arXiv:1310.0794v2 [cs.LO] 14 Oct 2013

Formal verification in Coq of program properties involvirgt
global state effect

Jean-Guillaume Dumés Dominique Duval Burak Ekicf* Damien Pous

September 14, 2018

Abstract

The syntax of an imperative language does not mention ettplthe state, while its denotational semantics has
to mention it. In this paper we present a framework for théfieation in Coq of properties of programs manipulating
the global state effect. These properties are expressegtiaocd system which is close to the syntax, as in effect
systems, in the sense that the state does not appear éxjtictie type of expressions which manipulate it. Rather,
the state appears via decorations added to terms and tdagualn this system, proofs of programs thus present
two aspects: properties can be verifigato effector the effects can be taken into account. The design of our Coq
library consequently reflects these two aspects: our frameis centered around the construction of two inductive
and dependent types, one for terms up to effects and onedonaimipulation of decorations.

1 Introduction

The evolution of the state of the memory in an imperative paogis a computational effect: the state is never
mentioned as an argument or a result of a command, whereas@rd it is used and modified during the execution
of commands. Thus, the syntax of an imperative languagemimenention explicitly the state, while its denotational
semantics has to mention it. This means that the state ipsuleded: its interface, which is made of the functions for
looking up and updating the values of the locations, is spdrfrom its implementation; the state cannot be accessed
in any other way than through its interface.

It turns out that equational proofs in an imperative languatay also encapsulate the state: proofs can be per-
formed without any knowledge of the implementation of thetest This is made possible by adding decorations to
terms, as in effect system8,[13], or by adding decorations to both the terms and the equaf{i§ln The latter
approach uses categorical constructions to model the démmdl semantics of the state effect and prove some proper-
ties of programs involving this effecktrong monaddntroduced by Moggi9], were the first categorical approach to
computational effects, while Power et al1] then proposed thpremonoidal categoriesNext Hughes 7] extended
Haskell witharrowsthat share some properties with the approaatasfesian effect categoried Dumas et al. 5.

The goal of this paper is to propose a Coq environment whe@grwritten in the latter decorated framework for
the state effect, can be mechanised.

Proving properties of programs involving the state effeatiportant when the order of evaluation of the arguments
is not specified or more generally when parallelization coin® play B]. Indeed, pure computations, i.e. those not
having any side-effects (or in other words not modifying skege), are independent and could thus be run in parallel.
Differently, computations depending on or modifying thatstshould be handled with more care.

Now, proofs involving side-effects can become quite comjpteorder to be fully rigorous. We will for instance
look at the following property in detailsecovering the value of a variable and setting up the valuenoither variable
can be performed in any ordeSuch properties have been formalized for instance by Pletkal. [LO] but the full
mathematical proof of such properties can be quite largee décorated approach df][helps since it enables a
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verification of such proofs in two steps: a first step checlkssyntaxup to effectdy dropping the decorations; a
second step then takes the effects into account.

To some extent, our work looks quite similar & [n the sense that we also define our own programming language
and verify its properties by using axiomatic semantics. \Aestruct our system on categorical notions (e.g. monads)
as done in]]. In brief, we first declare our system components includivegr properties and then prove some related
propositions. In that manner, the overall idea is also quidse to [L2], even though technical details completely differ.

In this paper, we show that the decorated proof system carebelaped in Coq thus enabling a mechanised
verification of decorated proofs for side-effect systeme fdtall in Sectior? the logical environment for decorated
equational proofs involving the state effect. Then in S1t8 we present the translation of the categorical rules into
Coq as well as their resulting derivations and the necessidifions. The resulting Cog code has been integrated into
a library, available theraittp://coqeffects.forge.imag. fr. Finally, in Sectiom we give the full details of the
proof of the property above and its verification in Coq, as»angple of the capabilities of our library. Appendixis
added for the sake of completeness and readability in codgive the logical counterparts of the rules verified in our
Coq library.

2 The Logical Environment for Equational Proofs

2.1 Motivation

Basically, in a purely functional programming languagepgeration or a ternf with an argument of typX and a
result of typeY, which may be writterf : X — Y (in the syntay, is interpreted (in thelenotational semantigss a
function[[f] between the setpX] and[Y], interpretations oK andY. It follows that, when an operation has several
arguments, these arguments can be evaluated in paralielaay order. It is possible to interpret a purely functional
programming language via a categorical semantics baseadrmesian closed categoripthe word “cartesian” here
refers to the categoricaroducts which are interpreted asartesian productsf sets, and which are used for dealing
with pairs (or tuples) of arguments. Thagical semantic®f the language defines a set of rules that may be used for
proving properties of programs.

But non-functional programming languages sucle as Java do include computational effects. For instanae a
function may modify the state structure andava function may throw an exception during the computation. FSuc
operations are examples of computational effects. In thgepwe focus on the states effect. We consideldbkup
andupdateoperations for modeling the behavior of imperative progganamely anupdateoperation assigns a value
to a location (or variable) andlaokupoperation recovers the value of a location. There are mayg wahandle
computational effects in programming languages. Here wadn the categorical treatment 6f,[adapted to the
state effecty]: this provides a logical semantics relying dacorationsor annotations, of terms and equations.

2.2 Decorated functions and equations for the states effect

The functions in our language
are classified according to the way they interact with thieestehe classification takes the form of annotations, or
decorations, written as superscripts. A function can bwdifier, anaccessowor apurefunction.

< As the name suggests,maodifiermay modify or use the state: it israad-write function. We will use the
keywordrw as an annotation for modifiers.

< An accessomay use the state structure but never modifies it: itrésaa-onlyfunction. We will use the keyword
ro for accessors.

A pure functiomever interacts with the state. We will use the keywpudsfor pure functions.

The denotational semantics of this language is given ingerhthe set of stateSand thecartesian producbperator
‘x’. For all typesX andY, interpreted as sefx] and[Y], a modifier functionf : X — Y is interpreted as a function
[f]: [X] x S— [Y] x S(it can access the state and modify it); an accegsm|g] : [X] x S— [Y] (it can access the
state but not modify it); and a pure functibras[h] : [X] — [Y] (it can neither access nor modify the state). There is a
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hierarchy among those functions. Indeed any pure functorbe seen as both an accessor or a modifier even though
it will actually do not make use of its argumefitSimilarly an accessor can be seen as a modifier.

The state is made of memolgcations or variables each location has a value which can be updated. For each
locationi, letV; be the type of the values that can be stored in the locatimd letVal, = [Vi] be the interpretation of
Vi. In addition, the unit type is denoted liyits interpretation is a singleton, it will also be denoteadib

The assignment of a value of typeto a variabla takes an argument of typé. It does not return any result but it
modifies the state: given a valaes Val, the assignment afto i sets the value of locatiarnto a and keeps the value
of the other locations unchanged. Thus, this operation isdifier fromV; to 1. It is denoted bypdatg" : Vi — 1
and it is interpreted afupdate] : Val x S— S

The recovery of the value stored in a locatidakes no argument an returns a value of typét does not modify
the state but it observes the value stored at locatidhus, this operation is an accessor froro V. It is denoted by
lookug® : 1 — V; and it is interpreted (sinck x Sis in bijection withS) as[lookup] : S— Val.

For each typ&, theidentityoperatioridx : X — X, which is interpreted by mapping each elemenXj to itself,
is pure.

Similarly, thefinal operation()x : X — 1, which is interpreted by mapping each elemen{Xj to the unique
element of the singletah, is pure. In order to lighten the notations we will often idseand(); instead of respectively
idVali and < >Vali .

In addition, decorations are also added to equations.

« Two functionsf,g: X — Y arestrongly equalf they return the same result and have the same effect onatee s
structure. This is denotefl==g.

» Two functionsf,g: X — Y areweakly equaif they return the same result but may have different effentthe
state. This is denotefi~ g.

The state can be observed thanks to the lookup functionse&ar locatiori, the interpretation of thepdate
operation is characterized by the following equalities gach stats € Sand eachx € Val;:

[lookug](Jupdatg](s,x)) = x
[lookup]([update](s,x)) = [lookup](s) for everyj € Loc, j #i

According to the previous definitions, these equalitieglagdnterpretations of the following weak equations:

lookug® o updaté” ~ idP""®: Vi — Vi
lookug? o updaté” ~ lookug? o ()" for everyj € Loc, j #i: Vi = V;

2.3 Sequential products

In functional programming, the product of functions allotwsmodel operations with several arguments. But when
side-effects occur (typically, updates of the state), #wiit of evaluating the arguments may depend on the order in
which they are evaluated. Therefore, we sgegquential productsf functions, as introduced ib], which impose some
order of evaluation of the arguments: a sequential produmbiained as the sequential composition of s&mi-pure
products A semi-pure product, as far as we are concerned in this pepekind of product of an identity function
(which is pure) with another function (which may be any madfi

For each typeX andY, we introduce groducttypeX x Y with projectionsr’y®y : X1 x Xo — X and "y, -
X1 x X2 — Xo, which will be denoted simply by?" and 7", This is interpreted as the cartesian product with its
projections. Pairs and products of pure functions are hsiltsual. In the special case of a product with the unit type, i
can easily be proved, as usual, thigf": X x 1 — X is invertible with inverse the pajrg *)PU"e = (id{"®, ()5 : X —
X x 1, and thatg""® = ()§""®: X x 1 — 1. Thepermutationoperationpermy,y : X xY —Y x X is also pure: it is
interpreted as the function which exchanges its two argtisnen

Given a pure functiorf?""®: X — Yy, interpreted agfi] : [X] — [Ya], and a modifierf?: X — Y, with its
interpretation| fo] : [X] x S— [Y2] x S, theleft semi-pure pair f1, f2)["Y: X — Y1 x Y is the modifier interpreted by



[[<f1, f2>|ﬂ . [[Xﬂ X S— [[Yl]] X [[Yz]] x Ssuch thaﬁ<f1, f2>|]](X, S)

= (y1,Y2,5) wherey; = [ f1](x)

and(yz,s) = [f2] (x.9).

The left semi-pure paiffy, f2)[" is characterized, up to strong equations, by a weak and mgséuation:

7_’fureo <fla f2>|r ~ fpure andrgure

(fy, fo)V == ¥

Theright semi-pure pair(fy, f2)': X — Y1 x Y, where f% : X — Y; and f5"®: X — Y is defined in the symmetric

way:
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Note. In all diagrams, the decorations are expressed by shape®afsa waving arrows for pure functions, dotted
arrows for accessors and straight arrows for modifiers.

Theleft semi-pure produds defined in the usual way from the left semi-pure pair: gitBh®: X; — Yy fW: X, —
Y2, the left semi-pure product dfp and f; is (f1 x f2)™ = (f1 0 T0x, %5, 20 TR x 3o - X1 X X2 = Y1 x Yo. It is
characterized, up to strong equations, by a weak and a steunafion:

Yoy, © (frx f2)™ andmyy, o (frx )™ == 3" o T35y,

Theright semi-pure productfy x f2)™: X3 x Xo — Y1 X Y2 is defined in the symmetric way:

~ f pure ure
1

f1 f1
Xp ~ > Yp XG—VY;
o~ m W m
X1 x Xp — fixla— Y1 X Y2 X1 x Xp — fixfa— Y1 X Y2
7] == 7] ¢ 7] ~ ¢ 7]
Xop— Y Xo ~ > Yo
fa fa

Now, it is easy to define thleft sequential produaif two modifiersf;" : X; — Y1 and ;" : Xo — Y, by composing
a right semi-pure product with a left semi-pure one and uslrfgnction as the pure component:

(fl X fz)rw = (idyl X fz)rw o (fl X idxz)rw
In a symmetric way, theight sequential producdf f;" : X; — Yy and f3¥ : Xo — Y is defined as:
(f1 x f2)™ = (f1 xidy,)™ o (idx, x f2)™

The left sequential product models the fact of execufinbgefore f,, while the right sequential product models the
fact of executingf, beforefy; in general they return different results and they modify $kate in a different way.

X xXo—=YixYo

X1 x Xo—= VY1 x Yo

(fi x )™ (fo f2)™:
. . i f
Xg————Yy LN > Y1 X1 o L PXg————Y




2.4 A property of states

In [10] an equational presentation of states is given, with segeations. These equations are expressed as decorated
equations in §]. They are the archetype of the properties of the proofs wat weaverify. For instance, the fact that
modifying a locatiori and observing the value of another locatjozan be done in any order is called t@mmutation
update-lookugroperty. This property can be expressed as an equatidimgetae functionjupdate] and[lookup .

For this purpose, Iq]iookug]}’ : Sx Val; x Sbe defined by

[[Iookug]}/(s) = (s,[lookup](s)) for eachse S.

Thus, given a state and a valuea € Val;, assigninga to i and then observing the value ¢fis performed by the
function:
[lookup]’ o [update]: Vak x S— Val;j x S.

Observing the value of and then assigning to i also corresponds to a function froval; x S to Val; x S built
from [update] and [[Iookug]}/. This function first performﬁlookug]}/(s) while keepinga unchanged, then it per-
forms Jupdatg](s,a) while keepingb unchanged (wheré denotes the value of in s which has been returned
by [[Iookuq]](s)). The first step igdya; x [[Iookuq]]’: Vali x S— Val; x (Val; x S) and the second step id\/;,uj X
[update]: Valj x (Val x S) — Val; x S. An intermediate permutation step is required, it is cafpedm ;: Val x
(Valj x S) — Valj x (Vak x S) such thaperm j(a, (b,s)) = (b, (a,s)).

Altogether, observing the value pfand then assigningto i corresponds to the function:

(idvay, x [updatg]) o perm j o (idvay x [[Iookug]]’): Vali x S— Val; x S
Thus, the commutation update-lookup property means that:
[[Iookuq]]’o [update] = (idvay; x [update]) o perm j o (idvay, x [[Iookug]}’)

According to Sectior2.2, this is the interpretation of the following strong equatiavhich can also be expressed
as a diagram:

looku® o updaté" == 15" o (updat€” x id™""®) o (idP*"®x lookugP) o (1 )PU"®: Vi — V. 1)
d looku -1 id;j xlooku updatexid;
v pdae B-»Vj B VA R VAVE BtV ><Vj—>qj>]l><Vj e 3V

Remark. Using the right sequential product, the right hand-sidehef tommutation update-lookup equation
can be written asi;""®o (updaté” x lookupP) o (1 *)P*". In addition, using the left sequential product, it is easy
to check that the left hand-side of this equation can be ewittsT""“o (updaté” x lookup®) o (1 *)PU". Since
MY Vi x 1 — Vi and " 1 x Vj — V; are invertible, we get a symmetric expression for the eqoatthich
corresponds nicely to the description of the commutatiatatg-lookup property as “the fact that modifying a location
i and observing the value of another locatjocan be done in any order”:

updatg"” x lookug® == updatg" x lookud’

3 The Environment in Coq

In this Section we present the core of this paper, namelyntipdeimentation in the Coq proof assistant of the rules for
reasoning with decorated operations and equations anddioé @f the update-lookup commutation property using
these rules.

In the preceding section, we have shown proofs of propasitiavolving effects. We now present the construction
of a Coq framework enabling one to formalize such proofssTtamework has been release &ATES-0.5 library
and is available in the following web-sitettp://coqeffects.forge. imag.fr.
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In order to construct this framework, we need to define dat@itres, terms, decorations and basic rules as axioms.
Those give rise to derived rules and finally to proofs. Thigamization is reflected in the library with corresponding
Coq modules, as shown in the following diagram:

BASES: MemOf::w Axioms
DERIVED: D.Term D-Pairiymdms—) D.Rule

PROOFsS: Proofs

U7

The memory module uses declarationdaifations A locationrepresents a field on the memory to store and
observe data. Then terms are defined in steps. First we givaetinitions ofnon-decorated termghey constitute
the main part of the design with the inclusion of all the regdifunctions. For instance, theokup function which
observes the current state is defined from vaidtiie terminal object of the underlying category) to the detatues
that could be stored in that specified location.

The next step is to decorate those functions with respetiteio mmanipulation abilities on the state structure. For
instance, theipdate function is defined as modifier the modifierstatus is represented byna label in the library.

All the rules related to decorated functions are statedémtlodule called\xioms

Then, based on the ones already defined, some other termaraedd For example, the derivedrmut function
takes projections as the basis and replaces the ordersuifabjects in aategorical productSimilarly, by using the
already defined rules (given in tlexiomssection), some additional rules are derived concernatggorical pairs
productsandotherspointing the rules constructed over the ones from diffesentrces.

In the following subsection we detail the system sub-maglulehe order of enumeration gives the dependency
among sub-modules as shown in the above diagram.

For instance, the modullecorationgequires definitions from thmemoryand thetermsmodules. Then, as an
example, we give the full proof, in Coq, of the update-lookommutation property ofl[d].

3.1 Proof System for States

In this section we give the Coq definitions of our proof systerd explore them module by module.
The major ideas in the construction of this Coq framework are

« All the features of the proof system, that are given in thevimus Section2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and in the appendix
A, definitely constitute the basis for the Coq implementatitmbrief, we first declare all the terms without
decorations, then we decorate them and after all we end dpthétrules involving decorated terms. We also
confirm that if one removes all the decorations (hence taanshg every operations intaure terms), the proof
system remains valid.

* The termgair andperm_pair express the construction of pairs of two functions. As showBection2.3, in
the presence of effects the order of evaluation mattersceftwe, we first define the left pair in Coq and simply
call it pair (see Sectior8.3). Then, the right pair can baerivedusing the permutation rule and it is called
perm_pair (see Sectio.6).

* The most challenging part of the design is the proof impletaigons of the propositions byl (], since they
are quite tricky and long. We assert implementations triblecause to see the main schema (or flowchart) of
the proofs at first sight and coding them in Coq with this reaspis quite difficult. To do so, we first sketch
the related diagrams with marked equalitissgngor weak), then we convert them into some line equations,
representing the main propositions to be shown. In ordeotsod we use a fractional notation together with the
exploited rules for each step. Eventually, Coq implemématare done by coding each step which took part in
the fractional notation. From this aspect, without the ticatal correspondences, proofs might be seen a little
tough to follow. In order to increase the readability sceve,divided those implementations into sub-steps and
gave the associated relevant explanations. See Sectamran example.



« Considering the entire design, we benefit from an imporéamtect provided by Cog environment, namely
dependent typesThey provide a unified formalism in the creation of new dgfses and allow us to deal in a
simple manner with most of the typing issues. More precjsbly typeterm is not aType, but rather arype
— Type — Type. The domain/codomain information tdrm is embedded into Coq type system, so that we do
not need to talk about ill-typed terms. For instangel o final is ill-typed sincefinal is defined from any
objectX: Type to unit wherepi1 if from Y: Type to Z: Type. Therefore, the latter composition cannot be seen
as aterm.

3.2 Memory

We represent the set of memory locations by a Coq pararheterType Since memory locations may contain
different types of values, we also assume a functiah: Loc — Typethat indicates the type of values contained in
each location.

3.3 Terms

Non-decorated operators, using the monadic equationialéogl categorical products, are represented by an inguctiv
Coq data type namegkrm. It basically gets two Coq types, that are correspondirtgeeito objects or to mappings

in the given categorical structure, and returns a functypet Those function types are the representations of the
homomorphisms of the category. We summarize these non-atedaconstructions below:

Inductive term: Type — Type — Type =
| id: V {X: Type}, term X X
| comp: V{XY Z: Type}, term XY — term Y Z — term X Z
| final: V {X: Type}, term unit X
| pair: V{XY Z: Type}, term XZ — term Y Z — term (XxY) Z
| pil: V{XY: Type}, term X (X xY)
| pi2: V{X Y: Type}, term Y (XxY)
| Lookup: V i: Loc, term (Val i) unit
| update: Vi: Loc, term unit (Vali).

Infix "0" := comp (at level 70).

Note that a term of typeerm X Y is interpreted as a function from the sétto the setX (the co-domain, is
given first.)

The constructorid denotes the identity function: for any typ€ id X has typeterm X X. The termcomp
composes two given compatible function types and returiathan one. The termpair represents the categorical
product type of two given objects. For instancetefm X Z corresponds to a mapping defined from an ohjetd
another one denoted s thenpair with input typesterm X Z andterm Y Z, agreeing on domains, returns a new
function type of formterm (X x Y) Z. The termsil andpi2 are projections of products whileinal maps any
object to the terminal object (the singleton set, denoted)ogf the Cartesian effect category in questidrokup
takes a location identifier and denotes the lookup operéticthe relevant location. It is mathematically defined from
the terminal object of the category. As the name suggests;pfiate operator updates the value in the specified
location.

3.4 Decorations

In order to keep the semantics of state close to syntax, albgerations are decorated with respect to their manip-
ulation abilities on the state structure. In Coq, we defingtlaer inductive data type, callddnd, to represent these
decorations. Its constructors arere (decorated byure), ro (for read-only and decoratian) andrw (for read-write
and decoratiomw). It should be recalled that if a functionpsire, then it could be seen both as (accessor) angdw
(modifier), due to the hierarchy rule among decorated fonsti

Inductive kind := pure | ro | rw.



In Coq, we had to define the decorations of terms via the sepa@ductive data type calleéd. The latter takes
a term and a kind and return®aop. In other wordsjs indicates whether the given term is allowed to be decorated
by the given kind or not. For instance, the tetmis pure, since it cannot use nor modify the state. Therefore it is
by definition decorated with the keywopdire. This decoration is checked by a construaterid. To illustrate this,
if one (by usingapply tactic of Coq) asks whethe# is pure, then the returned result would be have tabe:. In
order to check whetherd is an accessor or a modifier, the construcigrspure_ro andis_ro_rw should be applied
beforehand to convert both statements istpure id. The incidence of decorations upon the terms is summarized
below together with their related rules (detailed in Appigrl):

Inductiveis: kind -V XY, term XY — Prop := Rule Fig.
| is_id: V X, is pure (@id X) (0-id) @)
| is_comp: VKXY Z (f: term X Y) (g: term Y Z),iskf = iskg—isk (f o g) (dec-comp) D
| is_final:V X, is pure (@final X) (O-final) )
| is_pair: VKXY Z (f: term X Z) (g: term Y Z),iskf — iskg— isk (pair fg) (dec-pair-exists) 4)
| is_pil: VXY, is pure (@pil X Y) (0-proj-1) ®
| is_pi2: VXY, is pure (@pi2 X Y) (0-proj-2) ®
| is_lookup: Vi, is ro (Lookup i) (1-lookup) 6)
| is_update: Vi, is rw (update i) (2-update) )
| is_pure_ro: VXY (f: term X Y), is puref —isro f (0-to-1) D)
|is_ro_rw: VXY (f: term X Y),isrof —isrwf (1-to-2) @

The decorated functions stated above are classified intalftiarent manners:

« terms specific to states effedts_1lookup andis_update

 categoricaltermsts_id, is_comp andis_final

 terms related to categorical products:_pair, is_pil andis_pi2.

 term decoration conversions based on the operation blgrats_pure_ro andis_ro_rw.

The term comp enables one to compose two compatible functions while thestoactoris_comp enables one to
compose functions and to preserve their common decordtmninstance, if ao function is composed with another
ro, then the composite function becomssas well. For the case of theair, the same idea is used. Indeed, the
constructors_pair takes two terms agreeing on domains sucteas Y; X, say anro, andterm Y, X, which isro

as well.is_pair then asserts that the pair of these terms is anathelt is also possible to create both compositions
and pairs of functions with different decorations via therhrchy rule stated among decoration types. This hierarchy
is build via the last two constructorss _pure_ro andis_rp_rw. The constructots_pure_ro indicates the fact
that if a term ispure, then it can be seen as. Lastly is_ro_rw states that if a term iso, then it can be seen as

as well.

Note that the details of building pairs with different deations can be found in the derived pairs modateifs . v
in the library).

The termsfinal, pil andpi2 are allpure functions since they do not manipulate the staténal forgets its
input argument(s) and returns nothing. Although this prgpeould make one think that it generates a sort of side-
effect, this is actually not the case. Indeed, it is the onigefunction whose co-domain is the terminal objagtgnd
it is therefore used to simulate the execution of a programceassive, possibly incompatible, functions can then be
composed with this intermediate forgetfulness of results.

The lookup functions are decorated with the keywarg as accessors. The constructer lookup is used to
check the validity of th& ookup’ decoration. The differenipdate functions arerw and decorated with the keyword
rw. Similarly, the constructors_update is thus used to check the validity of thedate’ decoration.

3.5 Axioms

We can now detail the Coq implementations of the axioms usettié proof constructions. They use the given
monadic equational logic and categorical products. Tha idgo decorate also the equations. On the one hand,



the weakequality between parallel morphisms models the fact thag@hmorphisms return the same value but may
perform different manipulations of the state. On the otlard if both the returned results and the state manipukation
are identical, then the equality beconsé®ng

In order to define these decorations of equations in Coq, \@agse inductive terms and preserve the naming
strategy of Sectio@.

Below are given the reserved notations $tmongandweakequalities, respectively.

Reserved Notation x == y" (at level 80). Reserved Notationx ~ y" (at level 80).

We have some number of rules stated w. rsttongandweakequalities. The ones used in the proof given in
Sectiond are detailed below. It is also worth to note that for each toantor of the given inductive typestrong and
weak, corresponding rules are shown in Appendixsee Figureg, 2 and5.

Inductive strong: V X Y, relation (term X Y) :=

* The rulesstrong._refl, strong_sym and strong_trans state thatstrongequality is reflexive, symmetric
and transitive, respectively. Obviously, it is an equivakerelation. Seesfrefl) , (sssym) and §-trans) rules in
Figurel.

» Bothid_src andid_tgt state that the composition of any arbitrarily selected fiomowith id is itself regard-
less of the composition order. See (dec-id-src) and (degt)dules in Figurel.

* strong_subs States that strong equality obeys the substitution ruleat Tireans that for a pair of parallel
functions that arstronglyequal, the compositions of the same source compatibleiumaith those functions
are still strongly equal. strong_repl states that for those parallel asttongly equal function pairs, their
compositions with the same target compatible function tilestronglyequal. Seessubs) and grepl) rules
in Figurel.

* ro_weak_to_strong is the rule saying that alveaklyequalro terms are alsstrongly equal. Intuitively,
from the givenweakequality, they must have the same results. Now, since treparmodifiers, they cannot
modify the state. That means that effect equality requirgrisealso met. Therefore, they asgonglyequal.
See (row-to-s) rule in Figurel.

* comp_final_ unique ensures that two parallel: functions (sayf andg) are the samesfronglyequal) if they
return the same result ~ g together with the same effetinal o f == final o g. See Figure.

with weak: V X Y, relation (term X Y) :=

* pure_weak_repl States thatveakequality obeys the substitution rule stating that for a piparallel functions
that areweaklyequal, the compositions of those functions with the sanggetazompatible angure function
are stillweaklyequal. See (purerrepl) rule in Figurel.

* strong_to_weak States thastrong equality could be converted intweakone, free of charge. Indeed, the
definition ofstrongequality encapsulates the one feeakequality. Seegto-w) rule in Figurel.

* axiom_2 states that first updating a locatiarand then implementing an observation to another location
weaklyequal to the operation which first forgets the value storethélocationi and observes locatiok.
See (axiom-rw) rule in Figurg.

Please note thateakequality is an equivalence relation and obeys the sulistitutile such as thstrongone.

3.6 Derived Terms

Additional to those explained in Secti@n3, some extra terms are derived via the definitions of alreadyieg ones:

Definition inv_pil {X Y} term (Xxunit) (X) :=pair id unit.
Definition permut {X Y}: term (XxY) (Y xX) :=pair pi2 pil.



Definitionperm_pair {XY Z}(f: term Y X) (g: term Z X): term (Y xZ) X
= permut o pair g f.
Definitionprod {XY X Y }(f: term X X") (g: term Y Y’ ): term (XxY) (X' xY")
:=pair (f o pil) (g o pi2).
Definitionperm_prod {XY X Y’ }(f: term X X") (g: term Y Y’ ): term (X xY) (X' xY")
:=perm_pair (f o pil) (g o pi2).
Val_iandval_ix1 areisomorphic. Indeed, on the one hand, let us form thedait-pure paih = (idvai, ()val )r-
AS ()vay is pure, then so is aldo Now, from the definitions of semi-pure products the praofet yieldsrg o h ~ idya;,

which is alsorq o h == idy,; since all the terms are pure. On the other hand,(ho 1) ==idya, o Th == T4 ==
T o (idval x1) @and7e o (ho 1) == ()va © Tl ~ ()vayx1 ~ T == Tho (idval x1 ). but the latter weak equivalences are
strong since all the terms are pure. Therefaye (ho 1) == 7, 0 (idva,x1) andme o (ho 1) == B o (idva x1) SO

thatho . == idvaj, 1. Overall we have thatr is invertible andnf1 =h = (idvai, ()va;)r as defined above.

We also have theermut term. It takes a product, switches the order of argumentsvid in the input product
cone and returns the new product: its signaturtesn (Y xX) (XxY). Theterm perm_pair f g is handled via the
composition ofpair g f with permut. The definitionprod is based on the definition @kir with a difference that
both input functions are taking a product object and rehgrinother one whileerm_prod is the permuted version
of prod which is built onperm_pairs.

The decorations oferm_pair, prod andperm_prod, depend on the decorations of their input arguments. For
instance, germ_pair of two pure functions is alsgure while the prod and perm_prod of two rws is arw.
These properties are provided by_perm_pair, is_prod andis_perm_prod. More details can be found in the
associated module of the libraygrived_Terms.v). Note that it is also possible to createrm_pairs,prods and
perm_prods of functions with different decorations via the hierarchig stated among decoration typés (pure_ro
andis_rp_rw). Existence proofs together with projection rules, cal als found in their respective modules in the
library (Decorated_Pairs.v andDecorated Products.v).

3.7 Decorated Pairs

In this section we present some of the derived rules, retatpdirs andprojections In Section2.3we have defined the
left semi-pure paifidx, f)": X — X x Y of the identityid; " with a modifierf™: X — Y. In Coq this construction
will be called simply thepair of id}""® and f™. The right semi-pure paiff,idx)™: X — Y x X of f™ andid%"® can
be obtained agidx, f)[" followed by the permutatioperm y: X xY —Y x X, it will be called theperm_pair of
£ andidfre ’
X ’ . . . . .

Then, thepair andperm_pair definitions, together with the hierarchy rules among funttilassesi(s _pure_ro

andis_ro_rw), are used to derive some other rules related to existemckgrajections.

e dec_pair_exists_purerwis the rule that ensures thapair with arw and apure arguments also exists and
isrwt00.weak _proj_pil_purerwis the first projection rule stating that the first result &f grair is equal to the
result of its first coefficient function. In our termsiit is givas followspil o pair f1 f2 ~ f1. The given
equality isweaksince its left hand side isw, while its right hand side ipure. strong_proj_pi2_purerw is
the second projection rule of the semi-pure pair. It stdtasthe second result of the pair and its effect are equal
to the result and effect of its second coefficient functiamolrr terms it is given as followgi2 o pair f1
f2 == f2. dec_perm_pair_exists_rwpure is similar with pure and modifier inverted.

* dec_pair_exists_purero is similar but with one coefficient functiopure and the othero. Thus it must
be an accessor by itself and its projections musstbenglyequal to its coefficient functions, since there is no
modifiers involved. These properties are statecstieong_proj_pil_purero (pil o pair f1 f2 == f1)
andstrong_proj_pi2_purero (pi2 o pair f1 f2 == £2). dec_perm_pair_exists_ropure IS similar
with pure and accessor inverted.

More details can be found in thecorated_Pairs.v source file.
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3.8 Decorated Products

Semi-pure products are actually specific types of semi-pairs, as explained in Secti@3. In the same way in Coq,
thepair andperm_pair definitions give rise to therod andperm_prod ones.

* dec_prod_exists_purerwensuresthatprod with apure and arw arguments exists andis. weak_proj_pil_purerw._rec!
is the first projection rule and states tpatt o (prod £ g) ~ f o pil.strong_proj_pi2_purerw_rect
is the second projection rule and assuresghat o (prod £ g) == f o pi2. Similarly, the ruledec_perm_prod_exists_rw
with projections:strong_perm_proj_pil_rwpure_rect (pil o (perm_prod f g) == f o pil)andweak_perm_proj_p
(pi2 o (perm_prod f g) ~ g o pi2) relate to permuted products.

e dec_prod_exists_purero ensures thatprod with apure and aro arguments exists andi®. weak_proj_pil_purero_rec
is the first projection rule and statestpatt o (prod f g) == f o pil. strong_proj_pi2_purerw_rect
is the second projection rule and assures ghiat o (prod £ g) == £ o pi2. Similarly, permutation rule
could be applied to getec_prod_exists_ropure rule with its projectionsstrong_perm_proj_pil_ropure_rect
(pil o (perm_prod f g) == f o pil) andweak_perm_proj_pi2_ropure_rect (pi2 o (perm_prod
f g) == g o pi2)

For further explanation of each derivation with Coq implernadion, refer to th®@ecorated_Products.vsource file.

3.9 Derived Rules

The library also provides derived rules which can be juspénshortcuts for frequently used combinations of rules or
more involved results. For instance:

» weak_refl describes the reflexivity property of the weak equalitys ldérived from the reflexivity of the strong
equality.

« Two pure functions having the same codomaimust be strongly equal (no result and state unchanged)eTher
fore E_0_3 extends this to a composed functibr g, for two pure compatible functiorfsandg, and another
functionh, provided thagy andh havel as codomain.

 In the same manneF,_1_4 states that the composition of any functionh: 1 — X, with final is strongly
equal to theid function oni. Indeed, both have no result and do not modify the state.

More similar derived rules can be found in therived_Rules.v source file.

4 Implementation of a proof: update-lookup commutation

We now have all the ingredients required to prove the uplietketp commutation property of Secti@w

the order of operations between updating a locatiand retrieving the value at another locatipdoes not matter.
The formal statement is given in Equatidi).(

The value intended to be stored into the locatiois an element offal_i set while the lookup operation to the
location j takes nothing (apart from), and returns a value read from the §efl_j. If the order of operations is
reversed, then the elementfl_i has to be preserved while the other location is examineds Wauneed to form
a pair with the identity and create a produefl_i x 1, viainv_pil. Similarly, the value recovered by the lookup
operation has to be preserved and returned after the upplatatmn. Then a pair with the identity is also created with
update and a last projection is used to separate their se3tie full Coq proof thus uses the following steps:

1. assume, j:Loc
2. lookup j o update i == pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id)

11



10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

© ©® N o O koW

o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil
stepl

final o lookup j o update i == final

o pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id)

o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil

final o pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id)

o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil

== final o lookup j o update i

substeri. 1

final o pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id)

o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil

== pil o (perm_prod (update i) id)

o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil

substeri.2

pil o (perm_prod (update i) id)

o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil

== update i o pil o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil
substeri.3

update i o pil o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil

== update i o pil o inv_pil

substefl.4

‘ update i o pil o inv_pil == update i o id
substefd.5

‘ final o lookup j o update i == update i o id

step?

lookup j o update i ~ pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id)
o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil
subste®.1
‘ lookup j o update i ~ lookup j o fimal
subste2.2
‘ lookup j o final ~ lookup j o pi2 o inv_pil
subster?.3
pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id)

o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil
~ pi2 o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil
subste®.4

12

by comp_final_unique

by strong_sym

by strong_trans

byE_0_3

by strong_perm_proj

by strong_proj

byid_tgt

byE_1_4

by weak_trans

by axiom_2

see 8§3.7

by strong_perm_proj



39.
40.
41. lookup j o update i == pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id)

pi2 o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil

~ lookup j o pi2 o inv_pil by strong_proj

42. o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil

To prove such a proposition, themp_final_unique rule is applied first and results in two sub-goals to be proven
final o lookup j o update i == final o pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id) o (prod id (lookup j))

o inv_pil (to checkif both hand sides have the same effect or not)asklup j o update i ~ pi2 o (perm_prod
(update i) id) o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil (to see whetherthey returnthe same result or not). Proofs
of those sub-goals are given in step 1 and step 2, respsctivel

Step 1.final o lookup j o update i == final o pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id)
o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil:

(1.1) Thelefthand sideinal o pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id) o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil,
(after thestrong_symrule application) isreducedintpil o (perm_prod (update i) id) o (prod
(id (Val i)) (lookup j)) o inv_pil. The base pointis an applicationtaf0._3, stating thafinal
o pi2 == pil and followed bystrong_subs applied to (perm_prod (update i) id), (prod id
(lookup j)) andinv_pil.

(1.2) In the second sub-steptrong_perm_proj_pil_rwpure_rect rule is applied to indicate the strong
equality betweerpil o perm_prod (update i) id andupdate i o pil. After the applications
of strong_subs with argumentgprod id (lookup j) andinv_pil, we get: pil o (perm_prod
(update i) id) o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil == update i o pil o (prod id (lookup
j)) o inv_pil. Therefore, the left hand side of the equation can now bedt:update i o pil o
(prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil.

(1.3) Then, the third sub-step starts with the applicatibmerk _proj_pil_purerw_rect rule in order to
express the following weak equalityil o prod id (lookup j) ~ id o pil. The nextstepiscon-
verting the existing weak equality into a strong one by thaiaption ofro_weak_to_strong, since none
of the components are modifiers. Therefore we gét: o prod id (lookup j) == id o pil. Now,
usingid_tgt, we removeid from the right hand side. The subsequent applicatiors 8éng_subs with
argumentsinv_pil andstrong_repl enables us to relatepdate i o pil o (prod id (lookup
j)) o inv_pil with update i o pil o inv_pil via a strong equality.

(1.4) Inthis sub-stempdate i o pil o inv_pilissimplified intoupdate i o id. To do so, we start with
strong_proj_pil_purepure SO thatpil o pair id final == id, wherepair id final defines
inv_pil=pair id final. Then, the application oftrong_repl toupdate i provides:update i o
pil o pair id final == update i o id.

(1.5) In the last sub-step, the right hand side of the eqoafitnal o lookup j o update i, is reduced
into update i o id. To do so, we us&_1_4 which states thatinal o lookup j == id. Then,
usingstrong._subs ONupdate i, we get:final o lookup j o update i == id o update i.By
usingid_tgt again we removed on the right hand side anti_src rewritesfinal o lookup j o
update i asupdate i o id.

At the end of the third step, the left hand side of the equasoaduced into the following formipdate i o idvia
astrong equality. Thus, in the fourth step, it was sufficient to shiiMial o lookup j o update i == update
i o idto provefinal o pi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id)) o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil ==
final o lookup j o update i. This shows that both sides have the same effect on the statéuse.

Step 2. We now turn to the second step of the proof, namelykup j o update i ~ pi2 o (perm_prod (update
i) id) o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil. The results returned by both input composed functions are
examined. Indeed, from step 1 we know that they have the sffert and thus if they also return the same
results, then they we will be strongly equivalent.
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(2.1) Therefore, the first sub-step starts with the congersf the left hand side of the equatidmokup j o
update i, intolookup j o final via a weak equality. This is done by the application of dhe€om_2
stating thaflookup j o update i ~ lookup j o final forj # i.

(2.2) The second sub-step starts with the applicatioatafong_proj_pi2_purepure which stategpi2 o
(pair id final) == final still with (pair id final) = inv_pil. Then, via the applications
of strong_repl, with argumentlookup j, strong_to_weak andstrong_sym, we get: lookup j
o final ~ lookup j o pi2 o inv_pil.

(2.3) Inthe third sub-step, the right hand side of the equapii2 o (perm_prod (update i) id) o (prod
id (lookup j)) o inv_pil,issimplified byweak equality: we start with the application ®éak_perm_proj_pi2_rwpt
sincepi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id) ~ id o pi2. Then, we once again usé_tgt to remove
the identity and the applications @kak_subs with argumentprod id (lookup j) andinv_pil
yields the following equationpi2 o (perm_prod (update i) id) o (prod id (lookup j)) o
inv_pil ~ pi2 o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil.

(2.4) In the last sub-stemi2 o(prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil is reduced intalookup j o pi2 o
inv_pil viaaweak equality usingtrong_proj_pi2_purerw_rect sothapi2 o (prod id (lookup
j)) == lookup j o pi2. Then,strong_replisapplied with argumeriv_pil. Finally, thestrong_to_weak
rule is used to convert thetrong equality into aweak one.

Both hand side operations return the same results so thattatementlookup j o update i ~ pi2 o
(perm_prod (update i) id) o (prod id (lookup j)) o inv_pil is proven.

Merging the two steps (same effect and same result) yietlprbposition that both sides are strongly equal. The full
Coq development can be found in the library in the sourcefiteofs . v. O

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce a framework for the Coq proofsiast. The main goal of this framework is to enable
programmers to verify properties of programs involving gfebal states effect. We use a presentation of these prop-
erties which is close to syntax. In other words, the statecsire itself is not explicitly mentioned in the verificatio
progress. Instead, it is represented by the term decosatian are used to declare program properties. We then used
this framework to verify several well known properties d@tss as the ones of()]. In order to verify these properties
we first expressed them in the mathematical environmer#]afliere the effect of any operation (function) is defined
as the distance from being pure and is denote(yas f for anyf: X — Y. Therefore, for the specific case of
the globalstate effect, to check for instance tletrongequality between any parallel morphisis g: X — Y,

we first check whether they have the same effect (this is egprevia an equality)yo £ == ()yo g) and then
monitor if they return the same result (this is expressedwaakequationf ~ g). This scheme has been integrally
developed in Coq and Sectidrillustrate the behavior of the resulting proofs on one of¢hecked proofs ofl[0].

It is worth noting also that the framework has been succlysfigied to check a more involved proof, namely that
of Hilbert-Post completeness of the global state effectdeeorated settingd]. The process of writing this proof in
our Coq environment (now more than 16 Coq pages) for instaalged discovering at least one non obvious flaw in
a preliminary version of the proof.

Future work includes extending this framework to deal whi éxceptioneffect: we know from 4] that the
core part of exceptions is dual to the global state effect. Thenetktension would focus on the pattern matching of
the handling of exceptions. We also plan to enable the vatifin of thecompositionof effects and to extend the
framework to other effects: for monadic or comonadic effeébe generic patterns df][could then be of help.

References

[1] B. Ahrens and J. Zsido. Initial semantics for higher@rtyped syntaxJournal of Formalized Reasoning(1),
2011.http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.1010.

14


http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.1010

[2] VY. Bertot. From Semantics to Computer Science, essays in Honour oésGHlahn chapter Theorem
proving support in programming language semantics, pa8@s3b1. Cambridge University Press, 2009.
http://hal.inria.fr/inria-00160309/

[3] J.-G. Dumas, D. Duval, L. Fousse, and J.-C. Reynaud. [#ed proofs for computational effects:
States. In U. Golas and T. Soboll, editor& CCAT volume 93 of EPTCS pages 45-59, 2012.
http://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-00650269

[4] J.-G. Dumas, D. Duval, L. Fousse, and J.-C. Reynaud. Aitguzetween exceptions and statéddathematical
Structures in Computer Scien@2(4):719-722, Aug. 2012.

[5] J.-G. Dumas, D. Duval, and J.-C. Reynaud. Cartesiarceff@egories are freyd-categorigs.Symb. Comput.
46(3):272—-293,201http: //hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-00369328

[6] J.-G. Dumas, D. Duval, and J.-C. Reynaud. Patterns fonprgational effects arising from a monad or a
comonad. Technical report, IMAG-hal-00868831, arXiV ¢3/1310.0605, Oct. 2013.

[7] J. Hughes. Generalising monads to arro®sience of Computer Programmirgy:67-111, 1998.

[8] J. M. Lucassen and D. K. Gifford. Polymorphic effect gyst. In J. Ferrante and P. Mager, edit®®PL, pages
47-57. ACM Press, 1988.

[9] E. Moggi. Notions of computation and monadisformation and Computatiqr§3:55-92, 1989.

[10] G. D. Plotkin and J. Power. Notions of computation detiéle monads. In M. Nielsen and U. Engberg, editors,
FoSSaCgsvolume 2303 ot ecture Notes in Computer Scienpages 342—356. Springer, 2002.

[11] J. Power and E. Robinson. Premonoidal categories atidnmsoof computation.Mathematical. Structures in
Comp. Sci.7(5):453-468, Oct. 1997.

[12] G. Stewart. Computational verification of network prags in coq. In Proceed-
ings of Certified Programs and Proofs (CPP 2013), Melbourndustralia, Dec. 2013.

http://www.cs.princeton.edu/~ jsseven/papers/netcorewp.

[13] P. Wadler and P. Thiemann. The marriage of effects angat®.ACM Trans. Comput. Log4(1):1-32, 2003.

A Decorated rules for states

In order to prove properties of states, we introduce a setle§which can be classified as follovaecorated monadic
equational logi¢ decorated categorical productsmdobservational productsThe full inference system can be found
in [3]. We give here a subset of theses rules, enclosing thosé&eddar the proof of SectioA.

A.1 Rules for the decorated monadic equational logic

From the usual categorical point of view, the rules oft@nadic equational logiare the rules for defining categories
“up to equations”: identities are terms, terms are closetbunomposition, the axioms for identities and associativi
of composition are stated only up to equations, and the &msafiorm a congruence.

For dealing with states, we use tthecoratedsersion of the rules of the monadic equational logic whighrsvided
in Figurel. These rules involve three kinds of ternmife ro andrw) and two kinds of equations{= and~); the
meaning of thesdecorationss given in Sectior2.2. The decoration stands for “any decoration”.

For instance, the rule (pure-to-ro) says that if a functepure, then it can be treated as an accessor, while the
rule (ro-to-rw) says that an accessor can be treated as diemo@he rule (purewx-repl) says that the replacement rule
for ~ holds for pure terms, but there is no general replacemeatfouk~: if f" ~ f}" : X —Y andg®:Y — Z or
g™ :Y — Z, then in general it cannot be proved tigatf; ~ go fo: indeed, this property does not hold in the intended
models.
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fW:X—=Y dg¥V:Y—=Z hY:Z—-W wW.X—=Y fW:X =Y

(dec-assoc)

(dec-id—src)f_i (dec-id-tgt)-
foidy ==f id

ho(go f)==(hog)of yof ==

w . W w. e .
10T ==(Qzo0 . ofi==gof,:
ditad i M ==g" M~ g W~ gv gt~ h
(ro-w-to-8) ——— (s-to-w) f~g (w-sym) g~ (w-trans) —
(W—SubS)frW:X%Y gV~ Y =Z (purew-repl) fW W XY Uy »Z

giof~gof:X—=2Z

gofi~gofy: X—>Z

Figure 1: Rules of the decorated monadic equational logistites

A.2 Rules for the decorated finite categorical products

The rules of the usuaquational logicare made of the rules of the monadic equational logic togetita the rules
for all finite categorical products “up to equations”, or aglently, the rules for a terminal object (or empty proguct
and for binary products “up to equations”. When dealing \giifites, we use thecoratedversion of these rules, as
described in Figure®, 3 and4.

L . X : _ gV X—1
(unit-exists) (pure-fmal)m (W'fmal'umque)ng
(deC_Comp_ﬁnal_uniqueSrW7 gI’W XY <>$ul’t‘.‘cij frW J— <>$ureogrw frW ~ gI’W

== g

Figure 2: Rules of the decorated empty product for states

One of the most important rules given in this context is (desp-final-unique) in Figurg, which compares both
the effects of two given parallel functions &ndg) and their results. If they have the same effdgto(f == () o Q)
and the same resulf (~ g), then the rule says that they are strongly eqtiak& g).

The rule (v-pair-unique) in Figuret is another important rule for parallel functions #ndg) returning a pair of
results. It compares the first and the second result of batbtifons with respect to weak equalityro f ~ 0 g
stands for the first comparison amglo f ~ 15 o g for the second one); if both weak equalities hold, then the says
that the functions andg are weakly equalf(~ g).

. X1 Xo . X1 X . X1 X
rod—emsts)xi ure-proj-ro) ure-proj-rw)
(p 1 X X2 (p bro) }HQU‘;Z‘l . X]_ X X2 — Xj_ (p pro) ’an‘r;Z‘z . X]_ X X2 — X2

Figure 3: Rules of the decorated binary products for st&gistence
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dec-pair-exists}t 2
( P }< fl,f2>d:X—>Y1><Y2

. . P X—=Yr fWiX=Y, . o foX=Y, fWiX—=Y,
dec-pair-proj-ro)-+ 2 dec-pair-proj-rw)-= 2
(dec-pair-proj-ro) TRy,10< fi,fa>~f (dec-pair-proj-rw) T Yy,20 < f1,fo > == 1,

fWgW:X—=YixYs 1“{(21 o f™ ~ 18, v, 109™ 1“{22 ofW~ 1*220 gV

(w-pair-unique)

f~g

Figure 4: Rules of the decorated pairs for states: Exist&ridaicity

A.3 Rules for the observational products

The rules in Figuré are dedicated to the operations for dealing with statestoitleipoperations for observing the
state and theipdateoperations for modifying it. Letoc denote the set of locations, for eack Loc the typeV
represents the set of possible values that can be stored Indationi, while lookup andupdate correspond to the
basic operations that can be performed on this location.

for eachi € Loc:
. - 'Upda e)—}]]

foreachi,k € Loc, i #k:
(axiom-ro)

(axiom-rw)

lookup o update ~ id; lookup o update ~ lookup o {)k

(dec-local-to global\frw’grw :X —1 foreachke Loc, lookug o f™ ~ lookug o g™
] _- ’ f e g

Figure 5: Rule of the decorated observational productstédes

The rule (axiom-ro) states that by updating a locatiand then reading the value that is stored in the same location
i, one gets the input value. The equation is weak: indeedgefhédnd side returns the same result as the right hand
side but they have different state effedtsokup o update is a modifier whileid; is pure.

The rule (axiom-rw) indicates that by updating a locatiand then reading the value that is stored in another
locationk, one gets the value stored in the locatioBesides, forgetting the value stored in the locali@nd reading
the one located in one gets as well the value stored.imhe equation is weak, since both hand side return the same
result but they have different state effedtsokup o updatg is a modifier whildookup o () is an accessor.

Therule (dec-local-to-global) will be used for proving 8teong equality of two parallel functiorfsandg (without
result) by checking that the observed value at each loc&itime same after modifying the state according tor
according tag. Thus, many local observations yield a global result.
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