Prem_tau|prog_boperate SO E sigma S tau n}
{C:(STATE gsort Isort)->PropHeta:STATE gsort Isort}
{m|nat}{Prem_eta:prog_boperate SO E sigma S eta m}
{C_eta:C eta}C tau;

DischargeKeep VAR;

Goal eval_under_coerc :
{T | Type(0){x : DecSetoid_carrier VARKIsortl | SORT|VARKE1 | Env|VAR}
{x_global : is_false (E1 x){b : expression (AccSort gsort Isortl E1) bool}
{sigmal : STATE gsort Isortl}{lsort'l = sort_update x T Isortl]
{v:T}
{prog_eq’ : EXTEQ (AccSort gsort Isortl E1) (AccSort gsort Isort’l E1)}
Eq (eval E1 (STATE_add_local' sigmal x V)
(coerce_expression VAR (AccSort gsort Isortl E1)
(AccSort gsort Isort’l E1) prog_eq’ b))
(eval E1 sigmal b);

Goal eval_under_coerc’ :
{Isort,Isort’ | SORT|VARKE | Env|VAR}
{b : expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{sigma : STATE gsort Isort}
{eq : EXTEQ Isort Isort'{prog_eq : EXTEQ ?7?}
Eq (eval E (STATE_coerce eq sigma)
(coerce_expression VAR (AccSort gsort Isort E)
(AccSort gsort Isort’ E) prog_eq b))
(eval E sigma b);

Goal AccSort_coerce :
{Isort,Isort’|SORT VARKE|Env|VAR}
{eq:EXTEQ Isort Isort’}
EXTEQ (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort’ E);
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Unfreeze Egq;

Goal boperate_coerce :

{Isort|SORT VARHE|Env|VAR}

{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

{tau|STATE gsort Isort}{n|nat}

{Der:prog_boperate SO E sigma S tau n}

{Isort:SORT VARK{eq:EXTEQ Isort Isort’}

prog_boperate SO E (STATE_coerce eq sigma)
(coerce_prog (AccSort_coerce eq) S) (STATE_coerce eq tau)
n;

[U|Type(0)][y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier][v:U];
[Isort|] SORT|VAR][E|Env|VAR][yGlobal:is_false (E y)I;

Goal prog_coerce_preserve_local :
EXTEQ (AccSort gsort Isort E)
(AccSort gsort (sort_update y U lIsort) E);

Discharge lIsort;

(* Corresponds to Theorem 3.41 on page 95. *)
$Goal boper_preserve_local :
{Isort|SORT VARHE:Env|VAR}
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}
{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{tau|STATE gsort Isort}{n|nat}
{Prem:prog_boperate SO E sigma S tau n}
{yGlobal:is_false (E y)}
prog_boperate SO E (STATE_add_local’ sigma y v)
(coerce_prog (prog_coerce_preserve_local yGlobal) S)
(STATE_add_local’ tau y v) n;

(* Corresponds to Lemma 3.40 on page 95. *)

Goal bcall_env_indep :
{Isort| SORT|VARHE,E":Env|VAR}
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort{tau|STATE gsort Isort}{n|nat}
{Der:prog_boperate SO E sigma (call ?) tau n}
prog_boperate SO E' sigma (call ?) tau n;

[TR : {E:Env|VAR}Isort|]SORT VAR}
{sigma:STATE gsort Isort}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{tau:STATE gsort Isort}
Prop]

[OPERLOCAL’
= {T|Type(O)KE|Env|VARKIsort|SORT VARKx:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
[lsort’ = sort_update x T Isort]
{sigma,tau|STATE gsort Isort’}
{v:lsort x}
(TR (Env_add E x) sigma (call ?) tau) ->
TR E (STATE_remove_local x v sigma) (call ?)
(STATE_remove_local x v tau)];

[OPERLOCAL
= {T|Type(0O)KE|Env|VARKIsort|SORT VARKx:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
[lsort’ = sort_update x T Isort]
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort’{tau|STATE gsort Isort}
{v:lsort x}
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(TR (Env_add E x) (STATE_remove_local x v sigma) (call ?) tau) ->
TR E sigma (call ?)
(STATE_add_local' tau x (coerce (sort_update_lookup x T Isort)
(local sigma x)))I;

Discharge VAR,;

Module operate_thms2 Import boperate_thms;
[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|] SORT|VAR][SO|prog gsort];
[y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier][T|Type(0)][v:T];

Goal oper_preserve_local :

{Isort|SORT VARHE:Env|VAR}

{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}

{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

{tau|STATE gsort Isort}

{Prem:prog_operate SO E sigma S tau}

{yGlobal:is_false (E y)}

prog_operate SO E (STATE_add_local’ sigma y v)
(coerce_prog (prog_coerce_preserve_local y yGlobal) S)
(STATE_add_local' tau y v);

Goal operate_coerce :
{Isort|SORT VARHE|Env|VAR}
{sigma|STATE gsort Isort{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{tau|STATE gsort Isort}
{Der:prog_operate SO E sigma S tau}
{Isort:SORT VARK{eq:EXTEQ Isort Isort’}
prog_operate SO E (STATE_coerce eq sigma)
(coerce_prog (AccSort_coerce eq) S) (STATE_coerce eq tau);

Discharge T;
Unfreeze Egq;

(* Corresponds to Corollary 3.42 on page 98. *)
Goal operate_resp_context :

{Isort|SORT|VAR}

{E|Env|VAR}

{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}

{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

{tau|STATE gsort Isort}

{Der:prog_operate SO E sigma S tau}

{hidden:is_false (E y)}

Eq (sigma.local y) (tau.local vy);

Goal boper_local’ :
{n|nat}
OPERLOCAL' ([E:Env|VAR][Isort|SORT VAR]
[sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
[S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)]
[tau:STATE gsort Isort]prog_boperate SO E sigma S tau n);

Goal boper_local :
{n|nat}
OPERLOCAL ([E:Env|VAR][Isort|fSORT VAR]
[sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
[S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)]
[tau:STATE gsort Isort]prog_boperate SO E sigma S tau n);
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Goal oper_local :
OPERLOCAL ([E:Env|VAR][lsort|SORT VAR]
[sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
[S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)]
[tau:STATE gsort Isort]prog_operate SO E sigma S tau);

Goal oper_local' :
OPERLOCAL' ([E:Env|VAR][lsort|SORT VAR]
[sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
[S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)]
[tau:STATE gsort Isort]prog_operate SO E sigma S tau);

Discharge VAR,;

(* Contexts for Hoare Logic *)
Module Hcontext Import lib_prod lib_rel assertion;

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort,Isort: SORT VAR]

[Spec [T:Type] =

prod (Assertion gsort Isort T) (Assertion gsort Isort T)J;
Inductive [HContext : Type] Theorems
Constructors

[HNone:HContext]

[HSome_internal:{T|Type}{spec:Spec T}HContext];

Goal HContext_disjoint : {T|Type}H{spec:Spec T}not (Eq HNone (HSome_internal spec));
$Goal HContext_predicate : {P:Pred HContext}{O:HContext}Prop;

$Goal HSome_update :
{T|Type{O:HContext{B|TypeKb:Spec BHf:{A|TypeHKa:Spec A}T}T;

Goal HContext_injective :
{A,B|TypeX{a|Spec A}b|Spec B}Eq (HSome_internal a) (HSome_internal b)) ->
{P{T|TypeXt:Spec T}Prop}(P b) -> P a;

Discharge gsort;

[gsort,Isort|SORT VAR];

[HSome = HSome_internal gsort Isort]
[HSomeSpec [T|Type][p,q:Assertion gsort Isort T] = HSome (Pair p q)];

DischargeKeep Isort;
Goal Hcontext_preserve :
{U[Type(0)}
{Gamma:HContext gsort Isort{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{v:lsort x}
HContext gsort (sort_update x U lIsort);
Induction Gamma,;
intros; Refine HNone; (* empty context *)
intros; Refine HSomeSpec;
Refine +1 Assertion_preserve x spec.Fst v;
Refine Assertion_preserve x spec.Snd v;
Save Hcontext_preserve;

Discharge VAR,;
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(* Semantics of Hoare logic *)
Module Hsemantics Import Hcontext operate;

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort,Isort|] SORT VAR]
[SO:prog gsort][E:Env|VAR][T|Typel;

[HAtomicSem

[p:Assertion gsort Isort T]

[S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)]

[g:Assertion gsort Isort T]

= {z|TH{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}

(p z sigma) ->
Ex [tau:STATE gsort Isort]
and (prog_operate SO E sigma S tau) (q z tau)];

Goal HSemEXx :

{UIType}

{p:U->Assertion gsort Isort T}

{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

{g:Assertion gsort Isort T}

iff (HAtomicSem ([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
Ex [tUlp(t)(Z)(sigma)) S q)

({t:U}HAtomicSem (p(t)) S q);

DischargeKeep T;

(* Corresponds to Definition 3.43 on page 98. *)
Goal HSem :

{Gamma:HContext gsort Isort}

{p:Assertion gsort Isort T}

{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

{g:Assertion gsort Isort T}

Prop;

Induction Gamma,;
Refine HAtomicSem; (* empty context *)

intros;
Refine (HAtomicSem spec.Fst (call ?) spec.Snd) ->
HAtomicSem p S q;
Save HSem;

Discharge VAR,;

Module H Import Hcontext syntax;
[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|]SORT VAR][SO:prog gsort];

(* Corresponds to Figure 3.10 on page 101. *)
Inductive
[HD :
{E:Env|VAR}Isort|SORT VAR}T|Type(0)}
{Gamma:HContext gsort Isort}
{p:Assertion gsort Isort T}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{g:Assertion gsort Isort T}
Prop]

Relation NoReductions

Constructors

[HDAssumption :
{E:Env|VAR}Isort| SORT|VARKT|Type}p,q:Assertion gsort Isort T}
HD E (HSomeSpec p q) p (call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) q]

[HDInv :

199



{E:Env|VAR}{Isort|SORT|VARKT|Type}
{Gamma:HContext gsort Isort}{p:Assertion gsort Isort T}
HD E Gamma p (skip (AccSort gsort Isort E)) p]

[HDAssign :
{E:Env|VAR}{Isort|SORT|VARKT|Type}
{Gamma:HContext gsort Isort}{p:Assertion gsort Isort T}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort E x)}
HD E Gamma (Assertion_update E x t p) (assign x t) p]

[HDSeq :
{E|Env|VARKIsort|SORT VARKT|Type}
{Gamma:HContext gsort Isort}
{p,q,r:Assertion gsort Isort T}
{S1,S2|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{Seq_prem1:HD E Gamma p S1 r{Seq_prem2:HD E Gamma r S2 q}
HD E Gamma p (seq S1 S2) (]

[HDIfthenelse :
{E|Env|VARKIsort|SORT VARKT|Type}
{Gamma:HContext gsort Isort}
{p,q:Assertion gsort Isort T}
{S1,S2|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{Ifthenelse_prem1:
HD E Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(p Z sigma) A (is_true (eval E sigma b)))
S1 q}
{Ifthenelse_prem2:
HD E Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(p Z sigma) A (is_false (eval E sigma b)))
S2 q}
HD E Gamma p (ifthenelse b S1 S2) q]

[HDWhile :
{E|Env|VARKIsort|SORT VARKT|Type}
{Gamma:HContext gsort Isort}
{p:Assertion gsort Isort T}
{b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{W|TypeH{Lt:Rel W WHis _wf : WF Lt}
{u:(STATE gsort Isort)->W} (* convergence function *)
{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{While_step:{t:W}
HD E Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]

(p Z sigma) A (is_true(eval(E)(sigma)(b))) A
(Eq (u sigma) t))
body ([Z:T][tau:STATE gsort Isort](p Z tau) A (Lt (u tau) 1))}
HD E Gamma p (while b body)
([Z:T][tau:STATE gsort Isort](p Z tau) A (is_false(eval E tau b)))]
[HDNew :

{E|Env|VAR}{Isort|SORT|VAR}T,U|Type}
{Gamma:HContext gsort Isort}{p,q:Assertion gsort Isort T}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) U}
{S:prog (sort_update x U (AccSort gsort Isort E))}
{NewPrem :
{vilsort x}
HD (Env_add E x) (Hcontext preserve Gamma X V)
([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort (sort_update x U lIsort)]
(Fr x p v Z sigma) A
(Eq (coerce (sort_update_lookup x U Isort) (sigma.local x))
(eval E (STATE_remove_local x v sigma) t)))
(coerce_prog (AccSort_update gsor t U E Isort x) S)
(Fr x q v)}
HD E Gamma p (new x t S) (]

[HDCall :

{E|Env|VARKIsort|SORT|VARKT|Type}
{W|TypeH{Lt:Rel W WHKis_wf : WF Lt}
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{p|W->Assertion gsort Isort T}
{g:Assertion gsort Isort T}
{Call_step:{t:W}
HD (Env_empty|VAR) (HSomeSpec
([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
Ex [u:W](p(u)(2)(sigma)) A (Lt u t)
a)
(p(1))
(coerce_prog (Env_empty global gsort Isort) SO) q}
HD E (HNone gsort Isort)
([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]Ex [t:W]p(t)(Z)(sigma))
(call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) q]

[HDCon :
{E|EnV|]VAR}Isort|SORT VARKT,U|Type}
{Gamma:HContext gsort Isort}
{p,q:Assertion gsort Isort T}Hpre,post:Assertion gsort Isort U}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{Prem : KSC (p,q) (pre,post)}
{prem : HD E Gamma pre S post}
HD E Gamma p S qJ;

Discharge VAR,;

Module Htheorems Import H;

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|]SORT VAR][SO:prog gsort]
[E:Env|VAR][Isort|]SORT VAR][T|Type]
[Gamma:HContext gsort Isort];

[p,g:Assertion gsort Isort TJ;
Goal HDConl :
{pre|Assertion gsort Isort THS|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

{Prem: SubRel p pre}
{prem : HD SO E Gamma pre S g}HD SO E Gamma p S q;

Goal HDConr :
{post|Assertion gsort Isort THS|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{Prem: SubRel post q}
{prem: HD SO E Gamna p S post}HD SO E Gamma p S q;
DischargeKeep p;

Goal HDInv_lemma : (SubRel p q) -> HD SO E Gamma p (skip ?) gq;

$[sort = AccSort gsort Isort E];
Goal HDAssign_lemma :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (sort x)}
(SubRel g
([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
p Z (STATE_ update E x (eval E sigma t) sigma))) ->
HD SO E Gamma q (assign x t) p;

Discharge VAR,;

Module Hsound Import Htheorems Hsemantics operate_thms2;

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|] SORT|VAR][SO:prog gsort]
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[E:Env|VAR][Isort| SORT|VAR][T|Type][Gamma:HContext gsort Isort]

[p,r,q:Assertion gsort Isort T]
[b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool]
[S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)];

Goal HDAssumptionSound :
HSem SO E (HSomeSpec p q) p (call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) q;

$Goal HDInvAtomicSound :
HAtomicSem SO E p (skip (AccSort gsort Isort E)) p;

Goal HDInvSound :
HSem SO E Gamma p (skip (AccSort gsort Isort E)) p;

$Goal HDAssignAtomicSound :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort E x)}
HAtomicSem SO E (Assertion_update E x t p) (assign x t) p;

Goal HDAssignSound :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort E x)}
HSem SO E Gamma (Assertion_update E x t p) (assign x t) p;

$Goal HDSegAtomicSound :

{Seq_prem1:HAtomicSem S 0 E p S1 r}
{Seq_prem2:HAtomicSem S 0 E r S2 q}
HAtomicSem SO E p (seq S1 S2) qg;

Goal HDSegSound :
{Seq_preml:HSem SO E Gamma p S1 r}
{Seq_prem2:HSem SO E Gamma r S2 q}
HSem SO E Gamma p (seq S1 S2) q;

$Goal HDIfthenelseAtomicSound :
{Ifthenelse_prem1.:
HAtomicSem SO E ([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(p Z sigma) A (is_true (eval E sigma b)))
S1 q}
{Ifthenelse_prem2:
HAtomicSem SO E ([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(p Z sigma) A (is_false (eval E sigma b)))
S2 q}
HAtomicSem SO E p (ifthenelse b S1 S2) q;

Goal HDIfthenelseSound :
{Ifthenelse_prem1:
HSem SO E Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(p Z sigma) A (is_true (eval E sigma b)))
S1 q}
{Ifthenelse_prem2:
HSem SO E Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(p Z sigma) A (is_false (eval E sigma b)))
S2 q}
HSem SO E Gamma p (ifthenelse b S1 S2) q;

$Goal HDWhileAtomicSound :
{W|Type}H{Lt:Rel W WHis_wf : WF Lt}
{u:(STATE gsort Isort)->W}
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{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{While_step:{t:W}
HAtomicSem SO E ([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]

(p Z sigma) A (is_true(eval(E)(sigma)(b))) A
(Eq (u sigma) t))
body ([Z:T][tau:STATE gsort Isort](p Z tau) A (Lt (u tau) 1))}
HAtomicSem SO E p (while b body)
([Z:T][tau:STATE gsort Isort](p Z tau) A (is_false(eval E tau b)));

Goal HDWhileSound :
{W|TypeH{Lt:Rel W WHis_wf : WF Lt}
{u:(STATE gsort Isort)->W}
{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{While_step:{t:W}
HSem SO0 E Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]

(p Z sigma) A (is_true(eval(E)(sigma)(b))) A
(Eq (u sigma) t))
body ([Z:T][tau:STATE gsort Isort](p Z tau) A (Lt (u tau) 1))}
HSem SO0 E Gamma p (while b body)
([Z:T][tau:STATE gsort Isort](p Z tau) A (is_false(eval E tau b)));

Goal HDNewSound :
{UIType}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) U}
{S:prog (sort_update x U (AccSort gsort Isort E))}
{NewPrem :
{vilsort x}
HSem SO (Env_add E x) (Hcontext_preserve Gamma X V)
([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort (sort_update x U lIsort)]
(Fr x pvZ sigma) A
(Eq (coerce (sort_update_lookup x U Isort) (sigma.local x))
(eval E (STATE_remove_local x v sigma) t)))
(coerce_prog (AccSort_update gsort U E Isort x) S)
(Fr x g v)}
HSem SO E Gamma p (new x t S) q;

Goal HDCallSound :
{W|TypeH{Lt:Rel W WHis_wf : WF Lt}
{p|W->Assertion gsort Isort T}
{Call_step:{t:W}
HSem SO (Env_empty|VAR) (HSomeSpec
([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
Ex [u:W](p(u)(2)(sigma)) A (Lt u t)
a)
(p(1)
(coerce_prog (Env_empty global gsort Isort) SO) q}
HSem SO E (HNone gsort Isort)
([Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]Ex [t:W]p(t)(Z)(sigma))
(call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) q;

$Goal HDConAtomicSound :
{U|Type}pre,post:Assertion gsort Isort U}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{Prem : KSC (p,q) (pre,post)}
{prem : HAtomicSem SO E pre S post}
HAtomicSem SO E p S q;

Goal HDConSound :
{U|TypeX{pre,post:Assertion gsort Isort U}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

{Prem : KSC (p,q) (pre,post)}
{prem : HSem SO E Gamma pre S post}
HSem SO E Gamma p S q;
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Discharge E;

O (* Corresponds to Theorem 3.44 on page 102. *)
Goal HSound :
{E|Env|VARXIsort|]SORT VARYKT|Type(0)}
{Gamma|HContext gsort Isort}
{p|Assertion gsort Isort T}
{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{g|Assertion gsort Isort T}
{derrHD SO E Gamma p S q}HSem SO E Gamam p S q;

Discharge VAR,;

Module Hcomplete Import Hsemantics Htheorems WF operate_thms2;
[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|]SORT VAR][SO:prog gsort];

[HoarepO
[Isort|] SORT|VAR][E:Env|VAR][S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)][n:nat] =
[Z,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]prog_boperate SO E sigma S Z nj;

[psi [Isort:SORT|VAR][E:Env|VAR][n:nat]
= Hoarep0 E (call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) (suc n)]

[p [Isort:SORT|VARI][E:Env|VAR][n:nat][Z,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
= Ex ([u:nat](psi Isort E u Z sigma A Lt u n))j;

Discharge gsort;
Freeze Egq;

0 (* Corresponds to Theorem 3.45 on page 104.*)
Goal completeness_step :
{gsort,Isort| SORT|VAR}
{S0:prog gsort}{n:nat}
HD SO (Env_empty|VAR)
(HSomeSpec (p SO Isort (Env_empty|VAR) n) (Eq|(STATE ?7?)))
(psi SO Isort (Env_empty|VAR) n)
(coerce_prog (Env_empty global gsort Isort) S0)
(Eq|(STATE gsort Isort));

0 (* Corresponds to Theorem 3.46 on page 107. *)
Goal HL_most_general :
{gsort,Isort|] SORT|VAR} {E:Env|VARKS:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{S0:prog gsort}
HD SO E (HNone ??) ([Z,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
prog_operate SO E sigma S 2)
S (Eq|(STATE gsort Isort));

0 (* Corresponds to Corollary 3.47 on page 107. *)
Goal HL_complete :
{gsort,Isort| SORT|VARKE:Env|VARH{SO:prog gsort}
{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E){T|Type}
{p,q|Assertion gsort Isort T}
{semant:HSem SO E (HNone ??) p S gq}HD SO E (HNone ?? ) p S q;

Discharge VAR,;

Unfreeze Egq;
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Module Hadmiss Import Hsound Hcomplete;
[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|] SORT|VAR][SO:prog gsort]

[T|Typelllsort| SORT|VAR]
[E:Env|VAR][g|Assertion gsort Isort TJ;

(* Corresponds to Corollary 3.48 on page 107. *)
Goal HDNRCall :
{p|Assertion gsort Isort T{Prem:HD SO (Env_empty|VAR) (HNone ??) p
(coerce_prog (Env_empty global gsort Isort) SO) q}
HD SO E (HNone gsort Isort) p (call ?) g;

[Gamma|HContext gsort Isort][U|Type(0)];

Goal Adaptation :
{pre,post:Assertion gsort Isort U{S:prog ?}
{prem : HD SO E Gamma pre S post}
[p [Z:T][sigma:STATE gsort Isort] =
{tau:STATE gsort Isort}Ex [Z":U]Jand (pre Z' sigma)
((post Z' tau) - > g Z tau)]
HD SO E Gamma p S q;

Goal HDNew_LC :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression ? U}
[sort = sort_update x U Isort]
{p:Assertion gsort sort TH{S:prog ?}
{NewPrem : {v:lsort x}
[E = Env_add E x]
HD SO E (Hcontext_preserve Gamma X V) p
(coerce_prog (AccSort_update gsort ?? Isort x) S)
(Fr x q v)}
HD SO E Gamma ([Z:T][sigma:STATE ??]p Z (STATE_add_local E sigma x t))
(new x t S) q;

Discharge VAR,;

Module static Import Hadmiss;

Inductive [myVAR:Type] Double
Constructors [X,Z:myVAR];

Goal myVAR_eq : myVAR -> myVAR -> bool;

Goal myVAR_eq_refl : {x:myVAR}is_true (myVAR_eq X X);
Goal myVAR_eq_char : Eqchar myVAR_eq;

Goal myVAR_DecSetoid : DecSetoid;

(* Corresponds to Example 3.31 on page 87. *)

[mysort = [_:myVAR]nat : myVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier -> Type]

[SO = assign)myVAR_DecSetoid X ([sigma:FS mysort]sigma(Z))
: proglmyVAR_DecSetoid mysort];

Goal myprog : prog|myVAR_DecSetoid mysort;

Refine seq; Refine assign; Refine Z; Intros; Refine one;
Refine new; Refine +1 Z; Intros +1; Refine zero; Refine call;
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Save myprog;

[E:EnvimyVAR_DecSetoid]
[E’ [x:myVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier] =
(andalso (inv (myVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_eq x X))
(andalso (inv (myVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_eq x Z)) (E Xx)))];

Goal myprog_coerce : EXTEQ mysort (AccSort mysort mysort E’);

Goal Xcoerce :
Eq (AccSort%%myVAR_DecSetoid mysort mysort E’ X) (mysort X);

[post [Z,sigma:STATE mysort mysort] =
Eq (coerce Xcoerce (lookup(E’)(sigma)(X))) one];

(* Corresponds to Lemma 3.49 on page 109. *)
Goal myprog_correct :
HD SO E' (HNone ??) ([_,_:STATE ??]trueProp)
(coerce_prog myprog_coerce myprog) post;

(* Contexts for VDM *)
Module VDMcontext Import lib_prod lib_rel state;

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort,Isort: SORT VAR]

[VDMSpec =
prod (Pred (STATE gsort Isort))
(Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort))];

Inductive [VDMContext : Type] Theorems
Constructors
[VDMNone:VYDMContext]
[VDMSome_internal:{spec:VDMSpec}VDMContext];

Discharge gsort;
[gsort,Isort|SORT VAR];

[VDMSome = VDMSome_internal gsort Isort]
[VDMSomeSpec
[p:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)]
[g:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)] =
VDMSome (Pair p q)];

DischargeKeep Isort;

[U[Type(0)]
[x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier]

[vilsort x]

$[lsort’ = sort_update x U Isort]
$[STATE' = STATE gsort IsortT];

[VDMPr [qg:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)] =
[tau,sigma:STATE'](q (STATEuL x v tau) (STATEuL x v sigma))
(Eq (tau.local x) (sigma.local x))];
Goal VDMcontextPr :
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
VDMContext gsort (sort_update x U Isort);
Induction Gamma,;

intros; Refine VDMNone; (* empty context *)

intros; Refine VDMSomeSpec;
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Intros sigma; Refine spec.Fst (STATEuL x v sigma);
Refine VDMPr spec.Snd;
Save VDMcontextPr;

Discharge VAR,;

Module VDMsemantics Import VDMcontext operate;

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort,Isort|] SORT VAR]
[SO:prog gsort][E:Env|VAR];

[VDMAtomicSem
[p:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)]
[S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)]
[g:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort) ]
= {sigma|STATE gsort Isort}
(p sigma) ->
Ex [tau:STATE gsort Isort]
and (prog_operate SO E sigma S tau) (g tau sigma)];

Goal VDMSemEXx :

{UIType}

{p:U->Pred (STATE gsort Isort)}

{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

{g:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
iff (VDMAtomicSem ([sigma:STATE gsort Isort]

Ex [tU]p(t)(sigma)) S q)
({t:U}VDMAtomicSem (p(t)) S q);

Goal VDMSem :
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
{p:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{g:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
Prop;

Induction Gamma,;
Refine VDMAtomicSem; (* empty context *)
intros;
Refine (VDMAtomicSem spec.Fst (call ?) spec.Snd) ->
VDMAtomicSem p S q;
Save VDMSem;

Discharge VAR,;

Module VDM Import tms_rel VDMcontext operate;
[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|]SORT VAR][SO:prog gsort];
[Isort|SORT VAR];

[VDM_Pred_to_Rel [P:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)]
= [sigma,_:STATE gsort Isort]P sigma
. Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)];

Discharge lIsort;

(* Corresponds to Figure 3.12 on page 111. *)
Inductive
[VDMder :
{E:Env|VAR}Isort|SORT VAR}
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
{P:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
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{Q:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
Prop]

Relation NoReductions

Constructors
[VDMAssumption :
{E:Env|VAR}{Isort|SORT VAR}
{p:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)}
{g:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
VDMder E (VDMSomeSpec p q) p (call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) q]

[VDMSkip :
{E:Env|VAR}Isort|SORT VAR}
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
VDMder E Gamma ([_:(STATE gsort Isort)]trueProp)
(skip (AccSort gsort Isort E))
(Eq|(STATE gsort Isort))]

[VDMAssign :

{E:Env|VAR}{Isort|SORT VAR}

{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}

{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}

{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort E x)}

VDMder E Gamma ([_:(STATE gsort Isort)]trueProp) (assign x t)
([tau,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]

Eq tau (STATE_ update E x (eval E sigma t) sigma))]

[VDMSeq :

{E:Env|VAR}Isort|SORT VAR}

{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}

{p1,p2:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}

{r1,r2:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}

{S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}

(VDMder E Gamma pl S1 ([tau,sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
and (p2 tau) (rl tau sigma))) ->

(vDMder E Gamma p2 S2 r2) ->

VDMder E Gamma pl (seq S1 S2) (composeRel r2 rl)]

[VDMlfthenelse :

{E:Env|VAR}{Isort|SORT VAR}
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
{pre:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{post:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{TH,EL:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
(VDMder E Gamma ([sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
(pre sigma) A (is_true (eval E sigma b)))

TH post) ->
(VDMder E Gamma ([sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
(pre sigma) A (is_false (eval E sigma b)))

EL post) ->
VDMder E Gamma pre (ifthenelse b TH EL) post]

[VDMWhile :
{E:Env|VAR}Isort|SORT VAR}
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
{P:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{sofar:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{sofar_trans: trans sofar}
{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel P))}
{b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool}
{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{Prem:
VDMder E Gamma ([sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(P sigma) A (is_true (eval E sigma b)))
body
([tau,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(P tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}
VDMder E Gamma P (while b body)
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([tau,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(P tau) A (is_false (eval E tau b)) A
(reflclose sofar tau sigma))]

[VDMNew :
{E|Env|]VARK]Isort|SORT VARKU|Type}
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
{p:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)}
{g:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) U}
{S:prog (sort_update x U (AccSort gsort Isort E))}
{NewPrem :
{vilsort x}
VDMder (Env_add E x) (VDMcontextPr x v Gamma)
([sigma:STATE gsort (sort_update x U Isort)]
(p (STATEUL x v sigma)) A
(Eq (coerce (sort_update_lookup x U lIsort) (sigma.local x))
(eval E (STATE_remove_local x v sigma) t)))
(coerce_prog (AccSort_update gsort U E Isort x) S)
([tau,sigma:STATE gsort (sort_update x U lIsort)]
g (STATEuL x v tau) (STATEuL x v sigma))}
VDMder E Gamma p (new x t S) (]

[VDMCall :

{E:Env|VAR}Isort|SORT VAR}

{W|Type}{Lt:Rel W WHis_wf : WF Lt}

{p:W->Pred (STATE gsort Isort)}

{g:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}

{Call_step:{t:W}

VDMder (Env_empty|VAR) (VDMSomeSpec

([sigma:STATE gsort Isort]

Ex [u:W](p(u)(sigma)) A (Lt u 1)

(p(1)
(coerce_prog (Env_empty global gsort Isort) SO) q}
VDMder E (VDMNone gsort Isort)
([sigma:STATE gsort Isort]Ex [t:W]p(t)(sigma))
(call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) q]

[VDMConsequence :
{E:Env|VAR}Isort|SORT VAR}
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
{p,pl:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)}
{9,q1:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{ConsSC1:{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}(p sigma) -> (pl sigma)}
{ConsSC2:{tau,sigma|STATE gsort Isort}(p sigma) ->
(q1 tau sigma) -> q tau sigma}
{ConsPrem:VDMder E Gamma pl S qil}
VDMder E Gamma p S (qJ;

Discharge VAR,;

Module VDMtheorems Import VDM ;

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|]SORT VAR][SO:prog gsort]
[E:Env|VAR][Isort|SORT VAR]
[Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort];

Goal VDMPre :
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
{pre|(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{post|Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{Prem:VDMder SO E Gamma pre S post}
VDMder SO E Gamma pre S
[tau,sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]Jand (pre sigma) (post tau sigma);

209



Goal VDMConsequenceleft :
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
{pre_s,pre : (STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{post:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{strengthen : {sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)}(pre_s sigma) -> pre sigma}
{prem : VDMder SO E Gamma pre S post}
VDMder SO E Gamma pre_s S post;

Goal VDMConsequenceRight:
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
{pre : (STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{post,post_w:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{weaken :
{sigma,tau:(STATE gsort Isort)}(post tau sigma) -> post_ w tau sigma}
{prem : VDMder SO E Gamma pre S post}
VDMder SO E Gamma pre S post_w;

Goal VDMSkipBU :
{p:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort){p’:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{p’p:{sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)}(p’ sigma) -> p sigma sigma}
VDMder SO E Gamma p’ (skip ?) p;

Goal VDMAssignBU :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort E x)}
{p:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{p":(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{p'p:
{sigma,tau:(STATE gsort Isort)}
(p’ sigma) ->
p (STATE_update E x (eval E sigma t) tau) sigma}
VDMder SO E Gamma p’ (assign x t) p;

Goal VDMSeqBU :
{Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort}
{p1,p2:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{r,r1,r2:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{weakening: SubRel (composeRel r2 rl) r}
(vDMder SO E Gamma pl S1
[tau,sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]Jand (p2 tau) (rl tau sigma)) ->
(VDMder SO E Gamma p2 S2 r2) ->
VDMder SO E Gamma pl (seq S1 S2) r;

Goal VDMLoopBU :

{P,l:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}

{Q,sofar:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{sofar_trans: trans sofar}
{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel I))}

{b:expression ? boolKbody:prog ?}

{ScPre:SubPred P I}

{ScPost:{tau,sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)}(I sigma) -> (I tau) ->

(is_false (eval E tau b)) ->
(reflclose sofar tau sigma) -> Q tau sigma}

{Prem:
VDMder SO E Gamma ([sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)](I sigma) A
(is_true (eval E sigma b)))
body
([tau,sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)](l tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}

VDMder SO E Gamma P (while b body) Q;

Discharge VAR,;
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Module VDMsound Import VDMsemantics VDM operate_thms2;
[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|] SORT|VAR][SO:prog gsort]
[E:Env|VAR][Isort|] SORT|VAR][Gamma:VDMContext gsort Isort]

[p:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)][q:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)]
[b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool]
[S1,S2:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)];

Goal VDMAssumptionSound :
VDMSem SO E (VDMSomeSpec p q) p (call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) q;

$Goal VDMInvAtomicSound :
VDMAtomicSem SO E ([_:(STATE gsort Isort)]trueProp)
(skip (AccSort gsort Isort E))
(Eq|(STATE gsort Isort));

Goal VDMInvSound :
VDMSem SO0 E Gamma ([_:(STATE gsort Isort)]trueProp)
(skip (AccSort gsort Isort E))
(Eq|(STATE gsort Isort));

$Goal VDMAssignAtomicSound :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort E x)}
VDMAtomicSem SO E ([_:(STATE gsort Isort)]trueProp) (assign x t)
([tau,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
Eq tau (STATE_update E x (eval E sigma t) sigma));

Goal VDMAssignSound :
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{t:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) (AccSort gsort Isort E x)}
VDMSem SO E Gamma ([_:(STATE gsort Isort)jtrueProp) (assign x t)
([tau,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
Eq tau (STATE_ update E x (eval E sigma t) sigma));

$Goal VDMSegAtomicSound :
{p1,p2:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{r1,r2:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{Seq_prem1:VDMAtomicSem SO E pl S1 ([tau,sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
and (p2 tau) (rl tau sigma))}
{Seq_prem2:VDMAtomicSem SO E p2 S2 r2}
VDMAtomicSem SO E pl (seq S1 S2) (composeRel r2 rl);

Goal VDMSegSound :
{p1,p2:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{r1,r2:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{Seq_prem1:VDMSem SO0 E Gamma pl S1 ([tau,sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
and (p2 tau) (rl tau sigma))}
{Seq_prem2:VDMSem SO E Gamma p2 S2 r2}
VDMSem SO E Gamma pl (seq S1 S2) (composeRel r2 rl);

$Goal VDMIfthenelseAtomicSound :
{pre:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{post:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{TH,EL:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{Ifthenelse_prem1.:
VDMAtomicSem SO E ([sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
(pre sigma) A (is_true (eval E sigma b)))
TH post}
{Ifthenelse_prem2:
VDMAtomicSem SO0 E ([sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
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(pre sigma) A (is_false (eval E sigma b)))
EL post}
VDMAtomicSem SO E pre (ifthenelse b TH EL) post;

Goal VDMilfthenelseSound :
{pre:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{post:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{TH,EL:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{Ifthenelse_prem1:
VDMSem SO E Gamma ([sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
(pre sigma) A (is_true (eval E sigma b)))
TH post}
{Ifthenelse_prem2:
VDMSem SO E Gamma ([sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
(pre sigma) A (is_false (eval E sigma b)))
EL post}
VDMSem SO E Gamma pre (ifthenelse b TH EL) post;

$Goal VDMWhileAtomicSound :
{P:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{sofar:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{sofar_trans: trans sofar}
{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel P))}
{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{Prem:
VDMAtomicSem SO E ([sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(P sigma) A (is_true (eval E sigma b)))
body
([tau,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(P tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}
VDMAtomicSem SO E P (while b body)
([tau,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(P tau) A (is_false (eval E tau b)) A
(reflclose sofar tau sigma));

Goal VDMWhileSound :
{P:(STATE gsort Isort).Pred}
{sofar:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{sofar_trans: trans sofar}
{sofar_wf: WF (andRel sofar (VDM_Pred_to_Rel P))}
{body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{Prem:
VDMSem SO E Gamma ([sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(P sigma) A (is_true (eval E sigma b)))
body
([tau,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(P tau) A (sofar tau sigma))}
VDMSem SO E Gamma P (while b body)
([tau,sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
(P tau) A (is_false (eval E tau b)) A
(reflclose sofar tau sigma));

Goal VDMNewSound :
{UIType(0)}
{x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrierKt:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) U}
{S:prog (sort_update x U (AccSort gsort Isort E))}
{NewPrem :
{v:sort x}
VDMSem SO (Env_add E x) (VDMcontextPr x v Gamma)
([sigma:STATE gsort (sort_update x U lIsort)]
(p (STATEuUL x v sigma)) A
(Eq (coerce (sort_update_lookup x U Isort) (sigma.local x))
(eval E (STATE_remove_local x v sigma) t)))
(coerce_prog (AccSort_update gsort U E Isort x) S)
([tau,sigma:STATE gsort (sort_update x U lIsort)]
g (STATEuL x v tau) (STATEuL x v sigma))}
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VDMSem SO E Gamma p (new x t S) q;

Goal VDMCallSound :
{W|TypeH{Lt:Rel W WHis_wf : WF Lt}

{p:W->Pred (STATE gsort Isort)}

{g:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}

{Call_step:{t:W}

VDMSem SO (Env_empty|VAR) (VDMSomeSpec

([sigma:STATE gsort Isort]

Ex [u:W](p(u)(sigma)) A (Lt u 1)

(p(1)
(coerce_prog (Env_empty global gsort Isort) SO) q}
VDMSem SO E (VDMNone gsort Isort)
([sigma:STATE gsort Isort]Ex [t:W]p(t)(sigma))
(call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) q;

$Goal VDMConAtomicSound :
{p1:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)}
{g1:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{ConsSC1:{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}(p sigma) -> (pl sigma)}
{ConsSC2:{tau,sigma|STATE gsort Isort}(p sigma) ->
(q1 tau sigma) -> q tau sigma}
{ConsPrem:VDMAtomicSem SO E pl S qil}
VDMAtomicSem SOE p S q;

Goal VDMConSound :
{p1:Pred (STATE gsort Isort)}
{g1:Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{ConsSC1:{sigma|STATE gsort Isort}(p sigma) -> (pl sigma)}
{ConsSC2:{tau,sigma|STATE gsort Isort}(p sigma) ->
(q1 tau sigma) -> q tau sigma}
{ConsPrem:VDMSem SO E Gamma pl S g1}
VDMSem SO E Gamma p S q;

Discharge E;

(* Corresponds to Theorem 3.50 on page 110. *)

$Goal VDMsoundness :
{E|Env|VARKIsort|]SORT VAR}{Gamma|VDMContext gsort Isort}
{P|Pred (STATE ??)}{S|prog ?}{Q|Rel (STATE ??) (STATE ??)}
{der:vDMder SO E Gamma P S Q}
VDMSem SO E Gamma P S Q;

Discharge VAR,;

Module VDMcomplete Import operate_thms2 WF VDMsemantics VDMtheorems;

[VAR|DecSetoid][gsort|]SORT VAR][SO:prog gsort];

[VDMpO
[Isort|] SORT VARI]E|Env VAR][S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)]
[n:nat][sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)] =
Ex [tau:(STATE gsort Isort)]prog_boperate SO E sigma S tau nJ;

[psi [Isort:SORT|VARI][E:Env|VAR][Nn:nat]
= VDMpO (call (AccSort gsort Isort E)) (suc n)]

[p [Isort:SORT|VAR][E:Env|VAR][n:nat][sigma:STATE gsort Isort]
= Ex ([u:nat](psi Isort E u sigma A Lt u n)j;
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[Isort|SORT VAR][E|Env VAR];

Goal VDMp02Termin :
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)}{n:nat}
(VDMpO S n sigma) -> Termin E SO S sigma;

[VDMSC
[x,y:(Pred (STATE gsort Isort))
#(Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort))] =
{tau,sigma|STATE gsort Isort}(x.1 sigma) ->
((y.1 sigma) A ((y.2 tau sigma) -> x.2 tau sigma))];

Goal VDMSC refl : refl VDMSC;

[b:expression (AccSort gsort Isort E) bool]
[body:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)];

[n:nat];

Goal VDMWHFbsofar :
WF (andRel (sofar SO ? b body)
(VDM_Pred_to_Rel (VDMpO (while b body) n)));

Discharge gsort;

Goal VDM_completeness_step :
{gsort,Isort| SORT|VAR}
{SO:prog gsorti{n:nat}
[CSO = coerce_prog (Env_empty_global gsort Isort) SO]
VDMder SO (Env_empty VAR)
(VDMSomeSpec (p SO Isort (Env_empty|VAR) n)
([tau,sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
prog_operate SO (Env_empty VAR) sigma (call ?) tau))
(VDMpO SO CSO n)
CsoO
([tau,sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
prog_operate SO (Env_empty VAR) sigma CSO tau);

Goal VDM_most_general :
{gsort,Isort| SORT|VARKE|Env VAR}
{S:prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}{SO:prog gsort}
VDMder SO E (VDMNone ?7?)
([sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]
Ex [tau:(STATE gsort Isort)]prog_operate SO E sigma S tau)
S
([tau,sigma:(STATE gsort Isort)]prog_operate SO E sigma S tau);

0 (* Corresponds to Theorem 3.51 on page 110. *)
Goal VDM_complete :
{gsort,Isort|] SORT VARKE|Env VARKSO|prog gsort}
{S|prog (AccSort gsort Isort E)}
{pI(STATE gsort lIsort).Pred}
{g|Rel (STATE gsort Isort) (STATE gsort Isort)}
{semant:VDMSem SO E (VDMNone ??) p S qg}VDMder SO E (VDMNone ??) p S q;

Discharge VAR,;
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B.5 Quicksort

Module quicksort_theory Import lib_nat Prop_rels lib_list_sorted lib_bool_funs
lib_nat_bool_rels lib_nat_rels;

Goal minus_zero_Le : {a,bjnat}(Eq (b .minus a) zero) -> Le b a;
Goal Le_zero_Eq_zero : {alnat}(Le a zero) -> Eq a zero;
Goal Lt_imp_Le_pred : {a,bjnat}(Lt a b) -> Le a (pred b);

Goal Le_suc_imp_Lt pred_suc : {a,bjnat}(Le a (suc b)) -> Lt (pred a) (suc b);
Goal Le_Lt contradiction : {a,blnat}{ab:Le a bKba:Lt b a}absurd;

Goal minus_suc_left :
{a,b|nat}(Le a b) -> Eq (minus (suc b) a) (suc (minus b a));

Freeze Eq;

Goal Lt _minus_stable_left :
{a,b,c|nat}(Lt a ¢) -> (Le ¢ b) -> Lt (minus b ¢) (minus b a);

Goal Lt_minus_stable_right :
{a,b,c|nat}(Lt a c) -> (Le ¢ b) -> Lt (minus (pred c) a) (minus b a);

[s|Typel;

Goal singletonSorted : {R:Rel s s}{x:s}Sorted R (singleton Xx);

Goal nat_array_to_list : {A:nat->sHa,b:nat}list s;

intros A’ a’' b’

Refine nat_double_elim [a,b:nat]{A:nat->s}list s;
Refine -0 A’; Refine -0 b’; Refine -0 a’;

(** nat_array_to_list zero zero **)
intros; Refine singleton (A zero);

(** nat_array_to_list zero (suc n) **)
intros _ nat_array_to_list_zero_n A;

Refine cons (A zero) (nat_array_to_list zero_n (compose A suc));

(** nat_array_to_list (suc m) zero **¥)
intros; Refine nil;

(** nat_array_to_list (suc m) (suc n) **)
intros; Refine H n (compose A suc);
Save nat_array_to_list;

Goal nat_array_to_list_nil :
{a,b|nat{A:nat->s}
(b .Lt &)
-> Eq (nat_array_to_list A a b) (nil s);

Goal nat_array _to_list_cons :
{a,b|nati{A:nat->s}(a .Le b) ->
Eq (nat_array to_list A a b)
(cons (A a) (nat_array_to_list A (suc a) b));
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Goal nat_array to_list_cons’ :
{b:nati{X:nat->s}
Eq (nat_array to_list X zero b)
(cons (X zero) (nat_array_to_list X one b));

Goal nat_array to_list_singleton :
{b:nati{X:nat->s}
Eq (nat_array_to_list X b b) (singleton (X b));

Goal nat_array to_list_append :
{a,c,b|nati{X:nat->s}
(a .Lt b)
> (b .Le ¢)
-> Eq (nat_array_to_list X a ¢)
(append (nat_array_to_list X a (pred b))
(nat_array_to_list X b c));

Goal nat_array to_list_character :
{a,b:nat}{X:nat->s}

((Eq (nat_array_to_list X a b) (nil ?)) A (Lt b a)) Y
((Eq (nat_array_to_list X a b)
(cons (X a) (nat_array_to_list X (suc a) b))) A (Le a b));
Discharge s;

[stable_outside =
[X:nat->nat][X0:nat->nat][a,b:nat]
{c:nat}(or (Lt ¢ a) (Lt b ¢)) -> Eq (X c) (X0 c)];

Goal nat_array to_list_stable :
{a,b:nat}{c,d|nat}{X,X’|nat->nat}
(stable_outside X X' ¢ d)
-> ((Lt b ¢) vV (Lt d a))
-> Eq (nat_array to_list X a b) (nat_array to_list X' a b);

[X,X’|nat->nat][a,b,c|nat];
[s|Typel;
[update [A:nat->s][y:nat][t:s] = [x:nat]if (nat_eq y x) t (A X)];
$[Nat_array _to_list_update [a,b:nat] =

{c|natiX:nat->s}t:s}

(not (Eq c zero)) ->

Eq (nat_array to_list (update X ¢ t) a b) (nat_array_to_list X a b)];
$Goal nat_array_to_list_update_zero_zero : Nat_array_to_list update zero zero;
Goal compose_suc :

{c:nat}{X:nat->s}{t:s} (not (Eq c zero)) ->

Eq (compose (update X c t) suc)
(update (compose X suc) (pred c) t);

Goal compose_suc_zero :
{X:nat->s}{t:s}Eq (compose (update X zero t) suc) (compose X suc);

Goal nat_array_to_list_tack :
{a,b|nati{X:nat->s}(Lt (pred a) b) ->
Eq (nat_array to_list X a b)
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(tack (X b) (nat_array_to_list X a (pred b)));

(* Corresponds to Lemma 4.2 on page 115. *)
Goal nat_array to_list_update :
{t:s¥{a,b:nat}{c|nat}{X:nat->s}
((Lt ¢ a) VvV (Lt b ¢)) ->
Eq (nat_array to_list (update X c¢ t) a b) (nat_array_to_list X a b);

Discharge X;

[s,t|Type][R:Rel s t];
Goal redun_update : {b:nat}{X:nat->s}Eq X (updat e X b (X b))

(* Corresponds to Lemma 4.3 on page 115. *)
Goal nat_array_to_list_update_factorise :
{a,c,b|nat}{X:nat->sKt:s}
{ab:Le a bKbc:Le b c}
Eq (nat_array to_list (update X b t) a ¢)
(insert t (if (nat_eq b zero) (nil ?) (nat_array_to_list X a (pred b)))
(nat_array_to_list X (suc b) c));

Goal appendPerm :
{k,K'|list s}
(Perm k K)->{l,I'llist s}(Perm | I') ->
Perm (append k 1) (append k' I');

(* Corresponds to Lemma 4.5 on page 116. *)
Goal updatePerm :
{a,b,c,d|nat}{X:nat->s}
{ac:Le a cHad:Le a d}{ch:Le c b}{db:Le d b}
Perm (nat_array to_list (update (update X d (X c)) ¢ (X d)) a b)
(nat_array_to_list X a b);

[list_pointwise_ext_right = Rlist];
[list_pointwise_ext = op (Rlist (op (Rlist R)))];

Goal list_pointwise_ext_nil : {k:list s}list_pointwise_ext k (nil t);

Goal list_pointwise_ext_cons :
{k:list s}{x:t{xs:list t}
iff (list_pointwise_ext k (cons x xs))
(and (list_pointwise_ext k (singleton x))
(list_pointwise_ext k xs));

(** morally, this lemma subsumes appclIRlist in lib_list_sorted **)
Goal list_pointwise_ext_append_left :
{k,k:list s{l:list t}
iff (and (list_pointwise_ext k 1)
(list_pointwise_ext k' 1))
(list_pointwise_ext (append k k') I);

Goal list_pointwise_ext_tack_left :
{a,b]nati{X|nat->sK]l|list t}
(list_pointwise_ext (nat_array_to_list X a b) I) ->
(list_pointwise_ext_right R (X (suc b)) I) ->
list_pointwise_ext (nat_array to_list X a (suc b)) I;
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Goal list_pointwise_ext_append_right :
{k:list sYl,I"list t}
iff (and (list_pointwise_ext k I)
(list_pointwise_ext k 1))
(list_pointwise_ext k (append | I);

Goal list_pointwise_ext_tack_right :
{a,b|nat{X:nat->t}{I|list s}
(list_pointwise_ext | (nat_array_to_list X a b)) ->
(list_pointwise_ext | (singleton (X (suc b)))) ->
list_pointwise_ext | (nat_array to_list X a (suc b));

Goal list_pointwise_ext_resp_perm_left :
{k,K'|list sHl|list t}
(Perm k Kk’)
-> (list_pointwise_ext k )
-> list_pointwise_ext k' [

Goal list_pointwise_ext_resp_perm_right :
{kllist sKI,I'|list t}
(Perm 1 1")
-> (list_pointwise_ext k )
-> list_pointwise_ext k I’;

[als]iklist s][blt][llist t];

Goal list_pointwise_ext_boundary :
(list_pointwise_ext (tack a k) (cons b 1))
-> R a b;

Discharge a;

Goal list_pointwise_nat_array_to_list_suc :
{r|sKa,b|nat{X|nat->t}
Rr X a)->
(list_pointwise_ext_right R r (nat_array to_list X (suc a) b)) ->
(list_pointwise_ext_right R r (nat_array to_list X a b));

DischargeKeep R;
[S:Rel s t;
Goal list_pointwise_resp_SubRel :
(SubRel R S) -> (SubRel (list_pointwise_ext R) (list_pointwise_ext S));
Discharge t;
[R:Rel s s];
Goal list_pointwise_trans :
(trans R) ->
{k,I]list s{m|s}
{km:list_pointwise_ext R k (singleton m)}

{ml:list_pointwise_ext R (singleton m) [}
list_pointwise_ext R k I;

Discharge s;
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Goal array_sorted_append :
{a,b,c|nati{X|nat->nat}
[Xleft = nat_array to_list X a (pred b)]
[Xright= nat_array to_list X b ]
(list_pointwise_ext Le Xleft Xright)
-> (Sorted Le Xleft)
-> (Sorted Le Xright)
-> Sorted Le (append Xleft Xright);

O (* Corresponds to Definition 4.6 on page 116. *)
[Perm’ [A,B:nat->nat][a,b:nat] =
(Perm (nat_array_to_list A a b) (nat_array_to_list B a b))
(stable_outside A B a b)];
O (* Corresponds to Definition 4.7 on page 116. *)
[Spec_Quicksort_post [a,b:nat][x,X:nat->nat] =
[Xab = nat_array to_list x a b]
(Sorted Le Xab) A
(Perm’ x X a b)];

[a,b,c|nat][X0,X1,X2,X3|nat->nat]
[ac : Lt a c][cb :Le ¢ b]

[Quicksort_Perm: Perm’ X1 X0 a b]
[Quicksort_Partition:
list_pointwise_ext Le

(nat_array_to_list X1 a (pred c)) (nat_array _to_list X1 ¢ b)]

[Quicksort_first_segment: Spec_Quicksort_post a (pred c) X2 X1]
[Quicksort_second_segment: Spec_Quicksort_post ¢ b X3 X2J;

Freeze Perm nat_array_to_list list_pointwise_ext;

0 (* Corresponds to Theorem 4.8 on page 116. *)
Goal Sorted_Quicksort : Spec_Quicksort_post a b X3 XO;
Discharge a;

Unfreeze Eq nat_array to_list list_pointwise_ext;

Module quicksort_prog Import syntax quicksort_theory;

Inductive [QuicksortVAR:Type] Theorems
Constructors [X_,a_,b_,Pa_,Pb_,c_,d_,exch_,r_:QuicksortVAR];

Goal QuicksortVAR_eq : {x,y:QuicksortVAR}bool;

Goal QuicksortVAR_eq_refl : {x:QuicksortVAR}is_true (QuicksortVAR_eq x Xx);

Freeze Eq;

Goal QuicksortVAR_eq_char : Eqchar QuicksortVAR_eq;

Unfreeze Egq;

Goal QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid : DecSetoid;

[X = X_ : QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier]
[a = a_ . QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier]
[b =b_ . QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier]
[Pa = Pa_ . QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier]
[Pb = Pb_ . QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier]
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[c = C_ : QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier]
[d =d_ . QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier]
[exch = exch_ : QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier]

[r r_ . QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier];

Goal QuicksortSORT : {x:QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier}Type;
Expand DecSetoid_carrier;

Induction x;

Refine nat ->nat;

Refine nat; Refine nat; Refine nat; Refine nat; Refine nat;

Refine nat; Refine nat; Refine nat;

Save QuicksortSORT;

(* Corresponds to Definition 4.13 on page 120. *)
Goal Prepare:
prog QuicksortSORT;

Refine seq;
Refine ifthenelse;
Intros sigma; Refine It (sigma(X)(sigma b)) (sigma(X)(sigma a));

(** Then branch **)
Refine new; Refine +1 exch; Intros +1 sigma; Refine sigma(X)(sigma a);
Refine seq;
Refine assign; Refine X;
Intros sigma,;
Refine update (sigma X) (sigma a) (sigma X (sigma b));
Refine assign; Refine X;
Intros sigma;
Refine update (sigma X) (sigma b) (sigma exch);

(** Else branch **)
Refine skip;

Refine new; Refine +1 r;
Intros +1 sigma;
Refine (sigma(X)(sigma a));

(** partition (a+1,b-1,r,c,X) **)
Refine seq; Refine assign; Refine c; Intros sigma; Refine suc(sigma a);
Refine new; Refine +1 d; Intros +1 sigma; Refine pred(sigma(b));
Refine while; Intros sigma; Refine le (sigma(c)) (sigma(d));
Refine ifthenelse; Intros sigma;
Refine le (sigma(X)(sigma(c))) (sigma(r));
Refine assign; Refine c; Intros sigma; Refine suc (sigma(c));
Refine ifthenelse; Intros sigma;
Refine It (sigma(r)) (sigma(X)(sigma(d)));
Refine assign; Refine d; Intros sigma; Refine pred (sigma(d));
Refine seq;
Refine new; Refine +1 exch; Intros +1 sigma;
Refine sigma(X)(sigma(c));
Refine seq;
Refine assign; Refine X;
Intros sigma;
Refine update (sigma X) (sigma c) (sigma(X)(sigma(d)));
Refine assign; Refine X;

Intros sigma;
Refine update (sigma X) (sigma d) (sigma(exch));
Refine seq;

Refine assign; Refine c; Intros sigma; Refine suc (sigma(c));
Refine assign; Refine d; Intros sigma; Refine pred (sigma(d));
Save Prepare;

Goal coerce_Prepare :

EXTEQ QuicksortSORT

(sort_update ¢ nat (sort_update b nat (sort_update a nat QuicksortSORT)));
Expand EXTEQ; Expand DecSetoid_carrier;
Induction x;

Refine Eq_refl; Refine Eq_refl; Refine Eq_refl; Refine Eq_refl;

Refine Eq_refl; Refine Eq_refl; Refine Eq_refl; Refine Eq_refl;
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Refine Eq_refl;
SaveFrozen coerce_Prepare;

(* Corresponds to Definition 4.12 on page 120. *)

Goal SO : prog|QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid QuicksortSORT;
Refine new; Refine +1 a; Intros +1 sigma; Refine sigma(Pa);
Refine new; Refine +1 b; Intros +1 sigma; Refine sigma(Pb);
Refine ifthenelse;

(** boolean expression **)
Intros sigma,;
Refine It (sigma a) (sigma b);

(** THEN branch **)
Refine new; Refine +1 c; Intros +1; Refine zero; (* any value will do *)
For 6 Refine seq; Refine coerce_prog coerce_Prepare Prepare;

(** a = a **)
Refine assign; Refine Pa;
Intros sigma; Refine sigma (a);

(** b’ = c-1 *)
Refine assign; Refine Pb;
Intros sigma; Refine pred (sigma c);

Refine call;

(** a =c¢ **)
Refine assign; Refine Pa;
Intros sigma; Refine sigma c;

(** b =b **)
Refine assign; Refine Pb;
Intros sigma; Refine sigma b;

Refine call;
(** ELSE branch **)

Refine skip;
Save S0;

Module quicksort_spec
Import lib_prod quicksort_prog quicksort_theory assertion;

[gSSTATE = STATE QuicksortSORT QuicksortSORT]
[gSSTATE' = ((QsSTATE#nat)#nat)#nat]

[PrepareLSORT =
sort_update c nat (sort_update b nat (sort_update a nat QuicksortSORT))]

[PrepareSTATE = STATE QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT)]

[E:Env QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid];

[Spec_Quicksort_pre [Z,sigma:qsSTATE]
= (Eq (lookup E sigma Pa) (looku

p E
(Eq (lookup E sigma Pb) (looku p E
(Eq (lookup E sigma X) (lookup E Z X))

Z Pa)) A

Z Pb)) A

Discharge E;

[sortdr = sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT)];

[E = Env_add (Env_add (Env_add (Env_empty QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid) a) b) c]
[Erd = Env_add (Env_add E r) d];

[Spec_Prepare_pre
= [z:qsSTATE'][sigma:PrepareSTATE]
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[z=2.1.1.1]

[A= lookup E z a][B= lookup E z b]
[a=lookup E sigma a]

[b=lookup E sigma b]

[x=lookup E sigma X]

[X= lookup E z X]

(Ltab) A (EgaA A(EqbB) A(Egx X))

O (* Corresponds to Definition 4.16 on page 121. *)
[Assertion_Prepare_variant
[z:9SSTATE][sigma:PrepareSTATE] =
[x = (lookup E sigma X)]

[X = (lookup E z X)]
[A = (lookup E z a)]
[B = (lookup E z b)]
[c = (lookup E sigma c)]

[Xleft = nat_array _to_list x A (pred c)]

[Xright = nat_array_to_list x ¢ B]

(Lt Ac) A (LecB) A

(list_pointwise_ext Le Xleft Xright) A
(Perm’ x X A B)];

O (* Corresponds to Definition 4.17 on page 121. *)
[Spec_Prepare_inv = [D:qsSTATE -> nat]
[z,sigma:qsSTATE]
[x = (lookup Erd sigma X)]

[X = (lookup Erd z X)]
[A = (lookup Erd z a)]
[a = (lookup Erd sigma a)]
[B = (lookup Erd z b)]
[b = (lookup Erd sigma b)]
[c = (lookup Erd sigma c)]
[r = (lookup Erd sigma r)]
(Lt Ac) A (Le c (suc (D sigma))) A (Lt (D sigma) B) A
(list_pointwise_ext Le (nat_array_to_list x A (pred c))
(singleton r)) A
(list_pointwise_ext Lt (singleton r)
(nat_array_to_list x (suc (D sigma)) (pred B))) A

(Le r (x B)) A
(Perm’ x X A B) A
(Eq a A) A (Eq b B)];

[Spec_Prepare_post
= [2:gSSTATE’]
[sigma:PrepareSTATE]
[z = z1.1.1]
(Assertion_Prepare_variant z sigma) A
(Eq (lookup E sigma a) (lookup E z a)) A
(Eq (lookup E sigma b) (lookup E z b))];

Configure Infix - left 5;
[op- = minus];

Goal EXTEQdrPreparelLQuicksort :
EXTEQ (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
QuicksortSORT;

Goal drPrepareLSORT2gsSTATE :
{sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))}
QqSSTATE;

Goal Prepare_coerce’ :
EXTEQ QuicksortSORT (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E);

Module Prepare_vcl Import quicksort_spec;
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[t:nat];
(* corresponds to the case x[c]<=r *)

Goal Pvcl :
SubRel ([Z:gsSTATE’]
[sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))]
(Spec_Prepare_inv ([sigma’3:qsSTATE]local sigma’'3 d) Z.1.1.1
(drPrepareLSORT2gsSTATE sigma) A
is_true (eval Erd sigma
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT
nat E PrepareLSORT r)
nat d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
QuicksortSORT))]
le (sigma’3 c) (sigma’'3 d)))))) A
Eq (suc (lookup Erd sigma d) - lookup Erd sigma c) t
is_true (eval Erd sigma
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT
nat E PrepareLSORT r)
nat d)
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(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
QuicksortSORT))]
le (sigma’3 X (sigma’3 c)) (sigma’'3 r))))))
)

([Z:qsSTATE]
[sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))]
(Spec_Prepare_inv ([sigma’3:qsSTATE]local sigma’'3 d) Z.1.1.1
(drPrepareLSORT2gsSTATE (STATE_update Erd c
(eval Erd sigma
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
c
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT
) (Env_add E r)))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT
)) (Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat
(Env_add E 1)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
c
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat
PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E 1)
)
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT
nat E
PrepareLSORT
r) nat d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
c
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r)
nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r
nat
QuicksortSORT)
)]

A
Lt (suc (lookup Erd
(STATE_update Erd c
(eval Erd sigma

suc (sigma’3 c¢)))))) sigma))
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(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid ¢
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)
)
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid ¢
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT
nat E PrepareLSORT r) nat
d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid ¢
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
QuicksortSORT))]
suc (sigma’'3 c)))))) sigma) d) -
lookup Erd
(STATE_update Erd c
(eval Erd sigma
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid ¢
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid ¢
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat
E PrepareLSORT r) nat d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid ¢
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))]
suc (sigma’3 c)))))) sigma) c) t));

Discharge t;
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Module Prepare_vc2 Import quicksort_spec;
[t:nat];

(* corresponds to the case x[c] > d and x[d] > r *)
Goal Pvc2 :
SubRel ([Z:qsSTATE’]
[sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))]
(Spec_Prepare_inv ([sigma’3:qsSTATE]local sigma’'3 d) Z.1.1.1
(drPrepareLSORT2gsSTATE sigma) A
is_true (eval Erd sigma
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT
nat E PrepareLSORT r)
nat d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
QuicksortSORT))]
le (sigma’3 c) (sigma’3 d)))))) A
Eq (suc (lookup Erd sigma d) - lookup Erd sigma c) t
is_false (eval Erd sigma
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT
nat E PrepareLSORT r)
nat d)
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(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E))
)
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
QuicksortSORT))]
le (sigma’3 X (sigma’3 c)) (sigma’'3 r)))))
) A
is_true (eval Erd sigma
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT
nat E PrepareLSORT r)
nat d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
QuicksortSORT))]
It (sigma’3 r) (sigma’3 X (sigma’'3 d)))))))

)
([Z:qsSTATE]
[sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))]
(Spec_Prepare_inv ([sigma’3:qsSTATE]local sigma’'3 d) Z.1.1.1
(drPrepareLSORT2qsSTATE (STATE_update Erd d
(eval Erd sigma
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
d
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT
) (Env_add E r)))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT
)) (Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat
(Env_add E 1)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
d)
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(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
d
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat
PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E 1)
)
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT
nat E
PrepareLSORT
r) nat d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
d
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r)
nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r
nat
QuicksortSORT)

)]
pred (sigma’3 d)))))) sigma))
A

Lt (suc (lookup Erd
(STATE_update Erd d
(eval Erd sigma
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid d
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)

)
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid d
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT
nat E PrepareLSORT r) nat
d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid d
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
QuicksortSORT))]
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pred (sigma’3 d)))))) sigma) d) -
lookup Erd
(STATE_update Erd d
(eval Erd sigma
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid d
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid d
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat
E PrepareLSORT r) nat d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid d
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))]
pred (sigma'3 d)))))) sigma) c) t));

Discharge t;

Module Prepare_vc3 Import quicksort_spec;

[t:nat];
[vexch : sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) exch];

(* corresponds to the case x[c]>r and x[d]<= r *)
Goal Pvc3 :
SubRel ([Z:qsSTATE']
[sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT
(sort_update exch nat (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)))]
(Fr exch
([Z'3:qsSTATE"]
[sigma’4:STATE QuicksortSORT (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
]
(Spec_Prepare_inv ([sigma’5:qsSTATE]local sigma’5 d) Z7'3.1.1.1
(drPrepareLSORT2gsSTATE sigma’4) A
is_true (eval Erd sigma’'4
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
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(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat E
PrepareLSORT r) nat d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’ nat r)
nat d)
([sigma’5:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))]
le (sigma’s c) (sigma’s d)))))) A
Eq (suc (lookup Erd sigma'4 d) - lookup Erd sigma'4 c) t
is_false (eval Erd sigma'4
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat E
PrepareLSORT r) nat d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’ nat r)
nat d)
([sigma’5:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))]
le (sigma’5 X (sigma’5 c)) (sigma’s r)))))) A
is_false (eval Erd sigma'4
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E 1))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat E
PrepareLSORT r) nat d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’ nat r)
nat d)
([sigma’5:FS (sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))]
It (sigma’d r) (sigma’s X (sigma’5 d))))))))) vexch Z sigma
Eq (coerce (sort_update_lookup exch nat
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)))
(local sigma exch))
(eval Erd (STATE_remove_local exch vexch sigma)
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(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat E PrepareLSORT r) nat
d)
(coerce_expression QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’ nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))]
sigma’3 X (sigma’'3 c))))))))
([Z:qsSTATE]
[sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT
(sort_update exch nat (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)))]
Assertion_update (Env_add Erd exch) X
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid X
(sort_update exch nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)) Erd))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update exch nat (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)))
(Env_add Erd exch))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat Erd
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)) exch)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid X
(sort_update exch nat
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r))))
(sort_update exch nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d)))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d) nat exch)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid X
(sort_update exch nat
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E))))
(sort_update exch nat
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r))))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat E
PrepareLSORT r) nat d) nat exch)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid X
(sort_update exch nat (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT)))
(sort_update exch nat
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E))))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’ nat r
) nat d) nat exch)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update exch nat
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT)))]
update (sigma’3 X) (sigma’3 d) (sigma’3 exch))))))
(Fr exch
(Assertion_update Erd c
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid ¢
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r) (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid ¢
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
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(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat E PrepareLSORT r) nat d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid ¢

(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))

(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))

(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’ nat r) nat d)

([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))]

suc (sigma’3 c)))))
(Assertion_update Erd d
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid d
(sort_update d nat

(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)))
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))

(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))

(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r) (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)

d)

(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid d
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)))
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat E PrepareLSORT r) nat d)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid d
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E))
) (coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’ nat r) nat d)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT))]
pred (sigma’3 d)))))
([Z'3:qsSTATE"]
[tau:STATE QuicksortSORT (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))]
(Spec_Prepare_inv ([sigma’5:qsSTATE]local sigma’s d) Z7'3.1.1.1

(drPrepareLSORT2gsSTATE tau) A

Lt (suc (lookup Erd tau d) - lookup Erd tau c) t)))) vexch) Z
(STATE_update (Env_add Erd exch) X

(eval (Env_add Erd exch) sigma

(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid X
(sort_update exch nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)) Erd)
)
(AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update exch nat (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)))
(Env_add Erd exch))
(AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat Erd
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)) exch)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid X
(sort_update exch nat
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r))))
(sort_update exch nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d)))
(coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat (Env_add E r)
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) d) nat exch)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid X
(sort_update exch nat
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E))

)
(sort_update exch nat
(sort_update d nat
(AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r))))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update (AccSort_update QuicksortSORT nat E
PrepareLSORT r) nat d) nat exch)
(coerce_expression’ QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid X
(sort_update exch nat (sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT)))
(sort_update exch nat
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E))))
(coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update (coerce_sort_update Prepare_coerce’
nat r) nat d) nat exch)
([sigma’3:FS (sort_update exch nat
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat QuicksortSORT)))]
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update (sigma’3 X) (sigma’3 c¢) (sigma’'3 X (sigma’3 d)))))))) sigma));

Discharge t;

Module Prepare_vc4 Import quicksort_spec;
[vr,vd:nat];

Goal Pvcsd :
SubRel ([Z:gsSTATE’]
[tau:STATE QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))]
(Spec_Prepare_inv ([sigma:qsSTATE]local sigma d) Z.1.1.1
(drPrepareLSORT2gsSTATE tau) A
is_false (eval Erd tau
([sigma:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update d nat
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT))
(Env_add (Env_add E r) d))]
le (sigma c) (sigma d)))))
(Fr d (Fr r Spec_Prepare_post vr) vd);

Discharge vr;

Module Prepare_vc5 Import quicksort_spec;
[vexch:PrepareLSORT exch];

Goal Pvc5 :
SubRel ([Z:gsSTATE’]

[sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT (sort_update exch nat PrepareLSORT)]

(Fr exch

([Z2'3:qsSTATE']|[sigma’4:STATE QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT]

(Spec_Prepare_pre Z'3 sigma'4 A
is_true (eval E sigma’4

([sigma’5:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)]
It (sigma’s X (sigma’5 b)) (sigma’s X (sigma’s a))))))

vexch Z sigma A

Eq (coerce (sort_update_lookup exch nat PrepareLSORT)

(local sigma exch))

(eval E (STATE_remove_local exch vexch sigma)
([sigma’3:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)]

sigma’3 X (sigma’3 a)))))

([Z:qsSTATE']|[sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT (sort_update exch nat PrepareLSORT)]

Assertion_update (Env_add E exch) X

([sigma’3:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update exch nat PrepareLSORT)

(Env_add E exch))]
update (sigma’3 X) (sigma’3 b) (sigma’3 exch))
(Fr exch

([Z2'3:qsSTATE’][sigma’4:STATE QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT)]

Assertion_update (Env_add E r) ¢

([sigma’5:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)

(Env_add E r))]suc (sigma’s5 a))
([Z'5:9SSTATE]

[sigma’6:STATE QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)]

Spec_Prepare_inv ([sigma’'7:qsSTATE]local sigma’7 d) z2'5.1.1.1

(drPrepareLSORT2gsSTATE (STATE_add_local (Env_add E r) sigma'6é d
([sigma’7:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT

(STATE_add_local E sigma'4 r

(sort_update r nat
PrepareLSORT) (Env_add E r)
)lpred (sigma’7 b))))) Z'3

([sigma’5:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)]

sigma’s X (sigma’s a)))) vexch) Z

(STATE_update_internal QuicksortSORT (sort_update exch nat PrepareLSORT)
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(Env_add E exch) X
(eval (Env_add E exch) sigma
([sigma’3:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update exch nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E exch))]
update (sigma’3 X) (sigma’3 a) (sigma’3 X (sigma’3 b)))) sigma));

Discharge vexch;

Module Prepare_vc6 Import quicksort_spec;

Goal Pvc6 :
SubRel ([Z:qsSTATE'][sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT]
(Spec_Prepare_pre Z sigma A
is_false (eval E sigma
([sigma’3:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)]
It (sigma’3 X (sigma’3 b)) (sigma’3 X (sigma’3 a))))))
([Z:9gsSTATE|[sigma:STATE QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT]
Assertion_update (Env_add E r) ¢
([sigma’3:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E r))]suc (sigma’3 a))
([Z'3:9sSTATE]
[sigma’4:STATE QuicksortSORT (sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)]
Spec_Prepare_inv ([sigma’5:qsSTATE]local sigma’5 d) 2'3.1.1.1
(drPrepareLSORT2gsSTATE (STATE_add_local (Env_add E r) sigma'4 d
([sigma’5:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT
(sort_update r nat PrepareLSORT)
(Env_add E r))]pred (sigma’5 b)))
) Z
(STATE_add_local E sigma r
([sigma’3:FS (AccSort QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT E)]sigma’3 X (sigma’3 a))

);

Module Prepare_correct
Import quicksort_spec Hadmiss
Prepare_vcl Prepare_vc2 Prepare_vc3
Prepare_vc4 Prepare_vc5 Prepare_vc6;

[Gamma : HContext QuicksortSORT PrepareLSORT];

(* Corresponds to Lemma 4.15 on page 121. *)
Goal Prepare_correct :
HD SO E Gamma Spec_Prepare_pre (coerce_prog Prepare_coerce’ Prepare)
Spec_Prepare_post;

Refine HDSeq;

Refine -0 HDNew_LC; intros -0 vr;
Refine -0 HDSeq;

Refine -0 HDNew_LC;

Intros -1 z sigma;
Refine Spec_Prepare_inv ([sigma:qsSTATE]sigma.local d) z.1.1.1;
Refine drPrepareLSORT2qsSTATE sigma;

intros -0 vd Erd; Refine -0 HDConr;
Refine -0 HDWhile;

(** termination measure **)
Refine -2 complete_induction;
Intros -1 sigma;
Refine (suc (lookup Erd sigma d)) - (lookup Erd sigma c);

intros -0 Then
Repeat (Refine -0 HDIfthenelse Else Refine -0 HDSeq Else
Refine -0 HDNew Else Refine -0 HDAssign);
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Refine HDAssign_lemma; Refine +1 HDAssign_lemma;
Refine Pvcl; Refine Pvc2;

intros vexch; Refine HDSeq; Refine -0 HDAssign;
Refine HDAssign_lemma;

Refine Pvc3;

Expand coerce_expression coerce_expression’;
Refine Pvc4;

Refine HDAssign;

Repeat (Refine HDIfthenelse Else Refine HDSeq Else
Refine HDNew Else Refine HDAssign);

intros vexch; Refine HDSeq; Refine -0 HDAssign;
Refine HDAssign_lemma;

Expand coerce_expression coerce_expression’; Expand STATE_update;
Refine Pvc5;

Refine HDInv_lemma;

Expand coerce_expression coerce_expression’;
Refine Pvcé6;

SaveFrozen Prepare_correct;
(*Show*)

Discharge Gamma,;

Module quicksort Import lib_nat_rels Prepare_correct;
[eq = QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_eq]
[E":Env QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid]

[EQS [x:QuicksortVAR_DecSetoid.DecSetoid_carrier] =
andalso (inv (eq x Pa)) (andalso (inv (eq x Pb)) (andalso (inv (eq x X))

(E" 1
[SQP = [z,sigma:qsSTATE]
Spec_Quicksort_post (z.global Pa) (z.global Pb)
(sigma.global X) (z.global X)];
Freeze Prepare;
(* Corresponds to Lemma 4.14 on page 120. *)

Goal quicksort_correct :
HD SO EQS (HNone ?7?) (Spec_Quicksort_pre EQS) (call ?) SQP;

B.6 Additional Background Theory
Module lib_eq Import lib_logic;

[TITypel;

(* Corresponds to Definition A.3 on page 135. *)
[Eq = [Xy:T{P:T->Prop}(P x)->P y : T->T->Prop];

[Eq_refl = [t:T][P:T->Prop][h:P t]h : refl Eq];

(* Corresponds to Axiom 1 on page 135. *)
$[Eq_subst : {x,y|THp:Eq x yHC:T->Type}(C(x)) -> C(Y);
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DischargeKeep T;

$[Eq_subst_comp: {C:T->TypeHa:THb:C a}Eq (Eq_subst (Eq_refl a) C b) b];
[[T|Type][C:T->Type][a:T][b:C a]

(Eq_subst (Eq_refl a) C) b ==> b

I

(* Corresponds to Axiom 2 on page 136. *)
$[Pr_Ir{P|PropH{x,y:P}EqQ X VI;

(* Corresponds to Axiom 3 on page 137. *)
$[Extensionality_dep :

{AITypeB|A->Type}f,g:{xA}B X}

({xA}Eq (f ) (g X)) -> Eq f g]
[Extensionality [A,B|Typel][f,g:A->B] = Extensionality_depl|A|([_:AlB) f g];
Discharge T;
(* Make Theorems as powerful as possible *)
[trivType={T|Type}T->T];

[emptyType={T|Type}T];
Configure Theorems trivType emptyType Eq_subst;

Module tms_rel Import lib_rel;
[TIType];

[reflclose [R:Rel T T]
= [tau,sigma:T](R tau sigma) VvV (Eq tau sigma) : Rel T TJ;

Discharge T;

Module decsetoid Import lib_bool_thms;

[PIType(0)][eq:P->P->bool]
[Eqchar = {xy:P}iff (Eq x y) (is_true (eq x V)

Goal Eqchar’ : Eqchar -> {x,y:P}iff (not (Eq x y)) (is_false (eq x Y));

Discharge P;

(* Corresponds to Definition 2.1 on page 10. *)

Record [DecSetoid : Type(0)]

Fields [DecSetoid_carrier|Type(0)]
[DecSetoid_eq|DecSetoid_carrier->DecSetoid_carrier->bool]
[DecSetoid_char:Eqchar DecSetoid_eq];

[decsetoid:DecSetoid];
Goal DecSetoid_eq_refl :

{x:decsetoid.DecSetoid_carrier}is_true (decsetoid.DecSetoid_eq x X);

Goal DecSetoid_eq_sym :
{x,y:decsetoid.DecSetoid_carrier}
Eq (decsetoid.DecSetoid_eq x y) (decsetoid.DecSetoid_eq y Xx);

Discharge decsetoid;
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Module DepUpdate Import lib_eq decsetoid,;

Goal diagsubstlem :
{A|Type(L){B:A->Type(1){a:AKp:Eq a aKb:B a}Eq (Eq_subst p B b) b;

Unfreeze Egq;

(* Corresponds to Lemma A.4 on page 136. *)
Goal depsubst :
{A:TypeKB:A->TypeH{C:{a:A}(B a)->Type}
{a,a:AH{p:Eq a a’}{b:B a}(C a’ (Eq_subst p B b)) -> C a b;
intros ;
Refine Eq_subst ? [a:A]({p:Eq a a’}{b:B a}(C a (Eg_subst p B b))->C a b);
Refine +1 Eq_sym; Assumption +1;
intros p’; Qrepl Pr_Ir p’ (Eq_refl &);
intros; Refine Eq_subst; Refine +1 Eq_subst_comp;
Immed,;
Save depsubst;

Goal Eq_elim :
{tITypeHP:{x,y:t{Eq x y)->Type}{x:t}P x x (Eq_refl x))->
{x.y:tH{p:Eq x y} Pxynp;

Goal Eq_subst trans :
{TITypeHx,y|THxy:Eq X YHyx:Eq y xH{C:T->Typelb:C ?}
Eq (Eq_subst xy C (Eq_subst yx C b)) b;

[AlType][B,C|A -> Type]lx,y|Al[c1:Eq x yl[c2:Eq (C x) (B X)I;

Goal Eq_subst_trans_internal : Eq (C x) (B vy);

DischargeKeep x;

Goal Eq_subst_trans’ :
{v:C x}
Eq (Eqg_subst c1 B (Eq_subst c2 (Id|Type(0)) v))
(Eqg_subst (Eqg_subst_trans_internal c1 c2) (Id|Type(0)) v);

Discharge A;

[VAR|DecSetoid];

[SORT_internal = {x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}Type(0)]
[sort:SORT _internal]

[FS = {x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}sort x];

Goal sort_update :
{y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{T:Type(0){f:SORT_internal}SORT_internal;

Intros; Refine if (VAR.DecSetoid_eq x y) T (f x);

Save sort_update;

Goal sort_update_lookup :
{y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{T:Type(0){f:SORT _internal}
Eq ((sort_update y T f) y) T;

Goal sort_update_lemma’ :
{X,y|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{different:is_false (VAR.DecSetoid_eq x y)}
{T:Type(0)Kf:SORT _internal}Eq ((sort_update y T f) x) (f x);

[x:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier][t:sort X][sigma:FS];
Goal FS_update_internal : FS;

intros; Intros v;
Refine bool_elim [c:bool](Eq (VAR.DecSetoid_eq y x) c)->sort y;
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Refine -0 Eq_refl;

(* x=y %)
intros XxEQy; Refine Eq_subst (Eq_sym (snd (VAR.DecSetoid_char ??) XEQYy));
Refine t;

(* x<>y *)
intros; Refine sigma vy;
Save FS_update_internal;

Goal FS_update_lemma : Eq (FS_update_internal x) t;
Expand FS_update_internal;

[B [b:bool][p:Eq (VAR.DecSetoid_eq x x) b]
= Eq (bool_elim ([c:bool](Eq (DecSetoid_eq VAR x x) c)->sort X)
(XEQy:Eq (DecSetoid_eq VAR x Xx) true]
Eq_subst (Eq_sym (snd (DecSetoid_char VAR x x) xEQy)) sort t)
([_:Eq (DecSetoid_eq VAR x x) false]sigma x)
b p) t;

Equiv B ? ?;
Refine depsubst ??;

Refine true; Refine DecSetoid_eq_refl;
Refine diagsubstlem;
Save FS_update_lemma;

Goal FS_update_lemma’ :
{y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{different:not (Eq x y)}
Eq (FS_update_internal y) (sigma vy);

intros; Expand FS_update_internal;

[B [b:bool][p:Eq (VAR.DecSetoid_eq y x) b]
= Eq (bool_elim ([c:bool](Eq (DecSetoid_eq VAR y x) c)->sort y)
([XEQy:Eq (DecSetoid_eq VAR y Xx) true]
Eq_subst (Eq_sym (snd (DecSetoid_char VAR y x) xEQy)) sort t)
(L:Eq (DecSetoid_eq VAR y x) false]sigma y)
b p) (sigma y)l;

Equiv B ??; Refine depsubst;

Refine +1 fst (Eqchar ? VAR.DecSetoid_char ??);
Intros _; Refine different; Refine Eq_sym; Immed;
Expand B; Refine Eq_refl;

Save FS_update_lemma’;

Discharge sort;

Goal FS_lookup_update :
{sort|SORT _internal}{y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrieri{sigma:FS sort}
Eq (FS_update_internal sort y (sigma y) sigma)
sigma;

Goal FS_update_dyn
: {sort|SORT _internall{y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}
{T|Type(0)Kt:TH{sigma:FS sort}
FS (sort_update y T sort);
Intros; Expand sort_update;
Induction (DecSetoid_eq VAR X vy);

(** X=y **)
Refine t;

(** X<>y **)
Refine sigma x;
Save FS_update_dyn;

Goal FS_update_dyn’

. {sort|SORT _internal}{y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier{T|Type(0)}{t:sort y}
{sigma:FS (sort_update y T sort)}FS sort;
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Goal FS_update_dyn’_update_dyn :
{sort|SORT _internal}{y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrierKt:y.sort{U|Type(0)}
{u:U}{sigma:FS sort}
Eq (FS_update_dyn’ y t (FS_update_dyn y u sigma))
(FS_update_internal sort y t sigma);

Goal coerce : {T,U|TypeH{eq:Eq T UH{a:TIU;
intros; Qrepl Eq_sym eq; Immed;
Save coerce;

Goal coerce2 : {T,U|Type(2)Keq:Eq T UHa:T}U;
intros; Qrepl Eq_sym eq; Immed,;
Save coerce2,;

Goal ifcoerce :
{b,c|bool{T,U|TypeHeq:Eq b c}Eq (if b T U) (i fcTU);

Goal FS_update_dyn’_lookup :
{vardecl | (DecSetoid_carrier VAR)->Type(0)KT | Type(0)}
{x : DecSetoid_carrier VARKv : vardecl| x}
{sigma : FS (sort_update x T vardecl)}
Eq (FS_update_dyn’ x v sigma x) v;

[sort|]SORT _internal][y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier]
[U|Type(0)][v:U][sigma:FS sort]
$[c = sort_update_lookup y U sort];

Goal FS_update_dyn_lookup
: Eq (FS_update_dyn y v sigma y)
(coerce (Eq_sym (sort_update_lookup y U sort)) v);

Goal FS_lookup_update_dyn
. Eq (coerce (sort_update_lookup y U sort) (FS_update_dyn y v sigma y)) v;

[X|]VAR.DecSetoid_carrier];

Goal FS_update_dyn_lemma’:
{different:is_false (VAR.DecSetoid_eq y Xx)}
Eq (FS_update_dyn x v sigma y)
(Eq_subst (Eq_sym (sort_update_lemma’ different U sort))
(1d[Type(0)) (sigma y));

Discharge sort;

Goal FS_update_dyn_dyn’ :
{vardecl | (DecSetoid_carrier VAR)->Type(0)KT | Type(0)}
{x : DecSetoid_carrier VARKv : vardecl x}
{sigma : FS (sort_update x T vardecl)}
Eq sigma
(FS_update_dyn x (coerce (sort_update_lookup x T vardecl) (sigma x))
(FS_update_dyn’ x v sigma));

[EXTEQ [sortA,sortB:SORT_internal]
= {x:DecSetoid_carrier VAR}EQ (sortA x) (sortB Xx)];

Goal EXTEQrefl : {sort:SORT_internal}JEXTEQ sort sort;

Goal sort_dupdate :
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{y:DecSetoid_carrier VAR}sort:SORT _internal{T:Type(0)}
EXTEQ (sort_update y (sort y) (sort_update y T sort)) sort;

[IsortA|]SORT _internal];
Goal FS_coerce :
{IsortB|SORT _internal}
{coerce:EXTEQ IsortA IsortBH{f:FS IsortA}FS IsortB;

Intros; Refine Eq_subst (coercel x) [T:Type]T; Refine f x;
Save FS_coerce;

Goal FS_coerce_redundant :
{:FS IsortA}Eq (FS_coerce (EXTEQrefl ?) f) f;
Discharge IsortA,;

[y:VAR.DecSetoid_carrier][T:Type(0)][sort:SORT _internal];
[visort y][sigma:FS (sort_update y T sort)];

Goal FS_update_dyn'2dyn
: Eq (FS_update_dyn’ y v sigma)
(FS_coerce (sort_dupdate y sort T) (FS_update_dyn y v sigma));
[FS_update [sort|]SORT internal] = FS_update_internal sort];
Discharge VAR,;
[SORT [VAR:DecSetoid] = SORT_internal|VAR];
Goal sort_update_can :
{VAR|DecSetoid{C:(SORT VAR)->Prop}{sort|SORT VAR}
{X,y|VAR.DecSetoid_carrier}{Tx,Ty:Type(0)}
{sort_update_refl : C (sort_update x Tx sort)}

{sort_update_sym : C (sort_update y Ty (sort_update x Tx sort))}
C (sort_update x Tx (sort_update y Ty sort));

(* Transitive Closure of a Relation *)

Module TransClosure Import lib_rel;

Inductive [TransClosure : T->T->Prop]

Relation NoReductions Inversion

Parameters [T|Type][R:Rel T T]

Constructors
[TransClosure_emb : {x,y:THR x y) -> TransClosure x Y]
[TransClosure_plus: {x,y,zTHR x y) -> (TransClosure y z) ->

TransClosure x zJ;

Goal TransClosureTrans : trans TransClosure;

Discharge T;
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