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Abstract. We propose a simple compositional program logic for an imperative extension
of call-by-value PCF, built on Hoare logic and our preceding work on program logics for
pure higher-order functions. A systematic use of names and operations on them allows
precise and general description of complex higher-order imperative behaviour. The proof
rules of the logic exactly follow the syntax of the language and can cleanly embed, jus-
tify and extend the standard proof rules for total correctness of Hoare logic. The logic
offers a foundation for general treatment of aliasing and local state on its basis, with
minimal extensions. After establishing soundness, we prove that valid assertions for pro-
grams completely characterise their behaviour up to observational congruence, which is
proved using a variant of finite canonical forms. The use of the logic is illustrated through
reasoning examples which are hard to assert and infer using existing program logics.
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1 Introduction

The purpose of the present paper is to introduce a basic compositional program logic
for imperative higher-order functions and study its semantic foundations. Imperative
higher-order functions, syntactically embodied by imperative extensions df¢hkulus,
have been one of the major topics in the study of semantics and types of programming
languages for decades. They are a cornerstone of richly typed functional programming
languages such as ML [54] and Haskell [2] and are central to the semantic analysis
of procedural, object-oriented and even low-level languages [1, 21, 44,55, 61, 69]. The
significance of combining imperative features and higher-order functions lies in their
distilled presentation of key elements of sequential program behaviour, amenable for
theoretical inquiry. This analytical nature makes it possible to develop rigorous opera-
tional semantics for their dynamics [43, 54, 64], a rich class of type disciplines [54, 61]
and powerful operational reasoning techniques [48, 62].

Given these achievements, a natural question is if we can carry out a similar devel-
opment in the context of logical methods for reasoning about programs, in particular
those in the tradition of Hoare logic [16, 28, 57]. In Hoare logic, assertions on programs
offer a method for precisely describing properties of programs independent from the
latter's textual details, with proof rules enabling verification of valid assertions follow-
ing the syntactic structure of target programs. Hoare logic has however been mainly
developed for first-order imperative programs: its extension to accommodate general
higher-order procedures has been known to be a subtle problem [8, 13, 20, 50, 51].

The present paper introduces a simple compositional program logic for an impera-
tive extension of call-by-value PCF, built on Hoare logic [28] and our preceding work
on logics for pure higher-order functions [31, 35]. The assertions in the logic concisely
describe the behaviour of imperative higher-order procedures up to the observational
equivalence, while proof rules enable compositional derivation of valid assertions. As
far as we know, this is the first time a compositional program logic for imperative
higher-order functions in the full type hierarchy which accommodates general stored
procedures and data types has been developed, detailed comparisons with preceding
work are found in Section 8. The logical articulation of higher-order behaviour is rig-
orously stratified, starting from pure functions [31, 35] and treating each significant im-
perative element, including state change, aliasing and local state, with an incremental
enrichment of the assertion language and proof rules. The logic enjoys clean semantic
status in the sense that valid assertions which a program satisfies precisely characterise
its observational behaviour up to the standard contextual congruence [26, 50].

A syntactically simple extension of the Floyd-Hoare tradition for treating higher-
order behaviour is that assertions in our logic not only talk about first-order data stored
in imperative variables, as in Hoare’s logic and its standard extensions, but also about
arbitrary higher-order imperative behaviours, which may be fed as arguments to proce-
dures, denoted by functional variables and stored in imperative variables. Having pro-
grams’ behaviour as part of the universe of discourse is essential for reasoning about
practical programs since functionalities of a higher-order program often crucially de-
pend on the combined behaviour of the programs it uses. As an example, consider

twice d:‘af)\fo‘;‘o‘)\x"‘.(f(fx)), with o being a higher-order type. The behaviour of this
program depends on the potentially complex interplay betwfeandx, all the more



so if they have side effects. Thus our logical language fully embraces higher-order
behaviours and data structures as target of description, which is done by naming be-
haviours by variables and asserting on them, rather than having their textual represen-
tation (programs) in assertions.

Let us present three simple, but non-trivial programming examples, a clean and
rigorous behavioural description of which by a logical means is set to be one of the
challenges in our present inquiry (we use notations from standard textbooks [22, 61]).

closureFact & p fNat=Unit AyNat 5 £ x — O theny:=A().1
else yi= ). (F(x—1); xx (19)())

Above () is the unique constant of tydénit andA().N denotes\zV"*.N with z fresh.
When invoked as e.glosureFact 3, the program stores a procedure in the imperative
variabley. If we further invoke this stored procedure @g)(), thenclosureFact is
called again with the argument31 = 2, after which a program stored ymat that time

is invoked, so that the multiple afand the value returned by that program is calculated
and is given as the final return value. The intention of the program is that this final
value should be the factorial of 3. The observable behaviodll 6fureFact can be
informally described as follows.

When the program is fed with a number n, it stores in y a closure which, when
invoked with(), will return the factorial of n.

Note that inside the body aflosureFact, a free variablef and the content of an
imperative variablg are used non-trivially. In particular, the correctness of this program
crucially depends on howis updated sequentially in an orderly manner.

Next we consider another nonstandard, but terser, factorial program, using Landin’s
idea [43] to realise a recursion by circular references.

circFact & x:=Azif z=0then1else zx (X)(z—1)

It is easy to see that, after executiafircFact, (!X)n returns the factorial of. But
just saying so does not give a full description of its behaviour, sinicestill free so
that the functionality of a procedure in question, the factorial, depends on the sxate of
(for example, if a program reads frorand store it in another variable, sgyassigns
a diverging function t, and feeds the content giwith 3, then the program diverges
rather than returning 6). Taking care of this aspect, the state after exeetitinBact

may be informally described thus:

X stores a procedure which computes the factorial of its argument using a pro-
cedure stored in x: that procedure should calculate the factorial, and x does
store that procedure

Note an inherent circularity of this description — how can we logically describe such a
behaviour, and how can we derive it compositionally?
As the third example, let us consider the following program.

scheduler &' map (Ay(aﬁunmxu. (ru(y)(T2(Yy))))



wheremap is the standard higher-order map function:

map def £X=Y prHstOX=List(Y) ) List(X),
case(l) of Nil = Nil [[ x::y= (fx) :: (my)

Abovex:: yis the list whose head isand whose tail iy. The progranscheduler re-

ceives a list of jobs, where each job is a pair of a function and its argument, and executes
these functions with corresponding arguments sequentially. Assuming each function
may have side effects, what would be the specification of the scheduler, parameterised
by properties of stored programs, and how can we derive it from the program text? A
possible informal description would be:

Given a list of jobs(f1,x1), (f2,%2), .., (fa—1,%X—-1), (N> 1), if applying £ to
X1 changes the state; to the states,, applying § to x changes the state,
to the stateos, and so on, and finally applying, f1 to x,_1 changess,_; to
On, then feeding the scheduler with this job list starting fropwill eventually
reach the state,.

Compositional reasoning about such a program should treat higher-order functions, re-
cursion, closures and products to derive an intended assertion from a program text.
The proposed logic offers a simple language to specify such complex behaviour with

precision, combined with syntax directed proof rules for deriving judgements composi-

tionally.

Observational Completeness

As has been noted already, a basic feature of the proposed logic is that valid judgements
on programs talk about no more and no less than the latter’s observable behaviour.
This is an essential feature for any program logic which aims to capture observable be-
haviours of programs since if not the status of the descriptive language for assertions it-
self becomes unclear. In the context of compositional program logics, such a correspon-
dence has a further significance, in that a given logical principle extends and refines, but
does not violate, the underlying compositional semantics of observable behaviours of
programs. We may also recall the correspondence between program/process behaviour
and its logical description has been one of the main points of logics of processes since
its inception [26] and is also stressed in the context of Hoare Logics [20, 29].

As initiated in [26], a precise formalisation of this idea can be given by demand-
ing that two programs are observationally equivalent if and only if the collections of
valid assertions for two programs coincide. In other words, if two programs have dis-
tinct contextual behaviours, then that difference, however small, can be depicted by the
assertion language, but no more than that. In the present paper we shall present a trans-
parent proof of this result based on syntax-directed arguments: the proof and associated
construction shed further light on the semantic foundations of the proposed logic.

Summary of Technical Results

In the following we summarise the main technical results of the paper.



1. Introduction of a compositional program logic for higher-order functions with global
state, extending the logic for pure higher-order functions studied in [31, 32], allow-
ing natural descriptions of complex imperative higher-order behaviours and their
compositional verification.

2. Study of the semantic foundations of the logic with respect to a naturally defined
model. After establishing soundness of the proof rules, sound and complete char-
acterisation of observational equivalence by validity is proved, using a restricted
syntactic structure callefihite canonical formsriginally introduced in the study
of game-based semantics [6, 34, 37]. Basic observations on relative completeness
of the proof system are also presented at the end.

3. Exploration of the proposed assertional method and its proof rules through reason-
ing examples, including a sound embedding and extension of Hoare’s proof rules
for total correctness, as well as an illustration of verifications for three program-
ming examples presented above.

Status and Positioning of Presented Program Logic

Standard constructs for high-level programming languages range from arithmetic func-
tions to first-order imperative constructs to higher-order procedures to primitives for
concurrency and synchronisation. The presented program logic belongs to a family of
program logics which capture the computational behaviours associated with those con-
structs in a stratified fashion through a logical means. Part of this family of logics have
been presented in our foregoing studies [9, 31, 32, 36], arguing for a stratification of
sequential programs in the following hierarchy.

(1) Strongly normalising (pure) higher-order functional behaviour.

(2) Possibly diverging (pure) higher-order functional behaviour.

(3) Imperative higher-order functional behaviour without aliasing.

(4) Imperative higher-order functional behaviour with potential aliasing.

(5) Imperative higher-order functional behaviour with potential aliasing and local state.

A notable feature of this stratification is a logic in a higher-level stratification can faith-
fully embed a logic at a lower-level. Each logic at a higher-level hierarchy adds (essen-
tially) a single logical primitive to capture a more complex behaviour. This addition of a
logical primitive radically changes the nature of the logic, especially in the construction
of models and, therefore, calculation of entailment, a focal point of any program logic.

The present paper treats the class of behaviours (3), after our initial report of its main
results in [36] (for reference, the logic for (2) is discussed in [31, 33], (4) in [9] and (5)
in a coming exposition). In spite of more complex logics subsuming simpler logics, it
is best to consider each hierarchy in general and (3) in particular independently, for the
following reasons.

— Generally speaking, reasoning for simpler behaviour is best done in a simpler logic:
for example, if we know that the absence of aliasing is guaranteed for stated vari-
ables, we had better use the logic which does not assume aliasing almost invariably.



Or even if a program ultimately runs in a multi-threaded environment, if we know
that variables in a part of the program are free from interference, we can reason
about that part sequentially. Similarly, if we know programs and libraries only as-
sume purely functional behaviour, we can use that fact to achieve considerably
simpler logical calculation. Each class of behaviours leads to a distinct class of
concerns in logical calculation and reasoning, leading to a distinct logical universe,
hence had better be presented in its distilled form.

— More specifically, the logic in the present paper treats a basic class of imperative
behaviour, extending standard first-order imperative programs to higher-order pro-
cedures. Theoretically, this means that the present logic treats a direct higher-order
extension of the standard Hoare logic, thus offering a clear picture of how we may
treat higher-order procedures as a precise extension of the standard Hoare logic (as
we shall see later, the semantics and proof rules of the original Hoare logic is faith-
fully embeddable in those of Hoare logic). Practically, this means the present logic
allows the reasoning on first-order imperative programs as in Hoare logic without
any change, while seamlessly extending the scope of reasoning to arbitrary higher-
order procedures when needed. This opens the possibility to use the accumulated
results in Hoare logic to the present setting in a fairly straightforward fashion.

For these reasons, devoting each class of logic to an independent technical exposition
would make a good sense. In the present work, we focus on those distinct aspects of
the logical theory and key reasoning examples pertaining to this specific class of be-
haviours, so that it can be read independently from the full versions of [9, 32]. Techni-
cally the paper for the first time offers a full proof of observational completeness (the
method is applicable to more complex logics).

Outline

Section 2 illustrates central ideas of the logic informally. Section 3 introduces the tar-
get language and the logic. Section 4 illustrates compositional proof rules for the logic.
Section 5 establishes soundness of proof rules. Section 6 proves the sound and complete
logical characterisation of the contextual congruence. Section 7 presents reasoning ex-
amples. Section 8 discusses related work, extensions and further topics.



2 Preview

This section illustrates the key ideas of assertions for imperative higher-order functions,
starting from a brief review of the logic for pure functions presented in [31, 35].

Pure Higher-Order Functions. Inthe present approach to program logics, behaviour
is located at, and reasoned via, names. Consider a simple program which computes a

doubling functionN d:Ef)\x.er X, with typeNat=-Nat whereNat is the type for natural
numbers. The type dfl represents an abstract specification of this program, saying that
if we apply a value ofNat, then it returns (if ever) a value of typéat; but if we apply a
value of other types, it guarantees nothing. Thus a function can guarantee a type of the
resulting value only relying on types of its arguments.

We extend the same compositional reasoning to more general behavioural proper-
ties, using Hoare-style assertions [16, 28]. Take the ddrabove; we observe that, if
we applyN to 5, then it returns 10; more generally if we applyo any natural number,
it always returns even. And in more detalil, it returns the double of an arbitrary argu-
ment whenever the latter is well-typed, that is as far as it is a natural number. Thus this
function can guarantee a certain behaviour by relying on the property of the argument.
We wish to represent these behavioural properties using logical formulae. To do this,
we do not mentiomN itself in a formula, but rather describe its propertieslayningit
as, sayf (any fresh name will do). Thus we can write

fe5=10 (2.1)
as a property oN (named ad). Similarly we can write

vxNat Ever(f ex) (2.2)
whereEver(n) is the predicate saying is even (for example we can sEwern(x) def
In.(x = 2 x n)). The operatom, left-associative and non-commutative, is best under-
stood as the application in applicative structures. We can further refine the formula to
say f computes the doubling function. Formulae may be combined using arbitrary stan-
dard logical connectives and quantifiers, just as in Hoare Logic.

Using these formulae (which we let range oe€’, .. .), the judgement of the logic
has the following shape.
{CIM 1 {C}
which can be read as:

If M, named ad, can rely onC as the behaviour of an environment, then the
function combined with the environment can guara@ee

The namef is calledanchor, and can be any fresh name not occurrindinAn an-
chor is used for representing the point of operation, hence of specificatith, Dhis
idea — naming functions and programs — naturally comes from encodings of functions
into thetecalculus [52, 53] where functioM is mapped into an agefiM] ; equipped
with unique namef to be referred and shared by other agents. Reflecting its process-
theoretic origin, the specification method regards programs as interactive entities [52]



whose specifications are given via interrogating its behaviour one by one. As an exam-
ple, we can write down the specification fdras:

{T}N:; {¥xEver(fex)} (2.3)

which says that the prograh named ad, under the trivial assumption on its free
variables, satisfiegx.Ever(f e x) (the triviality of the assumption is because no free
variables occur itM: the truthT in general indicates the weakest specification allowing
any well-typed behaviour).
Let us present further examples of assertions, starting from a simple assertion for
the identity function.
{TIANE X {vyNet vey =y (2.4)

The judgement says that the given program, when applied to any argument dlfatype
will return that same argument as a result.
When this function is applied to the argumems,y is peeled-off and replaced by a
new anchor namm.
{TY AN X)2 iy {m= 2} (2.5)

Let us take a brief look at how we can derive (2.5) compositionally from assertions for
component programs. We first need the predicate for the argument.

{T}2:,{z=2} (2.6)

which simply says that “2” as a program satisfies, when namedls predicate = 2.
We then infer:
(24) (26) (VW.uey=y)Az=2 D uez=2
(TN X2 o {m=2)

In the above derivation (which follows the proof rule for application, formally discussed
later), the predicate in the conclusiomm®= 27, is obtained by substitutingni’ for

“uez’ in “uez = 2", the conclusion of the entailment in the antecedent. Note this
entailment is a simple instance of the standard axi@ix,x) Ax =Yy) D A(x,y) from
predicate logic with equality (cf. [49, §2.8]). While validity of such entailment is in
general incalculable, its calculable using simple axioms in this case as well as in
many practical examples. The nature of the above derivation may become clearer by
contrasting it with the corresponding typing derivation.

F ANt x: Nat=Nat F 2:Nat
F (AXN2t.x)2 : Nat

Here, instead of calculating validity of entailment, we simply match the Rest of
the function’s typeNat = Nat with the argument’s typé&lat, obtainingNat. In cor-
respondence with simpler specification, we have only to use simpler and essentially
mechanical inferences.
Next we consider an example which uses a non-trivial assumption on a higher-order
variable.
{¥x.Ever(fex)} f3+1:, {Odd(u)} (2.7)



whereOdd(n) saysnis odd. Using the same environment, we can further derive:
{VxEver(fex)} f3+ f(f5)+1: {Odd(u)} (2.8)

By using namef, the term which contains multiplecan share a single specification in
the environment. The derivation of (2.7) and (2.8) starts from the following instance of
the axiom for a variable.

{¥x.Ever(f ex)}f :m {VX.Ever(mex)} (2.9)

The specification says that if we assumeEver(f e x) for the function which a vari-
able f stands for, therf as a program namem satisfies precisely the same property
(substitutingmfor f). Starting from (2.9), we can easily reach (2.7) and (2.8), using the

rule for application as well as a similar rule for first-order operations.

LetL &' 3+ f(f5)+1 and recalN LI \x.x+ x before. We now consider the fol-

lowing specification.

{T}let f =N in L:, {Odd(u)} (2.10)
The “let” construct has the standard decomposition into abstraction and application, but
has a special status in the present context in that its derivation clearly describes how we

can “plug” a specification of a part into a specification of a whole (just as in the cut rule
in the sequent calculus). The derivation of (2.10) follows.

(2.3), (2.8), Vx.Ever(fex)D>VxEvernfex)
{T}1et f =N in L:, {Odd(u)}

(2.11)

Note the third condition in the antecedent is a trivially valid tautology. In this tautology,
the firstvx.Ever(f ex) is the conclusion of (2.3) while the second one is the assumption
of (2.8): thus the property which is guaranteed\bis simply plugged into the assump-
tion for L. This derivation may be understood as being analogous to a composition
rule of Hoare Logic, where we infdiC}P;; P{C'} from {C}P1{C;} and{C;}P,{C’}
such thatC; D Cy. (2.11) may also be contrasted with the type derivation for the same
program.

FN:Nat=Nat f:Nat=NatkL:Nat

Flet f =N in L:Nat
which has a shape isomorphic to (2.11).

(2.12)

Mutable Higher-Order Functions. The idea of naming behaviours is naturally ex-
tended to stateful computation. A typical example is the following specification of a
program that reads the number 7 from a global storageceaitl then returns 9.

{IX=7}2+Ix:;y {u=9AIx=7}

where the logical ternXlrepresents the dereferencinggthis follows ML [54]: the use
of dereferencing notation in Hoare logic is found in, for example, [71]). The resulting
behaviour is located at the anchorThe assertion says:

The program 2-!x returns 9 whenevex initially stores 7, and it does not
change this content of



As another example, this time with side-effects, we can derive:

{Ix=3} x:=(2+!x) ; Ix:y {u=5Alx="5}

where “;” is sequential composition (encodable into call-by-value application).
We now move to assertions describing more complex behaviour where functions

cause side-effects during evaluation. Let us consitieE’ AX. (W= (1+!w); X+ X),

which modifiesAx.x+ x in the previous paragraph. Recallihngrom (2.8), we define

M % 16t f =W in L. Now this function does not only satisBdd(u), but alscchanges

a memory cell wvhen invoked. Hence we would expect the following:
{!lw=0}1let f =W in L, {Oddu)Alw=3} (2.13)

How can we specify the behaviour éf to reach (2.13)? A simple method is to attach
pre and post-conditions to invocations of functions by an argument, and assert them as
a single predicate. Thus we write:

{C} fex=u{C'}

This assertion reads: if the state of memory and the environment Satife invoca-

tion of f with an argumenx yields a value namegand a final state, together satisfying
C'. “=" indicates the evaluation of e x resulting inu, which is asymmetric unlike the
equalitye= €. This is due to the non-reversibility of state change. Based on this idea,
W named ad has the following specification.

Even3w, f) d:erx.Vi.{!w: i} fex=u{Ever{uAlw=i+1}

Even$w, f) specifies a procedure which, when invoked, would not only incremvent
but also return an even number: if functibris used whenw=0, thenf’s return value
is even andw=1. In fact fromEven$w, f) we can derive:

Vx{lw=0} f ex=u{Everu)Alw=1}

using standard axioms for universal quantification. Now assftirsatisfies the above
specification. Then we can derive the following judgement.

{Even3w, f)Alw=0} f 5 {Ever(v)Alw=1}

The key idea here is that when the function (nanfigds applied to the argument 3,
not only is the resulti replaced by a new ancher but also wesplit the assumption
(Evendw, f)) in two pieces, its pre-condition placed in the pre-condition of the resulting
judgement (together with the assumption itself) and its post-condition placed in the
post-condition of the judgement. Repeating this, we can derive (2.13) in a compositional
way, using essentially the sarhet-rule as for stateless functions.

When working with higher-order functions, assertions with pre/post-conditions can

be nested in an arbitrary way and may appear in the pre/post-conditions of other as-

sertions. For example, Ist dﬁf}\y.(!x)y. If x stores a function with side effects, likg

above, then calliny may involve writing to memory. Thus we may derive:

{TIAY.('X)y :u { {Even$w, IX)Alw = 0}uen = z{Ever(z) AEven$w,IXx)Alw= 1} }



which says: ifV is applied to a natural number under the condition that stores
a function which satisfieEven$w,u), andw initially stores 0, then the application
evaluates to an even number, witts final state being 1.

A merit of the present approach in comparison with conventional Hoare logic and
its refinements is that ours can directly assert formulae about the combined behaviour
of (possibly higher-order) procedures. Consider the following program:

M E NN (yi=x; g(f) s g(f); ly+1) (2.14)

wheref is of typeUnit=- Unit andg of (Unit=-Unit) = Unit. Assume weonly know

the abstract property of andg which says: if we applyg to f, then the content of

changes its parity (i.e. if it is initially even then it becomes odd and vice versa). The

present logic can formally describe this property as follows (omitting return values).
def

A(fg) = {Odd(ly)} ge f{Ever(ly)} A {Ever(ly)}ge f{Odd(ly)}
Then a property oM under these assumptions may be asserted as:
{A(fg)} Mz {¥xN2t {Even(x)}uex =z{Odd(z) AEver(ly)}} (2.15)

which says: under the assumption abbatndg as given, if the argument is even, then
the result is odd and the contentyfs even. Let the above post-condition be written
EventhenOdd(u,y). From the same pre-condition, we can also infer the dual property

Odd.thenEver(u,y) 2efyyNat {Odd(x) }uex = z{Ever(z) A Odd(!y)} or even a con-
junction of the twoEventhenOdd(u,y) A Odd.thenEver(u,y), as its post-condition.

This specification relies on the property of the combined behaviour afid g and
demonstrates the benefit of having named higher-order procedures and specifications of
their behaviour as an integral part of assertions: we can transparently specify and reason
about the complex interplay among two or more procedures which may call each other
and which as a whole demonstrate a specific behaviour of interest. Further examples of
assertions will be treated in Sections 3, 4 and 7, after formally introducing the logic and
proof rules in the following sections.
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3 Logic for Imperative Call-by-Value PCF

3.1 Imperative PCF

This subsection briefly reviews the programming language we shall use in the present
study, call-by-value PCF with unit, sums and products, augmented with imperative vari-
ables (henceforth also callegferences The grammar of programs is standard [61] and
given below. We assume an infinite setvafiables(x,y, z, ..., also callechame}.

(value) VW i=c | X | XM | uf=BAy@M | (VW) | in(V)
(program) M. 1=V | MN =N 1| ap(W) | (M) | (.0 | sai(M)
| if M then Mj else My | case M of {inj(X").M; Yieq12)

The grammar uses types,(, ...), which are given later. Binding is standard @n@M)
denotes the set of free variables. Types annotating bound variables are often omitted.
Constantsd, c’,...) include the unit), natural numbers and booleans (either truth
t or falsef). op(l\7|) (whereM is a vector of programs) is a standardry arithmetic or
boolean operation, such as —, x, = (equality of two numbers); (negation) A and
V. We only treat the dereference of a variable, This suffices by the underlying type
structure, similarly for assignmert= N.

The dynamics of the language is given as the standard call-by-value reduction using
a store [22, 61]. Astore(a, d’,...) is a finite map from imperative variables to values. A
configurationis a pair of a program and a store. The reduction is the binary relation over
configurations, writtettM,a) — (M’,d’), generated by the following rules [22, 61].

(AxMV,0) — (M[V/X],0) (3.1)

(u((V1,V2)),0) — (V1,0) 3.2

(case ing(W) of {inj(Xi).Mi}icf12},0) — (M1]W/x4], 0) (3.3)
(if t then M1 else My, 0) — (Mg, 0) (3.4)
(HEAGN)W, 0) — (NW/g|[uf.Ag.N/f],0) (3.5)

(x o) — (0(X), o) (3.6)

(x:=V, 6) — ((), ox—V]) (3.7)

(3.1-3.5) are from call-by-value PCF and do not involve the store (we omit obvious
symmetric rules and the rules for first-order operators). (3.6) and (3.7) are for imperative
constructs, assuminge dom(o) in both. In (3.7),0[x — V] denotes the store which
mapsx toV and otherwise agrees with Finally we have the contextual rule:

(E[M],0) — (E[M],0') if (M,0) — (M',0") (3.8)
whereZ] -] is the left-to-right eager evaluation context, given by:

-] |= M) | (VE[]) | op(V,E[| M) | W(E[]) | im(Z[]) | 'Z[]

X:=%E[-] | if E[-]then M else N | case -] of {inj(X).Mi}ic(1,2)

11



Fig. 1 Typing Rules for the Core Language

rr;(Ax); o Uit g 0 unit |

[Var] Bool

AF b Bool

_ M AF Mo Nat
NuM = nnae A9 AT vy My - Nat

[Abs rx:o;AFM:B [ ¢F7x:a:>B;AF)\y°‘.M:cx:>B
HAFAM M o= FAF WP A M a=B

MNAFM:oa=B I;AFN:a
[ApR FAFMN:B

NAFM:Bool T;AFN:a(i=12) (Inj] [ AFM:qj

] = AF 1z M then Ny eIse Nz 1t AT in (M) a1+az

MAEM:ag+0 Fox:ai; AN B

[Cas¢ IAF case M of {in (qui)‘Ni}iE{l’z} B

MAFM; o (i=1,2) [Proj MNAFM:0q xdo

FATF (Mp, M) 01 %00 I FAr M) o (=1,2)
A(X) = Ref(a)

[Deref] == A

[Pair]

MAFM:a A(x) =Ref(a)
[ AFX:=M: Unit

[Assign

We write (M, 0) |} (V,d’) iff (M,0) —* (V,d’), (M,0) |} iff (M,0) |} (V,d’) for some
V andd’, and (M, o) 1 iff (M,0) —" for all n. Here —" is the n-fold relational
composition of—.

The grammar of types [22, 61] is given by the following grammar.

a,B = Unit| Bool [ Nat |a=B|axB|a+B  p:i=a]|Ref(a)

We call Unit, Bool andNat base typesa, 3, ... value typesandRef (a),... reference
types

A basisis a finite map from names to types,[’.... range over bases whose
codomains are value types (which we sometimesaralironment basjswhile A, 4, . ..
range over bases whose codomains are reference types (which we sometimeds call
erence basjs dom(I) (resp.dom(A)) denotes the domain of (resp. ofp).

The typing rules use the sequénA - M : a (“M has typex underl” andA”), and
are standard [61], listed in Figure 1Add] is an instance of the rules for operators). In
IAFM:a, we always assumdpom () Ndom(A) = 0. We extend the typing to stores,
writing ;A o if: (1) dom(A) = dom(o) and (2)I;AF o(x) : o iff A(X) = Ref(a),
for eachx € dom(0). A configuration(M, o) is well-typedif we havel';A+-M : a and
;A o for somel” andA (if so and if(M,0) — (M’,0’), we also havé ;A- M’ :a
andl; A+~ o by subject reduction). We omit empty environments from the judgment:
for example[ - M : a denoted™;0+ M : a.
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Remark 3.1 In spite of the restriction on types (i.e. reference types are not carried in
other types), the language allows arbitrary imperative higher-order procedures to be
carried as parameters of procedures and stored in references. Lifting this restriction
means references can be used as parameters and return values of procedures, as well
as content of other references, leading to a distinct class of behaviours which deserve
treatment on their own right: see [9] and Section 8.1 for further discussions.

The following notion becomes important when we consider semantics of programs.

Definition 3.2 (semi-closed programs [51);AF M : a is semi-closedresp.closed
whendom(I") = 0 (resp.dom(l") = dom(A) = 0), often writtenA+ M : a (resp.-M::
a). The notatiom\ + ¢ is understood similarly.

For brevity, henceforth we work under the following convention.
Convention 3.3

1. We only consider well-typed programs and configurations. Further we assume con-
figurations only use stores whose values are semi-closed.

2. We write ME'N to indicate M and N are definitionally equal, possibly upoto
equality.

3. We writeA().M for AZ"t.M with z¢ fv(M), let x= M in N for (Ax.N)M, and
M;N for (A().N)M.

3.2 Terms and Formulae

Terms and Formulae. The logical language is that of first-order logic with equality
[49, § 2.8] together with an assertion for the evaluation of stateful expressions. The
grammar of terms and formulae follows.

e =2 |()|clop® | (e€) | (e | injiPle) | e
C :=e=¢€|-C|CAC |CVC |COC |¥WI.C|IC|{C}eed =x{C}

The first set of expressions (ranged overhy, . ..) aretermswhile the second set are
formulae(ranged over b\, B,C,C’...). Terms, which are from the logics for pure func-
tions studied in [31, 35] except fox,!include all the constants (ranged overdyy', ...)
including the natural numbersand the booleah (either the trutht or falsef) and first-
order operations (including multiplication) of the target programming language. In the
grammar of terms, we have paring, projection and injection operation. The final term,
le, denotes the dereferenceefv(e) denotes the free variables occurringein

The predicatgC} ee € = x {C'} is calledevaluation formulawhere the name
binds its free occurrences &. Intuitively, {C} ee € = x {C'} asserts that an invoca-
tion of e with an argumen€ under the initial stat€ terminates with a final state and
a resulting value, named asboth described b'. e is non-commutative. Note that
having an explicit name to denote the result i€’ is crucial; in order to represent
higher-order behaviours, evaluation formulae should be arbitralily nested (recall the ex-
amples in Section 2), for which assigning a distinct name to each result is essential.
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Fig. 2 Typing Rules for Terms and Formulae

(Tus)(x) =p — - — [;AFe:Bool
MAFX:p MAF():Unit T AFn:Nat T;AFb:Bool T;AF —e:Bool

MHAFe:ai (i=12) T;AkFe:ayxap MAFe:q; (i€{1,2}) AR e:Ref(a)
AR (e,60):01x02 T AFTE(e):qj rA- inji0‘1+°‘2(e) S0+ 0> MAFe: a

MAFe2:p MAFCyo

, Mxa,AFC T, A
NAFer=6e TI;AFCxC

o X:d C
rAFWE.C rAF3XEC

(xe{A,V,D})

MAFe:a=0B lMAFe:a A-FC T,z:B;AFC
IAF{Cleee=2{C}

This is a departure from other logics such as JML where the unique variable is used to
denote the result. Note that we can assert divergence by negating evaluation fotmulae.
We also note thag does not include any PCF programs such as abstractions, applica-
tions and assignment which involve non-trivial dynamics (possibly infinite reductions
for simplification of assertions). It is also worthwhile pointing out that quantification is
only over variables of value type, not of reference type.

Terms and formulae are naturally typed starting from type-annotated variables. The
typing rules are given in Figure 2 (we list only a couple of cases for constants and first-
order operators). We write; A+ e: p whene has typep underl; A, andl"; A+ C when
C is well-typed undef; A.

Convention 3.4 Hereafter we only consider well-typed terms and formulae and often
omit type annotations. Formulae are often calssertions

Convention 3.5 (formulae and terms)

1. We often write@ |- C instead of ; A+ C with @ =TT UA. ©,@',... range over finite
maps combining two kinds of bases.

2. Logical connectives are used with their standard precedence/association. For ex-
ample,~AAB D Vx.CVD D E is parsed a§(—A) AB) D (((¥x.C)vD) D E).

3. C1 =C; stands for(Cy D Cy) A (C, D Cy), the logical equivalence @; andC,. We
use truthT (definable as & 1) and falsityF (which is—T).

4. The standard binding convention is always assurid@.) denotes the set dfee
variablesin C.

5. CXisC in which no name fron¥ freely occurs.
3 In the logics for pure higher-order functions studied in [31, 35], terms inclufidor each
o which denotes divergence. Rather than using it, we have chosen to use evaluation formulae

which entail termination, and to use its negation for indicating divergence. By the exclusion of
1, all terms denote total values, which facilitates semantic treatment of assertions.
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6.

{C} eree; =€ {C'} with € not a variable, stands fdC} e;ee; = x {x=€ AC'}
with x fresh; and{C} e; e e, {C'} for {C} eee, = () {C'}.

Example 3.6 (assertions and their types)

1.

y = 6 is an assertion which sayss equal to 6. On the other hang,+ 6 says the
content of a memory celtis equal to 6. In the formey; is typed asdNat, while, in

the lattery is typed aRef (Nat). Thus we have: Ref (Nat) F !y = 6.
def

. The assertioDouble(u) = vnNat. {T}uen=2xn{T} says that a procedure named

u with type Nat = Nat always returns the double of its argument. This is satisfied
by, for exampleAz.2 x z. The predicate is typed as: Nat = Nat - Doublgu).

. Letus defineA(m) d:efﬂ)/z’. (m= (inj,(Y),Z) AEveny’) AOdd(Z)). Then we have,

for example A((inj;(y),2)) D Even(y).

. Using the predicate introduced in 2 above, the asseBmublg!x) says that a ref-

erencex stores a doubling function. Note we haudef (Nat=-Nat) - Doublg!x).
This assertion is satisfied, for example, aker Az.2 x zis executed.

. The assertiof Doublg!x) } ue 3= 6{Doubl€!x)} says that, if 3 is fed to the func-

tion named byu under the initial stat®©oublg!x), then the result is 6, with the
same final state. We have a typing

u:Nat = Nat ; x:Ref(Nat) F {Doublg!x)}ue3 = 6{Doublg!x)}

where the type ofi indicates not only its argument and target are natural num-
bers but also an invocation may acces$he assertion is satisfied by, for example,
AY.(1X)y, named as.

. The assertion

c Lvin. {lw=n}Ixei = 2xi{lw=n+1}

says that an imperative variabtestores a function (procedure) which, when in-
voked, would incrementv as well as returning the double of the argument. For
typing, we haved ; x: Ref (Nat = Nat),w:Ref (Nat) I C. This assertion is satisfied

when a proceduré(w) d:ef)\z.(w =1lw+1;zx 2) is stored inx.

. UsingC in (4) above, let:

C L {CAw=0}ue3 = 6{CA lw=1}

This predicate says that,fis invoked with 3 in a state satisfyingv=0 as well as
C, then the returned value is 6 and the final statevis: 1. For typing, we have

u:Nat = Nat ; X: Ref (Nat = Nat), w:Ref (Nat) - C'.
This is satisfied byy.(!x)y named asl, with x storing f (w) above.

The following notion which distingishes stateless and stateful is useful for the sub-

sequent technical development.
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Definition 3.7 (stateless formulae) A formula &atelessdf, in the formula, a hame
of a reference type occurs only inside the pre/post conditions of evaluation formulae.
A A, B, ... range over stateless formulae.

Example 3.8 (stateless formulae)

1. Underx: Nat; y: Ref(Nat), the formula % = 3" is stateless.

2. Underx: Nat;y: Ref(Nat), the formula “y = 3" is not stateless.

3. Underx: Unit= Unit; y : Ref(Nat), the formula {Ever{ly)}xe (){Odd(!y)}" is
stateless, but{Ever{!y)} xe () {Odd(!y)} A ly=3"is not.

For distinction, we sometimes call well-typed formulae in genestateful formulae
Note a stateless formula can use a stateful formula inside an evaluation formula.

3.3 Substitutions and Avoidance of Name Capture

Substitution for variables. In logics with equality and/or quantifications, capture-
avoiding syntactic substitutions play a fundamental role in deduction [49, §2]. Due to
the existence of evaluation formulae, some care is needed for their usage in the present
theory. As an example of subtlety in the interplay between substitution and evaluation
formulae, consider the following assertion:

C L m=oAvi{m=0Aly=i}fe(){ly=i+1} (3.9)
C says that the value afis 0 and thatf would, when invoked, increment the content
of y at the time of invocation, whatever it would be. Note that the stateless predicate
m = 0 in the precondition of the evaluation formula in (3.9) is equivalent tsince
it is already stipulated outside of the evaluation formulae. Now suppose we wish to
substitute ¥ for m. Then we obtain:

Cly/m L ly=0AVi{ly=0Aly=i}fe(){ly=i+1} (3.10)
which says the value stored ynis 0, and thatf would, when invoked, increment the
content ofy at the time of invocationif y stores0. As we noted, the secomd= 0 in
(3.9) is insignificant, so we have:

C = m=0AVi{ly=i}fe(){ly=i+1} (3.11)
which, when we substitutey for m, results in a quite different assertion:
ly=0AVi{ly=i}fe(){ly=i+1} (3.12)

This assertion says (¥)currentlystores 0, and (2j always increments the content of

y, whatever it would be. Starting from the intuitive reading of (3.9), the assertion (3.12)
is a natural consequence of substitution: (3.10) does not give us what we should expect.
Note this anomaly comes from implicit universal quantification in evaluation formulae,
so that they can discusgypothetical state of storeaecessary to describing behaviour

of A-abstractions. For example, the behaviouA©fy := y+ 1 need be described not
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only for a particular (for example current) contentydfut also for an arbitrary content
of y. For the formal account, see Section 5.

To define safe substitution formally, we first extend the standard notas ffee
for xin C”in [49, §2.1] to evaluation formulae.

Definition 3.9 We say a terng” is free for ¥* in C if one of the following clauses is
inductively satisfied:

eis free forxin e; = ey.

eis free forxin —Cif it is free for xin C.

eis free forxin C; xC, with x € {A,V, D} ifitis free for x in bothC; andC,.

eis free forxin Qy.Cwith Q € {V, 3} if eis free forxin C, and, moreovey € fv(e)
impliesx & fv(C).

5. eisfree forxin {C1} e;e e, =y {C,} if eis free forx in C; andCy, and moreover
Iw € efor somew impliesx ¢ fv(Cq) Ufv(Cy).

el N s

Here W € emeans thatw is a subexpression af

The final condition in Definition 3.9 is not restrictive. In the standard quantification
theory, we can always rename bound variables to avoid capture of hames; we can use
existential quantification to “flush out” all names in dangerous positions. As an exam-
ple, we can transforr@ in (3.9) as:

C L Zm=0AVi{z=0Aly=ilfe(){ly=i+1} Az=m)  (3.13)

on which we can safely perform the previous substitution:
C'lly/m| dof Jz(ly=0AVi{z=0Aly=i}fe(){ly=i+1} A z=ly) (3.14)
Formally we observe:

Proposition 3.10 For any well-typed C, ®and ¥, we can always effectively find C
such thatC=C and e is free for x in G by applying the following procedure repeatedly.

1. Suppos&y.Cy is a subformula of C and & fv(Qy.Co). Assume ¥ fv(e). Then we
transformQy.Co to QY .Coly'/y] with ¥ fresh.

2. Supposédw € e for some w andC; }e; e e; = Z{C,} is a subformula of C such
that xe fv(Cy) Ufv(Cz). Then we transform it tax'.(xX =x A {C1[X/X|}eeex =
Z{C;[X /X|}) where Xis fresh andx'/x] is a literal syntactic substitution.

Proof By induction on the structure of formulae. The cases where a formula is con-
junction, disjunction, entailment, negation or equality are immediate from induction
hypothesis. If it isQy.C with e free forx in C by induction hypothesis, the first clause
transforms it intoQy .C[y’ /y] with y’ fresh. Since/ ¢ fv(e), it satisfies Definition 3.9

(4). Finally suppose a formula iC}e; e &2 = Z{C'} with e free forxin C andC'. If e

does not contain a dereference, the formula vacuously satisfies Definition 3.9 (5). Oth-
erwise, the second clause movas the outside o€ andC’, hence done. O

By Proposition 3.10 we shall safely stipulate:

Convention 3.11 From now on, whenever we write/€x| in statements and judge-
ments, we assume e to be free for x in C, unless otherwise specified.
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Substitution for dereferences. For the proof rule for assignment which we shall dis-
cuss later, we use an alternative form of substitution, wri@€gey!x|, in which e is
substituted for each “free” dereferenceolccurring inC. As we noted, this substitution
shouldnotaffect the occurrences of In the pre/post conditions of evaluation formulae.
For example, le€ be given by:

C ¥ x=3AVi{lx=i}fe(){Ix=i+1} (3.15)
which can be, for example, a post-condition of the assignment commaad, in
which case the corresponding pre-condition is givel€@'!x] (in the proof rule for
assignment we present later). But if we perform the substitution literally, the result of
substitution becomes3 3 A Vi.{3=i}fe(){3=i+1}, which is a sheer nonsense.
Intuitively, the evaluation formula i€:

Vi{x=ilfe(){Ix=i+1} (3.16)

says that whenever we invoke the functibrthe reference is incremented, whatever

the stored value would be at the time of invocation. This is because the intention of a
substitution for a dereference is always to havectireentcontent ofx be equated with

e, hot hypothetical ones in pre/post conditions of evaluation formulae. Therefore we
expect the substitution to work in the following way:

C3/1Y L 3=3AVi{lx=i}fe(){Ix=i+1}, (3.17)

which now makes sense. For clarity, we give the definition of the substitution as:

({Clese=2z{CHle/'X] = {C}(eile/X)s (e2le/!¥]) = z{C'}
and others are defined homomorphically. In the cas@ysf.(Cle/!X]), recall the gram-
mar of formulae do not allow quantification over reference names. $@itd as de-
fined above never affects pre/post conditions of evaluation formulae, the only capture of
names we need to consider is the one induced by quantifiers. Based on this observation,
we can extend the idea of Definition 3.9 to dereferences as follows.

Definition 3.12 We say a terng” is free for (!x)® in C if one of the following clauses
is inductively satisfied:

1. eisfree for Xin e, = e.

2. eis free for kin —C if it is free for Ixin C.

3. eisfree for Xin C; xC, with x € {A,V, D} ifitis free for Ixin bothC; andC;.

4. eisfreefor Xin Qy.Cwith Q € {V,3} if eis free for kin C and moreovery € fv(e)
impliesx ¢ fv(C).

5. eisfree for Xin {C1} e;ee; =y {C;} if eis free for X in C; andC,.

Thus we only need the standard alpha-conversion to avoid the capture of names for this
type of substitutions. We stipulate:

Convention 3.13 Whenever we write [8/!x], we assume e is free fox in C.
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3.4 Judgement

Following Hoare [28], a judgement in the present program logic consists of a program
sandwiched by a pair of formulae, augmented with a fresh name eailgtbr, written
as follows.

{C} M8y {C')

This sequent is used for both validity and provability. If we wish to be specific, we
prefix it with eithert- (for provability) or|= (for validity). In the judgement abov#/ is
thesubjectof the judgementy its anchor, C its pre-condition andC’ its post-condition
Intuitively, the judgement says:

if the free non-reference variables of M are instantiated into values satisfying
C and M gets evaluated starting from a store satisfying C, then it terminates
with the final state and the resulting value, named u, together satisfying C

As in Hoare logic, the distinction between primary names and auxiliary names plays
an important role in both proof rules and semantics of the logic.

Definition 3.14 (primary/auxiliary names in a judgement) Let{C} M4 :, {C'}
be well-typed. Then th@rimary namesn this judgement ardom(I",A) U {u}. The
auxiliary namesn the judgement are those free name€iandC’ that are not primary.
Henceforth we assume auxiliary names do not include reference names.

For example, in a judgemen{x = i}2 x x*Nat:Nat - £y — 2 xi}”, x andu are primary
while i is auxiliary.u is in addition the anchor.
Judgements are typed as follows:

Definition 3.15 We say{C} M"4¢ :, {C'} is well-typediff (1) A+ M : a and (2)
rA,©FCandu:a,l,A 0+ C for somed such thatlom(©) N (dom(I,A)U{u}) =0.

In brief, a judgement is well-typed if (1) its pre/post conditions are themselves well-

typed and have types which conform to the typing of the program; and if (2) its pre/post
conditions have a common typing for auxiary variables. Since a formula is (formally)

explicitly typed, we can easily check whether a given judgement is well-typed or not,
and, if it is, can give a unique typing to it.

Convention 3.16 Henceforth we assume that any given judgement is well-typed. For
brevity, we often omit the typing from a judgement when it is understood from the con-
text, writing{C} M :, {C'}.

3.5 Axioms for Data Types and Evaluation Formulae

For deriving judgements using the proof rules presented in the next section, one often
needs to calculate validity of assertions (the class of models we consider will be dis-
cussed in Section 5). For syntactic calculation of validity, we shall freely use axioms,
rules and theorems from propositional calculus, as well as first-order logic with equal-
ity [49, 82.8] (which includes the substitutivity rulec=y A C(x,x) D C(x,y) where
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C(x,y) substitutey for some of occurrences &fin C(x, x) [49, §2.8]); and formal num-

ber theory (for example Peano arithmetic) and its theorems. In addition, there are also
natural axioms for data types, as well as those for evaluation formulae, the main ones
out of which we shall discuss in this subsection. These axioms will be justified through
the semantics of assertions in Section 5.

Axioms for Data Types. We first list basic axioms for data types except for natural
numbers, in Figure 3t1) is equivalent to:

Cl()/x"™] = C (3.18)

which is often useful in practicét2) is the analogue oft1) for boolean valuegt2) is
equivalent to the following axiom, for an arbitrary (appropriately typed)

(C=CJt/xB°]) v (C=CIf/xB]) (3.19)

Fig. 3 Axioms for Data Types

(tl) XUnit — () (IZ) XBool —tV XBool —f

(t3) t#f (t4) T ((x1,%2)) =X

(t5)  (m(x),m(X)) =X (t6)  ini(x) =1inj(y) D> X=Yy

(t7)  ing(x) # inp(y) (t8)  xRef(@) £ yRef(@)  (x andy are distinct)

Further(t2) justifies the use of boolean terms as formulae, via the following “macros”
Below letx € {A,V, D}, then we can defing et ne=—e=e=f e &=
e« ey, ande; = e; = (e = &). Note these translations are possible because all boolean
terms denote total values. The use of boolean terms as formulae is often convenient in
practice (t4) and(t5) are the standard extensional axioms for pairs and projecii@hs.
and(t7) are standard axioms for sums.

(t8) says we do not assume aliasing (i.e. non-trivial equations on reference reames)
the logical levelwhich reflects the lack of aliasing at the level of programs’ behaviours
in the target programming language) says any equations between top-level reference
typed terms are vacuous — either it has the shapexin which case it is always true,
or it has the shape =y in which case it is always faléeThus, in effect, there is no
need to have reference names in formulae except in the shape of dereferencing (note
further, by typing, reference-typed terms never appear as proper subterms in the logic
except as dereferences). Thus, undg®r we safely stipulate:

Convention 3.17 Henceforth we assume each variable, say x, of a reference type al-
ways occurs in a formula as the subtermxf

4 Equations<Ref (@) = yRef(B) for o £ B are not well-typed.
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Remark 3.18 Convention 3.17 suggests that, for a variable of a referencextype
may as well writex to denote its content, just as in the standard Hoare logic. Using
the explicit notation for dereference has the merit of clarity in typing, clear and rigor-
ous understanding of substitutions, and its direct extensibility to the logic which allows
aliasing. For the last point, it becomes essential to express alibirally, i.e. to
have non-trivial equations on reference names in the logic, when the target behaviour
involves aliasing. For example consideef(Nat) x :— 0. The program affects the con-
tent of any reference it receives. We can describe the behaviour of this program (naming
it asu) thus:

yxRef(Nat) jNat f1y — jJuex = (){Ix=0} (3.20)

In (3.20), the reference-typed variablés quantified. Another description uses an in-
equation on references in addition:

yxRef(Nat) jNat (y 2 yaly = 1luex = (){ly =1} (3.21)

which says if this program receives a variable which is distinct fypamd ify originally
stores 1, thery will continue to store 1 after invocation of this program terminates.
The logic with aliasing, which involves a non-trivial extension to the present logic in
addition to the erasure @), is discussed in [9].

Fig. 4 Axioms for Evaluation Formulae

(el) {Citxey=z{C} A {Co}xey=2z{C} = {CiVC;}xey=2z{C}
(e2) {Clxey=z{Ci} A {C}xey=2{Co} = {C}xey=z{CiACy}
(e3) {IWC} xey=z{C'} = Vw{C}xey=2z{C'} w ¢ fv(C')
(e4d) {C} xey=z{¥w.C'} = Vw{C}xey=2z{C'} w ¢ fv(C)
(e5) {AAC}xey=2z{C'} = A D {C}xey=2z{C'}
(e6) {C}xey=z{ADC'} > AD{C}xey=2z{C’} z& fv(A)
(e7) {C}xey=2Z{C'} D {CAA}xey=2z{C'AA}
(e8) {Cotxey=2{Co} > {C}xey=2z{C'}

whereC > Cp andCj D C'.
(ext) Extt=B(xy) o x=y

Axioms for Evaluation Formulae. The rules in Figure 4 are about evaluation formu-
lae.(el) and(e2) should read naturally. From these rules we obtain:

{Cipxey=2{Ci} N {Co}xey=2{Co} D {C1AC} xey=2{CINCs} (3.22)
{C1}xey=2{Ci} A {Co}xey=2{C5} D {C1VCy} xey=2z{CVC;} (3.23)

The axioms fromie3) to (e6) are also naturally read. (g6), the converse (hence logical
equivalence) does not generally hold. As an example, consider the following inference,
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assuming the converse @6) were indeed valid (= indicates implications).

T = FO{T}xey=2{T}
= {Tixey=z{FDO T}
= {T}xey=2z{T}

This (wrong) inference claims any program®f type a = 3 will converge for any
argument of typea, an absurd statement.

In (e7), we add the conjunction with a stateless formula to both of the pre and post
conditions: we cannot add a stateful formula since the evaluation may change a state
about which it asserts.

(e8) uses a side condition on validity. Note we can substitute dereferences to non-
dereferences to obtain the following proper axiom schema. Below we assume we are
working undera such thatlom(A) = {F}, leti be fresh, and define = [i/!F].

(Vi.(Co D Coo)) A {Colxey=2{Ci} A (Vi.(CoDCa)) = {C}xey=2z{C'}

which is equivalent to the original law.

The final axiom,(ext), is about extensionality, i.e. if two programs behave equiv-
alently as (imperative) functions then they should be equated in the logic. The axiom
augments the corresponding one in [31] with side effects (read/writes on imperative
variables). In the axiom, a reference tyfd\ds mentioned, which, when used in the
judgement, should coincide with the basis of the program being discussed in the judge-
ment. The axiom uses the following formula.

Definition 3.19 (extensionality formulae) Lek = 7: Ref(y).
Extt=Bxy) L vhe B VK. ({Ir=]}xeh=z{z=i AT =K}
= {IF=]}yeh=w{w=iAIF=k})
The predicate expresses an extensional equality of two procedures, saying:

Whenever x converges for some argument and for some stored value at r, then
y converges for the same argument and for the same stored value at r, with the
same return value and the same final state; and vice versa.

Note that extensionality is stipulated relativeto
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Fig. 5 Proof Rules (1): compositional rules
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4 Proof Rules

4.1 Proof Rules (1): Composition Rules

In this section we introduce the proof rules for the present logic. When we derive a
judgement for a program using these rules, the derivation precisely follows the structure
of the program, except for intermittent use of structural rules. The proof rules which
follow the structure of programs are given in Figure 5. We use Convention 3.5 and the
following convention.

Convention 4.1 (convention on the use of names)

e Freei, j,... exclusively range over auxiliary names.

e In each proof rule, we assume all occurring judgements to be well-typed. In addi-
tion no primary names in the premise(s) occur as auxiliary names in the conclusion
(this may be considered as a variant of the standard bound name convention).
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e WhenM has unit type, we can safely ignore the anahby the axionC'[() /uV"t] =
C’ in 8§ 3.5, so that we shall writ¢C}M{C’} for {C}M :, {u= () AC'} with
u ¢ fv(C') just like a Hoare triple.

In the following we illustrate the rules in Figure 5 one by one.

[Var] says that, if we wish to specify something foas a program nameg then
we should specify the same thing foin the assumption, with substitutingfor u. As
simple instances, we infer:

(4.1)

{x:3}x_:u{u:3} {x:x}x_:u {u=x}

In the second inference, note that x is equivalent toT. Combined with the conse-
quence rule given later, we can conclyde}x :y {u= x} from (4.1).

[Cons] says that, if we wish to specify something about a constant nargben
we should be able to say the same thing about that constant (which can be tested by
putting that constant into that variahl We give two instances of this axiom.

{Ever(2)} 2, {Ever(u)} {0dd(2)} 2 :, {Odd(u)}
The first judgement is equivalent {d } 2 :; {Ever(u)} sinceEven(2) is always true.
In contrast,0dd(2) in the second judgement is always false. Thus we are assuming
something impossible, so that concluding absurdly in the post-condition is permitted.
[Op] is a rule for standard first-order operators. The rule asswpesppears as
a term constructor in the logical language. In the nullary case, the premise becomes

C d:efC’[c/u], so the rule is equivalent t€pns}. A simple instance of this rule follows.

{C}M:m {Co} {Co} N:n {C'[m+n/ul}
{C}M+N:y {C'}

As an example of application of this rule, we infer:

{0dd(x)} x:m{Odd(m)} {Odd(m)} 1 :, {Ever(u)[m+n/u]}
{0dd(x)} x+1 3y, {Ever(u)}

[Abg says that if, under the assumptidbgndA (which is a stateless formula and
does not hav&), M namedmreturns a result and a state which together sa@i§fyhen
AX.M named agi satisfies, undeA, if u is invoked byx atC, it terminates with a state
and a resulting value (namea) which together satisfZ’. Let us see how we can use
this rule, taking a simple example (we assume the premise has been inferred already).

(4.2)

[Add]

(4.3)

{TAz=1}ly=x+2z2 ;m{m=() Aly=x+1}
{z=1} Mly=x+2z :y { . {TIuex{ly=x+1} }
In the above inferencez= 1" in the premise is taken as the stateless forméla the

rule), to be moved into the precondition of the conclusion. Note we can also regard this
formula as part o€ in the rule, in which case we obtain:

(4.4)

{TAz=1}ly=x+z2 :m{m=() Aly=x+1}
{TIAxly=x+z y { ¥ {z=1}uex{ly=x+1}}

(4.5)
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which is semantically equivalent to (4.4) (we later discuss how we can formally mediate
(4.4) and (4.5)).
[App] says that: if (1) starting fror@, a programM is evaluated into a value named
mwhich, together with the final state, satisfi&s and (2) starting fronCy, a prograniN
is evaluated into a value namaavhich reaches a final sta@® as well as{C;}men =
z{C'} (which says starting fror@;, applyingn to mresults in a value which, together
with a final state, satisfie®’). ThenMN named as! will start from C and reache€’.
A simple example inference follows. Below we let

AE xi{ly = i}mex = u{u=ly+Ix+1Aly =i+1}

Again we assume the premises are already inferred.

{ly=1}Ax(y:=ly+Lx+ly) im {ly=1 A A}
{ly=1AA}L n{ly=1A{ly=1imel=u{u=3nly=2}}
{ly=1} M(y:=ly+Lx+ly)1 w {u=3Aly=2}
From[Abg and[App], the proof rule for the let construct is derivable (the derivation
is shown in Section 7.1 for a slightly simpler case).

Cl M {Cy Co} Ny {C
Legd {%:} T » {é’} :

[Lef] states that, if, starting fror®, the evaluation oM, namedx, terminates and
reaches a state and a result which together saigfsnd if, starting fron€Co, the evalu-
ation ofN, namedy, terminates and reach€§ then, starting fron€, the evaluation of
let Xx= M in N, also named, will terminate and reacf’. Notex is not inC’ by our
convention. As an example, list def (ly:=ly+1; ly)andN def (ly:=ly+x; ly+1).
Then we infer:

{ly=0M x {ly=1A x=1} {ly=1AXx=1}N:yy{ly=2Au=3}
{ly=0}letx=MinN: {ly=2Au=3}

(4.6)

[If] says that, if: (1) a boolean-typed prograwinnamedb satisfie<Cy underC, (2)
M; reache£’ starting fromCy assuming it sayBis true, and (3M; reache&’ starting
from Cy assuming it sayb is false, then the programf M then M1 else My will reach
C' starting from the initial stat€. As a simple example of its application, we infer:

{x=t}xp {b=t} {t=tty:=0{ly=0} {f=t}y:=1{ly=0}
{x=1t} if xtheny:=0elsey:=1{ly=0}

4.7)

In (4.7), the last judgement in the anteced¢fit-t} y:=1 :, {u= () A ly=0}, holds
since, under the absurd assumptieat, we can conclude anything.

[Inj, Case, Pair, Pro] The proof rules for injection, pair and projection are similar
to [Op], while the proof rule for the case construct is similar iid.[We only show a
simple reasoning for injection (the derivation of the antecedent is treated later).

{T} 0 v {in1(v) = im(0)}
{T}in1(() w {u=1in1(()}

(4.8)
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[Deref] is understood apvar, Consl, showing that dereferenced imperative vari-
ables and program variables work in similar ways. In the rule, we assxindrée for
min C (cf. Definition 3.9, page 17, 83.2). The rule says that, if we wish to Kafe Ix
(as a program) namag then we should assume the same thing about the content of
substituting X for u. As an example, we infer:

{Ever(!x)} Ix :y {Even(u)}

[Assign uses two substitutions for reasoning about assignnfieitx] and|()/u].
The notationC[m/!x] stands for replacing all occurrences afih C except in the
pre/post conditions of evaluation formulae byy assumingm is safe for k in C (for
precise definitions, see Definition 3.12, page 18, §3.2); whé(g¢as is the standard
substitution of() for a unique anchou. The first substitutio’[m/!x] says the result
of the assignment:= M is turning what is stated abomtin C'[m/!x] into the property
of Ix. The second onf)/u] says, in effect, the assignment command terminates (note
() is the unique value of typHnit). The rule says that: if we wish to have, under the
initial environment/stat€, the result of executing the commard= M (namedu) to
satisfyC’, then we demand, starting fro8) M namedm (the program to be assigned
to x) evaluates to the state satisfied by the predi€ateith its occurrences ofx sub-
stituted form (since the state of!should satisfy whain satisfies) and substituting
for u (since the assignment command always terminates to return the uniqué yalue
Below we show a simple example of the use/A&$$ign.

{ly=1}ly+1 m {EverimA()=() } (4.10)
{ly=1}y:=ly+1{Everly)} '
Later we shall see how we can derive the standard assignment rule in Hoare Logic [28]
from the above rule.
[Req is the proof rule for the total correctness of recursion (slightly strengthening
the rule in [31, 35])i in the premise should be auxiliary. Obseiis implicitly univer-
sally quantified, and that, if= 0, it holds that (sincg ranges over natural numbers)
Vj <i.B(j)[x/u] is logically equivalent to . We can thus read the rule as:

(4.9)

— (base case) Assumig the program namedlsatisfies, without assuming anything
aboutx, alreadyB(0).
— (inductive case) AssumingandB(i)[x/u] for x for eachi < n, the program named

u satisfieB(n+ 1).

Then we conclude that the program satisBés) for eachn. A simple example of the
use of the rule follows. LeM andB(i) in the rule to be the following program and
formula:

M % s y=0then!z=1elseXx(y—1);!z=xx!z

B(i) & (T} uei {ly=il}.
Then, by applyingRed using the same variables, we obtain:
{T}AYyMyy {{T}ueO{!z=1}}
{TAVY)<i{{T}xej{lz=jl}}} AyM:y {{T}ue(i+1){lz=(i+1)'}}
{T} pxAY.M iy {Vn.{T} uen{lz=n!}}
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[Red allows a simple extension to induction on an arbitrary well-ordering. Béloas
typea not limited toNat. [a] denotes the closed values of typeand<q) is a well-
founded ordering defined ovéa]| (for exampleNat x Nat can be equipped with the
lexicographic ordering: we may also refine so that a well-ordering is given to a subset
of a domain).

{AAY]* <o i-B()[X/ul} Ay.M :y {B(i)}
{A} pxAy.M 1y {Vi%.B(i)}

By [Red, we can also extend_Ef] to a rule for multiple recursive lets.

{AN (MY STECDY/R) Vi x AB()} (1<k<n)

{AA (AVILE(D)[Y/X]) I M u{B}

{A} 1letrecX=V in M 3y {B}

In Section 7.1 later, we shall show how several known proof rules for total correctness
on loop and recursive procedures can be derived using these recursion rules.

[Rec-Wf

[LetRe¢

4.2 Proof Rules (2): Structural Rules

Figure 6 presents two basic structural rul&pmoté and [Consequendeas well as a

few additional ones, including strengthening Gonsequendalue to Kleymann [41].
Structural rules do not change the shape of the concerned program, manipulating only
formulae.

In [Promotd, we add a predicate on imperative variables to a judgement on values,
which is originally inferred without state. Forming a conjunction with the same for-
mula in both the precondition and postcondition can be inconsistent in standard Hoare
Logic, but is consistent in the present setting, since values have no effects. As a simple
example, under the typing: Ref(Nat), we have:

{T}3 w{u=3}
{TAIx=2}3 iy {u=3alx=2}

which adds the same statexah the pre/post conditions.

[ConsequencEs the standard consequence rule [28]. As is standard, the conditions
C > CpandCy O C' indicate that the entailment holds under arbitrary models (as defined
in Section 5).

[A-D] moves a stateless formula in the pre-condition to a negative position in the
post-condition. Note a program is restricted values: if it were about general programs,
then, for example, wheA = F, the premise is vacuously true for any program even
though the conclusion claims termination (note this relates to the requirement for total
correctness).>-A] does the reverse transfer, which holds for general programs which
may not be values. As a simple application, we mediate the conclusions of the two
inferences from the same premise, (4.4) and (4.5) in Page 24. First we infer:

1 {z=1} M&xly=x+2z:y { WX {T}luex{ly=x+1}} (4.4)
2. {TiMly=x+z:y {z=1 D . {T}uex{ly=x+1}} (A-D)

(4.11)

3 {TIMxly=x+z:y {¥W.{z=1}uex{ly=x+1}} (Consequence)
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Fig. 6 Structural Rules
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In [Consequence-Alpwe set{X} = dom(I",A) U {u}, {i} = fv(C,C’,Co,C})\ {X}, and] (resp.
y) are fresh. We assume no auxiliary reference names occur.

The other direction just does the converse:

L {Tiaxly=x+2z: { . {z=1}uex{ly=x+1}} (4.5)
2. {T}Mxly=x+z:y {z=1 D ¥.{T}uex{ly=x+1}} (Consequence)
3 {z=1}Mxly=x+2z:y {VX.{T}uex{ly=x+1}} (O-N)

The applications of Consequenden Line 3 of the first inference and Line 2 of the
second are possible by the axiges) for evaluation formulae given in 83.5.

[v-Pre] says that, if a given program can guaran@estarting from any state sat-
isfying C; as well as starting from any state satisfyiGg then the program can also
guarante€ starting from a state which satisfies eitizror C,. [A-Posi is the dual of
[\v-Pre]. One of the uses ofy-Posi is when we infer for a closure, i.e. farabstraction.
Consider we wish to derive the following judgement.

{TIAOy:=y+1 w{{Everly)tue(){Odd('y)} A {Odd(ty)}ue (){Everny)} }

Even if we can make these two statements in the post-condition into one without chang-
ing meaning in the above case, it gives a natural specification, as in more practical cases.
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If we wish to derive such a judgement directly, sirjédg has a conclusion of a sin-
gle evaluation formula,f-Posi is particularly useful. For example, we can reason as
follows in the above case.

{TI A0 y:=y+1 yw{{Every)}tue(){Odd(y)} }
{THAQy:=y+1 W {{Odd(ty)}ue ){Ever('y)} }
{TIA0y:=y+1 w{{Evenly)tue (){Odd(y)} A {Odd(ly)}ue(){Evenly)} }

As an aside, we observe there is the following variant\ePpsi.

) {GIM W {C} {CoIMw {Co}
[A-Pre/Pos} {CLACIM 1y {C[ACS}

Similarly we have a variant of[-Pre]. We can easily obsenja-Posi and|[A-Pre/Pos}
are mutually derivable through the use[@bnsequendgand similarly for the other
pair). For deriving|A-Pre/Post from [A-Post, we first strengthen the preconditions of
both judgements in the premise [@f-Pre/Pos} using[Consequendeto haveCy A C,

as the common precondition. Then we applyPosi. For the converse derivation, we
setC; = C; = Cin [A-Pre/Post and apply(ConsequendeaisingCAC D C.

[Auxz] and [Auxy] (wherei is auxiliary by Convention 4.1) are easily justifiable
from the semantics of auxiliary variables. They may also be considered as the infinitary
counterparts of\{-Pre] and [A-Posl, respectively, because, by the lacki @f the post-
condition in[Auxg] (resp. in the pre-condition ifAux/]), we have virtually an infinite
family of i-indexed predicates in the pre-condition (resp. in the post-condition), which
are combined by infinitary disjunction (resp. infinitary conjunction) in the conclusion.
We show below one of the typical examples whigex,| is useful.

L {Ix+ly=i}Ix=Ix+ly; y=Ix{Ix+ly=2xi} Premise
2{TIA).Ix=Ix+ly; y=IX){ {Ix+ly=i}tue() {Ix+ly=2xi}} (Abs)
SA{TIAD.-(Ix=Ix+ly; y=IX){Vi.{Ix+ly=itue () {Ix+ly=2xi}} (Auxy)

Notei should be left free before we close the behaviour by abstraction: once everything
is on the right-hand side, we can Usex;] to universally abstract the variable, to obtain
a closed specification.

[Auxinst] instantiates an (implicitly universally quantified) auxiliary variable into a
concrete value with base type (i.e. eittértit, Nat or Bool), both in the pre-condition
and the post-condition; whilRAux,ns{ does the converse. Validity of both rules is im-
mediate. These rules are simple in character, but are sometimes useful for economical
reasoning.

[Consequence-Auixis the rule which was originally introduced for the standard
Hoare Logic by Kleymann [41], capturing elegantly the semantics of auxiliary names.
[Consequenddgof Figure 5),[Auxy] and[Aux,] are all special cases of this rule. We
note that, in the present setting, many examples can be reasoned naturally using the
main rules in Figure 5.
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5 Models and Soundness

5.1 Observational Equality

This section gives a concise summary of models for assertions and judgements, and
establishes the soundness of proof rules, including axioms stated in Section 3. The
models are operational in nature: this has the merit of immediate faithfulness to pro-
grams’ behaviours (e.g. a predicate claiming the existence of unrealisable functions is
unsatisfiable); extensibility (e.g. polymorphisms); and conciseness. Different models
are possible, using, for example, CPOs. [33] constructs a more uniform universe of
models from typed processes.

We start by introducing a typed congruence for programs [61], which are used for
defining an abstract notion of behaviour for the semantics of the logigpéd congru-
enceis an equivalence relation on typed terms with identical bases and types, closed
under the compatibility rules corresponding to the typing rules. For reference, we give
the compatibility rules in Figure 10 in Appendix A.1. We writeAF M1 R M2 : a
whenl" ;A M; :a andlh;A- Ms : a are related by a typed relatiaR.

Definition 5.1 (observational congruence) LefA - Mj o : a. Thenl;A-M{=M;y : a
is the maximum typed congruence satisfying, for each semi-clsel; » : Unit and
for eacho such thatA - g, we have(M1,0) |} iff (M2,0) |

As before, when one or both of the bases are empty, we writeléd-gM = N : q,
AFM=N:a,-M=N:a, etc. We offer a simple example of the effect of reference
bases on the typed congruence.

Convention 5.2 Below and henceforth we lef* stand for a(ny) diverging closed term

of typea: e.g. we can take)® d:ef(uﬁ:“.)\y.xy)v with V any closed value typexl
Further we write, after fixingo® for eacha, Q=B for Ax®.«?, which is the least value
at each arrow type (note it immediately diverges after invocation).

Example 5.3 Let M d:ef)\y“.let z=y() in 3 andN d:'Ef)\yo‘.let z=y()inlet Z =
y() in 3 with a = Unit=-Unit. Then we havé- M = N : a = Nat, butx: Ref(Nat) -

M 2 N : a =-Nat. To check the latter, takg] - | d:ef([ -JL);if IX=1then () else W

with L d:ef)\().x :=x+ 1. Then(C[M],x — 0) converges an@C[N],x+— 0) diverges.

Later we shall use the following ordering corresponding=taBelow atyped precon-
gruenceis a typed preorder closed under the compatibility rules.

Definition 5.4 (contextual ordering) Lefl;AF Mo :a. Thenl;A-Mi C Mo ais
the maximum typed precongruence satisfying, for @aehMy » : Unit and for eacto
such thatA - g, (M1,0) |} implies (M2, 0) {|. We write 3 for the inverse of_.

C is the preorder corresponding®t i.e.C N J==, and induces a partial order on the
congruence classes &
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5.2 Models

Definition 5.5 (models) Amodel of type ;A is a pair(§,0) such that is a finite
map fromdom(I") to semi-closed values such that each dom(I") is mapped to a
semi-closed valu¥ such thatA+V : T'(x); ando is a finite map fromdom(A) to semi-
closed values such that eaxke dom(A) is mapped to a semi-closed valie-V : a
with A(x) = Ref(a). We let, ... range over models, and writ "2 to indicate that
MA-M.

We write ;A - M or M2 when M is a model of typd™; A. Intuitively, & ando in
(¢,0) respectively denote a standard functional environment and a store.

We now formalise the semantics of assertions. First we interpret terms under a
model. We use the following notations.

Notation 5.6 1. Givenl;A+ M such thatM = (§,0), we writex:V € M when
&(X) =V; andx:V € M whenA(x) = Ref (a) ando(x) =V with AFV : a.
2. Letl;A+ M such thatM = (€, o) below.
(a) We write M [x: V] for the result of replacing the targetxfn & with VV, assum-
ing x € dom(§). Similarly we defineM [x— V], {[x: V] ando[x — V].
(b) We writea-x:V for (§U{x:V},0), assuming simultaneousk¥Z dom(§Uao).
Similarly we defineM - [x+— V], §-x:V ando - [x+— V].
3. &\Xindicates the result of taking off the submag efhose domain i$x}. Similarly
we write M\ X for the result of taking ofk-elements from the components&f.

Definition 5.7 (interpretation of terms) Ldt; A+ e: p for somep andl ;A M. Then
theinterpretation of e undef/, denoted[€]|5,, is given by the following clauses.

P jzﬁv 04V € M) [op(®)]ar jze: op([&] ar)
[XEF@], EV R @ v eany  [(6,€)]ar L ([elar [€])
[XRef (@] 5 €% (&) = 5 ([€]ar)
[c]ar £ e [i0i (&) ar &' ini([€]ar)

Here writing e.gop([[€4,) is an abbreviation for the unique (up teequivalence)

such thabp([[d4,) | V. By construction of models, all terms are interpreted as semi-
closed valuegxcepta reference name. A reference name is interpreted as itself, which
indicates a reference name is in fact treated as a constant (one may observe that a value
does mention reference names it may access, which indicate they are treated as formal
part of the universe of behaviours, unlike function variables). All distinct reference
names are considered to be distinct constants. This treatment is also reflected in the
lack of quantifiers for reference names in the present logic.
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Definition 5.8 (satisfaction) Giver ;A+ M andl;A C, the relationM = C (read:
M satisfies ¢ is generated from the following clauses, assuming Mat (&, 0).

Mie=e it [ella =ra (€2l
MECIAC if (MEC) A MEC)
MECVC if (MEC)V (MEC)
MECDC if (MEC) D (MECQC)
ME-C if —-(MECQC)
MEVEC if VARV:a.M-x:VEC
MEPC if JAFV:a.M-x:VEC
ME{Clegee,=x{C'} if VO.(AFO A(E,0)EC D
V0" ((Terllar) ([e2llar), 0') 4 (V,0")
such thaf& ux:V,d”) =C")

where, in each clause, a logical connective/quantifier on the right-hand side (if any) is
used semantically.

The satisfaction of an invocation formulaf™ 2 |= {C}e; e &, =x{C'}, means that:

If the interpretation of ¢ is invoked with that of gas an argument, and if an
initial state atA satisfies C, then it will converge with a value named x, where
x and the final state ak together satisfy C

Note in the satisfaction, we take any state\aatisfyingC, even if it contradicts the
current state as given . This is because we need to describe the behaviour of in-
vocation under hypothetical states; for example, the specification of the behaviour of
A().x:=!x+1 means that it increments a value stored in an arbitrary state of.

We are now ready to formalise the semantics of judgements. Bdbdenotes the
substitution of values following.

Definition 5.9 (semantics of judgemeng{C} M :, {C'} iff (§,0) =Cimplies(Mg, o) |
(V,0’) and(§-u:V,d’) = C' for each well-typedg, o).

The description of programs by valid judgements is extensional, in the following sense.
Proposition 5.10 If ={C} M :, {C'} andl"; A- M = N:q, then|={C} N :, {C'}.

The proof is immediate from the definition (formally by Proposition A.1). We use the
following notations in the rest of the paper. We also assume, as before, that all judge-
ment, terms, models, etc. are implicitly well-typed. Basic properties of the satisfaction
relation follow.

Lemma5.11 Letl"; A+ C and assume givei A - M,
1. (renaming)For each injective renaming, M = C iff M ¢ = Cao.
2. (thinning) If x ¢ dom(I",A), thenM -x:V = C impliesM = C.
3. (weakening)lf x ¢ dom(I',A), thenM = C impliesM -x:V = C.

Proof Each using the corresponding clauses in Proposition A.1 (1-3). ad
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Many of the proof rules in Figure 5 use substitutions. The following is their standard
properties. Below itM = (§,0), we writedom(M ) for dom(&) Udom(o). For (1)-a/b,

we only need these special cases (in comparison with the standard ones) for our techni-
cal development. Below leét/ be arbitrarily chosen (except assuming well-typedness).

Lemma 5.12 (substitution)Let M = (§,0).

1. (a)lfx & dom (M) Utv(e), then M = C[e%/x%] iff M -x: ([€]a) = C.
(b) If x € dom(&)\fv(e), thenM#C[e“/X“] iff Mx: ([ela)] =C
2. Ifx € dom(0), then M = C[e" /1xRef (D] iff M [x+— ([€]4)] = C.

Proof While the proof of (1-a/b) is essentially a special case of that of (2), we give
direct proofs. For (1-a), iX is not inC the result is vacuous. Suppase fv(C).

MEC = M-x:[elas ECAXx=¢ (Lem 5.11-3)
= M-x:[ea ECle/XAX=¢€ (substitutivity)
= M-x:[€q =Cle/X] (M -x: [€]ar E x=ealways)

The reasoning for (1-b) is identical, replacifig above witha4\x. (2) is by induction
onC, starting from an equation. For the base case we note:

[€le/X]ar = [€larp—[e],] (5.1)

which is immediate. Thus we infer, writing for [e/!X]:

ME (=)o = [e0]a = [e0]q (Def. 5.8)
= [ellarxfe,] = (€2l arpe),,) (5.1)
= Mix—[eylFea=e (Def. 5.8)

The inductive cases are immediate (for negation we use the logical equivalence).

The main results of this paper follow. The first result says we can safely use the
axioms in Figures 3 and 4, Section 3.5, Page 20, as the basis of reasoning.

Proposition 5.13 (soundness of axiom#jll axioms in Figures 3 and 4 are true under
arbitrary (well-typed) models.

Proof See Appendix A.2. O

The second one says that we can safely use the proof rules in Figures 5 and 6, or other
derivable rules from them, for deriving properties of programs.

Theorem 5.14 (soundness of proof rule#)-{C} M :, {C'} by the proof rules in Fig-
ures 5 and 6, thep={C} M :, {C'}.

Proof See Appendix A.3. O

33



6 Observational Completeness

6.1 Observability and Program Logics

Compositional semantics dictates that programs with the same contextual behaviour
are in principle interchangeable without affecting the observable behaviour of whole
software, thus offering foundations for modular software engineering. Compositional
program logics extend this idea by further allowing programs with the same (local)
specifications to be interchangeable without affecting the observable behaviour of the
whole, up to a required (global) specification. For this to be truly materialised, it is
essential that valid assertions for programs capture precisely the contextual behaviour of
programs [26, 50, 51]. This criterion may be stated with different degrees of exactness.

1. Are two programs contextually equivalent if and only if they satisfy the same set
of assertions? That is, aMd; = M, if and only if, for eachA, u: M3 = Aimplies
u: M, E= Aand vice versa?

2. For each program, is there an assertiohafacteristic formuly which fully de-
scribes its behaviour? That is, for eddhcan we findA such that (iu: M = Aand
(i) u: N = AimpliesM = N?

Clearly (2) entails (1) when models are given up to the observational congruence (as
they are now, cf. Section 5: and if not, there is no possibility (1) generally holds). The
properties can be easily refined for general programs. Further, these questions can also
be asked at the level of provability. (1) may be regarded as an essential property of any
program logic which aims to capture observable behaviour of programs. In the follow-
ing, we establish (1) for the proposed logic. For (2), see Section 8. For establishing (1),
we proceed as follows.

Step 1: We introduce a variant dfnite canonical form¢FCFs) [6, 34, 37] which rep-
resent a limited class of behaviours.

Step 2: We show characteristic formulae of FCFs w.r.t. total correctness are derivable
using our proof rules.

Step 3: By reducing a differentiating context of two programs to FCFs and further to
their characteristic formulae, we show any semantically distinct programs can be
differentiated by an assertion, leading to the characterisatieninf validity.

The subsequent two subsections introduce characteristic formulae and FCFs. For sim-
plicity, and without loss of generality, we work under the following convention.

Convention 6.1 Throughout the present section we only conshd&tr, arrow types and
induced reference types. Accordingly the “if” construct branches on zero or non-zero,
and assignment has the shape=M; N.

6.2 Assertions for Total Correctness and Characteristic Formulae

For our present purpose, we only need to use the following class of assertions. Below
C is the partial order induced iy on programs (cf. Definition 5.4).
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Definition 6.2 (TCAs) An assertiorC is atotal correctness assertion (TCA) atifu
whenever(&-u:V,0) = CandV CV’/, we have§-u: V' o) =C.

Intuitively, total correctness is a property which is closed upwards — if a progfam
satisfies it and there is a more defined proghithenN also satisfies . At the end of

the present section we discuss the status of total correctness in this sense in the present
logic. Characteristic formulae in the present logic are defined as:

Definition 6.3 (characteristic formulae) Givet V : a, a TCAC atu characterises
Viff: (1) | {T}VvAe:, {C} and (2)= {TIWA® :, {C} impliesA-V CW : a.

In the technical development later, we need to consider characteristic formulae to open
programs, extending Definition 6.3.

Definition 6.4 (characteristic assertion pair) We say a g&@rC') is a characteristic
assertion pair (CAP) fol ;A+ M : a at u iff we have: (0)C' is a TCA atu; (1)
{CyMP&e ;. 1C'} and (2)= {CINTAC :, {C'} impliesT;A- M C N : a. We also say
(C,C') characterisd ;A+ M : a at uwhen(C,C’) is a CAP forl;AF M : a atu.

6.3 Finite Canonical Forms

If (C[M31],0) converges andC[M-],a) diverges, the convergence uses only finite part
of C[ - ] anda, since the number of reduction steps to reach a value is finite. We can
thus always mak€]| - ] ando as little defined as possible, up to the point that they have
barely the necessary constructs for convergence. Since the resulting minimal context
and store are less defined than the original ones, it stilMetdiverge. In the functional
sublanguage, finiteness can be easily capturéditescanonical form§34] (cf. [6, 37]).
Below we extend the construction in [34] for the imperative PCFv.

Finite canonical forms (FCFs), ranged over ByF’,..., are a subset of typable
terms given by the following grammar (which are read as programs in imperative PCFv
in the obvious way)U,U’, ... range over FCFs which are values.

F o= n | o | MF | letx=yUinF | caseXxof (n;:F)iex
| letx=lyinF | x:=U;F

Above w is a diverging closed term, cf. Convention 5.2. In the cas& a finite non-
empty subset of natural numbers (it diverges for other values); ahekin = yU in F
(resp.case X of (n; : F)i), y (resp.x) should not be free ibJ (resp.F). FCFs are typed
following their translation to imperative PCFv-terms, cf. [34].

Lemma 6.5 Let My > be values and\ - My 22 My : a. Then there exist semi-closed FCF
F andU, which are also values, such that, wiihj) = (1,2) or (i, j) = (2,1):

(FM,F—U)J  and (FMj,F—U)1
with {T} D dom(A).
Proof See Appendix B.1. O

5 There are assertions which describe partial correctness rather than total correctness. For exam-
ple,vx.(uex=x! V uex) is a partial correctness assertion for a factorial.
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Fig. 7 Derivation Rules for CAPs of FCFs (functional sublanguage)

- {A} R {Bi}
{T}n:ww{u=n} {Vi(x=mnjAA)} case xof (n; : F)i v {Vix=njABj)}

— {A} F :m {B}
{F} w:y {F} {T} MF iy {"x{Aluex=m{B}}

{TIU 2 {Ao} {A4}F:{B} jfresh
Vz{Ao}Tez=x[A AX= |} let x= fU in F 1y {B[]/X}

6.4 Characteristic Formulae for FCFs (1): functional sublanguage

In this subsection and the next, we introduce derivation rules by which we can derive
characteristic formulae (CAPs) of FCFs. For clearer and incremental presentation, this
subsection focusses on FCFs of the functional sublanguage (i.e. we take off assignment,
dereference and reference types/bases). Accordingly, the logical language does not use
dereference, and models lose their store part. The key ideas are more simply illustrated
using the functional sublanguage: the addition to its imperative extension is incremen-
tal. In Figure 7, we present the derivation rules for CAPs for the FCFs for the functional
sublanguage. We write:

Fchar {A}F ‘u {B}

if {A}F :y {B} is derivable from these rules. In each rule we assume: (1) each premise
should be derived in this system, not in the proof rules in Section 4; (2) programs,
assertions, etc. are appropriately typed; and (3) newly introduced names are always
fresh. Below we informally illustrate each rule in Figure 7 one by one.

1. A CAP of n atu is (T,u = n), saying: whenever a program, s&j, satisfies
{TIM :y {u=n}, M may as well be equal ta. For example, undex : Nat,
if X then n else n has this property, and it is indeegtequal ton.

2. For the case construct, given a CAR,B;) atu of eachF;, we make the weakest
precondition for the resulting term to converge, which isitiredexed disjunction
of x = nj andA. For eachi-th case, it can guarantee whiguarantees.

3. ACAP forwatuis (F,F): since this FCF never terminates, we can do nothing but
assume absurdity. Compared with any prograns, the least, so it is indeed a CAP
of this program.

4. A CAP of Ax.F is made directly from a CAP fdf. Since(A,B) is a CAP ofF at
m, and becausgx.F has already terminated, we need no precondition for conver-
gence, and may as well sét.{A}uex=m{B} as the desired CAP.

5. For a CAP of the let-application, first, each value always has the precondition
so there is no loss of generality in assumifig Ao) is a CAP forU. We further
assume(A1,B) is a CAP ofF. Now for let x= fU in F to terminate and to
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guarantee the-portion of A; (which istqV.Al), we should assume:

Vz{Ao}fez=x{A1}

The evaluation formula says that any argument satisfying the characteristic formula
forU atzcan be fed td and result in a value satisfying (tkgoortion of)A;, adding

the constraint td so that, when it is invoked, it does terminate. Naiemay assert

on primary names other tha;mwhich is necessary fdf after the let to terminate.
Under any model we consider, the formula is equivalent to:

Vz3x.({Ao}fez=X{X=x} A A1)

This is becausdy is always satisfiable (with a witnekk). We can also check the
resulting assertions are still a TCA pair (in the sense of Convention 6.1) since a
free variable ofJ, which are negatively used primary nameg\jns dualised in the
formula, making it a TCA at these names.

Example 6.6 (derivations of characteristic assertions for FCFs)
1. RecallQ%# £ \xf from Convention 5.2. We infer:
1 {F} w:m{F}
2. {T} Q:y {vx{Fluex=m{F}}

Using axioms for evaluation formulae in Figure 4 (page 21), we calculate:

Vx{Fluex=m{F} < Vx{FAF}uex=m{F} (e7)
< WX(F D {Fluex=m{F}) (e5)

Thus, up to logical equivalence, the derivation s@ysT) is a CAP ofQ.

2. LetF % 1ot x= 3 in case X of (1:1,2:2). We derive:

L {T}1y{u=1}

2. {T}2:4y{u=2}

3 {x=j=1vx=j=2}casexof (iii)ji—12:w{u=j=1vu=j=2}
4. {T}33;{z=3}

. {Vz{z=3}f e z=x{x=1VvXx=2 A X=|}}F y{u=j=1vu=j=2}

()]

The final judgement captures the behaviouFdfy saying:

Relying on the assumption that f returh®r 2 when fed with3, we can
guarantee that F will evaluate to that very value f returns as its own result

Note how the condition orfi guarantees the termination of the let construct.

We are now ready to prove the main result of this subsection. The conditions for induc-
tive arguments to go through are made slightly stronger than CAP.
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Proposition 6.7 If Fchar {A} F 1y {B}, (A, B) satisfies the following three conditions.

1. (soundness= {A} F :,{B} with B being a TA at u.
2. (MTC, minimal terminating condition) &} if and only if§ = A.
3. (closure) Ifi= {E}M :y {B} such that ED A, then K, C M§ for eachf |= E.

Below and henceforth (IH) stands for “induction hypothesis”.

Proof (Soundness) is mechanical by checking each derivation rule is justifiable w.r.t.
the proof rules in Section 4 and that it produces a TA. Below we show (MTC) and
(closure). Throughout the proofs:

— We let&’ stand for an appropriately typed model for the derived precondition.
— We treat environments as their corresponding substitutions, writing-&.g.

(Numeral) MTC of T is immediate sinca is a value. For closure, we reason:
& uMl=u=n = M&=n = nCM¥
(Case-n)Let, for brevity,F’ e case xof (n; : /)i, Ad:efvi (Xx=nj AA}) andB d:ef\/i (x=
ni ABp). By (IH), assuméA;, B;) satisfies (MTC) and (closure) w.rF. atu, for eachi.
We show(A, B) do the same w.r.£" atu. Let&’ be a model for the assumed basis and

1 d:efE’/x (taking offx-component). For MTC, we reason:
FEL & Vif(x)=n AR
< Vi =m AEEA) & EEA

For (closure), leE D A and= {E}M :, {B}, hence= {E AXx=n;}M :, {Bi}. Note
thatAAX=nj = A AX=nj, henceE AX=nj D A.

EE = 3Ji.(YEEAXx=D)
= Fi.(EX) =n AREC ME)  (H)
= F& = FR{LC ME&

(Omega)F is an MTC forw sincew never terminates under any substitution. It satisfies
(closure) sincev is always the minimum element of a given type.

(Abstraction) Let F’ % Ax.F. SinceF’ is a value,T is an MTC. For (closure), let
A& vx.{A}uex=m{B} and assum¢E}M :, {A’}.

- uM{EA = W.( x:WEA = & -m:(M{)W EB)
= W.(§ X WEA = F(@E -x:W)LC (M&)W)
= F'& C M.
In the last line we can cancél because, noting is an MTC forF by (IH):
X WKEA = (FYW—FE x:W)f = VN (FF&)WLECN.
(Let-Application) Let
def

F ©etx=fUinF A% vz {A)}fez=h{A}

By induction hypothesis we assume:
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(IH1) (A4, B) satisfies (MTC) and (closure) w.ri. atu.
(IH2) (T, Ap) satisfies (MTC) and (closure) w.id. atz

Further w.l.0.g. we assume the auxiliary nameg@ére empty (by universal closure).
First we showA is an MTC forF’. Let§ =&/ f and&'(f) =W. By (IH2) we have
EE{TIU - {A}, thatis:

&-zZUEEA (6.1)
We now reason:
F/E/‘U'
& JAS(WUEUSAE-x:SEA) (IH1, (6.1))
&  YzU E{T}fez=x{A1} (by definition)
< W.(U'JU& D &zU E{T}fez=x{A1}) (Ap TCAat2)
& W (zU & EA DU T E{Tfez=x{A1}) (IH2)
& YE{Afez=x{A1} (e5in 83.5)
Second we show (closure). Hixsuch thaE D A. Assume:
§FE (6.2)
as well as:
{E}M 1y {B} (6.3)

Let&'(f) =W. From (6.2) and (IH2), we knoW/U converges and that:
& x:WUREEAA (6.4)
From (6.3) (notingf does not occur i) we have:
{EAAL}M{B}. (6.5)

By (6.4), (6.5) and (IH1), we obtaiff (&' -x: WU) C M&’. That is:F'§’ C ME/, as
required. We have now exhausted all cases. ad

6.5 Characteristic Formulae for FCFs (2): the imperative extension

We move to the derivation of CAPS for imperative FCFs. No change in the rules is
necessary except for the let-application which now needs to mention state. In addition,
we introduce one rule for each of dereference and assignment. We alseeaezhing

rule for valueswhich fills pre/post conditions with assertions on the invariance of states
for values (which allows us to have clean derivations for values). Figure 8 presents the
derivation rules, using stateful formulae. We observe:

1. The rules for numeral, case,and abstraction are identical with those in Figure 7.

2. The let rule refines the corresponding rule in Figure 7 by requiring that the termina-
tion guarantee fof is done by extracting the “current state” iy | (this equality
does not violate TCA sincgare quantified). The precondition can equivalently be
written as3j. (IF = | A VZ{AAIT = [} fez=x{C}).
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Fig. 8 Derivation Rules for Characteristic Assertions of FCFs

_ {G}F:w{C]}
{T}n:y{u=n} {Vi(x=njAGj)} case Xof {n; : F )i .y {Vi(x=ni AC])}

_ {C} FF,x:u;A;B ‘m {C,}
{Fl oy {F} {T} AXF ;y {¥x.{C}uex=m{C'}}

{T}U 3z {A} {C}F:{C}  |fresh
{VI.(Ir=T > Vz{AAIT = [} fez=x{CAx=j})} Llet x=yU in F 1y {C'[j/X]}

{C}F W {C}
{C['x/y]} let y=I!xinF :y {C'}

(TIUR® ., (Al {C}F 4 {C'} W(A) C {z} Udom(n)
{Vz(ADC[z/'X))} x:=U;F :y, {C'}

{THUTAY. {A} dom(A) =T
{Ir=TpuA (AAIP =T}

3. The last rule, the weakening rule for values, fills the pre/post-conditions with the
same assertion on state, indicating the stateless nature of values: this is needed to
precisely capture their behaviour in the stateful contexts. We assume:

— If {T}U :; {B} etc. is in the premise, we assume the judgement is directly ob-
tained from the rules for values (numerals and abstraction).

— If {C}F :y {C'} etc. is in the premise arfd is a value, that judgement should
come immediately after this filling rule (preceding by the rules for values).

4. The rule for dereference starts from a CABC’) for F, and adjoin an additional
constraint onx from that ofy by syntactic substitution, to obta{€[!x/y],C’) as a
new CAP (this additional constraint is propagate@teia auxiliary variables).

5. In the rule for assignment, we derive a CAP of a program which wdtés x then
behaves a&. The judgement assumes, by the third premise, Ahhts no free
auxiliary names, which does not lose generality by universal closure. The rule may
look simple, but its precondition in the conclusion deserves some inspection.

— The assertioivz.(A D C[z/!X]) may be most easily understood from the view-
point of an MTC for the resulting program;=U; F. For this program to con-
verge, the assertio[!x/z], which will hold afterx := U, should be stronger
thanC atx, since if notF would diverge — given that is an MTC forF. For
exampleC may demand the content sfincrements 1, 2 and 3, whild may
only guarantee that(i.e.U) increments 1 but not others, giving only a weaker
condition tharC: or C may demand stores 1, whiléA may sayzis 2, guaran-
teeing a condition contradictory @ To avoid such situations, we requitgo
be stronger tha@[z/!X| in a given initial state.
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— A further understanding on the precondition may be obtained by realising that,
while not explicitly present, the consequencelef{T}U :; {A} (from the
premise) is that the assertialz. A comes free (it is a tautology in the sense
that it holds in any model). Hence, combined with the explicitly given precon-
dition, we in fact havélz. (AAC[z/!X]). Note its second conjunct stipulates the
original precondition foF except ak for which we stipulate none (there is no
point in stipulating anything about the content of a variable that is going to be
overwritten). The conjunction also indicates that the informatiotomhich
A describes is communicated@as the state at afterthe initial assignment,
albeit under the name This is then propagated to the postcondit@through
the closure property of the strong CA@,C') for F.

We write Fcpar {C}HF 1y {C'} when{C}F :, {C'} is derivable from the rules in Figure
8 except, wherfF is a value, we take the result of applying the weakening. We now
observe (witho’ T oy, denoting the pointwise extension 0f:

Proposition 6.8 If ¢, {C} F 1y {C'}, then(C,C') satisfies the following conditions.

1. (soundnessy= {C} F :y {C'} with B being a TA at u.

2. (MTC, minimal terminating condition)F&,o) | if and only if (§,0) = C.

3. (closure) If = {Co}M :y {C'} such that @ D C, then if (M&,0) || (Vo,05) and
(F&0) | (V,0'), we have VC Vp and o’ C o, for each(g,0) = Co.

Proof The arguments closely follow those for Proposition 6.7, see Appendix BL2.

6.6 Observational Completeness

We conclude this section with the establishment of observational completeness. We first
define the standard logical equivalence, cf. [26].

Definition 6.9 (logical equivalence) Writ€;A - My 2, M, : o whenl= {C}M]*4%
{C}iff = {CIMZ™ % {C'}.

Note we do not restrict the class of formulae to TCAs. The main result of this section
follows.

Theorem 6.10 Letl ;A= Mo :a. Then;AFEMi =My aiff I AFM =, Mo a.

Proof The “only if” direction is direct from the definition of the model. For the “if”
direction, we prove the contrapositive. Supp®e>, M, but M1 22 M. By abstrac-
tion, we can safely assunid; , are semi-closed values. By Lemma 6.5, there exist
semi-closed FCF valudsandU such that, say,

(FM,F—U)l  and (FMa,F—0)1. (6.6)

By Proposition 6.8, there are assertions which charactériaadU (in the sense of
Definition 6.3). Let the characteristic formula fBrat f be written[[F]J(f). We now
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reason:

(FMy, F—U) |

= (F:F]m:[Mq] |= {Ai[Ui]](tri)} fem=2z{T}
= W.(F:VE[F]s O (f:Vv-m:Mi] | {Ai[Uilir;} fem=2z{T}
= FEATIMeim {VEAL[F](f) A (Ai[Ui)(Tri))} fem=2z{T}}

But by (6.6) we have
AT Mo i {VELF](F) A (AU (i)} fem=2Z{T}}
that isM1 2, M, a contradiction. Thus we conclutiéy = M, as required. a

We mention a corollary of Theorem 6.10 which says that the strongest post condi-
tion always gives a CAP for a semi-closed value, after a definition.

Definition 6.11 Givenl';A+ M : a and a TCA C, the set aftrongest post conditions
of M w.r.t. M atu (for total correctness), writtesp(C, M, u), is the set of TCAs, say C
such that: (L{C} M :, {C'} and (2) whenevefC} M :, {C"} we have C> C”.

Corollary 6.12 Let Ac sp(T,VA® u). Then A characterises V.

Proof We showV is the least element of the property describedbgssume not, then
there isW such thawv 2V but{T}W :, {A}. By Theorem 6.10, there B such that=
{T}V :y {B} and}= {T}W :, {B}. By assumption we havk > B. Hence{T}W :, {B},
a contradiction. O

Note this says a strong post condition Bfw.r.t. a semi-closed ter’d is always an
up-set with the least element being (the congruence clasé of)
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7 Reasoning Examples

7.1 Deriving Hoare Logic for Total Correctness

We first embed the standard proof rules of Hoare logic for total correctness with re-
cursive procedures [41] in the present logic, thus establishing a precise link between
the proposed logic and traditional Hoare logics for total correctness. Then we show the
generalisation of these rules at the end.

The syntax of programs is given as follows. lpet), . .. range over procedure labels.

ex= ¢ | x| op(em,...,en)
Q,..: = =skip | Xx:=e | P;Q | if ethenPelseQ | whileedoP
| callp | proc p=PinQ

P

)

In proc p= P in Q, a procedure bodf is namedp, where we allow calls t@ to

occur inP. The reduction rules are standard [73] hence are omitted. Procedures are
parameterless and do not return values. We still use the explicit dereference notation
Ix since it clarifies the correspondence with imperative PCF. In correspondence with
the logic for imperative PCFv, we consider a program logic for this language which
guarantees total correctness. Assertions, still ranged over@®Yy. .., a proper subset

of those of Section 3, having only natural numbers and references to them as data types
and missing evaluation formulae are given below.tet{A,Vv,>} andQ € {V,3}.

e == i | Ix | n | op(en...6en)

C = eg=& | C»xC | -C | QiM*cC

Hereafter we shall safely confuse logical terms and expressions (as in Hoare logic).
Auxiliary (function) variables are exclusively ranged overibjy.. ..

The judgement takes the shape- {C}P{C'}, where{C}P{C'} is the standard
Hoare triple anck is a finite map from procedural labels to pairs of formulae, writing
each element of a map as a trigle} p{C’}. The meaning of C}p{C'} is understood
just as a Hoare triple, sayingalling p at an initial state C will terminate with a final
state C. The logic uses these triples as an assumption on the behaviour of procedures a
program may use, and infer the resulting behaviour of the program.

Figure 9 presents the proof rules. For simplicity of presentation, we use a single
recursion in RecPrg and mathematical induction iZWhilel and [RecPrq (their gen-
eralisation does not pose any technical difficulty).\iHile] and [RecPrd, we assume
i, j are auxiliary and only occur in mentioned formulae and that the hol€gijnex-
hausti. Among possible structural rules, we list Kleymann’s strengthened consequence
rule [41] (discussed in Section 4.2), from which other known structural rules, such as
the standard consequence rule and Hoare’s adaptation rule, can be derived. In the rule,
T (resp.X) are the vector of auxiliary (resp. program) variables occurrinGiandCy,
while ] (resp.y) are the vector of fresh names of the same lengih(iesp.X).
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Fig. 9 Hoare Logic with Recursive Procedure (total correctness)

i = i - S HC}P{Co} TF c
Sk s (crampie] Ao S0 s gmoie
ChneD€>0

SH{Crened =i}P{CAE L}
>H{C}while edo P{CA i}

: ?J <( |)§({)}|3{co{} ;{i( )iP{Co}
Call S craaipicy  REP¢ S (Clproc p= Pin Q[C]

Lv{Co}P{Co} C > 31.(Coli/ A (Coly/ALi/1] > C'/%)
{C} My {C'}

SH{CAeP{C} SH{CA-e}P{C}

[IfH] > H{C}if ethen P, else P> {C'}

[Whilg

[Consequence-Al

We now embark on the embedding. The encoding of programs into imperative PCF
is standard (procedure labels are simply taken to be variables).

[skip] £ ()  [x: — ¢l Exi=e [PQ) £ [PLIQI (£ A).QP)
[if ethen Pelse Q]] = 1f ethen [[P] else [Q]

[while edo P] %' (uwA().if e then | PJ; (w() etse ()(

[ca1l p] £ p()  [proc p=Pin Q] & Ap.[Q])(kPA(-[P])

Note all commands have unit type. The judgenteht{C}P{C'} is translated as:

{[Z]ACHPHC}  with [8] = Tand[z,{C}p{C}] = [ZJA{C}pe(){C}

Formulae are simply the subset of those for the imperative PCF. If we use the standard
model of number theory [49, §3.1] for Hoare logic, validity of formulae also coincide

for this subset of formulae. Thus the remaining task is to embed the proof rules. Below
we show each rule in Figure 9 has a clean encoding into the logic for imperative PCF.

Forskip, observingu ¢ fv(C) and without a premise:

def

1L A{ClO/u (=

[AssignH and other rules are embedded using the following rule (easily derivable in

the proof rules in Section 4).

C)} [skip]] {C} (Consy

[SMPl4 e e/aje C)

[AssignH is cleanly decomposed int&[mplg and [Assign.

1 {Clm/!X[e/m (E'Cle/!X)) } e:m {CM/!X[()/u]} (Simple)
2. {Cle/'X]} x:=e:, {C} (Assign)
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Above by definitionu is not inC. The derivation of $eq, [IfH], [Call] and [RecPro¢
can be found in Appendix C. FdWhilg, we translate the induction on loop to the
induction on recursion. The following rule (immediately derivable frakpg) is con-

venient [C}V i ({Clus()(C})
u Ue
RuI=—evo (€}

Further we let:
.\ def . 1o, iy def . . .
B(x,i) = {CA€=i}lxe(){C A -€  B(xi) = Vj<i.B(x]j)

The inference follows. Below and hencefor#3) etc. are axioms from §3.5, indicating
their use in the consequence rule a@dr(seq) etc. are shorthand foCpnsegequence)

etc. Line 4 below usesj < i.C &'3j.(j<iAnC).

1. {Crené =n}[PJ{CAre€<n} (withCAreD€ >0) (premise)
2. {B(w,n) ACAE<n}w:y {B'(mn)ACAE€<n} (Var)
3. {B(wn) ACAE<n}w:y {B'(mn)} (Conseq)
4. {B(wnACAE<Ntw:m {{3j<n(CAE=])}we(){C A —e}} (e3)
5 {B(wn)ACAE<ntw:y {{CAE<n}we(){C A —e}} (e8)
6. {B(w,n)ACAE <n}w:m {{B'(w,n)ACAE <n}we(){B'(W,n) A\CA—e}} (e7)
7. {B'(w,n) A C} w() {C A—e} (Run)
8. {B(wn)ACAeAn€=n}[P];w(){C A-e} (1,7, Seq)
9. {CAh—en€ =n} () {CA—-eN€ =n} (Unit)
10. {B'(w,n) ACA—-eA€ =n} () {CA—e} (Conseq)
11 {B'(w,n) AC A€ =n}if ethen [P];(w()) else () {C A —e} (8, 10, IfH)
12. {B'(w,n)} A().if ethen [[P];(w()) else ():y {B(u,n)} (Abs)
13 {T} pwA().if ethen [[P]l; (w()) else () :y {Vi.B(u,i)} (Rec)
14. {T}pwA().if ethen [[P[; (W()) else () :u {{3I.(CAE€=i)}xe (){CA—€}} (€3)
15. {T} pwA().if ethen [[P]; (w()) else () :\y { {C} xo() {C A —e} } (e8)
16. {C} [while edo P] {C A—e} (Run)

The inference above (which may be read from the bottom to the top) shows how nat-

urally the proof rule for total correctness of the while loop arises from the induction

principle of [Red rule. One may also observe that the derivation immediately extends

to the proof rule for the while loop based on well-founded induction, ugReg-WH.
Since[Consequence-Auin Figure 9 is the precise mirror ¢€onsequence-Auin

Figure 5, we can conclude as follows, assuming the standard model of natural numbers

for assertions of Hoare logic.
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Proposition 7.1 (embedding of Hoare logic for total correctne&s)y {C}P{C’} im-
pliest {[[=]] A {C}}HIPI{C'}-

The analytical nature of the proposed logic is evident through the preceding embedding
result (one may say that this analytical nature comes from the origin of the present pro-
gram logic, a logic for typed processes [32]). We are thus motivated to explore a further
use of the proposed logic for developing and analysing program logics of imperative
constructs. Below we briefly outline two such instances.

First let us consider how the while rule in Hoare logic can be extended to treat non-
simple expressions as guard. The rule is to be considered as part of the proof rules for
imperative PCFv.

{CYM :{B°AC} CABJt/b]>€>0 {CAB[t/bjA€=n}N{CAE<n}
{Clwhile M do N{CAB[f/b]}

Note the rule can be used even when the girihcludes higher-order expressions,
unlike the standard while rule. In that setting the while command can be considered
as a macro, just as our preceding embedding does. An essentially identical inference
proves its soundness through the soundness of the original rules.

Next we refine a recursion rule into the one for multiple recursion. The rule is easily
encodable into the let-rec rule.

2, {3) £i.C1()}pa{G1}, ... {3] Li.Ca(i)}Pn{Gn} H{C(I)} Pn{Gn} (1<h<n)
Z {3 £iC(i)}pa{Ga}. ... {3] £1.C(I)}Pm{Gm} H{C}Q{C'}
S +{C}proc {pr=P1,...,pn =Py} in P{C'}

A more radical extension is incorporation of higher-order procedures. In this case, it
may be easier to use essentially the whole of the proof rules for the imperative PCFv
(with, say, block rules and associated variable binding names), with possible distinction
between expressions (which can be higher-order) and commands (which are always
first-order and never return values). Note we can still use the presented rules for com-
mands (with generalisation such &ghile). Thus we do not lose the original reasoning
principle while gaining precise compositional reasoning for higher-order expressions.

[While]

[MRecPro¢

7.2 Reasoning for Imperative Higher-Order Functions

We illustrate derivations of assertions using simple higher-order imperative programs.
We start from first-order imperative commands, usidgdignH of Figure 9in § 7.1.

1 {Ixx2=6}y:= Ixx2 {ly=6} (AssignH)

2. {x=3}y:= Ixx2 {ly=6} (Ix=3D Ixx2=6, Conseq)

If we wish to reason about assignment of a higher-order program, we can no longer use
[AssignH. Below we letDoublgu) d:EfVi.(Uoi =ix2).

1 {z=i}zx2:;m{m=ix2} (Var,Num, x)
2. {T}Az(zx2):, {Doublgv)} (Abs)
3. {T}x:=Az(zx 2){Doublg!x)} (Assign)
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where we sefA = T, Cyp = Doublgv) andC = Doublg!x) in [Assignmerjt Next we
infer a function with dereference with typdat=-Nat from Example 3.6 (5) as follows.

1. {Doublg!x)}!x:m {Doublegm)} (Deref)
2. {y=3tyn {n=3} (Var)
3. {Doublg!x) Ay =3} (X)y :y {Double!x) Au= 6} (App)
4. {T}Ay.("x)y:y {{Doublg!x)}ue3 = 6{Doublg'x)}} (Abs)
5. {Doublg!x)} (Ay.(!x)y)3 iy {u= 6 ADoublg!x)} (App)
Next we use the following slightly enriched version[8&q of Figure 9in § 7.1.

{CIM{Co} {Co}N: {C'}
{C}M;N 3y {C}

[Seq]

Using [Seq], we can plug-in the post and pre-conditions of the conclusions of the last
two derivations.

{T} x:=Az(zx 2); (AY.(1X)y)3 :w {u=6ADouble!x)}
By a similar reasoning, we obtain (usi@gn § 3.2, page 14, for the post-condition):
{T}x:=Az(w:=lw+1;zx 2) 3y {Vi,n.{lw=n}Ixei = 2xi{lw=n+1}}

Combining this and T}Ay.(1X)y :y {{CA lw=0}ue3 = 6{CA lw=1}} (which uses
D in § 3.2) by[Seq] gives us:

{CAlw=0}x:=Az(w:=lw+1;2x 2); (AY.(IX)y)3 1y {u=6ACAlw=1}
Finally we reason foM in (2.14), Section 2, Page 10, usiAgfg) given there.
1. {A(fg)AEvenx)}y:=x{A(fg)AEver(ly)} (AssignH, Conseq)
2. {A(fg)nEver(ly)} o(f) {A(fg)AOdd(ly)} (Var, Var, App)
3. {A(fg)An0dd(ly)} g(f) {A(fg) AEver(ly)} (Var, Var, App)
4. {A(fg)AnEver(ly)} ly+1:; {Odd(z) AEver(ly)} (Simple, Conseq)
5. {A(fg)} My {EventhenOdd(u,x)} (Seq, Seq’, Seq’, Abs)

Similarly we can derive{A(fg)}M :, {Odd.thenEver(u,x)}, and, throughlPre-A],
finally {A(fg)}M :y {EventhenOdd(u,x) A Odd.thenEver(u,x)}.

7.3 Three Programming Examples Revisited

First recallclosureFact

closureFact & p fNat=Unit AyNat 5 £ x — O theny:=A().1
else y:=A().(f(x=21);xx('y)())
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Its specification can be given as follows.
{T} closureFact :y {ViM* {T}uei {{T}!ye() =2z{z=i!}}}

The derivation thatlosureFact satisfies this specification is a straightforward ap-
plication of the proof rules we have seen so far. We use the following fact about the
factorial:

Ol=1 A ViNE(i+1) = (i+1) xil. (7.1)

LetA(g.i) < (T}ge () =z{z=it}, B(1,i) € (T} fei{{T}lys()=2z{z=i!}}, and
B'(f,i) = oef vjNat <i.B(f,]). The following derivation starts from the left branch of the
conditional, followed by its right branch. We omit trivial application of (Consequence).
(Sub) and (Mult) are proof rules for subtraction and multiplication givefAail] in
Figure 5.

{I=x1}1:m {Mm=x} (Const)
2. {B'(f,i)Ax=iAx=0}1:mym {m=x} ((7.1), Conseq)
3. {B(f,i)Ax=iAx=0}A().1:m {A(MX)} (Abs)
4. {B(f,i)Ax=iAx=0}y:=A).1:m {A(ly,X)} (Assign)
5. {B'(f,i)Ax=iAX#0} f:n {B(mi)} (Var)
6. {B(f,i)Ax=iAXx#0}x—1:p {n=(x—1)} (Simple, Conseq)
7. {B'(f,i)Ax=iAx#£0} f(x—1) {Aly,x—1)} (App)
8. {Ally,x—1)}ly:m {A(mx—1)} (Deref)
9. {Alyx=1} ('Y)0 v {v=(x-1!'} (8. Const, App)
10 {A(ly,i—1)} (ly)() xx iz {z=x} (9, Var, Mult, (7.1), Conseq)
11 {B/(f,i)Ax=iAx#0} f(x=1); (ly)() iz {z=x} (7, 10, Seq)
122 {B'(f,i)Ax=iAx#0} A().( f(x=12); (!Y)() ) :m {A(Mm,x)} (Abs)
13 {B(f,i) Ax=iAx#£0}yi=A0.( f(x=1): ()()) u {A(Y, 0}  (Assign)
14. {B/(f,i)Ax=i} if x=0then M1 else M2 :y {A(ly,x)} (4, 13, If-Hoare)
15. {B/(f,i)} AxN2t.if x=0then My else Mz 3

{wxNat Ix=iluei{{T}lye()=2z{z=i}}} (Abs)

16. {B'(f,i)} AxNat if x=0then M; else My 1y
{vxNat (x=i D B(u,x))} (e5, Conseq)

17. {B/(f,i)} AxNat.if x=0then My else Mz, {B(u,i)} (Conseq)

18, {T} pfNat=Unit AxNat 5 £ x — O then My else Mp iy {ViNat.B(u,i)} (Rec)
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Next we considetircFact:
circFact & x:= Azif z=0then1else zx (X)(z—1)
Its specification may be written down as, under the typin&ef (Nat=Nat):

{T} circFact {3g.(Vi.{Ix=g}(Ix)ei =il{Ix=0} A Ix=0)}
The specification says:

After executingircFact, X stores a procedure which would calculate a facto-
rial if, as an assumption, x stores a program which has precisely that behaviour
itself; and x does store that behaviour.

The assertion tersely describes all we need to know ahiatdFact including its circu-
larity (for a precise understanding of this assertion, noia the internal pre/post con-
ditions of the evaluation formula is a hypothetical contert,afhile x which nakidly
occurs in the postcondition is the actual contenx,aff. 85.2, Page 32). The assertion
makes it clear that calculation of a factorial by the stored procedure demands that
stores itself: if that stored procedure is stored in another variable, and if we change the
content ofx, it will no longer calculate a factorial.

For the derivation, let:

Aug,j) = {x=gjuej=jl{Ix=g}.
C('x,g,i) = Vj<i.A(xg,j)Alx=g.
We also set, for brevity:

M & Ay.if y=0then lelseyx (IX)(y—1)

We now infer, lettingy be typed withNat and omitting simple applications of Conse-
quence Rule:

1. {C(x,9,y) Ay=0}1:m{m=¥y! A C(IX,0,¥)} (Simple)
2. {C(Ixgy) A y=0tyx (X)(y—1) im{m=y! A C(Ix,g,y)}  (Simple, App)
3. {C('x,0,y)} if y=0thenlelseyx (IX)(y—1):m{m=y! A C(!x,9,y)} (IfH)
4. {TiM { voy{C(!x,g.y)uey =y {C(IX,9,y)} } (Abs, )
5 {Tix:=M{vyg{C(x,9,y)}xey=y! {C(Ix,9,y)} } (Assign)
6. {T} circFact { 3g. (Vi.A(!X,0,i)A!x=0) } (Conseq)

The application of (Consequence) in Line 6 uses the following entailment:

vyg{C(!x,0,y) }'xey=y! {C(!x,0,y)} D 3Fg. (Vi.A(!X,9,i)AIx=0)
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which is inferred as follows.
vyg{C(x,9,y)} xey =y {C(!x,0,y)}
= WV {V] £YA(9,9.)) AIx= g} Ixey=y! {V] < V.A(9,9,]) AIX= g}
= VO.WWAY] £YA(9,9. ) AIx=g}Ixey=y!{V] < y.A(9,9,]) AIX= g}
= vgvy. (Vi $YAQ.9,)) D {Ix=g}!xey =y {Ix=g})) (e5,e8)
O 30 (WY (V] £YAQ.9,)) D {Ix=g}gey =y {Ix=0}) Alx=g) (%)
= 3g(y. (Vi £yA9.0.)) D AG,9.Y)) A Ix=0)
J9.(YY.AG,9,Y) A x=09)
J9. (Y. A(X,9,y) A Ix=9),
In (x), we have used the well-known axiom from predicate calculus with equality:
XA D Ay/X = IX(AAX=Y)

which holds for an arbitrary.
Finally we treatscheduler’s behaviour.

scheduler d:efmap app app 2\ Zo=Unit)xar (Tu(2)TR(2))

wheremap is the standard higher-order map function:
map AP, prrbistX)=List(Y) \[ListX) case (1) of Nil = Nil [| X1y = (fX) 2 (my)

Below a parameterised formuli) is used for representing a sequence of states; we
assume the operators for lists, :: &, are part of the assertion language.

Sched(u) o

{C(0)} ueNil {C(0)} A
vgowumt’ a , yList((O@Unit) xa)

({Ci+1)}geafC(i)} A{C(i)}uey{C(0)} D {C(i+1)}ue((g.a) :y){C(0)})

wherei is implicitly universally quantified. The assertion says: given e.g. d figt
[(f,a),(g,b)], ifboth{Cp} fa{C;} and{C;} gb{Cy} hold, then{Cp} scheduler| {C,}

also holds. Since it is inductively given, the assertion indicates the analogous property
for a job list of an arbitrary length. The main judgement can then be written:

{T} scheduler :y {Sched(u)} (7.2)

We now show how (7.2) can be derived (for the map, we omit the result values, only
considering the cases when the target of the functidimis).

Map'(m, ) &' {TIme f =u{Map(u, f)}
Map(u, f) et

{Co}usNil{Co} A
VXB, yList(ﬁ) .

({Cli+1)} fex{C(i)} A {C(i)}uey{C(0)} > {C(i+1)}ue(x:y){C(0)})
App(n,2) & ({Ci+1)} Tu(2) eTo(2) {C(i)} D {C(i+1)}nez{C(i)}).
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We can then derive:

{T}map iy {V V" Map/(m, £)} (7.3)

{T}app :n {VZ97UXC App(n,2)} (7.4)
The derivation of the judgement farp in (7.3) needs an inductive reasoning (closely
following the one given in [35, § 5]), which we omit from the present version. The

inference for the judgement (7.4) fapp is straightforward, which we list below. For
brevity below we set

A(xy) £ {C(i+1)}xey{C(i)} A C(i)

Further, in the initial two lines we extend stateless expressions us&diplg (i.e. the
grammar of) to include data types, here in particular pairs.

1 {Ci+1) Amu(z)=m(2)} m(2: {Ci+1) Al=m(2)} (Simple)
2. {C(i+1)}m(2)y {Ci+1) Al=m(2)} (1, Conseq)
3. {C(i+1) A(2) =(2)} TR(2) :m {C(i+1) AmM=T(2)} (Simple)
4. {C(i+1)} m(2):m {C(i+1) Am=T(2)} (3, Conseq)
5. {C(i+1) A A(Tu(2),2(2)) Al = (2)} Te(2) :m {C(i+1) A A(l,m)}

(4, Constancy, Conseq)

6. {C(i+1) AA(Tu(2),Te(2)} m(2)Te(z) {C(i)} (2, Constancy, 5, App)
7. {T}Azm(2)e(2) \n {Vz ({A(Tu(2),T2(2)) A C(i+1)} nez{C(i)} )} (Abs)
8. {T}Azm(2e(2) :n {Vz App(n,2)} (eb)

Assuming the judgement fanap is also deduced, we now derive (7.2) from (7.3) and
(7.4). We use the following inference on validity.

vf.Map'(m, f) A VzApp(n,2z)

D Map/(mn) A App(n,2) (V-inst)
D>  {T}men=u{Map(u,n) A App(n,2)} (e7)
D> {T}men=u{Map(u,{(g,a)) A App(n,{(g,a))} (V-inst, (e8))
D {T}men=u{Sched(u)} (modus ponens, (€8))
We can now deduce:

1. {T}map:m {Vf.Map’(m )} (7.3)

2. {T} app:n {VzApp(n,2)} (7.4)

3. {vf.Map'(m,f)} app :n {Vf.Map’(m, f) A VzApp(n,2)} (Constancy)

4. {Vf.Map’(m,f)} app :n {{T}men=u{Sched(u)}} (Conseq)

5. {T} (map app) :y {Sched(u)} (1, 4, App)

where, in Line 4, we use the above inference on validity for the entailment. We have
reached (7.2).
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8 Discussion

In this section we first briefly outline two further topics we could not touch in the main
sections; then we present discussions on related work, focussing on past investigations
of logics for Hoare-like higher-order imperative programming languages such as Algol.

8.1 Further Topics

Other Completeness PropertiesAs observed in Section 6, our proof system can de-
rive characteristic assertions for semi-closed FCFs w.r.t. total correctness, and is (rela-
tively) complete for them, again w.r.t. total correctness. Does this extend to the whole
language? We strongly believe so.

Conijecture (1) For each well-typeM, - {C}M :, {C'} such tha{C,C’) characterises
M in the sense of Section 6.
(2) For each TCAC' atu, = {C}V :y {C'} impliest {C}V :, {C'}.

(2) is a corollary of (1) (through Kleymann’s consequence rule). The property, if it
holds, indicates that the assertion language can pinpoint, and the proof rules can rel-
atively justify, any total correctness property a program can have. We also believe the
same result extends to partial correctness, using an admissibility condition.

Aliasing, Local State, Polymorphism and Recursive Typesln Section 3, it is ob-
served that allowing reference types to be carried by other types (including arrow types
and reference types) leads to a distinct class of behaviour. Indeed, this generalisation
induces a strong notion of aliasing, in the sense that a reference name returned from a
procedural call (as well as from e.g. reading references) can textually coalesce reference
names in a program text. This phenomenon results in significant increase of complexity
in behaviour, hence in its semantic and logical treatment. A clean and tractable logical
treatment of this generalised class of behaviour is possible on the basis of the logic
studied here, using ideas from thecalculus. This extension is reported in [9].

On the basis of these stratifications, local state, where a new local reference is dy-
namically created, stored and communicated, can also be captured by a simple enrich-
ment of the assertion language, with further, non-trivial added complexity in both be-
haviours and their logics. The full exploration of local state will be reported elsewhere.
Another natural extension is polymorphism and recursive types. While we have omitted
them in the present paper, their integration is straightforward following [35]. Some of
these and other extensions will be reported in coming reports.

8.2 Related Work

In the following we discuss related work focussing on logics for higher-order impera-
tive languages. For comparisons in different contexts (for example, process logics and
general aliasing), see [9, 32, 33, 35].
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Equational Logics for Higher-Order Functions. Equational logics for tha-calculi
have been studied since the classical work by Curry and Church. LCF [19] augments the
standard equational theory of thecalculus with Scott’s fixed point induction. Our pro-
gram logics for higher-order functions differ in that an assertion describes behavioural
properties of programs rather than equates them, allowing specifications with arbitrary
degrees of precision, as well as smoothly extending to non-functional behaviour.

The reasoning methods farcalculi have been studied focusing on the principles
of parametricity using equational logics [4, 63]. The presented method differs in that it
offers behavioural specifications for interface of a program, rather than directly equat-
ing or relating programs. It should however be noted that, for calculating validity of
entailment, the present method does need to make resort to semantic arguments for
polymorphic behaviours, see [35]. This suggests fruitful interplay between the present
logical method, on the one hand, and the reasoning principles as developed in, and
extending, [4, 63] on the other.

Logical Expressiveness and Impossibility ResultCompositional program logics for
imperative languages have been studied extensively since Hoare’s seminal work. In late
1970s and early 1980s, there are a few attempts to extend Hoare logic to higher-order
languages, mostly focussing on Algol and its derivatives. One of the basic works in this
period is Clarke’s work [11] (see also [13, §7.4.2.5]), which shows that a sound and
(relatively) complete Hoare logic in the standard setesenotexist for Algol-like (or
Pascal-like) programming languages with the following set of features: (1) higher-order
procedures, (2) recursion, (3) static scoping, (4) global variables, and (5) nested internal
procedures. His argument can be briefly summarised as follows.

— Assume we have a sound and complete Hoare-like logic for partial correctness.
This means we can pro&C}P{C’} whenever it is true under any interpretation
relative to true sentences of the underlying domain, cf. [12].

— Now assuming the language is standard first-order logic and take finite interpreta-
tions. Then validity of assertions is decidable. This makes provability in Hoare logic
decidable. In particular, this holds f§iT } P{F}, which witnesse®’s divergence.

— But if the target language has the above five features, we can emulate a general
computing device even under finite interpretations. This contradicts the recursive-
ness of validity of judgements, hence the proof system cannot be complete.

Clarke’s construction of general computing device under finite models relates to Jones
and Muchnick’s preceding work in [39, 40], where they investigate decidability and
complexity of programs with a fixed, finite number of memory locations, each of which
can store only a finite amount of information with and without recursion. Among others
example they showed [39] that undecidability can come from differences in the calling
mechanisms (their work is also related with Olderog’s work discussed).

Clarke’s result indicates a fundamental discrepancy between the expressiveness of
the assertion languages in Hoare logic for partial correctness (in the traditional sense)
and the expressiveness of programming languages with rich features: the same simpli-
fication — making the data domain finite — has different effects on the tool for de-
scription (assertions) and the target of description (programs). Much subsequent work
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focusses on sublanguages of the Algol fragment Clarke proved incompleteness for, es-
tablishing their completeness.

How can we position the presented logic in the context of Clarke’s work? We first
note the following, which directly draw on Clarke’s result. Below by “finite PCFv” we
mean thafat is interpreted as a (non-trivial) finite domain, e.g. consider consists
of 0 and 1 with standard modular arithmetics. By “static local variable” we mean a local
variable declaration never exported outside of its scope.

Proposition 8.1 The termination problem of the imperative PCFg811 extended with
static local variables is undecidable under finite base types.

Proof By Clarke’s result (see also an alternative construction of Turing machine in
Cousot's survey [13]). ad

Note static local variables in the above sense can be easily captured in the present
logic through the standard method in Hoare logic, cf.[7]. At this point we do not know
whether finite imperative PCFv without static local variables has the same properties or
not.

Proposition 8.1 indicates that Hoare-like logic in the traditional sense cannot be
complete under finite models. We next consider the other side of the coin, suggesting
inherent complexity of the assertion language of the present logic. The discussion starts
from the following conjecture, following Loader’s significant result on call-by-name
PCF.

Conjecture 8.2The observational congruengein finite PCFv is undecidable.

Here by “finite PCFv’ we mean PCFv whose base types are restricted to finite ones
(in particular we stipulate natural numbers consist of only 0 and 1: we note this makes
PCFv’s termination decidable since in that case a program’s termination is reducible
to that of while programs under finite models). Loader showed, in [46], the contextual
congruence of finitary call-by-name PCF (with bottom, which is essential, but without
recursion) is undecidab® We believe his combinatorial argument extends to finite
PCFv (so that Conjecture 8.2 holds), though this has not been verified as of April 2006.

Under the above Conjecture, we easily obtain the following. Belovodgig for the
functional sublanguageze mean the logic which only use the empty reference basis
(i.e. semantically without stores and syntactically without dereferences).

Proposition 8.3 If Conjecture 8.2 holds, then the validity of assertions in the logic for
the functional sublanguage is undecidable even under finite base types.

Proof Because, for this language, we can derive characteristic formulae are derivable
following Section 6. By the extensionality axiom noted in Section 3, this means that, in
this finitary language, it is as difficult to calculate validity in this sublogic as calculating
two programs are contextually equal or not. ad

6 The congruence in finite PCF becomes decidable if we have a decidable enumeration proce-
dure for all representative elements of congruence classes for each higher-order type. However,
while we do know the upper bound of their number for each type (which are all extensional
functions of that type), we cannot figure out their exact number due to sequentiality constraint.
This is essentially why a natural (and in fact any) enumeration procedure does not work.
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Corollary 8.4 If Conjecture 8.2 holds, then the validity of assertions in the present
logic for finite imperative PCFvis undecidable.

Proof By taking the empty reference basis. ad

Thus having finite domains does not make the logic substantially easier, at least for its
higher-order part. We may note that the above result dmédmit the use of finite
models for model checking. One may also note, as Harel did [24], it is standard to con-
sider only strong models for total correctness (a model of arithmetics is strong if it can
represent all arithmetical relations). The point of the above discussion (which easily
extends to imperative call-by-name PCF) is to elucidate an inherent complexity of logi-
cal description of higher-order procedures under a the above discussion crucially relies
on direct description of higher-order behaviours in the logical language. The partial
correctness counterpart of the present logic also allows the same argument.

Program Logics for Sublanguages of Algol (1): Olderog’s AnalysisIn [59]. Olderog
presents a sound and complete proof system for sub-languages of Algol with different
variants of copy rules, treated uniformly based on the shape of call trees w.r.t. a given
copy rule. Trakhtenbrot et al. [71] independently presented a sound and complete logic
for an Algol-like language with copy rule. Later Olderog [60] presented a precise and
uniform characterisation of existence of sound and (relatively) complete Hoare logic for
sublanguages of a Pascal-like language, cafled which allows second-order proce-
dures. His characterisation is amazingly simple: sound and complete Hoare-like logics
exist for an admissible sublanguage/Qfs (here “admissibility” indicates closure un-

der natural syntactic transformations respecting semantics igidaf and only if its

call trees are regular in the standard sense. An example of a program which does not
have a regular call tree (even under finite interpretation), from [60], follows (we use
letrec/let for readability).

letrec p=Af.(letrecq=A().f() in p(q); f()) in letr = A().skip in p(r)

which is, modulo translation of let/letrec, easily a PCFv-program, strengthening our
intuition behind Proposition 8.3.

As the above example shows, Olderog’s results offer a deep analysis of the dynamics
of languages with recursive higher-order procedures, uncovering structural information
under Clarke’s impossibility result. The same programming example also shows that
imperative PCFv easily allows recursive calls which have non-regular call trees. If we
aim at (at least) describing all semantic properties of a target programming language by
the present program logic, then being able to describe behaviours with non-regular call
structures may not be inhibited, at least as a starting point.

On its basis, however, we may pose the following question, based on Olderog’s anal-
ysis: if we start from the use the presented logical language and imperative PCFv, how
would the uniform restrictions considered in [59, 60] or analogous ones alter properties
of the logic? One of our main concerns underlying this question is about tractability in
reasoning (for example for model checking). We believe it is at least theoretically inter-
esting and possibly pragmatically rewarding to reintroduce notions and results from his
and others’ studies on Algol-like languages in the present extended (and therefore far
more intractable) setting.

55



Program Logics for Sublanguages of Algol (2): Damm and Josco’s LogicAlgol

and its sublanguages strictly separate commands from (first-order and higher-order)
expressions. Further, variables only store first-order values such as integers. For this
reason most of Hoare logics studied for these programming languages do not directly

describe higher-order behaviour in assertions. One of the exceptions is work by Damm

and Josco [14], where they use predicate variables (which represent e.g. postconditions)
by instantiating them with a concrete predicate using a fixed correspondence in vari-

ables. For example, assume given an expred3ioitypea = Prg (Prgis the program

type), they assert

{Cpre}P{Cpost},

whereCpre andCpost are pre/post conditions of tyge=- Prg, taking a predicate of type

a. Thus the above formula in fact means that, for any expres3ioftype a, and for

any of its assertion in the shape similar to the standard most general formula [59], we
have:

{x=i}Q{C’} > {Cpost(cl)}P(Q){Cpre(C/)}

which is now of typePrg, so that the judgement is an ordinary Hoare triple. There are
two observations.

1. The use of a specific, and fixed, form of preconditiolQa$ crucial: since it wholly
captures a state transformation Qyof interest, we can instantiate it into both
pre/post conditions of the resulting command.

2. The instantiation is based on syntactic substitution of formulae using fixed vari-
ables, which works because the construction of higher-order formulae sGghsas
andCpre above reflects Algol's type structure: they are always built up from first-
order state transformation one by one (so a formula of a higher-order type contains
a sequence of substitutions broken down to first-order state transforms).

3. Because of (2), their approach is not directly extensible to stored higher-order pro-
cedures, so that (for example) the behaviou¢dsureFact andcircFact can-
not be asserted. More importantly, the framework may not allow description of
generic higher-order behaviour like that ofMsp andApp as we did in Section 7
unless we alter the basic structure.

We believe the comparisons with our framework as given above (especially the third
point) may suggest the effectiveness of evaluation formulae as a simple but powerful
logical device to describe general stateful applicative behaviour.

Program Logics for Sublanguages of Algol (3): Halpern’s Logic. German, Clarke

and Halpern [17] and Halpern [23] studied completeness for Clarke’s sub-language
of Algol. Halpern [23] studied the language (called PRG83) using a separate class of
assertion calledovering assertionghich roughly say which variables a program reads
and writes. He then considers a judgement of the following form:

CcA> {A}P{B}

whereCA4 is a covering assertion involving a program and identifiers it covers. His logic
relies on the validity of such entailment, and, as such, is higher-order. He has shown,
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through the use of most general formulae for partial correctness, that his proof system
is sound and complete with respect to strongly expressive models (i.e. those which can
express weakest preconditions for arbitrary programs) and under the provision that all
true judgements of the above form can be given by an oracle. He uses what he calls
store domainsvhere an element in a domain is equipped with its support (free names,
or locations it uses), which is similar to the notion of models in Section 5. A main
difference in this aspect is that, in our models, it is not an element but a domain which
is equipped with free names, since type information of abstract values already includes
its reference typing. We follow more recent approaches to operational and denotational
semantics of programs which manipulate locations, as found in the work by Pitts and
Stark [62].

Reynolds’s Specification Logic. Specification logic by Reynolds [67] is a program
logic for Idealised Algol which combines the traditions of both LCF and Hoare logic,
where Hoare triples appear textually in assertions. It is a bold enterprise, since the logic
aims to capture the whole of Idealised Algol including noninterference between expres-
sions (needed to tame intractability of write effects in call-by-name evaluations).

The target language, Idealised Algol, is a purified form of Algol. As such, it has a
strict separation between expressions (including abstraction, application and recursion)
and commands (which is a special case of expressions), where only commands allow
such constructs as loop and sequential composition. The judgement in Reynolds’s logic
(which he callsspecificatiol uses, as its atomic formulae, a Hoare trip@M{C'}

(with M being a program text), equality of expressions, “noninterference” predicate
and a “good variable” predicate, the latter two used for asserting on noninterference.
These are combined with intuitionistic connectives (conjunction, entailment and falsity)
and universal quantifiers over natural numbers. Note that, in this way, a judgement may
contain many instances of program texts. Reynolds intends such a judgement to indicate
a “predicate about environments in the sense of Landin”, i.e. the set of all possible
environments which satisfy the judgement.

Reynolds presented several proof rules. One interesting rule is essentially the fol-
lowing one (we writeSfor a judgement in Reynolds’s logic argjM] for a judgement
with a hole willed with an expression in it).

-SM] M=N
= SINJ

Note M can occur contravariantly i - ]. Other rules include, as in LCF, all stan-
dard logical inference rules, but they also combine rules for subtyping and the standard
rules for Hoare triples (the assignment rule becomes complex due to the concern on
noninterference). A major part of the efforts in [67] are done for formalising rules for
noninterference. Subsequent studies on semantics of specification logics by O’Hearn
[66], Tennent [70] and Ghica [18] also centre on precise formalisation of this notion.

Both specification logic and the logic studied in the present paper aim to capture a
general class of imperative higher-order behaviours, albeit difference in the choice of
languages. One technical similarity is a conceptual distinction between a store and an
environment, which is explicit in the present logic because of the dereference notation.
On the other hand, the main differences are:

57



1. Reynolds’s logic is not (intended as) a compositional logic in Hoare’s sense. This
leads to two technical differences.

— The present assertion language directly asserts on and compositionally verifies
higher-order expressions, whereas Reynolds’s logic does neither. As a possi-
ble counterpart, Reynolds’s logic uses the substitutivity rule listed above (note
however this rule involves direct reasoningMrez N at the level of programs).

— Judgements in Reynolds’s logic may contain assertions on program texts whereas
the present logic maintains a strict distinction between a program and an asser-
tion, the latter describing the behaviour of the former.

2. Effective reasoning principles for complex data types (starting from sums and prod-
ucts) is central to the present logic, which is not (intended to be) treated in specifi-
cation logic. We believe their treatment may not be easy without using anchors.

3. There is also a minor technical difference in that the present logic is for total cor-
rectness while Reynolds’s logic is for partial correctness, though much of Reynolds’s
technical development would equally work for total correctness, similarly the frame-
work presented here can cleanly accommodate partial correctness.

Reynolds’s logic precedes the presented logic in that it aims to capture semantics of
typed higher-order programs in a logical framework. As noted above, his logic does
not (aim to) offer a compositional reasoning method for higher-order expressions and
data structures reflecting his choice of the language, which is the main concern of the
present work. An interesting topic which these comparisons may suggest is a possibility
to extend the present framework to the logic for program development where we can
combine programs and their specifications, as strongly advocated by Jifeng and Hoare
[29]. As another interest, control of interference in the higher-order imperative call-by-
name behaviours is central to Reynolds’s logical framework as well as to subsequent
studies on its semantics. It is an interesting subject of further study if, under the same
setting as Reynolds, we can obtain a clean compositional logic following the present
framework and its ramifications.

Other Related Work. Mason [47] studies a LCF-like logic for imperative call-by-
value functions, where imperative effects of programs are reasoned using small step
reductions, a non-congruent syntactic equivalence and effect propagations. His logic
is not (intended as) a compositional program logic but does allow certain contextual
reasoning.

Dynamic Logic [25], introduced by Pratt [65] and studied by Harel and others [24],
uses programs and predicates on them as part of formulae, facilitating detailed specifica-
tions of various properties of programs such as (non-)termination as well as intensional
features. As far as we know, higher-order procedures have not been treated in Dynamic
Logic, even though we believe part of the proposed method to treat higher-order func-
tions would work consistently in their framework.

Names have been used in Hoare logic since an early work by Kowaltowski [42],
and are found in the work by von Oheimb [72], Leavens and Baker [45], Abadi and
Leino [5] and Bierman and Parkinson [10], for treating parameter passing and return
values. These works do not treat higher-order procedures and data types, which are
uniformly captured in the present logic along with parameters and return values through
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the use of names. This generality come from the fact that a large class of behaviours of
programs are faithful representation as name passing processes which interact at names:
our assertion language offers a concise way to describe such interactive behaviour in a
logical framework.

Reynolds, O’Hearn and others [58, 68] study extensions of Hoare logic in which
new logical connectives are used for reasoning about aliasing and low-level operations
such as garbage collection in the first-order setting. A clean logical treatment of low-
level features and higher-order constructs would be an interesting topic for further study.
One of the major aims of their work is to offer tractable reasoning for aliasing. Since the
comparison with the present series of works is detailed in the sequel to the present work
which treats aliasing [9], here we only briefly mention a basic difference in philosophy.
The present family of logics present program logics whose aim is to precisely capture
the observational semantics of high-level programming languages as stratified logical
theories. Separation logic aims to offer direct reasoning principles for the resource-
oriented, or low-level, aspects of programming languages using their novel connectives.
Rather than aiming to capture resources in program logics (which is an important topic
for study), the present work focusses on the non-trivial high-level behaviour of pro-
grams, higher-order procedures, and tries to precisely capture its standard semantics
through assertions and proof rules, as demonstrated by our emphasis on observational
completeness (cf. Theorem 6.10).

The characterisation of observational semantics by logical formulae are well-known
in process logics [26] and is also discussed in Hoare logics [29, 50]. Nevertheless, none
of the related work discussed above reports observational completeness in the sense of
Theorem 6.10. We believe that, especially when a program logic treats assertions on
higher-order programs (as in the present logic), precise correspondence between con-
textual behaviours and logical descriptions is important for various engineering con-
cerns, for example substitutivity of modules through specifications. The notion of char-
acteristic assertions in our sense is closely related with so-called most general formulae,
cf. [7,41,59].

The use of side-effect-free expressions when reasoning about assignment is a sta-
ple in compositional program logics. Freedom from side effects is however hard to
maintain in a higher-order setting because of the complex interplay between higher-
order procedures. The clean embedding of Hoare’s assignment rule in §7 suggests that
the presented framework effectively refines the standard approach while retaining its
virtues in the original setting. It should be noted that in the context of an integrated
verification framework JML [3], Leavens and others report engineering significance of
the principle of the use of side-effect free expressions in practice. Experiment of the
use of the proposed extensions in practical engineering settings would be an interesting
subject for further study.

For solving some of the central issues associated with program development on a
formal basis, a study on theories, calculi and practice of program/data refinement aims
to build methodologies by which one can develop programs starting from general speci-
fications and, through refinement of successively more concrete specifications, reach an
executable program, cf. [15, 27, 29] (this line of study includes integrated software de-
velopment frameworks such as VDM [38] and more recent Z notation[74]). One of the
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ideas strongly advocated in [29] in this context is a specification language in which we
can combine programs and formulae using logical connectives and program constructs.
While some trials to obtain such a calculus for higher-order procedures exist (for exam-
ple see [56]), no tractable solutions have been known (Hoare and Jifeng [27, 29] noted
difficulties to apply their framework to higher-order objects). Can the present theory
contribute to the development of a simple, general and practical theory of refinement
for programs and data types? By doing so, can it add anything to the existing integrated
framework such as those using, for example, Z notation [74]? The semantic analysis of
the proposed logic and its extensions, as partly discussed in Section 6, would offer a
useful foundation for such an inquiry.

The origin of the assertions and judgements introduced in the present work is the
logic for typedTecalculi [31, 33] where linear types lead to a compositional process
logic. The known precise embeddings of high-level languages into thesereygzdduli
can be used to determine the shape of name-based logics like the one presented here for
the embedded languages. Once found, they can be embedded back with precision into
the originating process logics. [30, 31, 33] discuss process logics and their relationship
to the program logics in detail.
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A Typed Congruence and Soundness

A.1 Typed Congruence

We give the compatibility rules in Figure 10. As in the typing rules in Figure 1, the
congruence rules do not include the weakening. Since we have no hiding or abstrac-
tion of reference names, the reference basis remains constant throughout the congruent
closure. This leads to a refined notion of congruence that in fact sumsubes the one that
allows weakening.

Fig. 10 Compatiblity Rules for Imperative PCFv

rx)=a HGAEM RN o (1<i<n) op:01x---x0n=P

Vel = A& xa [OP F:AF op(M1..Mn) R op(N1..Nn) 1 B

M x:o0;,AFMRN:B
[Abg HAFAXI MR AN a=B [

¢ rxa=B;AFAV*MRAN . N:a=B
CAFWEPAY M R B Ay N a=B

A qr;Aleleza:B MAFM2 R No:a
P M AF MMy R NiNz - B

(] AFMgR Ng:Bool T AEM R Ni:qj(i=12)
[AF if Mg then M1 else Mo R if Ng then N; else No i d

] FAEMRN: g
U FAF ini(M) & ini(N) : a1 +az

MAFMogR No:ag+ap x:0i; AFM RN :B (i=1,2)

C . .
[Casq I;AF case Mg of {in (Xia')~Mi}ie{1ﬁ2} R case Np of {in; (Xiu').Ni}ie{Lz} B

CAFM RN (i=1,2)

[Pair] MAFMRN:og xap
T AF (M1, M2) R (N1, Np) s agxap

CAFTM) R Ti(N) ai (1=1,2)

[Proj]

MAFEMRZ N:a A(x) =Ref(a)
AR (x:=M) R (x:=N): Unit

Deref] I_A.(x) = Ref(a)

AFIXR IX:a [Assign

Below we summarise the basic propertiestfAs before, when we writ€ - '’ etc., it
is understood thatom(I') Ndom(I'") = 0.

Proposition A.1 (properties of)

1. (renaming)Let @ be an injective name substitution. ThEPA - M = N : a iff
g, A M= Ng: .

2. (weakeningy ;A+-M =N :aimpliesl -T";AFM=N:a.

3. (thinning)l -I";A-M =N : o andfv(M,N)Ndom([") =0imply;A-FM =N:a.

4. (divergenceAssumeé - Mj, : a and, for eachA F o, we havgM;,0) 1 (i = 1, 2).
ThenA+ M; =2 M : a.
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5. (substitution) ;A M = N : a iff, with dom(I") = {X}, we haveA - Mo = No : o

for eacho &' [V /% with A -V : T(x) for each x € dom(T").

6. (invariance) etAt o1 and writeA+ 01 = 0 whenA 01(x) = 02(xX) : o for each
x: Ref(a) € A. Then ifAF My =M : a andA+ 01 = 0y, and(My,01) | (V4,0%)
then(My,02) |} (V2,05) such thatA -V, =V, : a andA+ o = o,

. (unit) LetAFV : Unit. Then V2 ().

. (boolean)LetA+V : Bool. Then either V=2t or V = f. Furthert 2 f.

. (numerals)etA+V : Nat. Then V= n for some numeral n. Further 2 n when-
everm andn are distinct numerals.

10. (first-order operatord)etA - op(V) : a. Then there exists W such tHap(V ), o) |

(W, 0) such thatop(V) =W for eachA - a.
11. (abstraction)etA+ (AX.M)V : a. ThenA+ (AXM)V =MV /X : a.

12. (recursion)Assumd -x:a ; A-Ay.M: a and let w' (AY.M)[uxAy.M/x]. Then
we always hav&;A+ (Ay.M)W/x] = (uxAy.M).

13. (product)LetA-W : a x B. Then W= (Ty (W), TR(W)). Further(1(W),0) |} (V,0)
impliesTs (W) 2V (i=1,2).

14. (sum)Let AW : a+ B. Then W= in;(V) for some ic {1,2} and V. Further
AbF ini(V) = inj(W) impliesAFV =W,

O 00~

Proof All are standard. (7—14) use the fact thlat- M : a and A + o imply either
(M,0) fr or (M,0) |. O

In Proposition A.1, (2) does not weaken the reference basis: we cannot, as Example 5.3

has shown. Similarly (5) considers values typed under the identical reference basis.
The properties corresponding to those stated in Proposition A% dso hold for

C, In particular we observe:

Proposition A.2 1. (renaming)Let @ be an injective name substitution. Ther -

MC N :aiff FgAp- M@C No: a.

2. (weakening) ;A M C N:aimpliesl -T";AFMCN:a.

3. (thinning)l -T";AF M C N : a andfv(M,N)Ndom(l"") =0imply;AFMCN:a.

4. (divergenceAssume\ - My, : a and, for eachAF o, (M1,0) f. ThenA+ My C
M a.

5. (substitution) ;A+ M C N : a iff, with dom (") = {X}, we haveA- Mo C No : o
for eacha £V /%] with AV : T (x;) for each x & dom(T").

6. (invariance) etAtF 012 and writeA 0, C a2 whenA - a1 (x) C 02(x) : a for each
x:Ref(a) € A. Then ifAF- M1 C My :a andA+ 01 C 02, and(My,01) | (V1,0%)
then(Mz,02) |} (V2,0%) such thaid Vi C Vo :a andA+ o) C 0.

Proof Standard. For example, in (substitution), “only if” direction is immediate, while
“if” direction is by closingMj > by theA-abstractions ovex and applyingV, and by
noting By -equality is a subset cf. a

A.2 Proof of Proposition 5.13

Below we lists the proof of the soundness of axioms stated in Section 3 and the proof
rules in Figures 5 and 6.
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Among the axioms in Figure 31)—(t8) are easy using Proposition A.1. Kar),

XUnit] o 22 () (Proposition A.1-7)
D M | xUnit = () (Definition 5.8)

For (t2),
[XBooM gr 22t Vv [[XBOO g, = f (Proposition A.1-8)
D M = xBool =t xBool — £ (Definition 5.8)
For (t3),
t2f (Proposition A.1-8)
D MEt#Af (Definition 5.8)

(t4-t8) are similar, using the corresponding clauses in Proposition A.1.

Each of(e1-e8) in Figure 4 is essentially direct from the definition of evaluation
formulae and the standard logical tautologies. For example, we infégsfpas follows.
We omit the typing below.

(&,00) lZ{Cl}X'y—Z{C'} A (€,00) |= {Co}xey=2{C'}
= V0. ((§0) =CDIV,0" . (§(x) e &(y),0) I (V,0')A(z:V-&,0") =C") A
0.((§,0) FC2>3V,0".(&(x) #&(y),0) I (V,0') A (z:V-E,0") |=C')
= VG ((§,0) =C123V,0".(§(x) #&(y),0) I (V,0)) A (z:V-,0") =C' A
(§,0) =C2 2 V,0".(§(x) #&(y),0) I (V,0") A (z:V -E,0") |- C')
= V0.((§0) FCi1V(§0) =C)
D> MO eE(y),0) | (V,0)A(z:V-E0) =C)

J
= Vo. ( (E,O’) ‘: (Cl\/CZ)
> MI.E(X)eE(y).0) !

(e2—e5) are similar. Fole6):
(&, 00) ): {C}x-y_ Z{A*> C’}

il
7@
ac
T
0
U
LLJ
<:
Q
X

E(x) o &( o
(EEAS (z:V-£,0) =C)))

5 VoL ((8,0) ECON,O.((ERAD (E(X)eE(y),0) I (V,0)) A
(EEAS (2:V-8,0) =C)))

EEAD
vo.((§,0) ECDAV,0".(&(X) #&(y),0) I (V,0") A (z:V-&,0) =C))

Note the entailment cannot be reversed, since adding an assurAgiioa conjunct
strictly weakens the assertion in general.
For (e7) we infer:

(£,00) |- {C)xey=2(C'}
S5 V0. (((,0) ECAE = A)
5 0. (E(X) 9 £(y),0) I (V,0) A (2:V -£,0") |- C')
= Vo.((£,0) FCAEA)
5 N,0.(E(X) E(y).0) I (V.0) A ((2:V-E.0) EC' AE = A))
= Vo.(((§,0) ECAA)
5 0. (E(X) £(¥).0) I (V.0) A ((2:V-£.0) EC' AA))
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Again the entailment is in general irreversible. Fingg) is immediate. We have
proved Proposition 5.13.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 5.14

The proofs of the soundness of the rules in Figures 5 and 6 closely follow those of the
soundness of the traditional Hoare logic [73]. We present the reasoning for each rule
one by one, starting from the structural rules.

Convention A.3 Since each statement used in the proof is lengthy, we use numbered
sequences for proofs, meaning implications from the top to the bottom, starting from
premises (if any).

For[A-D], we first observe:

Lemma A.4 LetV be well-typed angl is a well-typed substitution of semi-closed pro-
grams for free variables in V. Thenfs a semi-closed value.

Proof By easy structural induction. ad

We now reason:

((§,0) ECAA D (§-u:(VE),0)=C) (premise)
2 (((8,0) EC A (8.0)[EA) D (§-u: (VE),0) £C') (de)
3. V&,0.((§0)[=C D (§,0)EA D (E-u:(VE),0)C)

4. V€0.((§,0)EC D (§-u:(VE),0) EAD (§u:(VE),0)=C) (Lem.5.11-3)
5 V&0.((§0)EC D (§-u:(VE).,0)FADC)

The reasoning fof>-A] is essentially identical with that @6). [\V-Pre] corresponds

to (e1), while [A-Posti is its dual. The rulesAuxg], [Auxy], [Auxnst] and [Auxgps| are

all instances ofConsequence-Alpwhile [Consequence-Alis the precise mirror of
Kleymann'’s corresponding rule [41] so that Kleymann’s argument is directly adaptable.

1. V¢,o.
V¢, o.
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Thus we are left witHinvariancg, which we justify below.

1. V(& o0)2.( (0 EC D V0. ((MEo) | (V,o) A (§u:V,0)=C)
(premise)

2. V(E,0)7A voi.
((€000) =C D
WV, 0'.((ME,0-00) |} (V,0"-00) A (§-u:V,0"-0p) EC') (Pro.A.1-3)

3. V(E,0) 2 vor.
(((§,0-00) FC A (§,00) FA) D
N, 0" .((M&,0-00) | (V,0"-00) A (§-u:V,0"00) =C" A (§,00) FA)

4. V(&,0)". Yo, (((§,0:00) =C A (£,0:00) = A) D
WV, 0'.((ME,0-0p) | (V,0"-0p) A (§-u:V,0"-00) EC'A
(§-u:V,0’-00) EA) (Pro.A.1-3)

5. V(&,0) 72 vo°. (((£,0-00) = CAA D
v,d’.( (M&,0-0p) | (V,0'-00) A (§-u:V,0"-00) EC' AA)

(note thatvVg =V sinceV is semi-closed). This concludes the soundness proof for
structural rules.
We now turn to the rules in Figure 5. Fafdr], let the typing bd™; AF x: a (note this
meansx is not a reference name) and [etA - C. Below we remembeun ¢ dom (I, A)
(sinceuis an anchor).

1. — (no premise)

2. VM"A (M =Cix/u D M-u:([{a) EC) (Lemmas5.12-1(a))

For [Consl, let the typing bd ;AF c: a andlM; A+ C. Again notingu is fresh,

1. — (no premise)

2. YMTA (M E=Clc/ul D M-u:([c]s) EC) (Lemma5.12-1(a)))

For [Op], we infer as follows, assuming;A F op(M) : a andT";A - C,C’ where, by
Convention 4.1 (2), we assun{i@} Ndom(C,C') = 0. Below we let’ be typed by
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r,m: B;A andg by I'; A. We write(prem) to indicate it is a premise.

1 v&,0.((&, 0) EC > 30", V.((Mg,0) | (V,0') A (§'[mo:V], o) [=C1)) (prem)

2. v&,0.((&, 0)FCy D 30, V.(M1&,0) | (V.0') A (€[m:V], o) [ECp)) (prem)

n. Vv&,0.((&, 0) ECh—12 30", V.((Mn_1&',0) | (V,0') A (&'[mn: V], 0') =Cllop(M)/u] ) )
(prem)

n+1. Vv&,0.((&,0)EC D
30’ ,V.( (0p(Mo..Mn_1)&',0) —* (0p(V1..Vn-1),0") A
(&'[m:V], o) |=C'[op(m)/u))) (1.n)

n+2. VE’,olﬂ((E’, o)EC D
30’V ,W. ( (op(Mo.;Mn,l)E’,g) —* (op(V1..Vh-1),0’) A
(E'M:V]-u:op(V), o) EC)) (Lemma 5.12-1(b))

n+3. V§,0.((§, 0)=C D
3o’ ,W. ( (op(M)&,0) I} (W,0') A (E-u:W, ¢’)=C')) (Prop. A.1-10 and Lem. 5.11-2)

For[Abg, letT -x:a; AFM:Bandl-x:a; A& andl Al E.
1. v&,0.((&, 0) ECAAX D 30 V.((ME,0) | (V,a)A(E -m:V,d)EC)) (prem)
2. V& (EEAD
YW,0.(&-x:W, 0) =C D
30’ V.((M(&-x:W),0) | (V,d') A (E-x:W-m:V,d")=C")) (Lemmab5.11-2)
3 VE(EE=AD
YW,0.(&-x:W, 0) =C D
30’ V. ( (MMEW, o) | (V,0') A (E-x:W-m:V, d")=C)) (Prop. A.1-11)
4. V& (EEAD
YW,0.(&-x:W, 0) =C D
307, V. ( (Ul g rmmey)) ([ pew))-0) & (V.0') A (E-x:W-m:V, &) = C'))
(Definition 5.7)

5. VE(EEA D (E-u:(MxMg), o) =Vx.{Cluex=m{C'}) (Definition 5.8)

For [Apf, letM;A-M:a=pandlN;AF N:a. Furtherletr -m:a=f; AF &
andlM; A+ €.
1 V&0.((£0)=C > V0. ((ME0) | (V.0) A Em:V [=Cp)) (prem)

2. V€0,0.((80,0)FCo D
W, 0’ ((N&o,0) I} (W,0') A &o-n:W =Cy A {Ciimen=u{C'} )) (prem)

3. V&,0.((§,0)=C > ,d.(((MN)¢,0) |} (U,0’) A &-u:UE{C'}))
(1, 2, Definition 5.8)
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Next for [If], assumd ;At if M then N; else Np andlM; AR &.

v€,0.((§,0)EC D IV, d'.((M&0) | (V,0o') A (E-b:V,0')ECy)) (prem)
V&,0. ((&,0) FColt/b] > IV,0".((N1§,0) I (V,0') A (§-u:V,0') [=C"))  (prem)
v&,0. ((£,0) |- Colf/b] > M,0".(No£,0) b (V,0') A (§-u:V,0') =C')) (prem)

Vzvo-' ( (Eb t70) 'ZCO 2 E|V,O'l.( (N]_E,O-) ‘U’ (V,O'/) A (E'U:V70/) ':Cl ) )
(2, Lemma 5.12-1(a))

5. V&o0.((§:b:f,0)ECo D V,0.((N&,0) | (V,0') A (§-u:V,d)[=C))
(3, Lemma 5.12-1(a))

Alw| NP

6. v¢,0.((§0)=C D
V,0’.( ((if M then Nj else Np)&,0) || (V,0') A (E-u:V,0')=C'))
(1, 4, 5, Proposition A.1-8)

For[Ini], letT; At inij(M) : a1 +ap andl; A+ (&,0). By Convention 4.1 (2) we
havev ¢ fv(C').
1.¥E,0.((£,0) £C > V,0". (ME,0) bV A (§-v:V ') = C/[ing(v)/u]) (prem)
2.¥€,0.((€,0) EC O 3V,0". (iny(M)E,0) | iny(V) A (E-v:V-u: (iny(V)), @) = C'
(Lemma 5.12-1(a))
3.V¢,0.((§,0) =C D 3V,0. (in1(M)&,0) |} ing (V) A (§-u: (ing(V))0') =C
(Lemma 5.11-2)

[Caseé is similar to[If], while [Pair] and[Proj] are reasoned just as ffin;] above.
These cases are omitted.
For[Deref, assumd;A+!x: a, and letl; A+ . noteu & dom(I",A). We infer:
1 — (no premise)

2. MECIx/W > M-u:(['X]s)EC (Lemma 5.12-1(a))

For [Assign, letl;AF x:= M : Unit andl; A+ (§,0). Notingm ¢ fv(C'), we infer:

1 VE,0.((8,0) =C S V.((ME0) | (V,0') A (E-m:V,0') |= C'm/IX[()/u]) ) (prem)

2. V&0.((§0)=C D IV,d.(M& o)l (V,a) A (E-m:V-u:(), dx—=V])EC))
(Lemma 5.12-1(a)/2)

3. V¢,0.((§,0)EC D 30”.((x:=(M&),0) I ((),0")AE-u:(),0" =C"))) (Lemma5.11-2)

For[Red, letl" - x: a; AFAy.M :a and letW be as in the above Lemma. Since the
state part of the model does not play any role, we only mention the environment part in
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the following.

=

E{AXMAV] <i.B(j)x/u]} AM {B(i)™} (prem)
2. E{T} MMy {AX o viNat ((vj <i.B(j)[x/u]) D B(i)™>)} (A-D, Auxy)

3 VETA WA (E-x:V-u: ((AYM)E-x:V) = AX S viNat ((vj <i.B(j)[x/u]) D B(i)™))
(2 expanded)

4. WETRL(&-x: (WE)-u: (AY.M)E-x: (WE)) = AX D ViNat.((vj < i.B(j)[x/u]) D B(i)™) )
(V-inst)

5. VETA (&-x: (MXAME)-u: (uxA.ME) = AX 5 viNat ((vj <i.B(j)[x/u]) D B(i)™))
(Proposition A.1-12)

6. VETL. (&-x:(UXAME)-u: (UXA.ME) = AX S viNat (vj <iB(j) D B(i)™))
(Lemma 5.12-1(a))

7. VETA (&-u: (WxAME) = AX 5 viNat (vj <i.B(j) D B(i)™X)) (Lemma 5.11-2)
8. VETA (&-u:(UxAME) = AX 5 viNat B(i)™X) (mathematical induction)

This concludes the proof of Theorem 5.14.

B Observational Completeness: Detailed Proofs

B.1 Supplement to Proof of Lemma 6.5
AssumeA M1 % My :a and letC| - ] andV be such that, for example:

(CMy], F—V)l  and (C[Mg], F—V) 4
which means, through tHg&, -equality:

(WM, F—V)| and (WM, F—V) 1
where we sew &' Mx.C[x]. Note the convergence itWM;, T +— V) | takes, by the
very definition, only a finite number of reductions. Let it heThen (occurrences of)
A-abstractions i andV can only be applied up to-times, similarly for other de-
structors. Using this, we transform these programs into FCF values maintaining the
above property. Leaving details to Appendix B.1, we illustrate the basic ideas. First, all
recursion used iV andV aren-times unfolded through the standard unfolding (e.g.,
givenAx.M, the Oth unfolding i€ (cf. Convention 5.2), the 1st unfolding M[Q/X],
the 2nd unfolding iM[M[Q/X]/x], etc.), still maintaining convergence. Similafy-
redexes can be eliminated by performing reductioisnes, while the “if” statement
can be made less defined by pruning all branches which do not contribute to conver-
gence. Variables of higher-order types greonverted, while alNat-typed variables
are replaced by constants combined with the case construct, through inspection of their
concrete usage during reductions. Applications are replaced by let-applications. For de-
tails of the transformation, see below. We now obtain (semi-closed) FCF values, which
we set to beF andU. Since the convergence/divergence behaviouiFofl;,F — U)
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has not changed in comparison with' My, F — V), and becausgM,,F — U) is more
prone to divergence thaiV Mp, T — V), we still obtain:

(FMy, F—U) | and  (FMy, F—U) 1

as required.
In the following we present the translation \&f into its corresponding FCF used
above. We write:

1. n%(x) for then-expansion of a variabbeof typea usinglet’s in the obvious way

(e.g.nNe=Nat(y) ©'Ax 16t z= yxin 2). If a = Nat then it is identity.
2. case® x of (i: M) is the case construct which allows infinite branching (which
we later convert into finite branching).
Let the number of reduction steps needed to converge B&e translation is in five
stages, as given below. For brevity we assume only a single first-order opstatg(iM ),

is used in programs: generalisation to inclusion of other first-order operators is imme-
diate.

Stage 1: unfolding. Unfold each recursion iV ntimes (as illustrated in the main
proof). Let the resulting term D&/,

Stage 2: let-translation.OnW’ we perform the translatioffW’, x, X)) where{(M, y, N))
is given by induction oM as follows.

(v, N) € Nx/y]
(m oy N) = Ny
(M, N) & N (M, z 2)/y]
((succ(M), y, N)) =" (M, x, N[succ(x)/y]))
<<M1Mz,y, N) £ (Mg, f, (Mg, x, Lety= fxinN))))
N')) (

{(if M then Nj else Ny, V, M, X, if X then ((Ni[t/X], y, N))
else ((N2[f/x], v, N')))
(lety=M1inMz, Z N)) = (Mg, y, (M2, Z N))))
("%, y, N)) L et y=Ixin N
(=MuMz, v N) ' (M1, 2 x:=Z (M, y, N)}))
We can check thaf{(M, y, N)) keeps or replicatefy-redexes inM and N, possi-

bly changing(Ax.L1)L, into (Ax.L})z. We now repeat the following transformations
n-times.

1. Firstly, reduce alpy-redexes in the resulting term, including those uriddabstraction,
simultaneously.
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2. Secondly, letting the resulting term be (s&y)we calculate/(V, x, x)) again, and
let the resulting term be used for the next round (if we have not reaghed

After the n-th round, if there still remain anyV-redexes in the term, we replace them
with w (of the same type). Let the resulting progranvigé.

Stage 3:n-conversion.OnW”, we perform the following two transformations consec-
utively.

— Every subterm otV of the formAx®~B.C[x]; whereC[x]; enumerates all free oc-
currences ok in the body (if any) except those of the forxi, is simultaneously
transformed into:

AR Gl (x)],

thus eliminating all occurrences of arrow type variables except those occurring in
the function positions of let-applications.

— Every subterm ofV” of the formAxNat.C[x];, whereC[x]; enumerates all free oc-
currences ok in the body (if any), is simultaneously transformed into:

ANt case® x of (n:C[n]i),
thus eliminating all occurrences Nfat-typed variables.

Let the resulting term ba/T.

Stage 4: case branch pruningBy inspecting reductions starting frond"M; reaching
convergence, we can witness which numerals (if ever) are fed to each subterm occurring
in W' of the formAxN2t.M. This decides a finite number of numerals ever fed to each
abstraction of the formAxNt.M in W*. By pruning all unnecessary branches, we now

transform all infinite case constructs to finite constructs without changing behaviour (if

none is fed we turn it int@ d:ef)\x.oo). Let the resulting term ba/*.

Stage 5: final cleanupWe are now in the final stage. First observe that, in each subterm
of the formsucc(N), N is either a numeral or again of the fosmacc(N’) (with obvious
generalisation when other first-order operators are involved). Hence we can completely
calculate away each successor (and other first-order operators).

Let the resulting term bE. ThenFM3 can precisely mimic reductions @f M; to reach
convergence. The same transformation is performed for\daiohV/, obtaining a FCF,
namedJ;. This concludes the transformationwfanV into desired FCFs.

B.2 Proofs for Proposition 6.8

We can verify the three conditions above reduce to the original conditions in Proposition
6.7 wheno is empty. In the subsequent proof of Proposition 6.8, we use the following
notations for brevity.

Notation B.1

1. We write(§-u:M,0) | (§-u:V,d)for (ME,0) | (V,0).
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2. We write (M1,01) C (M2,02) when we havéM;,a;) || (M,0]) (i = 1,2) such that
V1 C V, ando; C 0.

As before, it is easy to inductively verify (soundness). Below we show (MTC) and
(closure).

(Numeral) Let C ' —TandC £'CAu=n. MTC is trivial. For closure, assume

{Co}M 1y {C'} with Cy > C and let(§,0) = Co. Then
(E-u:M&o) | (§-u:V,op) EC = VnAoxo

whereg 22 ¢’ is by notingC’ says the state is unchanged from the precond@idBince
(§-u:n,0){ (§-u:n,0), we are done.

(Case-n)Let F’ %l case X of (n; :F);, C Vi (x=n;AC) andC' = ety Vi(x=n AC/).
By (IH), assum&C;,C) satisfies (MTC) and (closure) w.rf. atu, for eachi. Let&’ be

a model for the assumed basis @Wéfz’/x. For MTC we reason:
(F&0)l < ViEX=n A (REo)l)
& VIE®=ni A (E0)EA)
< EEA

For (closure), leE D C and assumg= {E}M :, {C'}. We haveE Ax=n; D CGiAX=n;.
Note also we have, noting= n; is stateless:

= {EAx=n}M: {C} (B.1)
We can now reason:
E,00EE = Ji.(YEEAXx=n)

= Ji.(E&(¥) =ni A FE T M) (IH)

=  F&=RECME
(Omega)Same as in Proposition 6.7.
(Abstraction) Same as in Proposition 6.7, combined with the invariance reasoning
given in (Numeral) above.

(Dereference)Let F/ % et x =ly in F and assume by induction théE,C’) is a
strong CAP ofF atu. First we showC[x/!x] is an MTC forF’. Below we assumé, o
etc. are appropriately typed.

(F&ol <« (F(&-x:a(y)), o) (reduction)
& (§-x:0(y), 0) C (IH: Cis an MTC forF)
& (& o) =Clly/x]
Next we show the closure property.
Below let§’ =& -x: o(y) andCp D Clly/X].

F{CoIM{C'} A (§,0) ECo
= = {CACOIM{C'} A (¥,0) =CACo

= (F&,0) C (M¥,0)
= (F',o0) C (M¥,0)
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The third line is by the closure condition f¢€,C’), by being a strong CAP df by
our induction hypothesis.

(Assignment)Let

F®x=U;F C ¥vza>Ciz/N) (B.2)

Further by induction we stipulate:

(IH1) (C,C) satisfies (MTC) and (closure) w.rk. atu;
(IH2) (T, A) satisfies (MTC) and (closure) w.id. at z, assuming the auxiliary names
in A are empty, without loss of generality.

From (IH2) we infer:
vE,0.(§-z2UE, 0) EA (B.3)

Hence also:
V¢, 0. (§,0) EJzA (B.4)

Assumeg, o etc. are appropriately typed and reoalk — V] indicates the result of
updating the content ofin o with V.

We first show(Cy,C’) is an MTC forF’ under the given inductive hypotheses. We
infer, for somd :

(F'¢&, o)y < (F& ox—UE)J (reduction)
& (§ ox—UE) =C (IH1)
<  (§-z2UE ox—Ug)E=AANC (by (B.3) above)
< (§-z2UE 0) EA A C[z/IX (substitution)
< (§-z2UE, 0) EA A VZ(A D Clz/IX]) (*)
< (& 0)E3JzA A VZ(A D Clz/!X) (by (B.3) above)
< (& 0)E=VZ(ADClz/IX) (by (B.4) above)

In each line above, a comment on the right-hand side of a formulae caters for both
directions of implications. The logical equivalences directly connect the condition for
convergence to the precondition under a given mddety). For (), the “if” direction
(upwards) is immediate. For the “then” direction, we derive the second conjunct of the
subsequent from that of the precedent. For an arbitrary (well-tyfed)

(§-z:UE, 0) =EC[z/IX A (§-z2W,0) EA

= (§z:U& o) =Clz/!IX A {T} W {A} (definition of =)
= (£zUE 0)[=Clz/!I AUEC W (IH2)
= (§z:W, 0) =C[z/IX (IH1,CisaTCAatk)

For closure, we le€y D 3zAAVz.(A D C[z/!X]) and assume:

{Co} My {C'}. (B.5)

We use the following programs. We g€t e = U;F as before.

N o % lety=Ixinx:=U;x:=y;M

L % jety=IxinF’
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Fig. 11 Asserted Programs for the Proof of Closure in Assignment Rule

{Co} lety=Ixin
{Coly/¥} x:=U ;
{CAAlX/Zly/'X} x:i=y; M y {C'}
{Co} let y=Ixin
{Coly/!N} x:=U;
{C'AAX/Z[y/'X} F w {C}

Above we choosg to be fresh and reca{lT} U :; {A}. Two coloured parts are inequated by the
closure condition from the induction hypothesis (the lower is less defined).

Immediately:
N=M and L =F. (B.6)

We start with an assertion on the subprogranNok := y; M, which we are going to
compare with~. We first observe:

{Coly/!¥} x:=y{Co} (B.7)
Combined with the assumption (B.5), we reach:
{Coly/!x|} x:=y; M1, {C'} (B.8)
Further, as we have seen for the main inference for MTC, we have:
(&z:Ug ox—UE))FEC < (& 0)=Co. (B.9)

Hence by(IH2) we reach, writingg/ for &-z: UE:
VE,0. (&, ox—UE) =Cly/Ix] D (F&, 0) C ((x:=y;M)&, 0) (B.10)

We now reason, writing furthes’ = o[x— UE]:

€o)EC > (&,0)FColy/x (B.9)
> (F¢,0d) C ((x:=y;M)&, d) (B.10)
D> (F'&,0) C ((x:=U;x:i=y;M)&, 0) (reduction)
> (L&, o) C (Ng, 0) (reduction)
> (F& o) C (ME, o) (B.6)

(Let-Application) Let F’ % et x= fU in F go=V:Vands =& f:W, as well as
0=r—V.We assume:

(IH1) (C,C) satisfies (MTC) and (closure) w.ru for F.
(IH2) (T,A) satisfies (MTC) and (closure) w.rzfor U.
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We also let

CLE'3]. (1P =] A vz{A\IF = [} ez=x{C})

First we showC; is an MTC forF'. By (IH2) we have= {T}U :; {A} hence for an¥g
(omitting auxiaryl):

&0-22U& = A (B.11)
Below we write(§-x: M, 0) || (§-x:V,0’) when(ME,a) |} (V,d).
(F'g,0) |
& (§o-x:WU,0) | (§-x:S 0)=C (H1, (B.11))
& Wi JUE D (§-x:WU, 0) | (§-x:S, 07) =C (CTCA atx)
& z:Up-§FAD (§-x:WU, 0) | (§-x:S1,09) =C (IH2)
& z:Up-§EAD (z:U1~E-T:\7, o)={IF=]}fez=x{C} (Def-eval)
& (8-7:V,0) ={AAIF: [} fez=x{C} (e5)
s (& o) EVI.(F=]D{AAF: ]} fez=x{C})

The last line’s “then” direction is because,jifare not mapped to what are equivalent
toV, the premise of the entailment does not hold.
For the closure condition, I€t;A = M : a. Further letCqy be such that:

CoDC

and assume:
{ColM = {C'}. (B.12)

Let a vector of nameg be fresh below. We writeet Z=!7 in F for a sequence of
let-derefs andf :=V for a sequence of assignments.

Mo 2 letz=IFinletx= yUin (F:=2; M)

By checking the reduction we haw = Mg, hence we hereafter usdy instead ofv
without loss of precision. Now assum@; o) = Cp. By (B.12) we have:

(E-u:Mo€, o) —* (&-u: (T:=0();M)E, 0p) =C
— ¥ (EU ME, O’) ‘—
—* (&u:Vv, o) C

As the above reduction indicates, we can check:
{C} (7= 0(F);M)E, 0o) 1w {C'} (8.13)
We are almost there. Observe, py{C}F :, {C'}:
(&-u:F'g, 0) —" (§-u:FE, 0p) FC—" (§-u:V", 0" =C

By (IH1) and (B.13) we know(&-u:V”, o”) C (§-u:V’, 0), as required.
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C Derivations of Hoare Rules

This appendix lists the derivations d¢q, [IfH], [Call] and [RecPro¢ in Figure 9 in
S 7.1 First we derive§eqd from [App and [Abg.

1. {Co}[QI{C'} (premise)
2. {T)Az[Q] im {{Co}me (){C'}} (L, Abs)
3. {Co} Az[Q] im {Con {Co}me (){C'}} (2, Promote)
4. {C}H[PJ:n {n=0 A Go} (premise)
5. {CA{Co}me (){C'}} [P]:n {Co A n=() A {Co}me (){C'}} (4, Constancy)
6. {CA{CoJme (){C'}} [P n {Co A {Co}meni{C'}} (5, Consequence)
7. {C}[P;QI{C'} (3, 6, App)

[IfH] is derived as follows.

1. {Cleip{b=eAC} (Simple)
2. {Chre}[P]{C'} (premise)
3. {Cre=t}[P]{C'} (2, Consequence)
4. {CA-e}[QI{C} (premise)
5 {Cre=1}[Q]{C'} (4, Consequence)
6. {C}if ethen [[P] else [Q]{C'} (3,5, 1f)

We next turn to the rules for proceduf€all] is simple:

1 [2] > {C} pe() {C} (premise)
2. {[Z] AC}pim {[Z][m/p] A C} (var)
3. {[Z]AC}p:m {{Ct me() {C'} AC} (1 2, Consequence)
4. {[ZIAC} p:m {{[Z]AC} me() {C'}} €7
5 {[Z]AC} [call p] {C'} (Run)
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For [RecPro¢, the recursion ruléRed offers a precise account of the induction
principle for recursive procedures.

L A=~ {31 siC()pe O{CF AC() } [PI{Co} (Assumption)
2. {[Z Vit AjiAC(i)}pe O{C} AC()} [P]{Co} (€3)
3. {IZ] ANt <iAC(i)pe O{CF ACG) } [P] {Co} (e5)
4. {[Z] Avivt <iAC(i)pe O{C'}} AQ-IP] :m {{C(i)}me () {Co}} (Abs)
5. {[Z]} upAQ)-[P] :m {Vi.-{C(i)} me(){Co}} (Rec)
6. {[Z]} upAQ-[P] :m {{3i.C(I)} me () {Co} } (€3)
7. {[zZ] A {3iCi)} pe () {Co} AC} QT {C'} (Assumption)
8. {[2]} Ap.[Q] :n {Vp.{3i.C(I)} pe(){Co} D> {CInep{C'}} (Abs)
9. {[=] AC} Ap.IQD) (HPA-[P])(E [proc p= P in Q)){C'} (6.8, App)

Lines 2 and 3 above ug <i.C%'3j.(j <iAC) andvj <i.CE'Vj.(j <i>C). Note

the induction principle which uses the existential is now understood as the universal
quantification in the assumption. Arguably this offers a more direct, and intuitive, view
on induction.
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