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We present BLUEBELL, a program logic for reasoning about probabilistic programs where unary and relational
styles of reasoning come together to create new reasoning tools. Unary-style reasoning is very expressive
and is powered by foundational mechanisms to reason about probabilistic behaviour like independence and
conditioning. The relational style of reasoning, on the other hand, naturally shines when the properties of
interest compare the behaviour of similar programs (e.g. when proving differential privacy) managing to
avoid having to characterize the output distributions of the individual programs. So far, the two styles of
reasoning have largely remained separate in the many program logics designed for the deductive verification
of probabilistic programs. In BLUEBELL, we unify these styles of reasoning through the introduction of a new
modality called “joint conditioning” that can encode and illuminate the rich interaction between conditional
independence and relational liftings; the two powerhouses from the two styles of reasoning.

1 INTRODUCTION

Probabilistic programs are pervasive, appearing as machine learned subsystems, implementations
of randomized algorithms, cryptographic protocols, and differentially private components, among
many more. Ensuring reliability of such programs requires formal frameworks in which correctness
requirements can be formalized and verified for such programs. Similarly to the history of classical
program verification, a lot of progress in this has come in the form of program logics for probabilistic
programs. In the program logic literature, there are two main styles of reasoning for probabilistic
programs: unary and relational, depending on the nature of the property of interest. For instance,
for differential privacy or cryptographic protocols correctness, the property of interest is naturally
expressible relationally. In contrast, specifying properties of output distributions (e.g. expected
cost) of randomized algorithms is naturally unary.

Unary goals are triples {P} ¢t {Q} where t is a probabilistic program, P and Q are the pre- and
post-conditions, i.e. predicates over distributions of stores. Such triples assert that running ¢ on an
input store drawn from a distribution satisfying P results in a distribution over output stores which
satisfies Q. Unary reasoning for probabilistic programs has made great strides, producing logics
for reasoning about expectations [Aguirre et al. 2021; Kaminski 2019; Kaminski et al. 2016; Kozen
1983; Moosbrugger et al. 2022; Morgan et al. 1996], probabilistic independence [Barthe et al. 2019]
and conditional independence [Bao et al. 2021; Li et al. 2023a]. Lilac [Li et al. 2023a], which is the
most recent, made a strong case for adding power to reason about conditioning and independence.
Intuitively, conditioning on some random variable x allows to focus on the distribution of other
variables assuming x is some deterministic outcome v; two variables are (conditionally) independent
if knowledge of one does not give any knowledge of the other (under conditioning). Lilac argued
for (conditional) independence as the fundamental source of modularity in the probabilistic setting.

Relational program logics like pRHL [Barthe et al. 2009] and its successors [Aguirre et al. 2019;
Barthe et al. 2015, 2009; Gregersen et al. 2023; Hsu 2017], in contrast, focus on two programs t;
and f,, and study whether they produce output distributions that are related in some way; for
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example, whether #; and t, produce the same output distribution. Clearly, if the output distributions
can be characterized individually for each program, then they can be compared after the fact. Hence,
relational reasoning can be done in theory in the unary style. More often than not, however, precisely
characterizing the output distribution of a program can be extremely challenging. Relational proofs
allow instead to analyze the two programs side-by-side so that one can build arguments that
examine the executions of t; and of ¢, in lockstep, and keep track of the relation between the
distributions as the two runs unfold. At any point in the proof, the individual distributions may
be only partially constrained by the assertions, but just enough so that their reciprocal relation is
ensured.

The fundamental proof principle at play in these logics is the idea of coupling proofs [Barthe et al.
2015, 2009]. The two programs are conceptually considered to execute in two “parallel universes”,
where they are oblivious to each others’ randomness. It is therefore sound to correlate their
executions in a way that eases the argument, as long as the marginal distribution of the correlated
runs in each universe coincides with the original one. For example, if both programs flip a fair
coin, one can decide that the outcomes of the coin flips are the same (or the opposite of each other,
depending on which serves the particular line of argument better). Relating the samples in a specific
way helps with relating the distributions step by step, to support a relational goal. Couplings,
when applicable, permit relational logics to elegantly sidestep the need to characterize the output
distributions precisely. As such, relational logics hit an ergonomic sweet spot in reasoning style by
restricting the form of the proofs that can be carried out.

Consider the example in Fig. 1. The BelowMax (x, S) procedure takes N samples from a non-empy
set S C Z, according to an (arbitrary) distribution pg : D(S); if any of the samples is larger than the
given input x it declares x to be below the maximum of S. The AboveMin(x, S) approximates in
the same way whether x above the minimum of S. These are Monte Carlo style algorithms with a
false bias; if the answer is false, they always correctly produce it, and if the answer is true, then
they correctly classify it with a probability that depends on N (i.e. the number of samples). It is
a well-known fact that Monte Carlo style algorithms can be composed. For example, BETW_SEQ
runs BelowMax (x,S) and AboveMin(x,S) to produce a false-biased Monte Carlo algorithm for
approximately deciding whether x lie within the extrema of S. Now, imagine a programmer proposed
BETW, as a way of getting more milage out of the number of samples drawn; both procedures take 2N
samples, but BETW performs more computation for each sample. Such optimisations are not really
concerned about what the precise output distributions of each code is, but rather that a true answer
is produced with higher probability by BETW; in other words, its stochastic dominance over BETW_SEQ.

A unary program logic has only one way of reasoning about this type of stochastic-dominance:
It has to analyze each code in isolation, characterize its output distribution, and finally assert/prove
that one dominates the other. In contrast, there is a natural relational strategy for proving this goal:
the intuition is that we can couple the N samples of BelowMax with N of the samples of BETW, and
the N samples of AboveMin with the remaining samples of BETW, and argue that for each of these
coupled samplings, BETW has more chances of turning 1 and r to 1 (and they can only grow).

Unary logics can express information about distributions with arbitrary levels of precision; yet
none can encode the simple natural proof idea outlined above. This suggests an opportunity: Bring
native relational reasoning support to an expressive unary logic, like Lilac. Such a logic can be
based on assertions over distributions, thus able to be as precise and expressive as unary logics, yet
it can support relational reasoning natively and as such can encode the argument outlined above
at the appropriate level of abstraction. To explore this idea, let us first underline the important
differences between unary and relational reasoning styles.

Relational logics use variants of judgments of the form {R;}[1:t1, 2: £2]{R2}: t; and #; are the
two programs we are comparing; R; and R, are the relational pre- and post-conditions. R; and R,
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def BelowMax(x,S): def AboveMin(x,S): def BETW_SEQ(x, S): def BETW(x,S):

repeat N: repeat N: BelowMax(x,S); repeat 2N:
q i~ U p =~ Us AboveMin(x,S); S = g
r=r| q==x 1=1| p<x di=r && 1 1=1] s <«x
r=r| s >x
di=r && 1

Fig. 1. A stochastic dominance example: composing Monte Carlo algorithms two different ways. All variables
are initially 0.

differ from unary assertions in two ways: first they are used to relate two distributions instead of
constraining a single one. Second, they are predicates over pairs of stores, and not of distributions
directly. Let us call predicates of this type “deterministic relations”. Couplings are the tool that allows
lifting deterministic relations to relations about distributions, an operation called relational lifting.
If R was a deterministic predicate over a single store, requiring it to hold with probability 1 would
naturally lift it to a predicate [R;| over distributions of stores. When R is a deterministic relation
between pairs of stores, its relational lifting | R, | will relate two distributions over stores i, i : D(S),
if there is a distribution over pairs of stores y:D(S X S) such that its marginal distributions on the
first and second store coincide with p and p, respectively, (i.e. y is a coupling of py and p) and is
such that with probability 1 it produces pairs of stores satisfying the relation R,.

For example, assume x is distributed as a fair coin flip in both distributions y; and y. Then we
can couple the distributions to a coupling p which flips a single coin and returns the pair of stores
with the outcome stored in x in both stores, so that the marginals of y are y; and p,. The existence
of such p implies that (p, pi2) satisfies | x(1) = x(2)]. More generally, by a well-known property of
couplings, | x(1) = x(2)| will relate precisely the distributions that distribute x in the same way. It
is possible to encode a variety of useful relations between distributions as relational liftings.

To sum up, unary logics use predicates over single distributions, and relational reasoning uses
predicates over pairs of stores. To bring relational reasoning to unary logics, we want to preserve the
fact that assertions are over distributions, and yet support relational lifting as the key abstraction to
do relational reasoning. This new logic can equally be viewed as a relational logic with assertions
over distributions (rather than the pairs of stores). With such a view, seeing relational lifting as one
of the constructs to build assertions seems like a very natural, yet completely unexplored, idea.

It is easy enough to introduce relational lifting. What is entirely non-obvious is whether relational
lifting works well as an abstraction together with the other key “unary” constructs, such as
independence and conditioning, that are the source of expressive power of unary logics. For
example, from the properties of couplings, we know that establishing [ x(1) = x(2)] implies that
x(1) and x(2) are identically distributed; this can be expressed as an entailment:

[x(1) = x(2)] # . x(1) ~ p A x(2) ~ . (1)

The equivalence says that establishing a coupling that can (almost surely) equate the values of x(1)
and x(2), amounts to establishing that the two variables are identically distributed. The equivalence
can be seen as a way to interface “unary” facts and relational liftings.

Probability theory is full of lemmas of this sort and it is clearly undesirable to admit any lemma
that is needed for one proof or another as an axiom in the program logic. Can we have logic in
which they are derivable without having to abandon its nice abstractions? Can the two styles
be interoperable at the level of the logic? In this paper, we provide an affirmative answer to this
question by proposing a new program logic BLUEBELL.
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We propose that relational lifting does in fact have non-trivial and useful interactions with
independence and conditioning. Remarkably, BLUEBELL’s development is unlocked by a more
fundamental observation: once an appropriate notion of conditioning is defined in BLUEBELL,
relational lifting and its laws can be derived from this foundational conditioning construct.

The key idea is a new characterization of relational lifting as a form of conditioning: whilst
relational lifting is usually seen as a way to induce a relation over distributions from a deterministic
relation, BLUEBELL sees it as a way to go from a tuple of distributions to a relation between the
values of some conditioned variables. More precisely:

e We introduce a new joint conditioning modality in BLUEBELL which can be seen, in hindsight,
as a natural way to condition when dealing with tuples of distributions.

e We show that joint conditioning can represent uniformly both, conditioning d la Lilac, and
relational lifting as derived notions in BLUEBELL.

e We prove a rich set of general rules for joint conditioning, from which we can derive both
known and novel proof principles for conditioning and for relational liftings in BLUEBELL.

Interestingly, our joint conditioning modality can replicate the same reasoning style of Lilac’s
modality, while having a different semantics (and validating an overlapping but different set of rules
as a result). This deviation in the semantics is a stepping stone to obtain an adequate generalization
to the n-ary case (unifying unary and binary as special cases). We expand on these ideas in Section 2,
using a running example. More importantly, our joint conditioning enables BLUEBELL to

e accommodate unary and relational reasoning in a fundamentally interoperable way: For
instance, we showcase the interaction between lifting and conditioning in the derivation of
our running example in Section 2.

e illuminate known reasoning principles: For instance, we discuss how BLUEBELL emulates
pRHL-style reasoning in Section 5.2.

e propose new tools to build program proofs: For instance, we discuss out-of-order coupling
of samples through sEQ-swap in Section 2.4.

e enable the exploration of the theory of high-level constructs like relational lifting (via
the laws of independence and joint conditioning): For instance, novel broadly useful rules
RL-MERGE and RL-CONVEX, discussed in Section 2 can be derived within BLUEBELL.

2 ATOUR OF BLUEBELL

In this section we will highlight the main key ideas behind BLUEBELL, using a running example.

2.1 The Alliance

We work with a first-order imperative probabilistic programming language
consisting of programs t € T that mutate a variable store s € S (i.e. a
finite map from variable names X to values V). We only consider discrete

def encrypt():
k i~ Ber (%)
m:= Ber(p)

distributions (but with possibly infinite support). In Fig. 2 we show a simple «
c:=k xor m

example adapted from [Barthe et al. 2019]: the encrypt procedure uses a
fair coin flip to generate an encryption key k, generates a plaintext message Fig. 2. One time pad.

in boolean variable m (using a coin flip with some bias p) and produces the

ciphertext ¢ by XORing the key and the message. A desired property of the program is that the
ciphertext should be indistinguishable from an unbiased coin flip; as a binary triple:

{True}[1:encrypt(),2:c = Ber(%)]{lc(1) = c(2)]|} (2)

In Section 5.3, we discuss a unary-style proof of this goal in BLUEBELL. Here, we focus on a
relational argument, as a running example. The natural (relational) argument goes as follows. When
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computing the final XOR, if m = 0 then c=k, if m = 1 then ¢ =—k. Since both k(1) and c(2) are
distributed as unbiased coins, they can be coupled either so that they get the same value, or so
that they get opposite values (the marginals are the same). One or the other coupling must be
established conditionally on m(1), to formalize this argument. Doing so in pRHL faces the problem
that the logic is too rigid to permit one to condition on m(1) before k(1) is sampled; rather it forces
one to establish a coupling of k(1) and c(2) right when the two samplings happen. This rigidity is a
well-known limitation of relational logics, which we can easily overcome by “immersing” relational
lifting in a logic with assertions on distributions. Recent work [Gregersen et al. 2023] proposed
workarounds based on ghost code for pre-sampling (see Section 6). We present a different solution
based on framing, to the generic problem of out-of-order coupling, in Section 2.4.

Unconstrained by the default assumption of relational logics, that every assertion has to be
represented as a relational lifting, we can observe three crucial components in the proof idea:

(1) Probabilistic independence between the sampling of k(1) and m(1), which makes conditioning
on m(1) preserve the distribution of k(1);

(2) Conditioning to perform case analysis on the possible values of m(1);

(3) Relational lifting to represent the existence of couplings imposing the desired correlation
between k(1) and c(2).

Unary logics like Probabilistic Separation Logics (PSL) [Barthe et al. 2019] and Lilac explored how
probabilistic independence can be represented as separating conjunction, obtaining remarkably
expressive and elegant reasoning principles. In BLUEBELL, we import the notion of independence
from Lilac: BLUEBELL’s assertions are interpreted over tuples of probability spaces P, and Q1 * Q,
holds on P if P (i) can be seen as the independent product of P1(i) and P, (i), for each i, such that
the tuples P and P, satisfy Q; and Q, respectively. This means that x(1) ~ u * y(1) ~ u states
that x(1) and y(1) are independent and identically distributed, as opposed to x{(1) ~ p A y(1) ~ u
which merely declares the two variables as identically distributed (but possibly correlated). We use
the (i) notation to indicate the index of the component that an expression references; for a unary
predicate over stores R we write [R(i) | to mean that the predicate R holds with probability 1 in the
distribution at index i.

With these tools it is easy to get through the first two assignments of encrypt and the one on
component 2 and get to a state satisfying the assertion

P =k(1) ~ Bery, *m(1) ~ Ber, * c(2) ~ Bery, (3)

The next ingredient we need is conditioning. We introduce a new modality C,, for conditioning,
in the spirit of Lilac. Let us illustrate how we would represent conditioning on m(1) in this example.
Roughly speaking, an assertion Cger, v. K(v) states that the current distribution y can be seen as
the convex combination (with coefficients given by Ber,) of a v-indexed family of distributions
k(v): po = p-x(1) + (1 —p) - (0). Moreover, k(v) is such that it satisfies K(v) for each v. By letting
K(v) = [m(1) = v]| * K’ (v) we can make sure that x(v) is such that it sees m(1) as a deterministic
variable with value v; in other words, x(v) is now yy conditioned on m(1) = o.

Combining independence and conditioning with the third ingredient, relational lifting [R], we
can now express with an assertion the desired conditional coupling we outlined in the beginning:

_ T k(1) =c(2)] ifo=0
Q— CBerp 0.(’—m<1> —0—‘ {Lk(l) =—|C<2>_] fo=1 (4)

The idea is that we first condition on m(1) so that we can see it as the deterministic value v, and
then we couple k(1) and c(2) differently depending on v.
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To perform the proof idea formally we are left with two subgoals. The first is to formally prove
the entailment P + Q. Then, it is possible to prove that after the final assignment to c, the program
is in a state that satisfies Q * [c(1) = k(1) xor m(1) . To finish the proof we would need to prove
that Q = [c(1) = k(1) xor m{(1)] F [c(1) = c(2)]. These missing steps need laws governing the
interaction between independence conditioning and relational lifting in this n-ary setting.

A crucial observation of BLUEBELL is that, by choosing an appropriate definition for the joint condi-
tioning modality C,, relational lifting can be encoded as a form of conditioning. Consequently, the
laws governing relational lifting can be derived from the more primitive laws for joint conditioning.
Moreover, the interactions between relational lifting and independence can be derived through the
primitive laws for the interactions between joint conditioning and independence.

2.2 Joint Conditioning and Relational Lifting

Let us elaborate on the definition of the joint conditioning modality and its general n-ary version.
Given p:D(A) and a function k: A — D(B) (called a Markov kernel), define the distribution
bind(y, x) : D(B) as bind(y, k) = Ab. 3 4e4 p(a) - k(a)(b) and return(v) = §,. The bind operation
represents a convex combination with coefficients in p, while §, is the Dirac distribution, which
assigns probability 1 to the outcome v. These operations form a monad with the distribution
functor D( - ), a special case of the Giry monad [Giry 1982]. Given a distribution p: D(A), and a
predicate K(a) over pairs of distributions parametrized by values a € A, we define C,, a. K(a) to
hold on some (p1, y2) if

Fx1, k2. Vi € {1,2}. p; = bind(p, k;) A Va € supp(p). K(a) holds on (k1 (a), k2(a))

Namely, we decompose the pair (yy, 12) component wise into convex compositions of p and some
kernel k1, kz, one per component. Then we require the predicate K(a) to hold for the pair of
distributions (k;(a), xz(a)) for every a with non-zero probability in p. The definition naturally
extends to any number of indices.

Imagine we want to express the (relational) assertion [ k(1) = c(2)] in terms of joint conditioning.
Our proposal is to encode it as the existence of some distribution p:D(V X V) over pairs of values,
such that C,,(v1,v2). ([k(1) = 01| A [c(2) = 0v;] A "v1 = v,") holds. The assertion conditions both
components getting pairs of conditioned probabilities for each (v1, v2) and then checks that in each
of these, both k(1) and c(2) become deterministic (with value v; and v, respectively) and, finally,
that the relation being lifted (here, equality) holds between their deterministic values.!

The encoding hinges on the crucial decision in the design of the modality, of using the same
distribution y to decompose the distributions at all indices. Depending on how the inner predi-
cate K (a) constrains the resulting conditional probabilities, 1 can induce an (imaginary) correlation
between the conditioning at each index.

The remarkable fact is that our formulation of relational lifting directly explains:
(1) How the relational lifting can be established: that is, by providing some joint distribution y
for k(1) and c(2) ensuring R (the relation being lifted) holds for their joint outcomes; and
(2) How the relational lifting can be used in entailments: that is, it guarantees that if one
conditions on the store, R holds between the (now deterministic) variables.

To make these definitions and connections come to fruition we need to study which laws are
supported by the joint conditioning modality and whether they are expressive enough to reason
about distributions without having to drop down to the level of semantics.

Here the notation "¢ denotes the embedding into the logic of a pure fact ¢ (i.e. a meta-level statement).
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2.3 The Laws of Joint Conditioning
We survey the key laws for joint conditioning in this section, and explore a vital consequence of
defining both conditioning and relational lifting based on joint conditioning: the laws of both can
be derived from a set of expressive laws about joint conditioning alone. To keep the exposition
concrete, we focus on a small subset of laws that are enough to prove the example of Section 2.1.
Let us focus first on proving:

k(1) =c(2)] ifo=0

k(1) ~ Bery, #m(1) ~ Ber, x c(2) ~ Bery, + Cer, 0. ((m(l) =o] = {I_k(l) @] ifo=1 (5)

We need the following primitive laws of joint conditioning:

C-CONS
You.K;(0) + K3 (v)
Cuv.Ki(v) + Cpu.Ky(v)

C-UNIT-R C-FRAME

E(i) ~ p 4+ Cyo. [E(i) = v] PxCu0.K(v) F Cyo. (P xK(v))

Rule c-UNIT-R can convert back and forth from ownership of an expression E at i distributed
as , and the conditioning on p that makes E look deterministic. Rule c-FRAME allows to bring
inside conditioning any resource that is independent from it. Rule c-cons simply allows to apply
entailments inside joint conditioning. We can use these laws to perform conditioning on m(1):

k(1) ~ Bery, x m(1) ~ Ber,, * c{2) ~ Bery,
F k(1) ~ Bery, * (Cpger, v. [m{1) =v]) * c(2) ~ Bery, (C-UNIT-R)
F Cger, 0. (Im(1) = 0] x k(1) ~ Bery, » c(2) ~ Bery) (C-FRAME)

Here we use c-UNIT-R to convert ownership of m(1) into its conditioned form. Then we can bring the
other independent variables inside the conditioning with c-FRAME. This derivation follows closely
in spirit the way in which Lilac introduces conditioning, thus inheriting its ergonomic elegance.
Our rules however differ from Lilac’s in both form and substance; first, Lilac’s C-INDEP rule, used
to introduce conditioning, is a combination of our c-UNIT-R and c-FRAME, which are independently
useful. Specifically, c-uNIT-R is bidirectional, which makes it useful to recover unconditional facts
from conditional ones. Furthermore we recognize that c-UNIT-R is nothing but a reflection of the
right unit law of the monadic structure of distributions (which we elaborate on in Section 4). This
connection prompted us to provide rules that reflect the remaining monadic laws (left unit c-un1T-1
and associativity c-assoc). It is noteworthy that these rules do not follow from Lilac’s proofs: our
modality has a different semantics, and our rules seamlessly apply to assertions of any arity.

To establish the conditional relational liftings of the entailment in (5), BLUEBELL needs a way to
introduce couplings from ownership of the distributions of some variables:

COUPLING
por'=m  pom'=p  pR) =1
x1{1) ~ p1 # %2(2) ~ pa b [R(x1(1),x2(2)) |

The rule asks to provide a coupling of iy and p, which assigns probability 1 to a (binary) relation R.
If x1(1) and x2(2) are distributed as y; and i, respectively, then the relational lifting of R holds
between them. Note that for the rule to apply, the two variables need to live in distinct indices.

Interestingly, COUPLING can be derived from the encoding of relational lifting and the laws of joint
conditioning.
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Remarkably, although the rule mirrors the step of coupling two samplings in a pRHL proof, it
does not apply to the code doing the sampling itself, but to the assertions representing the effects of
those samplings. This allows us to delay the forming of coupling to until all necessary information
is available (here, the outcome of m(1)). We can use COUPLING to prove both entailments:

k(1) ~ Bery,*c(2) ~ Bery, + | k(1) = c(2)] and k(1) ~ Bery*c(2) ~ Bery, + | k(1) = —=c(2)] (6)

In the first case we use the coupling which flips a single coin and returns the same outcome for
both components, in the second we flip a single coin but return opposite outcomes. Thus we can
now prove:

0T k(1) ~ Bery, C s k(1) =c(2)] ifo=0
Cacyo. 160 =01« [0y o)) - €ner (Wl} - {Lk<1> =) ifo=1

by using c-cons, and using the two couplings of (6) in the v = 0 and v = 1 respectively. Finally, the
assignment to c in encrypt generates the fact [c(1) = k(1) xor m(1)|. By routine propagation of
this fact we can establish Cpger, 0. [c(1) = c(2)]. To get an unconditional lifting, we need a principle
explaining the interaction between lifting and conditioning. BLUEBELL can derive the general rule:

RL-CONVEX
C._. [R|+|R]
which states that relational liftings are convex, i.e. closed under convex combinations.

RL-CONVEX is an instance of many rules on the interaction between relational lifting and the other
connectives (conditioning in this case) that can be derived in BLUEBELL by exploiting the encoding
of liftings as joint conditioning.

Let us see how this is done for RL-cONVEX based on two other primitive rules of joint conditioning:

C-SKOLEM C-ASSOC
1:D(Z4) Ho = bind(y, Av. (bind(x(v), Aw. return(v, w))))
Cuo.3x:X.Q(v,x) FAf: A — X. Cpuo.Q(v, f(v)) Cpv. Cy(o) w-K(v,w) F Cpy (v, w). K (v, w)

Rule c-skorEM follows from Skolemization of the implicit universal quantification used on v by the
modality. Rule c-assoc is a reflection of the associativity of the bind operation. At the assertion
level, the rule reads like a way to merge two nested modalities, which is exactly what is needed to
perform the crucial step. We start by unfolding the definition of relational lifting (we write K (v)
for the part of the encoding inside the conditioning):

Cuv.|R| 4 Cu0.3/1. Cyw.K(w)
F3x. Cyuo. Cr(o) w-K(w) (c-SKOLEM)
F 3pg. Cye (0, w). K(w) + [R] (c-assoc)
The application of c-skoLEM commutes the existential quantification of the joint distribution /i and

the outer modality. By c-assoc we are able to merge the two modalities and obtain again something
of the same form as the encoding of relational liftings.

2.4 Outside the Box of Relational Lifting

One of the well-known limitations of pRHL is that it requires a very strict structural alignment
between the order of samplings to be coupled in the two programs. The pattern from our running
example, where two blocks of code run in the reverse order does not change the output distribution,
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is a commonly occurring one in other proof arguments. In BLUEBELL, we can establish this pattern
as a derived general rule:

SEQ-SWAP

{Pi}[1:ty, 2: t]]{ | R |} {Po}[1:t, 2: t5]{ | R2 |}
{Py % Po}[1: (t1;12), 2: (t5; 1) ]{| Ry A Ro ]}

The rule assumes that the lifting of R; (resp. R;) can be established by analyzing ¢; and ] (¢
and t;) side by side from precondition P; (P,). The standard sequential rule of pRHL would force an
alignment between the wrong pairs (t; with t;, and ¢, with #]) in the conclusion of the rule. Crucial
to the soundness of the rule is the assumption (expressed by the precondition in the conclusion)
that P; and P, are probabilistically independent; note that because of this, the rule cannot be just
added to pRHL since it lacks the construct of independence.

BLUEBELL’s treatment of relational lifting enables the study of the interaction between lifting and
independence, unlocking a breakthrough solution for forfeiting strict structural similarities between
components required by relational logics.

Two ingredients of BLUEBELL cooperate to prove sEQ-swaP: the adoption of a weakest precondi-
tion (WP) formulation of triples (and associated rules) and a novel property of relational lifting. Let
us start with WP. In BLUEBELL, a triple {P} t {Q} is actually encoded as the entailment P  wp t {Q}
between the precondition and a WP assertion. Roughly speaking, the assertion wp ¢ {Q} takes an
indexed tuple of terms ¢ and a postcondition Q and holds on a (indexed) tuple of distributions p,, if
the tuple of output distributions obtained by running the programs in ¢ on p,), satisfies Q. BLUEBELL
provides a number of rules for manipulating WP; here is a selection needed for deriving SEQ-swap:

WP-CONS
OFQ WP-FRAME
- Pxwpt{Q}rwpt{P*Q}
wpt{Q} F wpt{Q'}
WP-SEQ WP-NEST

wp [izt] {wp [i:¢'] {Q}} - wp [i: (t; )] {Q} wpty {wpt, {Q}} - wp (1 - £2) {Q}

Rules wp-cons and wr-FRAME are the usual consequence and framing rules of Separation Logic, in
WP form. By adopting Lilac’s measure-theoretic notion of independence as the interpretation for
separating conjunction, we obtain a clean frame rule.” Among the WP rules for program constructs,
rule wp-sEQ takes care of sequential composition. Notably, we only need to state it for unary WPs,
in contrast to other logics where supporting relational proofs requires building the lockstep strategy
into the rules. We use LHC’s more flexible approach [D’Osualdo et al. 2022], here surfacing as the
wP-NEST rule, where a handful of arity-changing rules allow seamless integration of unary and
relational judgments. The wp-NEST rule, for instance, establishes the equivalence of a WP with
many components, that is #; - £,, where () is union of indexed tuples with disjoint indexes, and
two nested WPs involving only some of the components (¢, and ¢; individually). This for instance

2By using a “variables as resource” model, our wp-FrAME rule does not need side-conditions (see Section 4).
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allows us to lift the unary wp-sEQ to a binary lockstep rule:

Prwp[l:ti] {wp[2:2] {Q"}} Q" rwp[L:t7] {wp[2:t5] {Q}}
P+ wp [1:11] {wp [2: t2] {wp [1:]] {wp [2: £5] {Q}}}}
Prwp [1:t1] {wp [1: t7] {wp [2: t2] {wp [2: t5] {O}}}}

Prwp [1: (t1560)] {wp [2: (t2;15)] {Q}}
P rwp [1: (t151)), 2: (t2;515)] {Q}

‘WP-CONS

WP-NEST

WP-SEQ,WP-CONS

WP-NEST

The crucial idea behind seQ-swaP is that the two programs t; and ¢, we want to swap rely on
independent resources, which is done through framing in Separation Logic: while executing t;
frame the resources needed for ¢, which remain intact in the state left by ¢;. Here, however, we
want to frame a conjunct of the relation inside a relational lifting, say Ry, which is accommodated by:

RL-MERGE

[Ri] * [Ro] + | R1 A R

We do not show the derivation here for space constraints, but essentially it consists in unfolding the
encoding of lifting, and using c-FRAME and c-assoc to merge the two joint conditioning modalities.
Using these rules we can construct the following derivation:

Prrwp Lt 2:0] {[R1]}  Pakwp[lity, 2:45] {| Rz}
Pyx Py wp [ty 2:47] {[Ri]} = wp [1:82, 2:55] {|Ra ]}
Py« Py wp [1:t1] {wp [1: 2, 2: 1] {|Ro |} * wp [2:£]] {|R1]}}
Py Py bwp [ 1] {wp [1:12,2: 5] { [Re) = wp [2: 7] { LR} }}

Py %Py wp[l:t1] {wp [1: 15, 2: )] {wp [2:£]] {|Ry ] * LRZJ}}}
Py« Py wp [1: (t1;12)] {wp [2: (1511 {[R1] * [Ra]}}
Py % Py wp [1: (t1;12), 2: (t3561)] {LR1] * [Ra]}
Py % Py b wp [1: (t1;£2), 2: (t55¢)] {|R1 A Rz}

WP-FRAME,WP-NEST

WP-FRAME

WP-FRAME

WP-SEQ,WP-NEST

WP-NEST

RL-MERGE

We explain the proof strategy from bottom to top. We first apply RL-MERGE to the postcondition
(thanks to wp-cons). This step reduces the goal to proving the two relational liftings can be
established independently from each other. Then we apply wpP-NEST and wp-SEQ to separate the
two indices, break the sequential compositions and recombine the two inner WPs. We then proceed
by three applications of the wp-FRAME rule: the first brings | R;| out of the innermost WP; the
second brings the WP on [1:]] outside the middle WP; the last brings the WP on [1:#,, 2: 7]
outside the topmost WP. An application of rule wp-NEST merges the resulting nested WPs on t;
and t;. We thus effectively reduced the problem to showing that the two WPs can be established
independently, which was our original goal.

The RL-MERGE rule is not only an elegant way of overcoming a long-standing issue with relational
lifting; it also shows how fundamental the role of probabilistic independence as a construct is
for compositional reasoning: the same rule with standard conjunction is unsound! Intuitively, if
we just had |R;| A [Rz], we would know there exist two couplings p; and p», justifying |R; | and
[ Rz] respectively, but the desired consequence |R; A R;| requires the construction of a single
coupling that justifies both relations at the same time. We can see this is not always possible
by looking back at (6): for two fair coins we can establish [k(1) = c(2)] A [k(1) = =c(2)], but
k(1) = c(2) A k(1) = =c(2)] is equivalent to false.
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Easex=0 | x | ¢(&) €i=e,...,en o=+ - <] ... d :==Ber | Unif | ...
Totu=x:1=e | x~d(é) | skip | t;;t; | if e thent, elset, | repeatet

Fig. 3. Syntax of program terms.

3 PRELIMINARIES: PROGRAMS AND PROBABILITY SPACES

To formally define the model of BLUEBELL and validate its rules, we introduce a number of prelimi-
nary notions. Our starting point is the measure-theoretic approach of [Li et al. 2023a] in defining
probabilistic separation. We recall the main definitions here. The main additional assumption we
will make throughout is that the set of outcomes of distributions is countable.

Definition 3.1 (Probability spaces). Given a set of possible outcomes Q, a o-algebra ¥ € A(Q)
is a set of subsets of Q such that Q € ¥ and is closed under countable unions and complement.
The full o-algebra over Q is Zg = £(Q), the powerset of Q. For F C £(Q), we write o(F) € A(Q)
for the smallest o-algebra containing F. Given ¥ € A(Q), a probability distribution p € D(F), is a
countably additive function p: & — [0, 1] with p(Q) = 1. The support of a distribution y € D(Zq)
is the set of outcomes with non-zero probability supp(p) = {a € Q| p(a) > 0}, where u(a)
abbreviates p({a}).

A probability space P € P(Q) is a pair P = (F, 1) of a o-algebra ¥ € A(Q) and a probability
distribution g € D(F). The trivial probability space 1 € P(Q) is the trivial o-algebra {Q, 0}
equipped with the trivial probability distribution. Given 77 C %3 and p € D(¥3), the distribution
ple € D(F7) is the restriction of i to F7. The extension pre-order (C) over probability spaces is
defined as (%1, 1) C (Fa, p2) = F1 € Fo A pu = izl 77

A function f: Q; — Q, is measurable on F; € A(Q;) and F, € A(Q,) if VX € F. f1(X) € F.
When F, = 2q, we simply say f is measurable in ;.

Definition 3.2 (Product and union spaces). Given ¥ € A(Q1), F2 € A(Qy), their product is the
o-algebra 1@ F; € A(Q1XQ;,) definedas 1 ®F2 = o({X1xXX2|X1 € F1, X2 € F2}), and their union
is the o-algebra 71 & ¥, £ (%1 U F3). The product of two probability distributions y; € D(¥7) and
1z € D(F) is the distribution (y; ® i) € D(F; ® F) defined by (111 ® ) (X1 X Xz2) = p1 (X1) 2 (X2)
forall X; € 1, X, € F.

Definition 3.3 (Independent product [Li et al. 2023a]). Given (F1, 1), (F2, p2) € P(Q), their in-
dependent product is the probability space (71 @ %2, i) € P(Q) where for all X; € 71, X, € %,
2(Xy N Xz) = py(X1) p2(X2). It is unique, if it exists [Li et al. 2023a, Lemma 2.3]. Let P; @ P, be the
unique independent product of ; and P, when it exists, and be undefined otherwise.

Indexed tuples. To deal uniformly with unary and higher-arity relational assertions, will consider
finite sets of indices I C N, and I-indexed tuples of objects of type X, represented as (finite)
functions X!. We use boldface to range over such functions. The syntax x = [ip: X0, . . ., in: Xn]
denotes the function x € X1} with x (i) = xx. We often use comprehension-style notation
e.g. x = [izx; | i € I]. For x € AT we let |x| £ I. Given some x € Al and some J C I, the operation
x\J 2 [izx(i) | i € I\ J] removes the components with indices in J from x.

Programs. We consider a simple first-order imperative language. We fix a finite set of program
variables x € X and countable set of values v € V £ Z and define the program stores to be
s € S 2 X — V (note that S is countable).

Program terms t € T are formed according to the grammar in Fig. 3. For simplicity, booleans are
encoded by using 0 € V as false and any other value as true. We will use the events false = {0} and
true = {n € V| n # 0}. Programs use standard deterministic primitives ¢, which are interpreted
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as expected as functions [¢]: V* — V, where n is the arity of ¢. Expressions e are effect-free
deterministic numeric expressions, and denote, as is standard, a function [e] : S — V, i.e. a random
variable of Y. We write pvar(e) for the set of program variables that occur in e. Programs can refer
to some collection of known discrete distributions d, each allowing a certain number of parameters.
Sampling assignments x :~ d(7) sample from the distribution [d](d): D(Zy). The distribution
[Ber](p) = Berp :D(Zq,1}) is the Bernoulli distribution assigning probability p to outcome 1.

Similarly to Lilac, we consider a simple iteration construct repeat e t which evaluates e to a
value n € V and, if n > 0, executes ¢t in sequence n times. This means we will only consider almost
surely terminating programs. Programs semantics, entirely standard and defined in Appendix B,
associates to each term t a function [t]: D(Zg) — D(Zs) from distributions of input stores to
distributions of output stores.

In the relational reasoning setting, one would consider multiple programs at the same time and
relate their semantics. Following LHC [D’Osualdo et al. 2022], we define hyper-terms as t € T/ for
some finite set of indices J. Let I be such that |¢| C I; the semantics [t];: D(Sg)! — D(35)! takes
a I-indexed family of distributions as input and outputs another I-indexed family of distributions:

[t)r(p) = Ai.if i € [¢] then [#(i)]((i)) else u(i)

Note that the store distributions at indices in I \ |¢| are preserved as is. We omit I when it can be
inferred from context. To refer to program variables in a specific component we will use elements
of I x X, writing x(i) for (i, x).

4 THE BLUEBELL LOGIC

We are now ready to define BLUEBELL’s semantic model, and formally prove its laws.

4.1 A Model of (Probabilistic) Resources

As a model for our assertions we use a modern presentation of partial commutative monoids,
adapted from [Krebbers et al. 2018], called “ordered unital resource algebras” (henceforth RA).

Definition 4.1 (Ordered Unital Resource Algebra). An ordered unital resource algebra (RA) is a tuple
(M, =,V, -, €) where <: MXM — Prop is the reflexive and transitive resource order, vV : M — Prop
is the validity predicate, (-): M — M — M is the resource composition, a commutative and

associative binary operation on M, and ¢ € M is the unit of M, satisfying, for all a,b,c € M:
YV(a-b a<b V(b ax<b

Ve eaee V@B asb Ve azb

V(a) V(a) a-c<b-c

We define some basic RA constructions, that combined, construct BLUEBELL’s RA. The main
component is the Probability Spaces RA, which uses independent product as the RA operation.

Definition 4.2 (Probability Spaces RA). The probability spaces RA PSp, is the RA (P(Q) w {/}, <
,V,-, 1q) where < is the extension order with 4 added as the top element,ie. P; < P, = P C P,
and Ya € PSpg.a < 4;V(a) £ a # 4; composition is independent product:

b 2 Pr@dP, ifa=P;,b=%P,y and P; ® P, is defined

a-b=
4 otherwise

The fact that PSp, satisfies the axioms of RAs is established in Appendix D and builds on

the analogous construction in Lilac. In comparison with the coarser model of PSL, independent

product represents a more sophisticated way of separating probability spaces. In PSL separation of
distributions requires the distributions to involve disjoint sets of variables, ruling out assertions
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like x ~ p* [x =y] or (x+y) ~ py * (x —y) ~ pz, which are satisfiable in Lilac’s and BLUEBELL’s
model.

There is however an obstacle in adopting independent product in a language with mutable state
(whereas Lilac uses a functional language). When assigning to a variable x, we need to make sure
no frame can remember facts about the current distribution of x, as these could be invalidated after
the assignment (making framing unsound). We solve this problem by combining PSp with an RA
of permissions over variables.

Definition 4.3. The permissions RA (Perm, <,V, -, ¢) is defined as Perm =2 X —» Q*,a < b =
Vx € X.a(x) £ b(x),V(a) 2 (VxeX.a(x) £ 1),a;-a; = Ax.a;(x) +ax(x) and e = A_. 0.

The idea is that to be able to assign to x one needs permission 1 on x, which implies any frame
would have no permission over it. To make this a meaningful restriction over the probability space
information, we define a notion of compatibility between permissions and probability spaces.

Definition 4.4 (Compatibility). Given a probability space # € P(S) and a permission map p €
Perm, we say that P is compatible with p, written P # p, if there exists P’ € P((X\ S) — V) such
that P = P’ ® 15y, where S = {x € X | p(x) = 0}. Note that we are exploiting the isomorphism
S = ((X\S) = V)X (S — V). We extend the notion to PSpg by declaring 4 # p = True.

Definition 4.5. Let PSpPm £ {(P;,p) | P, € PSps, p € Perm, P, # p}. We associate with PSpPm
the Probability Spaces with Permissions RA (PSpPm, <,V -, ¢) where

V(P.p) =P #4 AVxp(x) <1 (Pp.p) - (Pp") = (P -PLp-p)
(P, p) < (Pé’,p') 2P < Pé’ and p < p’ £ (1g,Ax.0)

What this RA achieves is to link the fact of having permission 0 on some x to necessarily owning
a probability space that is trivial on x. This allows x ~ p * [x = y] to still be satisfiable since we
can distribute half permissions on x to the first assertion an the other half to the second one. Yet
we can disallow frames with information about x by simply asserting we own permission 1 on x.
While this allows for a clean semantic treatment of mutation and independence, it does incur in
practice into some bookkeeping of permissions, which we omitted in the examples of Section 2.
The necessary permissions are however very easy to infer from the variables used in the triples.

To build BLUEBELL’s model we only need to construct an RA of I-indexed tuples of probability
spaces with permissions.

Definition 4.6 (BLUEBELL RA). Given a set of indices I and a RA M, the product RA M! is the
pointwise lifting of the components of M. BLUEBELL’s model is M; £ PSpPm!.

4.2 Probabilistic Hyper-Assertions

Now we turn to the assertions in our logic. We take a semantic approach to assertions: we do not
insist on a specific syntax and instead characterize what constitutes an assertion by its type. In
Separation Logic, assertions are defined relative to some RA M, as the upward closed functions
M — Prop. An assertion P: M — Prop is upward closed if Va,a’ € M.a <p1 @’ = P(a) = P(d’).
We write M — Prop for the type of upward closed assertions on M. We define hyper-assertions
to be assertions over My, i.e. P € HA; £ M; 4 Prop. Entailment is defined as (P + Q) = Va €
M.V (a) = (P(a) = Q(a)). Logical equivalence is defined as entailment in both directions:
P4 Q = (P+ Q) A(Q F P). We inherit the basic connectives (conjunction, disjunction, separation,
quantification) from SL, which are well-defined on arbitrary RAs, including M. In particular:

P+Q2Aa.3b,by (b bs) <aAP(b)AQ(b;) "¢ 2A.¢ Own(b)2Aa.b<a
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Pure assertions "¢ " lift meta-level propositions ¢ to assertions (by ignoring the resource). Own(b)
holds on resources that are greater or equal than b in the RA order; this means b represents a lower
bound on the available resources.

We now turn to assertions that are specific to probabilistic reasoning in BLUEBELL, i.e. the ones
that can only be interpreted in M;. We use the following two abbreviations:

Oown(F, u, p) = Own(((F, p), p)) Own(¥F, p) = 3p. Own(F, u, p)

To start, we define A-typed assertion expressions E which are of type E: S — A. Note that the
type of the semantics of a program expression [e]: S — V is a V-typed assertion expression;
because of this we seamlessly use program expressions in assertions, implicitly coercing them to
their semantics. Since in general we deal with hyper-stores s € S, we use the notation E(i) to
denote the application of E to the store s(i). Notationally, it may be confusing to read composite
expressions like (x — z) (i), so we write them for clarity with each program variable annotated with
the index, as in x{i) — z(i).

The meaning of owning x(1) ~ p. A function f: A — B is measurable in a o-algebra 7 : A(A)
if f~1(b) ={a € A| f(a) = b} € F. An expression E always defines a measurable function (i.e. a
random variable) in 3g, but might not be measurable in some sub-algebras of Xs. Lilac proposed to
use measurability as the notion of ownership: a certain E is locally owned if it is measurable in the
local sub-algebra. While this makes sense conceptually, we discovered it made another important
connective of Lilac, almost sure equality, slightly flawed (in that it would not support the necessary
laws).> We propose a slight weakening of the notion of measurability which solves those issues
while still retaining the intent behind the meaning of ownership in relation to independence and
conditioning. We call this weaker notion “almost measurability”.

Definition 4.7 (Almost-measurability). Given a probability space (7, i) € P(Q) and aset X C Q,
we say X is almost measurable in (7, p), written X < (F, p), if

X, X e F. X1 CX C Xy A [l(Xl) = ‘U(Xz)

We say a function E: Q — A, is almost measurable in (F, y), written E < (F, ), if E™1(a) < (F, p)
foralla € A. When X; € X € X; and p(X;) = p(Xz) = p, we can unambiguously assign
probability p to X, as any extension of u to Xo must assign p to X; then we write p(X) for p.

While almost-measurability does not imply measurability, it constrains the current probability
space to contain enough information to uniquely determine the distribution of E in any extension
where E becomes measurable. For example let X = {s|s(x) = 42} and ¥ = c({X}) = {S, 0, X, S\ X}
If p(X) = 1, then x < (¥, ) holds but x is not measurable in ¥, as F lacks events for x = v for all v
except 42. Nevertheless, any extension (77, y’) 3 (¥, u) where x is measurable, would need to
assign p/(X) = 1 and p(x = v) = 0 for every v # 42.

We arrive at the definition of the assertion E{i) ~ p which requires E(i) to be almost-measurable,
determining its distribution as y in any extension of the local probability space. Formally, given
p:D(Z4) and E: S — A, we define:

E() ~ p £ 3F, p Own(F ) 5 "E < (F(D, () A= () o B

The assertion states that we own just enough information about the probability space at index i, so
that its distribution is uniquely determined as y in any extension of the space.

3In fact, a later revision [Li et al. 2023b] corrected the issue, although with a different solution from ours. See Section 6.
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Using this connective we can define a number of useful derived assertions:

ELEG)] = 7 2 Fp E() ~ 1% 7 = Dacuppi #(@) @™ [ECD)] 2 (E € true) (i) ~ Srrue
Pr(E¢i)) =r = 3u. E(i) ~ p =+ "u(true) =r" own(E(i)) = Au. E(i) ~ p

Assertions about expectations (E[E(i)]) and probabilities (Pr(E(i))), simply assert ownership of
some distribution with the desired (pure) property. The “almost surely” assertion [E(i)] takes
a boolean-valued expression E and asserts that it holds (at i) with probability 1. Note that, for
example, an assertion like [x(1) > o] owns the expression (x(1) > v) but not necessarily x(1): the
only events needed to make the expression almost measurable are (x(1) > v) and its negation,
which would be not enough to make x(1) itself almost measurable. This means that an assertion
like x(1) ~ p = [x(1) > v] is satisfiable.

Permissions. The previous example highlights the difficulty with supporting mutable state: own-
ing x(1) ~ p is not enough to allow safe mutation, because the frame can record information
like [x{1) > o], which could be invalidated by an assignment to x. Our solution uses permis-
sions, for which we define the assertion: (x{i):q) = Ap. Own(p) = " p(i)(x) = ¢"'. Now owning
(x(1):1) forbids any frame to retain information about x(1). Define for brevity the assertion
P@p = P A 3AP.Own(P, p). In practice, preconditions are always of the form P@p where p
contains full permissions for every variable the relevant program mutates. When framing, one
would distribute evenly the permissions to each separated conjunct, according to the variables
mentioned in the assertions. This is completely analogous to the “variables as resource” technique
in SL [Bornat et al. 2005]. To avoid cluttering derivations with this tedious bookkeeping, we omit
permission information from assertions.

Relevant indices. Sometimes it is useful to determine which indicesare . .0 o o
relevant for an assertion. Semantically, we can determine if the indices . . _
J C I are irrelevant to P by irrel;(P) = Ya € M;.(3d.V(a') Aa = idx(P) Nidx(Q) = 0
a’\ J A P(a’)) = P(a). The set idx(P) is the smallest subset of I so PAQFP*Q
that irrelpjax(p) (P) holds. Rule AND-TO-STAR states that separation between resources that live in
different indexes is the same as normal conjunction: distributions at different indexes are neither
independent nor correlated; they simply live in “parallel universes” and can be related as needed.

4.3 Joint Conditioning

As we discussed in Section 2, the centerpiece of BLUEBELL is the joint conditioning modality, which
we can now define fully formally.

Definition 4.8 (Joint conditioning modality). Let y € D(24) and K: A — HAj, then we define the
assertion C, K : HAy as follows (where x(I)(v) = [i:x(i)(v) | i € I]):

C.K = Xa.3F, pu, p,xc. (F, 1, p) < anViel p(i)=bind(y, x(i))
A Vo € supp(p).K(0)(F, k(1) (0), p)

The definition follows the principle we explained in Section 2.2: C, K holds on resources where
we own some tuple of probability spaces which we can all be seen as the convex combinations of
the same y and some kernel. Then the conditional assertion K(a) is required to hold on the tuple
of kernels evaluated at a. Note that the definition is upward-closed by construction.

We discussed a number of joint conditioning laws in Section 2. Figure 4 shows some important
primitive laws that were left out. Rule c-TRUE allows to introduce a trivial modality; together with
c-FRAME this allows for the introduction of the modality around any assertion. Rule c-uNIT-L is a
reflection of the left unit rule of the underlying monad: conditioning on the Dirac distribution can
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C-TRANSF
‘ , N
C-TRUE C-UNIT-L f: supp() o su/pp(/J) blective
Vb € supp(p'). i’ (b) = u(f (b))
F Cyu_ True Cs, v.K(v) 4 K(vo)
0 Cua.K(a) F Cy b.K(f(b))
C-AND

SURE-STR-CONVEX

idx (K; idx(Ky) =0
idx(Ky) N idx(Kz) Cpo. (K(v) * [EG)]) F [EG)] * Cyo.K(0)

Cuv.K1(v) A Cpov.Ka(v) + Cpo. (K1 (v) A Kz(v))

C-PURE
"p(X)=1"% Cuv.K(v) 4 Cyou. ("0 € X' % K(v))

Fig. 4. Primitive Conditioning Laws.

be eliminated. Rule c-TRANSF allows for the transformation of the convex combination using y into
using p’ by applying a bijection between their support in a way that does not affect the weights of
each outcome. Rule c-AND allows to merge two modalities using the same 1, provided the inner
conditioned assertions do not overlap in their relevant indices. The rule is unsound without the
side condition: The two modalities might use in general different kernels to bind p. In contrast,
Lilac’s unary modality validates CyxP; A CxexP2 F Cx—x(P1 A P;), underlining the fact that
their semantics differs from ours.

Rule SURE-STR-CONVEX internalizes a stronger version of convexity of [E(i)]| assertions. When
K(v) = True we obtain convexity C,v.[E(i)| + [E(i)]. Additionally the rule asserts that the
unconditional [E(i)| keeps being independent of the conditional K.

Finally, rule c-pURE allows to translate facts that hold with probability 1 in y to predicates that
hold on every v bound by conditioning on p.

We can now give the general encoding of relational lifting in terms of joint conditioning.

Definition 4.9 (Relational Lifting). Let X C I X X; given a relation R between variables in X,
ie. R C VX, we define (letting [x(i) = o(x()) Ix(iyex = Axciyex [x€0) = o(x(i))]):

LR] = 3p."p(R) =17 % Cpo. [x(i) = 0(x(D)) [x(iyex

In rule RL-MERGE, the two relations might refer to different indexed variables, i.e. R; € VXt and
R, € V*2; the notation R; A Ry is defined as R; A R, = {s € VXX |s|x1 €ER As|x, € Rg}.

4.4 Weakest Precondition

To reason about (hyper-)programs, we introduce a weakest-precondition assertion (WP) wp t {Q},
which intuitively states: given the current input distributions (at each index), if we run the programs
in t at their corresponding index we obtain output distributions that satisfy Q; furthermore, every
frame is preserved. We refer to the number of indices of t as the arity of the WP.

Definition 4.10 (Weakest Precondition). Fora € Mrand p:D(3gr)leta < pmeana < (Zgr, p, Ax. 1).
wpt{Q} 2 Xa.Vp,Ve. (a-c) < py = 3b.((b-c) < [t](py) A QD))

The assertion holds on the resources a such that if, together with some frame c, they can be seen
as a fragment of the global distribution p,, then it is possible to update the resource to some b
which still composes with the frame ¢, and b - ¢ can be seen as a fragment of the output distribution
[t](uy). Moreover, such b needs to satisfy the postcondition Q.
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We discussed some of the WP rules of BLUEBELL in Section 2; the full set of rules is produced in
Appendix A. Let us briefly mention the axioms for assignments:

WP-ASSIGN
x ¢ pvar(e)  Vy€pvar(e). p(y(i)) >0  p(x(i)) =1
(p) Fwp [i:x =] {[x(i) = ei) ]}

Rule wr-samp is the expected “small footprint” rule for sampling; the precondition only requires
full permission on the variable being assigned, to forbid any frame to record information about it.
Rule wp-AssIGN requires full permission on x, and non-zero permission on the variables on the RHS
of the assignment. This allows the postcondition to assert that x and the expression e assigned to it
are equal with probability 1. The condition x ¢ pvar(€) ensures e has the same meaning before and
after the assignment, but is not restrictive: if needed the old value of x can be stored in a temporary
variable, or the proof can condition on x to work with its pure value.

WP-SAMP

(x(i):1) F wp [i:x = d(3)] {x{i) ~ d(3)}

5 CASE STUDIES FOR BLUEBELL

Within the space limits, we use three case studies to highlight the novel features of BLUEBELL,
complementing the tour of Section 2. First we sketch the proof of the Monte Carlo algorithm of
Section 1 and a variant of it, highlighting how BLUEBELL can deal with relational proofs on programs
with very different structure.

BLUEBELL is not only well-suited for analyzing programs, but also able to derive more high-
level proof principles. Our second example explains how pRHL-style reasoning can be effectively
embedded and extended in BLUEBELL, highlighting this fact. The third example illustrates how
BLUEBELL can carry out unary reasoning in the style of Lilac, but enabling proofs that in Lilac
would require ad hoc lemmas proven at the semantic level.

Full deductive proofs are long, and not all details are interesting. Details of derivations and
additional examples can be found in Appendix G.

5.1 Monte Carlo Algorithms

Recall the example in Figure 1 and the goal outlined in Section 1 of comparing the accuracy of the
two Monte Carlo algorithms BETW_SEQ and BETW. This goal can be encoded as

[1{1) =r(1) =0] = 1: BETW_SEQ(x, S)
[1(2) = r(2) = 0] )@P £ WP [ 2: BETW(x, S) {d) =d2 ]}

(where p contains full permissions for all the variables) which, through the relational lifting, states
that it is more likely to get a positive answer from BETW than from BETW_SEQ. The challenge is
implementing the intuitive relational argument sketched in Section 1, in the presence of very
different looping structures. More precisely, we want to compare the sequential composition of
two loops [; = (repeat N t,;repeat N t3) with a single loop I, = repeat (2N) ¢ considering the
N iterations of 4 in lockstep with the first N iterations of l;, and the N iterations of 3 with the
remaining N iterations of l,. It is not possible to perform such proof purely in pRHL, which can
only handle loops that are perfectly aligned, and tools based on pRHL overcome this limitation
by offering a number of code transformations, proved correct externally to the logic, with which
one can rewrite the loops so that they syntactically align. In this case such a transformation could
look like repeat (M + N) t = repeat M t;repeat N t, using which one can rewrite I, so it aligns
with the two shorter loops. What BLUEBELL can achieve is to avoid the use of such ad-hoc syntactic
transformations, and produce a proof structured in two steps: first, one can prove, within the logic,
that it is sound to align the loops as described; and then proceed with the proof of the aligned loops.
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def BETW_MIX(x,S):

t N:
repéa def progi: def prog2:
B Hs X = d X = d
1=11] p < «x
q:~ pis y = di(x) z:=dy(x)
- =~ d ~d
r=r | g2 x z:xdy(x) y = di(x)
d=r 8& 1
Fig. 5. A variant of the BETW program. Fig. 6. Conditional Swapping

The key idea is that the desired alignment of loops can be expressed as a (derived) rule, encoding
the net effect of the syntactic loop splitting, without having to manipulate the syntax:

WP-LOOP-SPLIT
P1(N1) + P2(0)
Vi < N1.Pi(i) v wp [1:2,2: ] {Pl(l +1)}
V] < Nng(j) - wp [1 ty, 2: t] {Pz(] + 1)}

P1(0) - wp [1: (repeat N; t;;repeat N; t;), 2: repeat (N; + Nz) t] {P2(N2)}

The rule considers two programs: a sequence of two loops, and a single loop with the same

cumulative number of iterations. It asks the user to produce two relational loop invariants P; and P,

which are used to relate N; iterations of ¢, and ¢ together, and N; iterations of ¢, and ¢t together.
Crucially, such rule is derivable from the primitive rules of looping of BLUEBELL:

‘WP-LOOP WP-LOOP-UNF

Vi<n.P(i)rwp[j:t] {P(i+1)} wp [i:repeat n t] {wp [i:¢] {Q}}
ne .

P(0) + wp [j: repeat n t] {P(n)} Fwp [i:repeat (n+1) t] {Q}

Rule wp-LoO0P is a standard unary invariant-based rule; wp-LooP-UNF simply reflects the semantics
of a loop in terms of its unfoldings. Using these we can prove WP-LOOP-SPLIT avoiding semantic
reasoning all together, and fully generically on the loop bodies, allowing it to be reused in any
situation fitting the pattern.

In our example, we can prove our goal by instanting it with the loop invariants:

Py(i) = [r(1) < r(2) A1) =0 < 1(2)] Py(j) = Lr(1) < r(2) A1) < 1(2)]

This handling of structural differences as derived proof patterns is more powerful than syntactic
transformations: it can, for example, handle transformations that are sound only under some
assumptions about state. To show an instance of this, we consider a variant of the previous
example: BETW_MIX (in Fig. 5) is another variant of BETW_SEQ which still makes 2N samples but
interleaves sampling for the minimum and for the maximum. We want to prove that this is
equivalent to BETW_SEQ. Letting p contain full permissions for the relevant variables, the goal
is Po@p + wp [1:BETW_SEQ(x, S), 2: BETW_MIX(x, S)] {[d(1) = d(2)|} with P, = [1(1) = r(1) =
0] = [1(2) =r(2) =0].

Call t and #; the first and second half of the body of the loop of BETW_MIX, respectively. The
strategy is to consider together one execution of t, (the body of the loop of AboveMin), and t!; and
one of tg (of BelowMax), and 2. The strategy relies on the observation that every iteration of the
three loops is independent from the others. To formalize the proof idea we thus first prove a derived
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proof pattern encoding the desired alignment, which we can state for generic ty, o, t{, t;:

WP-LOOP-MIX
Vi < N.Py(i) Fwp [L:ty, 2: 5] {P1(i+ 1)} Vi < N.Py(i) F wp [1:t, 2: ;] {P2(i + 1)}
P;(0) = P,(0) - wp [1: (repeat N t;;repeat N 1), 2:repeat N (¢1;t;)] {P1(N) = P,(N)}

The rule matches on two programs: a sequence of two loops, and a single loop with a body split
into two parts. The premises require a proof that t; together with #] (the first half of the body of
the second loop) preserve the invariant P;; and that the same is true for f, and ¢, with respect to an
invariant P,. The precondition P; (0) * P,(0) in the conclusion ensures that the two loop invariants
are independent.

As for the previous example, this proof pattern can be entirely derived from BLUEBELL’s primitive
rules. We can then apply wp-LoopP-MIX to our example using as invariants:

Py = (1) = 1(2)]@p, Py = [r(1) = r(2)]@p,

where p; contains full permissions for 1 and p on both indices, and p, contains full permissions
for r and q on both indices. Then, to close the proof we can invoke RL-MERGE to merge the two
independent relational liftings.

5.2 pRHL-style Reasoning

In pRHL, the semantics of triples implicitly always conditions on the input store, so that programs are
always seen as running from a pair of deterministic input store satisfying the relational precondition.
Triples in the pRHL style can be encoded in BLUEBELL as:

[RoJ F 3. Cys. (St(s) Awpt {[Ry|}) where St(s) = [x(i) = s(x(i)) |x(i)erxx- ™)

As the input state is always conditioned, and the precondition is always a relational lifting, one is
always in the position of applying c-cons to eliminate the implicit conditioning of the lifting and
the one wrapping the WP, reducing the problem to a goal where the state is deterministic (and
thus where the primitive rules of WP laws apply without need for further conditioning). As noted
in Section 2.4, using LHC-style WPs allows us to lift our unary WP rules to binary with little effort.

An interesting property of the encoding in (7) is that anything of the form C; s. (St(s) A...) has
ownership of the full store (as it conditions on every variable). We observe that WPs (of any arity)
which have this property enjoy an extremely powerful rule. Let ownx = Vx(i) € I X X. own(x(i)).
The following is a valid (primitive) rule in BLUEBELL:

C-WP-SWAP

Cu,o.wpt{Q(v)} Aownx - wpt {va. Q(v)}

Rule c-wp-swap, allows the shift of the conditioning on the input to the conditioning of the
output. This rule can be seen as a powerful way to make progress in lifting a conditional statement
to an unconditional one. To showcase c-wp-swap, consider the two programs in Fig. 6, which are
equivalent: if we couple the x in both programs, the other two samplings can be coupled under
conditioning on x. Formally, let P I Q = P A ownx + Q A ownx. We process the two assignments
to x, which we can couple x{1) ~ dy * x(2) ~ dy F Cg, v. ([x(1) = 0] A [x(2) = v]). Then, let t; (t2)
be the rest of prog1 (prog2). We can then derive:
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Lx(1) = x(2) | * y(1) ~ d1(v) *y(2) ~ di(0) *
z(1) ~ da(v) * 2(2) ~ da(v)

Yo. [x(1) =0 A [x(2) =0l - wp [1:11, 2: f2] {[x(1) = x(2) | * [y(1) = y(2)| * [z(1) = z(2) |}
Yo. [x(1) =0 A [x(2) = 0] F wp [1:11, 2: 12] {[x(1) = x(2) A y(1) = y(2) A 2(1) = 2(2)]}
Cay0- ([x(1) =0 A [x(2) =0]) Ik Cg, v. wp [1: 1, 2: 2] {[x(1) = x(2) A y(1) = y(2) A z(1) = z(2) |}
Cay 0. ([x(1) =0 A [x(2) = 0]) Ik wp [1:11,2: £2] {Cygy 0. [ x(1) = x(2) Ay(1) = y(2) A z(1) = 2(2) |}
Cay - ([x1) =0 A [x(2) = 0]) F wp [1:11, 2: ] {[x(1) = x(2) A y(1) = y(2) A 2(1) = 2(2) |}
Where the top triple can be easily derived using standard steps. Reading it from bottom to top,

we start by invoking convexity of relational lifting to introduce a conditioning modality in the
postcondition matching the one in the precondition. Rule c-wp-swap allows us to bring the whole

Vo. [x(1) =v| A [x(2) = 0] I wp [1: 11, 2: 15] {

COUPLING

RL-MERGE

C-CONS

C-WP-SWAP

RL-CONVEX

WP under the modality, allowing rule c-cons to remove it on both sides. From then it is a matter of
establishing and combining the couplings on y and z. Note that these couplings are only possible
because the coupling on x made the parameters of d; and of d; coincide on both indices. In
Appendix G we show this kind of derivation can be useful for unary reasoning too.

While the owny condition is restricting, without it the rule is unsound. We leave it as future
work to study whether there is a model that validates this rule without requiring ownx.

5.3 One Time Pad Revisited

In Section 2, we prove the encrypt program correct relationally (missing details are in Appen-
dix G.1). An alternative way of stating and proving the correctness of encrypt is to establish
that in the output distribution ¢ and m are independent, which can be expressed as the unary
goal (also studied in [Barthe et al. 2019]): (p) + wp [1:encrypt ()] {c(1) ~ Beryj, * m(1) ~ Ber,}
(where p = [k(1):1,m(1): 1, c(1): 1]). The triple states that after running encrypt, the ciphertext c
is distributed as a fair coin, and—importantly—is not correlated with the plaintext in m. The PSL
proof in [Barthe et al. 2019] performs some of the steps within the logic, but needs to carry out
some crucial entailments at the meta-level. The same applies to the Lilac proof in [Li et al. 2023b]
which requires ad-hoc lemmas proven on the semantic model. The stumbling block is proving the
valid entailment:

k(1) ~ Bery, * m(1) ~ Ber, * [c(1) = k(1) xor m(1)| F m(1) ~ Ber, * c(1) ~ Bery,

In BLUEBELL we can prove the entailment in two steps: (1) we condition on m and k to compute the
result of the xor operation and obtain that c is distributed as Bery,; (2) we carefully eliminate the
conditioning while preserving the independence of m and c.

The first step starts by conditioning on m and k and proceeds as follows:

Cher, m. (Im(1) = m] * Cger, k. ([k(1) = k]  [c(1) = k xor m]))

Tk Cger, k. [c(1) =k] ifm=0
F Cger, m. ((m(l) =m| {CBeryz k.[c(1) = —k] ifm=1 (c-cons)
F Ceer, m. ([m(1) = m] * Cger, k. [c(1) = k1) (C-TRANSF)

The crucial entailment is the application of c-TRANSF to the m = 1 branch, by using negation as the
bijection (which satisfies the premises of the rules since Bery, is unbiased).
The second step uses the following primitive rule of BLUEBELL:

PROD-SPLIT

(Ex (i), E2(i)) ~ p1 ® g ¥ Ex (i) ~ iy * Eg (i) ~ piz
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with which we can prove:

CBerP m. ([m<1> = m—‘ o* C‘Beryz k. (C<1> = Id)

F Chger, M. Cper, k. [m(1) =m A c(1) = k| (C-FRAME, SURE-MERGE)
F Cger,@Ber, (m, k). [(m(1), c(1)) = (m, k)| (c-assoc)
F (m(1),c(1)) ~ (Ber, ® Bery,) (c-UNIT-R)
Fm(1) ~ Ber, * c(1) ~ Bery, (PROD-SPLIT)

6 RELATED WORK

Research on deductive verification of probabilistic programs has developed a wide range of tech-
niques that employ unary and relational styles of reasoning. BLUEBELL advances the state of the
art in both styles, by coherently unifying the strengths of both. We limit our comparison here to
deductive techniques only, and focus most of our attention on explaining how BLUEBELL offers new
reasoning tools compared to these.

Unary-style Reasoning. Early work in this line focuses more on analyzing marginal distribu-
tions and probabilities, and features like harnessing the power of probabilistic independence and
conditioning have been more recently added to make more expressive program logics [Bao et al.
2022; Barthe et al. 2016, 2019; Li et al. 2023a; Ramshaw 1979; Rand and Zdancewic 2015].

Much work in this line has been inspired by Separation Logic (SL), a powerful tool for reason-
ing about pointer-manipulating programs, known for its support of local reasoning of separated
program components [Reynolds 2000]. PSL [Barthe et al. 2019] was the first logic to present a SL
model for reasoning about the probabilistic independence of program variables, which facilitates
modular reasoning about independent components within a probabilistic program. In [Bao et al.
2021] and [Bao et al. 2022] SL variants are used for reasoning about conditional independence and
negative dependence, respectively; both are used in algorithm analysis as relaxations of probabilistic
independence. Lilac [Li et al. 2023a] is the most recent addition to this group and introduces a new
foundation of probabilistic separation logic based on measure theory. It enables reasoning about
independence and conditional independence uniformly in one logic and also has support for con-
tinuous distributions. It is noteworthy, however, that Lilac works with immutable programs [Staton
2020], which simplifies reasoning in certain contexts (e.g., the frame rule and the if rule).

BLUEBELL also uses a measure-theory based model, similar to Lilac, with two important dis-
tinctions: (1) it works with a language with mutability, going back to the tradition of previous
separation logics, and (2) it is restricted to discrete distributions to prove a wider range of proof
rules. An extension of BLUEBELL to the continuous case, and study of which rules would continue
to be sound is an interesting direction for future research. This measure theory based model, in
contrast to the more primitive probability reasoning in earlier work [Barthe et al. 2019], is vital to
maintaining expressivity for both BLUEBELL and Lilac.

Relational Reasoning. Barthe et al. [2009] extend relational Hoare logic [Benton 2004] to reason
about probabilistic programs in a logic called pRHL (probabilistic Relational Hoare Logic). In pRHL,
assertions on pairs of deterministic program states are lifted to assertions on pairs of distributions,
and on the surface, the logic simply manipulates the deterministic assertions. A number of variants
of pRHL were successfully applied to proving various cryptographic protocols and differential
privacy algorithms [Barthe et al. 2015, 2009; Hsu 2017; Wang et al. 2019; Zhang and Kifer 2017].
When a natural relational proof for an argument exists, these logics are simple and elegant to use.
However, they fundamentally trade expressiveness for ease of use. A persisting problem with them
has been that they rely on a strict structural alignment between the order of samples in the two
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programs. Recall our discussion in Section 2.4 for an example of this that BLUEBELL can handle.
Gregersen et al. [2023] recently proposed asynchronous probabilistic coupling inspired by prophecy
variables [Jung et al. 2019] to allow for “out of order” couplings between samplings, for proving
contextual refinement in a functional higher-order language. In Section 2 we showed how BLUEBELL
can resolve the issue in the context of first-order imperative programs by using framing creatively.
Our n-ary WP is inspired by LHC [D’Osualdo et al. 2022], which shows how arity-changing rules
(like wp-NEST) can accommodate modular and flexible relational proofs of deterministic programs.

Polaris [Tassarotti and Harper 2019], a logic for verifying concurrent probabilistic programs, is
an isolated instance of a relational separation logic. However, separation in Polaris is based on the
classic disjointness of heaps and is not related to (conditional) independence.

Other Techniques. Expectation-based approaches, which reason about expected quantities of
probabilistic programs via a weakest-pre-expectation operator that propagates information about
expected values backwards through the program, have been classically used to verify randomized
algorithms [Aguirre et al. 2021; Kaminski 2019; Kaminski et al. 2016; Kozen 1983; Moosbrugger
et al. 2022; Morgan et al. 1996]. Since these focus on a single expectation-based property at a time
and as such are non-modular, we do not consider them in the same category as program logics like
Lilac or pRHL. Ellora [Barthe et al. 2018] proposes an assertion-based logic (without separation nor
conditioning) to overcome the limitation of working only with expectations.

7 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

BLUEBELL’s journey started as a quest to integrate unary and relational probabilistic reasoning and
ended up uncovering joint conditioning as a key fundational tool. Remarkably, to achieve our goal
we had to deviate from Lilac’s previous proposal in both the definition of conditioning, to enable
the encoding of relational lifting, and of ownership (with almost measurability), to resolve an issue
with almost sure assertions (recently corrected [Li et al. 2023b] in a different way). In addition, our
model supports mutable state without sacrificing expressiveness. One limitation of our current
model is lack of support for continuous distributions. Lilac’s model could suggest a pathway for a
continuous extension of BLUEBELL, but it is unclear if all our rules would be still valid; for example
rule c-assoc’s soundness hinges on properties of discrete distributions that we could not extend
to the general case in an obvious way. BLUEBELL’s encoding of relational lifting and the novel
proof principles it uncovered for it are a demonstration of the potential of joint conditioning as a
basis for deriving high-level logics on top of an ergonomic core logic. An obvious candidate for
such scheme is variations of relational liftings for approximate couplings (which has been used for
e.g. differential privacy), or expectation based calculi (a la Ellora).
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Appendix

A THE RULES OF BLUEBELL

In this section we list all the rules of BLUEBELL, including some omitted (but useful) rules in addition
to those that appear in the main text. Since our treatment is purely semantic, rules are simply
lemmas that hold in the model. Although we do not aim for a full axiomatization, we try to identify
the key proof principles that apply to each of our connectives. For brevity, we omit the rules that
apply to the basic connectives of separation logic, as they are well-known and have been proven
correct for any model that is an RA. For those we refer to [Krebbers et al. 2018].

We make a distinction between “primitive” and “derived” rules. The primitive rules require proofs
that manipulate the semantic model definitions directly; these are the ones we would consider part
of a proper axiomatization. The derived rules can be proved sound by staying at the level of the
logic, i.e. by using the primitive rules of BLUEBELL.

Figure 7 lists the primitive rules for distribution ownership assertions and for the joint condi-
tioning modality. Figure 8 lists the primitive rules for the weakest precondition modality. In Fig. 9
we list some useful derived rules.

We provide proofs for each rule in the form of lemmas in Appendix F. The name labelling each
rule is a link to the proof of soundness of the rule.

B AUXILIARY DEFINITIONS

Definition B.1 (Bind and return). Let A be a countable set and ¥ a o-algebra. We define the
following functions:

return: A — D(Z4) bind: D(Z4) — (A — D(F)) — D(F)
return(a) = 9§, bind(p, k) 2 AX € F. Z u(a) - k(a)(X)
acA

We will use throughout Haskell-style notation for monadic expressions, for instance:
(x « p3 y « f(x); return(x +y)) = bind(y, Ax. bind(f(x), Ay. return(x + v)))

The bind and return operators form a well-known monad with D, and thus satisfy the monadic
laws:

bind(y, Ax. return(x)) = p (UNIT-R)
bind(return(v), k) = x(v) (UNIT-L)
bind(bind (g, k1), k2) = bind (g, Ax. bind (k1 (x), k2)) (assoc)

It is known that for any sigma algebra #” on countable underlying set, there exists a partition S
of the underlying space that generated it, so we can transform any such #” to a full sigma algebra
over S. Since we are working with countable underlying set throughout, the requirement of y to be
over the full sigma algebra 34 is not an extra restriction.

We assume each primitive operator ¢ € {+, -, <, ...} has an associated arity ar(¢) € N, and is
given semantics as some function [¢]: V¥(#) — V. Expressions e € E are given semantics as a
function [e]: S — V as standard:

[e](s) = 0 [x[(s) = s(x) [o(es. ... (o)) (s) = [0l ([er], ..., [ear(p)])
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— Distribution ownership rules

AND-TO-STAR
idx(P) Nidx(Q) = 0
PAQFP*Q

DIST-INJ SURE-MERGE
EGy ~puNEG@y ~p' v Tp=p'" [E1(i)] * [Eo(i)] 4 [(Ex A E2)(i)]

SURE-AND-STAR
pabs(P, pvar(E(i)))
[EGY| APF [E@)] =P

PROD-SPLIT
(E1€i), E2(i)) ~ p1 ® pip + E1{i) ~ piy * Eoi) ~ iz

— Joint conditioning rules

C-CONS
C-TRUE C-FALSE Vo. Ky (0) Ky (0) C-FRAME
FCy_. True Cyv.False + False Px Cuu.K(v) F Cyo. (P*K(v))
Cuv.K1(v) + Cyo. Kz (0)
C-UNIT-L C-UNIT-R
C5vo v.K(v) 4+ K(vg) E(i) ~ pHF Cyo. [ECi) = 0]
C-ASSOC

Ho = bind (g, Av. (bind(x(v), Aw. return(v, w)))) CTUNASSOC

Cpuv. Cy(p) w.K(0,w) F Cpy (0, w). K(v, w)

Chind (k) W-K(w) F Cpo. Cye(p) w-K(w)

C-AND C-SKOLEM
idx(K7) Nidx(Kz) = 0 p:D(Z4)
Cuv.K1(v) A Cuo.Ka(v) + Cpo. (K1(v) A Kz(0)) Cuo.3x:X.Q(v,x) - 3f:A— X.Cp0.Q(v, f(v))
C-TRANSF

f: supp(p’) — supp(y) bijective
Vb € supp(p). p' (b) = p(f (b))
Cua.K(a)+ Cy b.K(f(b))

SURE-STR-CONVEX

Cpio. (K(v) % [E(i)]) F [E(i)] * Co.K(0)

C-FOR-ALL C-PURE
Cuo.Yx:X.Qv,x) - Vx:X. Cyo.Q(v, x) "u(X) =1"%Cuu.K(v) 4 Cpo.("v € X% K(v))

C-SURE-PROJ
Cu(v,w). [E(v)(i)] 4+ C‘umfl 0. [E(0)(i)]

Fig. 7. The primitive rules of BLUEBELL.
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— Structural WP rules

‘WP-CONS

orQ WP-FRAME WP-NEST
wpt{Q} - wpt {Q'} Prwpt{Q) Fwpt {P+Q} wpty {wptz {Q}} + wp (t1 - £2) {Q}
WP-CONJ
idx(Q1) N |t2] C |t1] idx(Qy) N |t1] C |£2] C-WP-SWAP

SPI(O] AwpE {0 Fwp(nr ) (@i ngsy  CrUVPHRE Aownzwpt {0 Q)

— Program WP rules

WP-SKIP WP-SEQ
P+ wp [i:skip] {P} wp [i:¢] {wp [i:t/1{Q}} + wp [i: (¢; )] {Q}
WP-ASSIGN
x ¢ pvar(e)  Vy € pvar(e). p(y(i)) >0  p(x(i)) =1
(p) F wp [i:x:=e] {x(i) = e(i) ]}

WP-SAMP

(x(iy:1) F wp [i:x = d (@) ] {x(i) ~ d(d)}

WP-IF-PRIM

WP-BIND
if v then wp [i:t1] {Q(1)} else wp [i: 2] {Q(0)} N . .
Fwp [i:if o thenltl else 1] {Q(0)} ’ le(iy = o]« wp [i:E[0] | {Q} + wp [i: Ee] | {Q}
WP-LOOP-UNF ‘WP-LOOP
wp [i: repeat n t] {wp [i:t] {O}} Vi<nP(i)rwp[j:t]{P(i+1)} e
+ wp [i:repeat (n+1) t] {Q} P(0) + wp [j: repeat n t] {P(n)}

Fig. 8. The primitive WP rules of BLUEBELL.

B.1 Program semantics

Definition B.2 (Term semantics). Given ¢t € T we define its kernel semantics K[t]: S — D(Zs) as
follows:

K [skip](s) £ return(s)
K|[x:=e](s) = return(s[x — [e](s)])
Klx ~d(e,..., en)](s) £ 0 « [d]([e1](s)s---, [en](s)); return(s[x — ov])
Kltr;t2](s) 25" — K[t:1](s); K[t2](s")
K[if e then t; else 1, [(s) £ if [e](s) # 0 then K[t;](s) else K[t2](s)
K[repeat e t](s) = loop,([e](s),s)

where loop, simply iterates t:

return(s) ifn<0
s’ « loop,(n—1,s); K[t](s") otherwise
The semantics of a term is then defined as:

[t]: D(Zs) — D(2s)
[t1(w) = s — p3 K] ()

loop,(n,s) = {
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— Ownership and distributions

SURE-DIRAC SURE-EQ-IN]J
E(i)y ~ 8y - [E(i) = 0] [EGYy=0]*[E{) =0+ 0=0""
SURE-SUB DIST-FUN
Ex(i) ~ p+ [(Ez = f(E1))(i)] + Eg(i) ~ po f E()) ~p+ (foE)(i) ~po f!
DIRAC-DUP DIST-SUPP
E(i) ~ 0o b E(i) ~ 0y * E(i) ~ 0p E(i) ~ p+ EQi) ~ p= [E(i) € supp(p)|

PROD-UNSPLIT
E1(i) ~ p1 * Ea(i) ~ pa + (E1(i), E2(i)) ~ 1 ® 2

— Joint conditioning

C-SWAP SURE-CONVEX

Cu, v1. Cpy v2. K(01,02) + Cp, v2. Cpyy 01. K(01,02) Cpo. [EC) ]+ [E(D)]
DIST-CONVEX C-SURE-PROJ-MANY
Cuv. E(i) ~ u o EG) ~ Cu(o,w). [x(i) = o(x(i)) Ix(iyex A+ C,lonl-l v. [x(i) = o(x{i)) Ix(iyex

— Relational Lifting

RL-CONS RL-UNARY CPL-EQ-DIST
RiCR, R ¢ Vixa{Dexn(id} i#j
LR1] F [R2] LR] b [R(x1(D), ... xn (D)) ] Lx(i) =y )+ 3 x(@) ~ py(j) ~

RL-SURE-MERGE

};L_CONIZEX R R;_MERG; R AR Rc VX pvar(e(i)) € X
uor IR Hal el L n el LRJ+ [x(i) = e(i)] F [RAX(i) = e(0)]
COUPLING

poml=p  pom'=p  p(R)=1

x1 (1) ~ p1 *x2(2) ~ gz + [R(x1(1), x2(2)) ]

— Weakest Precondition

WP-LOOP-LOCKSTEP
Vk < n.P(k) - wp [i:t, j:t'] {P(k+ 1)}
€
P(0) - wp [i: (repeat n 1), j: (repeat n )] {P(n)}

WP-LOOP-0
P+ wp [i:repeat 0 t] {P}

WP-RL-ASSIGN
Rc VX x(i) ¢ pvar(e(i)) € X Vy € pvar(e). p(y(i)) > 0 p(x(i)) =1
[RI@p + wp [i:x = ] {[R A x(i) = e(i)|@p}

Fig. 9. Derived rules.
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Evaluation contexts & are defined by the following grammar:

Eu=x=8"| x=d(é,E8) | if & thent, elset, | repeat & ¢
E=1[11 ¢@,8.8)
A simple property holds for evaluation contexts.

Lemma B.3. K[E[e]](s) = K[E[[e] (s)]](s)-

Proor. Easy by induction on the structure of evaluation contexts. O

B.2 Permissions

Rule SURE-AND-STAR needs a side-condition on assertions which concerns how an assertion con-
strains permission ownership. In BLUEBELL, most manipulations do not concern permissions, except
for when a mutation takes place, where permissions are used to make sure the frame forgets all
information about the variable to be mutated. The notion of permission-scaling-invariant assertion
we now define characterises the assertions which are not chiefly concerned about permissions.

An assertion P € HA[ is permission-scaling-invariant with respect to some X C I X X, written
pabs(P, X), if it is invariant under scaling of permission of X; that is:

pabs(P,X) = VF, 1, p,q,n € N\ {0}.P(F, u, p[x(i):q]) = P(F, 1, p[x(i):q/n]).

For example, fixing X = {x(i)} then x{i) ~ p, [x(i) = 0], and (y(i):1) are permission-scaling-
invariant, but (x{i):%) is not.

C MEASURE THEORY LEMMAS

In the following, for any natural number n > 1, we will use [n] to denote the list of numbers

{1,...,n}.

First, we present the key lemma that uses the fact that underlying set is countable.

LeEmMA C.1. Let Q be as countable set, and ¥ to be an arbitrary sigma algebra on Q. Then there
exists a countable partition S of Q such that F = o(S).

Proor. For every element x € Q, we identify the smallest event E, € ¥ such that x € E,, and
show that for x, z € Q, either Ex = E, or Ex NE, = 0. Then the set S = {E; | x € Q} is a partition of
Q, and any event E € ¥ can be represented as | J,cg Ex, which suffices to show that ¥ is generated
by S.

For every x, y, let

A = Q ifVE € 7, either x, y both in E or x, y both not in E
“Y 7 |E  otherwise, pick any E € ¥ suchthatx e Eandy ¢ E

Then we show that, for all x, Ex = NyecoAy,y is the smallest event in ¥ such that x € E in the
following. If there exists E., such that x € E, and E;. C E,, then E, \ E is not empty. Let y be
an element of E, \ Ej, and by the definition of A ,, we have y ¢ A, ,. Thus, y € NycoAy y = Ex,
which contradicts with y € Ex \ Er.
Next, for any x, z € Q, since Ey is the smallest event containing x and E, is the smallest event
containing z, the smaller event E, \ E, is either equivalent to E, or not containing z.
- IfE, \ Ex = E,, then E, and E, are disjoint.
- Ifz ¢ E, \ Ey, then it must z € E,, which implies that there exists no E € ¥ such that x € E and
z ¢ E. Because ¥ is closed under complement, then there exists no E € ¥ such that x ¢ E and
z € E as well. Therefore, we have x € NyeqA,,; = E, as well. Furthermore, because E; is the
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smallest event in ¥ that contains z and E, also contains z, we have E, C E,; symmetrically, we
have E, C E,. Thus, E, = E,.

Hence, the set S = {E, | x € Q} is a partition of Q. O

LemMA C.2. IfS = {A1, Ay, ..., Ay} is a partition on Q, and F is a sigma algebra generated by S,
then every element of ¥ can be written as | J;c; A; for some I subset of [n].

In other words,
o(S) = {UAi Ic [n]}

iel
Proor. Because sigma algebra is closed under countable union, for any I C [n], ;1 Ai € o(S).
Thus, 0(S) 2 {Uier Ai | I € [n]}.
Also, {U;er Ai | I € [n]} is a sigma algebra:
[ ] 0 = UiE@ Ai'
o Q= UiE[n] A,’.
o If Ey = U;erAi and E; = Ujep Ai and then E; N E; = U;epnp Ai- So it is closed under
intersections.
o If E = {J;c; Ai, then the complement of E is U ([n]\1) Ai-
Then, {{U;c;Ai | I € [n]} is a sigma algebra that contains S, which implies that {{J;c; A; | I €
[n]} = a(S).
Therefore, 0(S) = {U;e; Ai | I € [n]}. O

LemMA C.3. Let Q be as countable set. If Sy and S; are both partitions of Q, then o(S1) C o(Sz)
implies that for any q; € S, we can find p; € S such that q; C p;.

Proor. We pick an arbitrary element s € g; and denote the element of S; that contains s as p’.
Because p’ € S; and S; C 0(S1) C 0(S;), we have p’ € 0(S;). Note that s € g; and g; is an element
of the partition S, that generates o(S;), ¢; must be the smallest event in o(S;) that contains s.
Because s € p’ as well, g; being the smallest event containing s implies that g; C p’. O

LEmMA C.4. Suppose that we are given a sigma algebra ¥, over a countable underlying set Q and a
measure ji; over F1, and some A, i € Y4, x1: A — D(F7) such that p; = bind(y, k1). Then, for any
probability space (2, p12) such that (F1, 1) T (F2, pi2), there exists k such that i, = bind(y, k2).
Furthermore, for any a € supp(u), (F1,k1(a)) T (%2, k2(a)).

Proor. By Lemma C.1, 7 is generated by a countable partition over Q;. Say ¥; is generated by
S, ie. Fi = 0(S;). Also, (F1, 1) T (F2, p2) implies that F; € 5. So we have o(S1) C 0(S;), which
by Lemma C.3 implies that for any q € S;, we can find a p € S; such that g C p. Let f to be the
mapping such that this p = f(q) .

Then, we define k;, as follows: for any a € A, E € 75, there exists S C S, such that E = Lﬂqes q
then define

k2(a)(E) = > x1(a)(f(q)) - h(g),

qes

where h(q) = #2(q) /2 (£(9)) if 12 (f(q)) # 0 and h(g) = 0 otherwise.
Then for any E € ¥,

bind(y, k) (E)
=" u@) - k2(X)

acA
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= Zp(a) ‘ Z k1(a)(f(q) - h(q)

acA qES
=3 > @ k1 (a)(f(q) - hlg)
geS acA
= > bind(, k1) (f(q)) - h(q)
qeSs
= > m(f(q) - h(g)
qeSs
(9)
= i (f(g) - —22
qw§mﬂl 12(f(9)
.Uz(Q)
= - —_— ’ — / f 73
qd#%%m#fﬂf@” 12(F(@) (1 (EY) = o (E) for any E” € F2)
= Z H2(q)
qeS,pu2(f(q))#0
= Z H2(q) + Z H2(q) (Because p2(f(q)) = 0 implies pz(q) = 0)
qeS.p2(f(q))#0 qeS.p2(f(q))=0
= Z 12(q)
qes
= (4] )
qes
= [ (E)

Thus, bind (g, k2) = .
Also, for any a € A, for any E € 7, there exists S C S; such that E = ,cs p-

k2(a)(E) = 2(a) (4] p)

pes’

= > k(a)(p)

peS’

=3 > r@

PES’ qCp.qeF

(@

= K1 (a)(f(q)) - —= L

gé;quﬂ€7£§201q»¢o 1 12(f(9)
(qup,qe?’z #2(61))

= > x@p)- o)

PES 2 (p)#0

=Y k) 2

PES 2 (p)#0 p2(p)

= > x@p)

PES 2 (p)#0
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= > x(a)(p)

pes’
=xi(a)([4] p)
pes’

= k1(a)(E)

Thus, for any a, (01, k1(a)) E (02, k2(a)). O

Lemma C.5. Given two sigma algebras F1 and F, over two countable underlying sets Q4, Q,, then
a general element in the product sigma algebra ¥, ® F, can be expressed as | J; jc; Ai X B; for some
A; € F1,Bj € Fo, ] T N2

Proor. By Lemma C.1, the sigma algebra #; is generated by a countable partition over Q;. Let
C; = {A;}ien be the countable partition that generates 71, C2 = {B;}iew be the countable partition
that generates #,. By Appendix C, a general element in #; can be written as | J;c; A; for some
J € N, and similarly, a general element in ¥ can be written as ( Jicx By for some K € N.

Note that {A; X Bi};ken is a partition because: if (A; X Bx) N (Aj X By:) # 0 for some j # j’
and k # k’, then it must A; N A;» # 0 and By N By # 0, and that imply that A; = Aj» and B; = Bj;
therefore, Aj X By = Ajs X By.

We next show that 71 ® F; is generated by partition {A; X B} ken.

F18 F2 = o(F1 X F2)

{U&XU@

Jeh Jjek

=0

JuJ C N}

=ol{ |J AjxBe|hhcN
Jjehkel

=o({A; x Bc| j,k cN})

Since each A; € C; C #; and B € C, C 73 a general element in 7 ® ¥ can be expressed as
{UjrciAj X Bi | Aj € F1, B € F2,1 € N2}, O

LemMma C.6. Given two probability spaces (Fa, pia), (Fb, ip) € P(Q), their independent product
(Fas a) ® (Fp, p1p) exists if p1z(Eg) - pp(Ep) = 0 for any E, € Fa, Ep € Fpy such that E; N Ep, = 0.

Proor. We first define 1 : {E;,NEy | E; € Fu, Ep € F} — [0,1] by u(E; NEp) = pa(E,) - up(Ep)
for any E; € ¥4, Ep € Fp, and then show that y could be extended to a probability measure on
Fa ® Fp.

e We first need to show that y is well-defined. That is, E, N Ep = E; N E; implies p, (Eg) -

b (Ep) = pa(Eg) - pp(Ep).
When E, N Ep = E; NE,, it must E, N E, 2 E, NEp = E; NE}, Thus, E; \ E; € E, \ Ep, and
then E, \ E, is disjoint from Ej,; symmetrically, E; \ E, is disjoint from E;. Since E,, E;, are
both in ¥,, we have E, \ E, and E/, \ E, both measurable in 7. Their disjointness and the
result above implies that 15 (Eq \ Ep) - iy (Ep) = 0 and pa(E7, \ Eg) - iy (E) = 0. Then there
are four possibilities:

~ I i (Ey) = 0 and i (Ep) = 0, then pg(Ea) - i (Ep) = 0 = pia(EL) - (Ey).

- If pa(Eq \ E)) =0 and pp(E,, \ E;) = 0. Then

pa(Ea) - pp(Ep) = pa((E;, \ Ea) W (E, N Eg)) - pp(Ep)
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= (ta(Ey \ Ea) + pa(Ey N Ea)) - i (Ep)
= Ha(E; N Eg) - b (Ep)
= (ta(Ea \ E}) + pa(Ey 0 Ea)) - i (Ep)
= Ha(Eg) - po(Ep)
Note that E; \ Ep is also disjoint from E; N E,, and Ej, \ E} is also disjoint from Ej N E,.
Thus, either p,(E, N E,) = 0, which implies that
Ha(Ea) - pp(Ep) = (0+0) - pip(Ep) = 0= (0+0) - ip(Ep) = pa(E,) - pip(Eyp),
or we have both py,(E, \ Ep) = 0 and i (Ep \ E}) = 0, which imply that

Ha(Ea) - pp(Ep) = Ha(Eg) - pp(Ep)
= Ha(Eg) - o ((Ep NEy) W (Ep \ E}))
= pa(Ey) - (up(Ep N E) +0)
= Ha(Eg) - (up(Ep NEy) + pp(Ey, \ Ep))
= Ha(Ep) - pio(E}).
- If pp(E)) = 0 and pp(E, \ E) = 0, then

:ua(Ea) : ,ub(Eb) = (,ua(Ea N E;) + ,ua(Ea \Eé)) : (:ub(Eb N E;,) + :ub(Eb \ E;,))
= ﬂa(Ea N E’a) : ﬂb(Eb \E;;)
The set Ep, \ E; is disjoint from E; N Eg, so pa(Eq N Ey) - pp(Ep \ E}) = 0. Thus,
Ha(Ea) - pp(Ep) = 0 = pa(Ey) - :ub(E;,)~
— If jp(Ep) = 0 and pp (E,, \ E,) = 0, then symmetric as above.
In all these cases, j14(Eq) - pp(Ep) = pa(Ey) - pp(E}) as desired.
e Show that y satisfy countable additivity in {E, N E, | E; € ¥4, Ep € Fp}-
We start with showing that y is finite-additive. Suppose Ej N E} = ;e[ (Ai N B;) where
each A; € ¥, and B; € . Fix any A; N B;, there is unique minimal A € ¥, containing A; N B;,
becauseif A D A;NB;and A’ 2 A;NB;,then ANA’ D A;NB; and ANA’F4 too, and ANA’ is
smaller. Because we have shown that y is well-defined, in the following proof, we can assume
without loss of generality that A; is the smallest set in 7, containing A; N B;. Similarly, we
let B; to be the smallest set in #}, containing A; N B;. Thus, E; NE} = ;e (Ai N B;) implies
every A; is smaller than Ej and every B; is smaller than E;. Therefore, Ej 2 Uje[n)A; and
E} 2 Ujen)B;, which implies that
Eg NEy 2 (Uie[n)Ai) N (Vie[n]Bi) 2 Vie[n) (Ai N B;) = E; N Ey,

which implies that the 2 in the inequalities all collapse to =.
For any I C [n], define a; = NicrA; \ (Uie[n\rAi), and fr = NierB; \ (Uie[n)\1Bi). For
any I # I', ar Nap = 0. Thus, {a1}1c[n] is a set of disjoint sets in U;e,]A;, and similarly,

{Br}ic(n) is a set of disjoint sets in U;c[,)B;. Also, for any i € [n], we have A; = Urc[a]jierar
and B; = Urc[n]jicrf1. Furthermore, for any I,

ar NUjenBi € (Uiern]Ai) N (Uie[n)Bi) = E—J A; N B;,
ie[n]]
and thus,

ar N Ve[ Bi = ( LW_LJ A; N By) N (ar N Uien) B)

i€e[n]



BLueBELL: An Alliance of Relational Lifting and Independence For Probabilistic Reasoning Appendix « 33

E—J (Al N Bl' NarN U]E[H]Bj)
i€[n]

=H(Ain3inamuje[n13j) (Ainar=0ifigl)
iel

:E—J(AiﬂBiﬁaI) (Bi N Uje[n)Bj = B; for any i)
iel

= E—J(Bi Nar) (AjNnay=offorany i el)
iel

= ar N UjerB; ®)

Now,
p(Eg N Ey)
= p((UYie[n)Ai) N (Uie[n) Bi))

= p(( L+J ar) N (Yie[n)Bi)) (By definition of a;)
Ic[n]
= fa( L‘d ar) - iy (Yie[n) Bi) (By definition of y)
IC[n]
= Z palar) | - pp(Yicn) Bi) (By finite-additivity of )
IC[n]
= Z Ha(ar) - pp(Uie[n) Bi)
Ic[n]
= Z p(ar N (Yiern)Bi)) (By definition of p)
IC[n]
= Z plar N (VierB;)) (By Eq. (8))
IC[n]
= Z Ha(ar) - pp(VierB;) (By definition of )
IC[n]
= > mB) | D, Hala@)
i€[n] IC[n] s.t.iel

Z o (Bi) - pa(Ai)

i€[n]

D (AN By ©)

i€[n]

Thus, we established the finite additivity. For countable additivity, suppose E, N E; =
\H;en(A; N B;). By the same reason as above, we also have

EqNEp = (UienAi) N (VienBi) = Uien(Ai N B;) = Eg N Ey.
Then,

y(Ea N Ey)
= p((UienA;) N (YienBi))
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= pa(UienA;) - pp(UienBi)
= ,Ua(nli_{f.}o Uieln]Ai) - Ilh(nli_{{)lo Uie[n)Bi)

= lim pa(UiernjAi) - im pp(Uiepn)Bi) (By continuity of u, and pp)
n—oo n—oo
= nli_{lgcﬂa(uie[n]Ai) -t (Yien) Bi) (1)
= lim > u(B) - pa(A) (By Eq. (9))
i€[n]
= > i (Bi) - palA), (10)
ieN

where f is because that the product of limits equals to the limit of the product when
both limp,_,c0 fta(Uie[n)Ai) and limp,_,co p1p (Uje[n]B;) are finite. Thus, we proved countable
additivity as well.
e Next we show that we can extend y to a measure on 7, ® 7.

So far, we proved that p is a sub-additive measure on the {E; N E, | E, € ¥4, Ep € Fp},
which forms a 7-system. By known theorem in probability theory (e.g., corollary 2.5.4
of [Rosenthal 2006]), we can extend a sub-additive measure on a z-system to the sigma
algebra it generates if the 7-system is a semi-algebra. Thus, we can extend y to a measure
onoc({E;NEy | E; € Fa, Ep € Fp}) if we can prove ] ={E, NEy | E; € ¥4, Ep € Fp} isa
semi-algebra.

— J contains @ and Q: trivial.

— ] is closed under finite intersection: (E, N Ep) N (E; N Ey) = (Eq N Ep) N (Ep N Ey),

where E, N E; € ¥4, and Ep N E; € 5.
— The complement of any element of J is equal to a finite disjoint union of elements of J:

(Eo N Ep)© =ES VE;
= (ESN Q)W (E,NE})

where EaC,Ea € ¥4, and Ebc, Qe F.
As shown in [Li et al. 2023a],

0({EaNEp | Ea € T, Eb € Fp}) =Fa® T (11)

Thus, the extension of y is a measure on ¥, & 7.
e Last, we show that y is a probability measure on 7, @ Fp: p(Q) = po(Q) - p(Q) =1. O

Lemma C.7. Consider two probability spaces (771, 1), (T2, iz) € P(Q), and some other probability
space (X a, 1) and kernel k such that p; = bind (g, ).

Then, the independent product (F1, p1) ® (F2, pi2) exists if and only if for any a € supp(u), the
independent product (F1,x(a)) ® (F2, pi2) exists. When they both exist,

(F1, 1) ® (F2, pr2) = (F1 @ F2, bind (p, ha. k(a) @ pi2))

Proor. We first show the backwards direction. By Lemma C.6, for any a € supp (), to show that
the independent product (¥, x(a)) @ (1, p1) exists, it suffices to show that for any E; € 71, E; € F
such that E; N E; = 0, k(a)(E;) - p2(E2) = 0.

Fix any such Ej, E, because (77, j11) ® (F3, pi2) is defined, we have p; (E;) - gz (E2) = 0, then either
Hi1 (El) =0or /,lz(Ez) =0.
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o If i1 (E;) = 0: Recall that
1 (Ey) = bind (g, <) (E)) = D (@) - k(@) (E1) = ), (@) - k(a) (Ey)

acA aesupp(p)

Because all p(a) > 0 and x(a)(E;) 2 0 for all a € supp(p) Xgesupp(n) #(a) - k(a)(E1) =0
implies that p(a) - x(a)(E;) = 0 for all a € supp(p). Thus, for all a € supp(y), it must
k(a)(E;) = 0. Therefore, x(a)(E;) - p2(E,) = 0 for all a € supp(u) with this Ey, E,.

o If i, (E;) = 0, then it is also clear that x(a)(E;) - p2(Ez) = 0 for all a € supp(p).

Thus, we have k(a)(E;) - p2(Ez) = 0 for any E; N E; = 0 and a € supp(y). By Lemma C.6, the
independent product (71, k(a)) ® (F7, 1) exists.

For the forward direction: for any E; € ¥; and E; € %, such that E; N E; = 0, the independent
product (F1, k(a)) ® (72, 2) exists implies that
K(Cl)(El) . ﬂz(Ez) =0.
Thus,

p1(Ev) - pz(E) = bind(p, k) (Ey) - p2 (Ez)

= (Z ua) :«a)(&)) - o (E2)

acA

- Z p(a) - (x(a)(Ey) - pz(E2))

acA,

= > wa) -0

acA,
=0
Thus, by Lemma C.6, the independent product (77, 1) ® (2, y2) exists. For any E; € 7 and
E; € F2,

bind (1, Aa. k(@) @ ) (B N Ez) = > pi(a) - ((a) @ pr,) (Ey N Ey)
acsupp(u)

= Z u(a) - x(a)(Eq) - p2(Ez)

a€supp(p)

=( Z ﬂ(a)'K(a)(El))'ﬂz(Ez)

a€supp(p)
= bind(y, ) (E1) - p2(E2)
= (Ey) - p12(Ez)
= p11(Ey) - p2(E2)
= (1 ® p12) (E1 N Ey)
Thus, (71, 1) @ (F2, 2) = (F1 ® F2, bind (1, Aa. k(a) ® p2)).

D MODEL

D.1 Basic connectives

The following are the definitions of the standard SL connectives we use in BLUEBELL:

'—go—' = )x_q) P Q £ Aa. Ebl,bg. (bl . bz) <a /\P(bl) A Q(bz)
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Own(b) 2 Aa.b <a P—«Q=Aa.Vb.V(a-b) = P(b) = Q(a-b)
PAQ 2 Aa.P(a) AQ(a) Vx:X.P(x) £ Ma.Vx € X.P(x)(a)
PV Q£ Aa.P(a)VQ(a) Ax:X.P(x) £ Aa.3x € X. P(x)(a)

D.2 Construction of the BLUEBELL model

LEmMA D.1. The structure PSp is an ordered unital resource algebra (RA) as defined in Definition 4.1.

Proor. We defined - and < the same way as in [Li et al. 2023a], and they have proved that - is
associative and commutative, and < is transitive and reflexive. We check the rest of conditions one
by one.

= Condition a- b = b - a. The independent product is proved to be commutative in [Li et al. 2023a].
= Condition (a-b)-c=a- (b-c). The independent product is proved to be associative in [Li et al.
2023a].
= Condition a < b = b < ¢ = a < c. The order < is proved to be transitive in [Li et al. 2023a].
= Condition a < a. The order < is proved to be reflexive in [Li et al. 2023a].
= Condition V(a - b) = V(a). Pattern matching on a - b, either there exists probability spaces
P1, P> such that a = P, b = P, and P; @ P, is defined, ora - b = 4.
— Casea- b= 4.Note that V(a - b) does not hold when a - b = 4, so we can eliminate this case
by ex falso quodlibet.
— Casea-b=%P; ®P,. Then a = Py, and thus V(a).
= Condition V(¢). Clear because ¢ # 4.
= Condition a < b = V(b) = V(a). Pattern matching on a and b, either there exists probability
spaces Py, P, such that a = Py, b = P, and P; E P, is defined, or b = 4.
— Case b = 4. Then V(D) does not hold, and we can eliminate this case by ex falso quodlibet.
— Case a =P, b = P; and P; C P,. We clearly have V (a).
= Condition ¢ - a = a. Pattern matching on g, either a = 4 or there exists some probability space
% such that a = P.
— Casea=4.Thene-a=4 =a.
- Casea=P.Thene-a=a.
= Condition a < b = a-c < b - c. Pattern matching on a and b. If a < b, then either b = 4 or
there exists P, P’ such thata = P and b = P’.
— Caseb =/.Thenb - c =4 is the top element, and thena-c < b - c.
— Case Otherwise. a < b iff P < P/, then either b-¢c = 4 and a-c < b - c follows, or
b-c=%P" ®P" for some probability space ¢ = P”’. Then P < P’ implies that P - P is also
definedand P - P’ <P -P”.Thus,a-c < b - ctoo. m]

LEMMA D.2 (RA COMPOSITION PRESERVES COMPATIBILITY).
Fiepr=Fa#pr= (F10F) # (p1-p2)

Proor. Let S; = {x € X | p1(x) =0}, S; = {x € X | po(x) = 0}. If 1 # py, then there exists
P; € P((X\ S1) — V) such that P; = P| ® 15,_,v In addition, if 7, # p,, then there exists
P, € P((X\ Sz) — V) such that P, = P, ® 1s,_,v. Then,

PPy =P OP,
= (P @ Is-v) ® (P, ® Is,5v)
Say (F/,p7) = P{, and (F,, pi5) = P,. Then the sigma algebra of P; - P is
c({(E1 xS = V)N (E; xS, = V) | E; € F/,E2 € 7, })
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=0({((Ey X (S1\ S2) = V)N (E2 X (S2 \ E1) » V) x (851N Sy) | Ey € F{,E2 € 7, })
Then, there exists " € P((X\ (51 N S2)) — V) such that Py - P = P” @ 1(s,ns,)—v). Also,

{x e X (p1- p2)(x) =0}
={x e X[ p1(x) + p2(x) = 0}
={x € X| p1(x) = 0 and p,(x) = 0}
251 N Sz

Therefore, 71 ® ¥ is compatible with p; - p, m]
LeEmmA D.3. The structure (Perm, <,V, -, €) is an ordered unital resource algebra (RA) as defined

in Definition 4.1.

Proor. We check the conditions one by one.

= Condition a - b = b - a. Follows from the commutativity of addition.

= Condition (a-b)-c=a- (b-c).Follows from the associativity of addition.

= Conditiona < b = b < ¢ = a < c. < is a point-wise lifting of the order < on arithmetics, so it
follows from the transitivity of <.

» Condition a < a. < is a point-wise lifting of the order < on arithmetics, so it follows from the
reflexivity of <.

= Condition V(a-b) = V(a). By definition,

V(a-b)=>VxeX (a-b)(x) <1
=>VxeXalx)+b(x) <1
=>VxeXalx) <1
= V(a)

= Condition V(¢). Note that ¢ = A_. 0 satisfies that Vx € X, e(x) < 1, so V(¢).

» Condition a < b = V(b) = V(a). By definition, a < b means Vx € X.a(x) < b(x), and V (b)
means that Vx € X.b(x) < 1. Thus, a < b and V(b) implies that Vx € X.a(x) < b(x) < 1, which
implies V (a).

= Condition ¢ - a = a. By definition,

e-a=Ax.(A_0)(x) +a(x)
=Ax.0+ a(x)
=a.
= Conditiona <b = a:c < b - c. By definition,
a=<boVxeXa(x) <b(x)
= Vx € X.a(x) + c(x) < b(x) +c(x)
=a-czb-c O
LeEMMA D.4. The structure PSpPm is an ordered unital resource algebra (RA) as defined in Defini-
tion 4.1.

Proor. We want to check that PSpPm satisfies all the requirements to be an ordered unital
resource algebra (RA). Because PSpPm is very close to a product of PSp and Perm, the proof below
is very close to the proof that product RAs are RA.

First, Lemma D.2 implies that - is well-defined.
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Then we need to check all the RA axioms are satisfied. For any a, b € PSpPm and any P4, p1, P2, p2
such that a = (P, p1), b = (P, p2).
We check the conditions one by one.
= Condition V(a-b) = V(a). By definition, a - b = (P1, p1) - (P2, p2) = (P1 - P2, p1 - p2). And
V(P1 - Pa, p1 - p2) implies that V(P - P») and V (p; - p2). Because PSp and Perm are both RAs,
we have V(P;) and V(p;). Thus, V(P1, p1).
= Condition VY (¢). Clear because ¢ = (1g,Ax.0) and Tg # 4, and Vx.(Ax.0)(x) < 1.
» Condition a < b = V(b) = V(a). a < bimplies that P; < P, and p; < p,. V(b) implies that
Py # 4, and Vx.(p2)(x) < 1. Thus, P; # 4, and Vx.(p1)(x) < 1. And therefore, V (b).
= Condition¢-a=a.¢-a= (1g,Ax.0) - (P1,p1)
=(1s - P, Ax.0-p1)
= (Prp1) =a
= Conditiona <b = a-c <b-c.a < bimplies that P; < P, and p; < p,.
Say ¢ = (P3,p3). Thena-c = (P1 - Ps,p1-p3) and b - ¢ = (P - Ps, p2 - p3). Because P; < P,
P1 - P35 < Py - Ps; similarly, p; - ps < pa - ps. Thus,a-c <b-c. ]

LemMa D.5. If M is an RA, then M is also an RA.

ProoOF. RA is known to be closed under products, and M’ can be obtained as products of M, so
we omit the proof. O

LEmma D.6. M is an RA.

Proor. By Lemma D.4, PSpPm is an RA. By Lemma D.5, the structure M; = PSpPm! is also an
RA. O

E CHARACTERIZATIONS OF JOINT CONDITIONING AND RELATIONAL LIFTING
Interestingly, it is possible to characterize the conditioning modality using the other connectives of

the logic.

PRoOPOSITION E.1 (ALTERNATIVE CHARACTERIZATION OF JOINT CONDITIONING). The following is
a logically equivalent characterization of the joint conditioning modality:

CuK A+ 3F, p, p, . Own(F, p, p) * "Vi € I. p(i) = bind(y, k(i) "
* Yo € supp(p). Own(F, x(I)(v), p) —* K(v)

ProoF. In the following, we sometimes abbreviate "Vi € I. u(i) = bind(y, k(i))" as "u =
bind(p, x) .
We start with the embedding:

AF, p, p.xc. Own(F, p, p) = "Vi € I. p(i) = bind(, k(i)
* Va € supp(p). Own(F, x(I)(a), p) —+ K(a)

4 Ar.3F, p, pox. (Own(F, 1, p) " p = bind(p, &) "=

(Ya € supp(p).Own(F, ka, p) — K(a)))(r)
AFAr.3F, p, pox, Fu, 1y, Py F oo Uy, Pos T3, U, Pss

r 3 (F1 1y, py) - (Fos g, Py) - (F3, 3, p3)A

(Fr.ppp) 2 (F o p) AT p=Dbind(p, x) 'A

(Ya € supp(p).Vri,ra2.r1 - (F3, 5, p3) =12 A1 2 (F,xa, p) = K(a)(r2))
Ak Ar.3F, pu, p, T3, ps, p3. K.
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r3(Fpmp)- (Fs pu;) AT =bind(p, x) A
(Ya € supp(p).Vri, ra.ry - (F3, i3, p3) = r2 Ary 2 (F,ka, p) = K(a)(rz))

For the last equivalence, the forward direction holds because

r 3 (F1, 1y py) - (Fo, g, o) - (F3, 13, P3)
3 (F1, 1y, py) - (F3, 43, P3)
3 (F.up) - (F3 3 P3)-

The backward direction holds because we can pick (1, pt1, p;) = (F, 1, p), (F2, ,) be the trivial
probability space on s and p, = A_.0.

e To show that the embedding implies the original assertion C, K, we start with (i) @ p;(i).
For any i, we have u(i) = bind(y, x(i)), and thus

p(i) ® g (i) = bind (4, k(i) ® 3 (i).

According to Lemma C.7, pu(i) ® p,(i) is defined implies that x (i) (a) ® p,(i) is defined for
any a €. Furthermore,

p(i) ® ps(i) = bind(p, Aa. k(i) (@) @ p5(i))

We abbreviate the hyperkernel [i:Aa. k(i)(a) ® p;(i) | i € I] as &’. For any a € supp(p),
the assertion

Va € supp(p).Vry, re.r1 ® (F3, s, p3) =12 Arp 3 (F,k(D)a, p) = K(a)(rz)
applies with the specific case r; = (F, k(I)(a), p), gives us

K(a)((F,x(D)(a), p) - (F3, 13, p3)])

By the definition of composition in our resource algebra, we have K(a) (¥ @& F3, k' (I) (a), p+
P3)-
For any r,

— If VY (r), then there exists ¥, p’, p’ such that r = (¥, i/, p’). Note that

r=(F. 1, p) A(Fpup) (Fslts, p3) = (FO F3, 1@ ps, p+ps)

By Lemma C.4, p ® p; = bind(y, k’) implies that there exists ¥”” such that p(i) =
bind(y, ¥’ (i)), and that for any a € supp p, (F @& F3,x’(I)(a)) T (F',«”’ (I)(a)). Thus,
by monotonicity with respect to the extension order, that would imply K (a) (¥, ¥’ (I)(a), p’).
And K(a)(F',x” (I)(a), p’) for any a € supp p together with p(i) = bind(y, k¥’ (i))
implies that r satisfy the original assertion of conditioning modality.
— If not V(r), then r satisfies any assertions, so r satisfy the original assertion of condi-

tioning modality.

e To show the other direction that having the original assertion implies the embedded assertion.

Assume C, K(r), that is,

3.1 po. (F, . p) < r AVi € L (i) = bind(, (1) (7)
A Yo € supp(p).K(0)(F, k(1) (v), p)

To show that r also satisfy the embedding, we pick the witness for the existential quan-
tifier as follows: let (3, u;) be the trivial probability space on S; let p; = A_.0; pick

(Fembd: Hembds Pembd) P the (Forig, Horig: Porig) that witness €y K(r), and Kembd = Korig-
Then:
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— First we show

r = (Forig: Horig> Porig)
= (Forig: Horigs Porig) (Fs, 13, s)
= (Fembd: Hembd> Pemba) = (F3, M3, P3)
~ Horig = bind (4 Korig (1) (@) implies peppg = bind (4, Kemba (1) (a)).
— For any ry, 1y,
1+ (F3 13 p3) = r2 A1t 2 (Fembds Kembd (1) (@), Permba)

implies that r; = r1 3 (Forig, Korig (1) (a), porig). By the assumption that the orig asser-
tion holds, we have K(a)(Forig, Korig(I) (), porig), which implies K(a)(r2).
Therefore, r also satisfy the embedding.

]

LEMMA E.2 (ALTERNATIVE CHARACTERIZATION OF RELATIONAL LIFTING). Given a relation R over
S1X Sy, then | R|(F, p, p) holds iff there exists [l over (1) ® F(2) such that i(R) = 1, pon; ' = p(1),
andpomy; ! = p(2).

Proor. We first unfold the definition of the coupling modality:

RI(F, p. p)
& (FupR) = 1A Cpo. Agiyex X)) = o(x(i) 1) (F, 1, p)
& 3pp(R) = 1A (Cyo- Awyex X = 0(x()) 1) (F 1, p)
S JpuR) =1A3F, 1, p' k. (Fou,p) = (F, 1, p’) AVi € Lbind(y, k(i) = p(i) A
Vo € supp(p). (Axiyex [ X0y = o)1) (F', 1’ p’)
© JupR) =1A3F 0, p' k. (F.p,p) = (F. 1, p’) AVi € Lbind(p, k(i) = p; A
Yo € supp(p). Nieqr2y Axgiyex” (X(0) = 0(x(0))) < (F (1), k(i) (0)) A
"r (i) (0) o (x(i) = 0(x(i))) " = Srrue
Now, to show that |R]|(F, p, p) implies there exists g over (1) ® (2) such that g(R) = 1,
ponyt=py,and o ;! = pp, we define i over 1 ® 7 as bind(p, Av. k(1) (v) ® k(2)(v)). Then,
H(R) = bind(p, v.x(1) (v) ® x(2)(v))(R)
= Z H(@) - (k(1)(2) ® k(2)(v))(R)
vesupp(p)

Since p(R) = 1, then for all v € supp,,, v € R. By additivity,
(x(1)(2) ® k(2)(2))(R) = (k(1)(2) ® k(2)(v))(v)

= k(1) (0) (1) - k(2)(v) (m20) (12)
= Pr(Asyex x(1) = 0(x(1))) - Pr(Azyex x(2) = 2(x(2)))
=1

where Eq. (12) is because v as a singleton can also be thought of as a Cartesian product. Thus,

AR = > po)-1-1= Y pe) =1

vesupp(p) vesupp(p)
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Meanwhile, for E; € ¥, and let j=2ifi=1and j = 1if i = 2,
(Hom ") (E;) = f(E; X Sy) (13)
= bind(y, Av. k(1) (v) ® K(2)(v))(E; X S;)
D (k(1)(0) ® (2)(0)) (E: X §))

vESUpp i

D1 k()(@)(E) - x()(@)(S))

vEsupp i

Z k(i) (v)(E;) - 1
vEsupp y
= bind(y, M. x(i)) (E;)

= pi(E:)
Thus, we complete the forward direction.
For the backwards direction, we pick p = g, p’(i) = mp (F' (i) accordingly), p’ = p’, and

k(i) = Av. 0z, xo- Then,
bind(y, x(i)) = bind (1, Av. 87, . 0)
=pom !
= p()
Also, by definition, k(i) (v) = 8, xo- Thus, {x(i) = 0(x(i})} < (F (i), x (i) (v)) and k(i) (v) o x(i) =
o(x(0) ™! = Srrue- u]

F SOUNDNESS
F.1 Soundness of Primitive Rules

F.1.1  Soundness of Distribution Ownership Rules.
LEmMA F.1. Rule AND-TO-STAR is sound.

Proor. Assume a valid a € My is such that it satisfies P A Q. This means that for some
(F,p, p) < a,both P(F, u, p) and Q(F, u, p) hold. We want to prove (P * Q)(a) holds. To this
end, let (771, uy, py) and (F2, 1, p,) be such that for every i € idx(P):

F1(i) = () F2(i) ={0,Q}
py (i) = p(i) p,(i) = AX.if X = Q then 1 else 0
pi() = p(i) pa(i) =A_.0

and for alli € T\ idx(P)
F2(i) = F() F1(i) = {0, Q}
(i) = p(i) p (i) =AX.if X = Qthenlelse 0
p.(i) = p(i) pi()=A_.0

Clearly, by construction, (71, gy, p;) ® (F2, tty, p5) = (F, g, p). and P(F1, py, p;). Since idx(P) N
idx(Q) = 0, we also have Q(F2, u,, p,). Therefore, (P Q)(F, u, p), and so (P * Q)(a) by upward
closure. m]

LEmMA F.2. Rule DIST-IN] is sound.
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Proor. Assume a valid a € M is such that both E(i) ~ u(a) and E(i) ~ p’(a) hold. Let
a=(F, py p), then we know p = p, o E¢i)~! = y//, which proves the claim. O

LeMMA F.3. Rule SURE-MERGE is sound.

Proor. The proof for the forward direction is very similar to the one for rule SURE-EQ-IN]. For
a € My, if ([E1(i)] * [E2(i)])(a). Then there exists aj, a, such that a; - a < a and [E{(i)](a;),

[Ex(i)|(az). Say a = (F, u, p), a1 = (F1, uy, py) and az = (F2, py, p,). Then [E;(i)|(a;) implies
that

p (Er(i) ™' (True)) = 1
And similarly,
o (B2 (1)~ (True)) = 1
Thus,
p(E1 (i)~ (True) N Ex(i) ' (True)) = p, (E1 (i)' (True)) - p,(E2(i) " (True)) = 1.
Hence,
p(E1 (i) A Eo(i) " (True)) = u(E1(i) " (True) N Ey(i) ' (True)) = 1

Thus, [E(i) A E2(j}[(a).
Now we prove the backwards direction: Say a = (F, p, p). if [E1{i) A E2(j)](a), then p(E; (i) A
E»(i)"!(True)) = 1, and then

p(Er (i)~ (True)) > p(Ey (i) A Ex(i)™ (True)) = 1
p(Ex2(i) ™! (True)) > p(Ei(i) A Ex(i) ™" (True)) = 1
Let F1 = o(E1 (i) 1(True)) and F, = o(E»(i) ! (True)). Then,
[Ex() |(F1, 1 |7, A 0)
(Ex(D) [ (F2, 1t |55, A_. 0)
(FrulF,A_.0) x (Fop|7,A_.0) 2 a
Thus, [E1(i) | * [Ex(i)|(a) o
LeEMMA F.4. Rule SURE-AND-STAR is sound.

Proor. Assume a = (F, u, p) € My and ([E{i)] A P)(a) holds. We want to show that ([E(i)] =
P)(a) holds. First note that:

([EG) | A P)(a) = [E(i)|(a) A P(a)
= E < (F(0), p(i)) A pr o E(i) ' (true) = Strue A P(a)
Define ', p, pp such that, for any j € I:

F(j) = {0,S} ifj#1i
=040, 8, EG) " (True), S \ E(G)""(True)}  otherwise
() = A0 if j# i
PEV =i if x € par(E) then p(i)(x(i))/2 else 0 if j = i

(j) = () ifj#1i
Ppl Ax(i).if x € pvar(E) then p(i)(x(i))/2 else p(i)(x(i)) ifj=i
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By construction, we have p = py - pp. Now let:

b= (5", plg. pr) a =(F,ppp)

note that <V (b) holds because F'(i) can at best be non-trivial on pvar(E). The resource a’ is
also valid, since pp has the same non-zero components as p. Then [E(i)|(b) holds because E <
(F (i), plg (i) and p|g o E¢i)~! = p o E(i)™! = Srrye. By applying Lemma C.6, it is easy to show
that (¥, u|l#) ® (F, p) is defined and is equal to (F, ). Therefore, V(b - a) and b - a = a. By the
side condition pabs(P, pvar(E(i))) and the fact that p, is a scaled down version of p, we obtain
from P(a) that P(a’) holds too. This proves that (| E(i)| * P)(a) holds, as desired. O

LemmA F.5. Rule PROD-SPLIT is sound.
Proor. For any (7, u, p) such that ((E; (i), Ez(i)) ~ 1 ® p2) (F, p, p), by definition, it must
3F, 1 (Own(F, 1)) (F, 1, p) * (Ev, Ez) < (F7 (D), o’ (D)) A pn ® pio = ' (i) © (Ey, Eo) ™.
We can derive from it that
F,p p' (F 1) < (F,p p)*
(Vab € A3Lap Uap € (). Lap € (1) ™ (@b) € U A g (La) = ' (Ua) A

@ (@ b) = 1 (1) (Lap) = ' () (Uap)

Also, for any a,b,a’,b’ € Asuchthata # a’ or b # b’, we have L, disjoint from L, ;» because on
Lap N Ly pr, the random variable (E;, E;) maps to both (g, b) and (a’, b’).
Define

F1(i) = 0({(UealLap) | a € A} U {(UpeaUap) | a € A}),

and similarly define

F2(i) = 0({(VacaLlap) | b € A} U {(UgeaUap) | b € A}).

Denote p’ restricted to 7 as p} and p’ restricted to 5 as .
We want to show that (77 (i), p7(i)) ® (F2(i), p3y) £ (F'(i), p’), which boils down to show that
for any X; € F1(i), any Xp € F2(i),

K (X1 NXy) = pi(X1) - py(Xa)

For convenience, we will denote UpecaL,p as L, denote UgeaL,p as Ly, denote UpeaUy p as U,
and denote UgeaUy, p as Up.

First, using a standard construction in measure theory proofs, we rewrite #; and 75 as sigma
algebra generated by sets of partitions. Specifically, ¥ is equivalent to

o{[ VLN [ UNCJ Lav | U IS8 €AY

aes; acs; acA\S; acA\S;
and similarly, 7 is equivalent to
c{( V(YU \CJ Ly | U ITTca).
beTy beT, beA\T beA\T,

Thus, by Lemma C.2 in Appendix C, any event Xj in ¥; can be represented by

Uslezl,szezz m La n ﬂ Ua \( U La U U Ua)

acs; acs; acA\S; acA\S;
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for some 21,3, C P(A), where P is the powerset over A. Similarly, any event X, in %, can be

represented by
Us,e5,,5,€5, ﬂ Lyn ﬂ Up \ ( U Ly U U Up)

beS; beS, beA\S; beA\S,
for some X3, %4 C P(A). Thus, X; N X, can be represented as

X1 N Xy = (Us,es,,5,e3, m LaN ﬂ Ua \ ( U LyV U Ua))

aes; aes; acA\S; acA\S;
N (Us,e3,,5.€3, m Ly N ﬂ Up \ ( U Lyu U Up))
beSs beS, beA\S; beA\S;
= US| €5,,5,€5,5,€55,5, €54 (ﬂ LyN ﬂ Ua \ ( U L,y U Ua))
acs; acs; acA\S; acA\S;
n((Ven (Y U\ C{J Lo | )
beS; beS, beA\S; beA\S;

Because L, and Ly s are disjoint as long as not a = @’ and b = b’, we have L, disjoint from
Ly ifa# a'. Thus, Nges, La N Naes, Ua \ (Ugears, La U Ugeays, Ua) is not empty only when S is
singleton and empty.

o If S; is empty, then
ﬂLamﬂUa\(U L,V U Ua):ﬂUa\(ULaU U Ua)
acsS; acs, acA\S; acA\S; acs, acA acA\S;

has measure 0 because | J,c4 L, has measure 1.
o Otherwise, if S; is singleton, say S; = {a’}, then

Nrnu U no U t=nNu | w
acs; acs,; acA\S; acA\S; acs, acA\S;
Furthermore,

K (VU= ([)La® (Ua\ Lo))

acs; aes;
=p'( ﬂ Lg) +0
acs,

And (4es, La is non-empty only if S; is a singleton set or empty set. Thus, Ly N (zes, Ua \
Ugears, Ua) € MNges, Ua has non-zero measure only if S; is empty or a singleton set.
— When S, is empty,

Lo N mUa\ U UazLa'\LJUagLa’\Ua’:0
a€s, acA\S; acA
— When S, = {a’},
Lo N ﬂUa\ U Ug=La \ U U,.
a€s, acA\S; acA,a+a’
— When S, = {a”} for some a”’ #+ a’

La'mﬂUa\ U UazLa’mUa”\ U Ua

acs, acA\S; acA,a+a”’

=0
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Thus,
p (Xy) =p’( Us ez, 5,e%, m LaN ﬂ Ua \ ( U L,V U Ua)N)

aes; acsS; acA\S; acA\S;

| Ygayesyses, (La N ﬂ Ua \ U Ua))

aes, acA\S;
acAata’

acAa+a’

I»l, Ula'}es {a'}es, (Lar \ U (La U (Ug \ La))))

acAa+a’

=1’ Viayesifates, (Lo \ U Ua))

(
(
W (Vrenwren Le U | 00)
(
(
(

H | Ve tayes, (Lo \ U (La)))
acA,a+a’
=”,( Uia'tes, {a'}ex, La’)

Denote Ug)es, (o'} es, Lo as X{. And X; \ X] and X] \ X; both have measure 0.
Similar results hold for X, as well, and we can show that

p(Xz) =H'( Uib}ess (b} es, Lb’)

Denote Up)es, (p'}es, Ly as X;. And X, \ X; and X \ X, both have measure 0.
Thus,

B (X NXp) =’ (Xi N X N X))+ p' (XN X2) \ X))
=p' (X1 NX; NX))+0
=’ (XiNXoNX{NX)+u' (G NnXenX)\X5)+0
=’ (X1 NXNX[NX;)+0+0
=’ X NXNX]NXy) +p (XnX]NXp)\X1)
=p' (X, N X] NX3)
=p' (X NX]NXy)+p' (X NX3)\ Xz)
=’ (X] N X})

= |J LonC |J I

{a’}e3,{a’'}e3, {b’'}e3;,{b'} €3y

’

’[ U La',b'
{a’'}eS,{a’} €3y, {b' }€X3,{b } €3y

F’(La/,b/)
{a’'}e3i{a’ }€3,,{b'}€33,{b' } €3y

Appendix « 45

Next we show that p’(i)(Lgp) = p’'(i)(X1) - ¢’ (i)(Xz). Note that p’(Ly) = Xp ' (Lap) =
' (E;Y(a)), and p’ (Lp) = Yo ' (Lap) = p' (E;*(b)). And 1 ® pip = p’ (i) o (Ey, E2) ™" implies that

p (i) (Lap) = 1 ® pra(a, b) = (a) - p2(b)
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Then
p1(a) = pi(a) - ) pa(b)

beA

= D mi(@) - pa(b)

beA

= > 1 () (Lap)

beA

=1 () Lap)

beA
= ' () (La),
and similarly,

() = (Y p(a) - po(b)

acA

= > (@) - (b))

acA

= > 1 () (Lap)

acA

=1 () Lap)

acA
=g’ (i)(L).
Thus,

1 (D) (Lap) = (@) - p2(b) = p’ (i)(La) - p’ (i) (Ly)
Therefore,
(X NX) = > # (Lot )
{a’} el {a’' }€3y,{b'}€33,{b' } €2y

= D W (L) - ' (Ly)
{a’} e {a’' } €3y, {b'}€35,{b' } €3y

= D HI) D Hy)
{a’'}e3,{a’}e3, {b'}e3s,{b'} €3y

=p’ (Xy) - p' (Xz)
=p1(X1) - py(X)

Thus we have (F1, p}) ® (Fa, pu3) T (F', ¢'). Let p; = p, = Ax. p'(x)/.2.
Next we show that Ey ~ 1 (F1, py, py) and Ey ~ pio(F2, 3, p,). By definition, Eq ~ 1 (F1, py, pq)
is equivalent to

3F, @ (Own(F", p'")(Fr, iy, po) * Ev < (F7 (i), p” (D) A g = p”" (i) 0 By
which is equivalent to
HTH, I[,l. (TII’”II) ﬁ (T],’l;)*
(Vae A3S, T, € F7(i).Sa C Ey'(a) S Tu A " (i)(Sa) = 1" (i)(Sa) A pu(a) = p” (i)(Sa) = 1" () (Tw))
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We can pick the existential witness to be 4, p}. For any a € A, E;*(a) = Upea(E1, E2) "' (a, b).
Because we have L,j, C (E1, E;)"'(a,b) C U,p, then

| Lap S ET' (@) = | J (B0 E2) M@ b) € ) Uas.
beA beA beA
By definition, for each a, Upeq Lap € F1(i) and Upeq Ugp € F1(i), and we also have
() Lap) = D () (Lap)

beA beA

= > () (Uap)

beA
= i () () Uap)
beA
= pu(a)
Thus, Sq = Upea Lap and T, = Upea Ugp Witnesses the conditions needed for Ey ~ pi (1, py, py)-
And similarly, we have E; ~ (%2, 1, p,)-

O
F.1.2  Soundness of Conditioning Rules.
LEMMA F.6. Rule c-TRUE is sound.
Proor. Let £ = (F,, U, p,.) € M be the unit of M; and k¥ = Av. u,. Then,
True F Own(F, p1,)
FOwn(Fe p,) * "Viel p, (i) =bind(y, k(i)
FOwn(F g p,) * "Viel p (i) =bind(y, x(i)) " * True
FAF e p,, k. Own(Fe, p,) + "Viel p, (i) =bind(y, k(i)
* (Yo € supp(p).Own(F ¢, k(I)(v), p,) —* True)
t Cy_.True ]

LeEmMA F.7. Rule c-FALSE is sound.

Proor. Assume a € M is such that <V (a) and that it satisfies C, v. False. By definition, this
means that, for some ¥, pt, p,, and xo:

(Fo, o Pg) < a (14)
Vi e I py(i) = bind(y, k(i) (15)
Vo € supp(4). False(Fo, xo(I) (0), py) (16)

Let vy € supp(u)—we know one exists because p is a (discrete) probability distribution. Then by (16)
on vy we get False(F, xo(I)(v9), p,) holds. Since False(_) is by definition false, we get False(a)
holds ex falso. O

LemMmA F.8. Rule c-coNs is sound.

Proor. Assume a € M is such that V' (a) and that it satisfies C, v. K(v). By definition, this
means that, for some ¥, y,, p,, and x:

(Fo, o> po) < a (17)

Vi€ I py(i) = bind(y, k(i) (18)
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Vo € supp(p). K(v) (Fo, 0 (1) (), po) (19)
Then by the premise Vo. K(v) + K’ (v) and (19) we obtain

Yo € supp (). K" (0) (Fo, ko (1) (0), po) (20)
By (17), (18), and (20) we get C, v. K’ (v) as desired. o

LemMA F.9. Rule c-FRAME is sound.

ProoF. Assume a € M is such that ’(a) and that it satisfies P * C,, v. K(v). By definition, this
means that there exist some (71, gy, p;), (F2, s, P,), and k such that

(Frob p) - (Fopiy, py) < a 21)
P(F1, py, p1) (22)
Vi € Ly, (i) = bind(u, x(i)) (23)
Vo € supp(p). K(0)(F2, k(1) (0v), p,) (24)
Now let:
(F. 1, p") = (F1(0), py (1) ® (F2(i), py (i) k' (i) = Xo. py (i) ® (i) (v)

By Lemma C.7, for each i € I:
(F. 1’ p') = (F1(0), py () @ (F2(0), (i)
= (F1(i) & F2(i), bind (g, M. p, (i) @ k(i) (v))) (By Lemma C.7)
= (F1(i) ® F2(i), bind (1, ¥’ (i)))
Notice that «’(I)(v) = p; ® x(I)(v). Thus we obtain:

(F. 1. p') <a (25)
Vi € Ly’ (i) = bind(p, k' (7)) (26)
and for all v € supp(p),

(Fr.p, p1) ® (Fo. (D) (0), pp) = (F, py @ k(D (0), p') 2 (F, k" (D) (0), p') (27)
P(Tl’ulapl) (28)
K(0)(F2, x(1)(v), p,) (29)
which gives us that a satisfies C,, 0. (P * K(v)) as desired. )

LeEmMmA F.10. Rule c-UNIT-L is sound.
Proor. Straightforward. O

LemMA F.11. Rule c-UNIT-R is sound.

Proor. We prove the two directions separately.
- Forward direction E(i) ~ p + C, 0. [E(i) = v|. By unfolding the assumption E(i) ~ u we get
that there exist ¥, g such that:

Own(F, p) % "E < (F(i), u(1)) "+ " = (i) o B
holds. Let

ao . | Mop() ifj#i sy gy HOXN(E=0)"
x = A, {)w‘yv ifj=i Vo £ AXF (D). u()((E=0)"1)
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That is, x(j) maps every v to u(j) when i # j, while when i = j it maps v to the distribution p(i)
conditioned on E = v. Note that « is well defined because (1) although the events X N (E = 0) !
and (E = v)~! might not belong to (i), their probability is uniquely determined by almost
measurability of E; (2) we are only interested in the cases where v € supp(u), which implies that
the denominator is not zero: u(i)((E = v)™') = u(v) > 0. By construction we obtain that

Vj €L p(j) = bind(p, x(j)) (30)
Vo € supp(p). (i) (o) (E = 0) ") = 1 (31)
From (31) we get that [E(i) = v| holds on (¥ (i), k(i) (v), p(i)), from which it follows that:
Own(¥F, k(I)(0), p) —* [E(i) = 0]
Therefore we obtain
AF, p.x, p.Own(F, p, p) + "Vj € Lu(j) = bind(y, x(j))"
* (Vo € A,.Own(F, k(I)(v), p) — [E(i) = v])

which gives us C, v. [E(i) = v| by Proposition E.1.
- Backward direction C,, 0. [E(i) = v] + E(i) ~ p. First note that

[ECi) = 0] (F, x(0), p)

& (((E =) € true) (i) ~ Srrue) (. k(1) (@), p)

& ((E =) € true) < (F(i), k(i) (0)) A Srrue = k(i) (v) o ((E =) € true)™!

& ((E =0) € true) < (F(i), k(i) (v)) A 8y = k(i) (v) 0 E™!

for some x. This implies "E < ¥ (i), k(i) (v) . Then, for any value v € supp(y),
p(i) o E7'(v) = (bind(p, (i) © E™1)(0)

= bind (s, % (1)) (E™" (v))
= > u@) - k(i) (o) (E7 (2))

v’ €supp(p)
= > H) - (i) (0') 0 E7) (o)
o' €supp(p)
= D (@) -8y (0)
o' €supp(p)
= p(v)
This implies the pure facts that E < (F(i), p(i)) and g = p(i) o E~1. Therefore:
Cpro. [EGQ) = 0] + 3F, 1, x, p. Own(F, i, p) + "V € Ln(j) = bind( x(}))"
* (Yo € A,.Own(F,k(I)(v), p) —+ [E(i) =0])
F3F, p.Own(F, p) + "E < (F(i), p(i)) "% “p = p(i) o E7'7
FE() ~u O
LeEmMmA F.12. Rule c-Assoc is sound.

Proor. Define ¥’ = Av.bind(x(v), Aw. return(ov, w)). We start by rewriting the assumption
C, 0. Cx(vy w.K(v,w) so that k’ is used and K depends only on the binding of the innermost
modality:

Cuv. Ci(o) w.K(0,w) F Cpu0. Cyr (o) (0, w). K (v, w) (C-TRANSF, C-CONS)
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F Cuv. Cr (o) (v, w).K(v', w) (C-PURE, C-CONS)

Rule c-TrANSF is applied to the innermost modality by using the bijection f,(w) = (v, w). Then,
since (v’, w) € supp(k’(v)) = v =v’, we can replace v’ for v in K.
Our goal is now to prove:
Cuv. Cor(v) (v, w). K(0', W) F Chind(prr) (0", w). K(v', w)

Let a € M; be such that V' (a) and that it satisfies C, v. Cyr () (v', w). K(2’, w). From this as-
sumption we know that, for some %, u,, p,, and x:

(Fo, o Pg) < a (32)
Vi € I py (i) = bind(y, xo(i)) (33)
such that Yo € supp(p), there are some F7, uf, p?, and k7 satisfying:
(F1. 11, 1) = (Fo. %0 (D) (0), po) (34)
Vi e I p?(i) = bind(x’ (v), €2 (i) (35)
Y(v',w) € supp(x’(v)). K(v', w)(F7, k] (I) (', w), p?) (36)

Our goal is to prove Chind(yx’) (2', w). K (o', w) holds on a. To this end, we want to show that
there exists x/, such that:

Vi € I. py (i) = bind(bind(y, k), k5(i)) (37)
V(v',w) € supp(bind(y, k")). K (o', w)(Fo, k5(1)(0), p,) (38)
Now let
k2(i) = A0, w). k7 (i) (0, w).
which by construction and Eq. (35) gives us
p (i) = bind(x’ (v), k(i) = bind(x" (v), k2(i))
Therefore, by Eq. (34), we can apply Lemma C.4 and obtain that there exists a x7, such that
Ko (1) (0) = bind(x’(0), x3(i)) (39)
(Fo k5 (D@, w)) 2 (FY 2D (s w) = (F7,x () (0, w)) (40)
By Egs. (33) and (39) we have:
1o(i) = bind (g, (i)
= bind(y, Av. bind(x’ (v), x5(i))) By (assoc)
= bind(bind (g, "), x5 (1))

which proves Eq. (37).

Finally, to prove Eq. (38), we can observe that (v’, w) € supp(bind(y, k")) implies 0" € supp(p);
therefore, by (36), upward closure of K(v’, w), and (40) and (34), we can conclude K(v’, w) holds
on (Fo, k5,(I)(v"), p,), as desired. O

LEMMA F.13. Rule c-UNASsOC is sound.

Proor. Assume a € M is such that V' (a) and that it satisfies Chind () W- K(w). By definition,
this means that, for some ¥, p,, p,, and x:

(7:0’ Hoy» PO) <a (41)

Vi € I. py(i) = bind(bind(y, k), o (i)) (42)

Yw € supp(bind(y, x)). K(w) (Fo, ko(I) (W), py) (43)
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Our goal is to show that a satisfies C,, v. C«(y) w. K(w), for which it would suffice to show that
there is a x; such that:

Vi e L py(i) = bind(p, x4 (i)) (44)

and for all v € supp(p) there is a x5 with
Vi € I. k1(i) (v) = bind(x(v), x5 (1)) (45)
Yw € supp(k(0)). K(w)(Fo, x3(I) (W), py) (46)

To prove this we let
x1(i) = Av.bind(x(v), k(1)) x5 (i) = ko (i)
By (assoc) we have
1, (i) = bind(bind (g, k), o (i)) = bind(y, Av. bind(x(v), ¢ (i))) = bind(y, 11 (i))
which proves (44). By construction,
x1(i) (o) = bind(x(v), o (i)) = bind(x(0), x5 (i))

proving (45). Finally, v € supp(u) and w € supp(x(v)) imply w € supp(bind(y, «)), so by (43) we
proved (46), concluding the proof. O

LeMMA F.14. Rule c-AND is sound.

Proor. Let I; = idx(K;) and I, = I'\ I;; by idx(K7) N idx(K3) = 0 we have I, 2 idx(K3). Assume
a € M is such that <V (a) holds and that it satisfies C, v. K1(v) A C, 0. K3(v). This means that for
each j € {1, 2}, for some Tj,/,lj,pj, and «;:

(Fjpu;pj) Za (47)
Vi€ L p;(i) = bind(p, x;(i)) (48)
Yo € supp(p). K;(0)(Fj, x;(I)(0), p;) (49)

Now let

AT— 771(1) leEIl . ﬂl(l) lflell . Pl(l) leEIl 12'(1)— Kl(l) lfIEIl
Fo(i) ifiel, u,(i) ifiel p,(i) ifiel k(i) ifiel

By construction, we have:
(F.pp)<a
Vi € I (i) = bind (g, (i)
Moreover, for any v € supp(y) and any j € {1, 2}, since I; 2 idx(K}), condition (49) implies
K;(0)(F. k(1) (2). )

This means (F, &(I) (v), D) satisfies (K;(v) A Ky(v)), and thus a satisfies C, v. (K;(0) A K;(0)), as
desired. O

LeMmMA F.15. Rule c-SKOLEM is sound.

Proor. For any resource r = (F, u, p),

(Cuv.3x:X.Q(v, %)) (F, . p)
& Jk.Vi € Lpu(i) = bind (g, k(i) A Vo € supp(p). (Ix: X. Q(v, x)) ((F, k(1) (v), p))
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Forallv € supp(p),let x, be the witness of (3x : X. Q(v, x)) ((F, k(1) (v), p)). Thus, (Q(v, x,)) ((F, x(I)(v), p
Then define f : A — X by letting f(v) = x, for v € supp(p). Then,

Jx. Vi € Lpu(i) = bind(p, x(i)) A Yo € supp(p). Q(v, f(0))(F, k(1) (v), p)
And therefore,

(Af:A - X Cuo.Q(v, x))((F, . p))

[m}
LEmMA F.16. Rule c-TRANSF is sound.
Proor. For any resource a = (F, u, p), if (C, 0. K(v))((F, p, p)), then
k. (F,p, p) < aAViel p(i) =bind(y, k(i)
A Yo € supp(p).(K(0)) ((F, x(I)(v), p))
g = bind(y, ) says that for any E € F,
pE)= > p() - k(D()(E)
vesupp(p)
= Z u(f(0) - k(D) (f(v))(E) (Because f is bijective)
o|f (v) €supp(p)
= Z # (v) - k(D(f(0))(E) (Because p'(0) = p(f(0v)))
o€supp(p’)
= bind (1, Av. k(1) (f (v))) (E)
Thus, g = bind(y’, Av. k(1) (f (v))). Furthermore, (K(f(v)))((F, x(I)(f(v)), p))-
Thus, if we denote Av. k(I)(f(v)) as x’, it satisfies
(Fop, p) <aAViel pu(i)=bind(y,x’ (i)
A Vo € supp(p).(K(v)) ((F, &' (I)(0), p))
Thus, (C), 0. K(f(0)))((F, 1, p)). o

LeEMMA F.17. Rule SURE-STR-CONVEX is sound.

ProoF. Assume a € M is a valid resource that satisfies Cy, v.(K () * [E(i)|). Then, by definition,
we know that, for some (Y, p,, p,) and ko:

(Fo. Ho Py) S a (50)
Vi e L py(i) = bind(p, k(i) (51)
and, for all v € supp(y), there are (F7, u3, py), (F5, p3, py) such that
(F1p1: p1) - (F5 15, p2) < (Fo. k0 (D) (), po) (52)
K@) (F7. ui. p) (53)
EC) [(F2 130 P2) (54)

From (54) we know that for all v € supp(p) there are L7, Ly, U7, Uy € F75(i) such that:
L2 € E~'(False) € U? 13 (Lg) = py(Ug) =0
LY C E"(True) C U} Hy (L)) = pp(U7) =1
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Without loss of generality, all Lg, L, U7, U can be assumed to be only non-trivial on pvar(E).
Consequently, we can also assume that pJ(x(j)) < 1 for every x(j), and in addition pJ(x{j}) > 0

if and only if x € pvar E and j = i. From these components we can construct a new resource:

Fu(j) = G({mvesupp(y) Lf’ Uvesupp(y) Uly}) lf] =i
{S, 0} ifj#i
ﬂ?, = ”0|(f3
.  |min{p?(x{i)) | v € supp(p)} if j =i A x € pvar(E)
ps = Ax()). { P oP nrEp
0 otherwise

By construction we obtain that Vj € I. F3(j) S Fo(j), and that V(F3, ys, p;). Now letting
P} = Py — P3» We obtain a valid resource (Fo, yty, p7)-
Moreover, we have ¥ = ¥ & F3 and Vj € I.VX € F3(j). u5(X) € {0, 1}, which means that
forany X € F3and Y € F, pu5(X) - po(Y) = po(X N'Y). Then, by (51):
(%o, bind(p, x0), p1) ® (F3, 3, p3) < (Fo, o py) = @

To close the proof it would then suffice to show that C,, v.K(v) holds on (¥, bind(y, x0), p7) and
that [E(i)| holds on (5(j), 43, p3). The latter is obvious. The former follows from the fact that
xo(j)(0)|g2 = pi(j); by upward-closure and (53) this means that, for all v € supp(p):

K(o)(F7. 1. pY) = K(0)(Fo. k(1) (0), p)

which proves our claim. O
LEmMmA F.18. Rule c-FOR-ALL is sound.

Proor. By unfolding the definitions,
Cuo¥x : X.Q(v)

e 3AF, po. k. Own((F, yy)) = "Vi € I p,y (i) = bind(p, k(i)
* (Va € A,.Own((F, [i:x(i)(a) | i € I])) —= Vx : X.Q(v))

= Vx : X 3F, po, k. Own((F, ) * "Vi € I py (i) = bind(p, k(1))
* (Ya € A, Own((F, [i:x(i)(a) | i €1])) — Q(v))

SVx: X. Cuv.0(v)

LEmMmA F.19. Rule c-PURE is sound.

Proor. We first prove the forward direction: For any a € My, if ("pu(X) =17 * C, .K(v))((a)),

then there exists some ¥, py, po, and x:
(7:0’ ”0’ PO) <a
Vi€ I py(i) = bind(y, 1o (i))
Yo € supp(p). (K(0))((Fo, ko(I)(0), py))

The pure fact "p(X) = 17 implies that X D supp(y) , and thus for every v € supp(p), "v € X
Therefore, (K(0))((Fo, ko (I)(v), py)), which witnesses that (C,."v € X % K(v))((a)).

We then prove the backward direction: if C,."v € X' x K(v), then there exists %o, p,, py, and
Ko:

(Fo, o, o) < a
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Vi € I py(i) = bind(y, xo(i))

Vo € supp(p). ("o € X+ K(v)) ((Fo, k0 (I) (), py))
Then it must X 2 supp(y), which implies that " u(X) = 1. Meanwhile, ("0 € X "+K (v)) ((Fo, x0(I) (0), py))
implies (K (0))((Fo, k0 (1) (), p,)) Therefore, ("p(X) =1"+ Cy,.K(0))((a)). 0

LemMA F.20. Rule c-SURE-PROJ is sound.

Proor. We prove the forward direction first. For any a € My suchthatV (a).If ((C, (0, w).[E(0){i)1))((a))
then there exists some ¥, p,, po, and x such that

(Fo. o, po) < a
Vi € I py(i) = bind(y, x(i))
Vo, w € supp(p). ([E(0){i) ) ((Fo, k(1) (v, W), py)).
By definition, ([E(v){i) 1) ((Fo, x(I)(v, w), p,)) indicates that
E(0) (i) < (Fo, k() (0, w)) A (k(I)(v,w) 0 E(v){i) € true™!) = §;.

For any given v, we will abbreviate }; (v, w) as W(v). We define k’ as

wl (0, w) esupp(u) H

1
Ao. o) ( Z p(o,w) - k(D) (o, w)).

w|(v,w) €supp (1)

By assumption, for each v, there exists S,, T, such that S, C E(v)(i)~!(True) C T, and x(I) (v, w)(S,) =
k(I)(v, w)(Ty). For convenience, we write supp,(y) for {v | w. (v, w) € supp(y)}. For all v in
supp, (),

g - :
K (1) (0)(Sy) = W) (Wl(w)ze;upp(ﬂ)u(v,vv) K(I)(U»W)(Sv))

=ﬁ( > u(uw)-xu)(o,w)(m)

w|(v,w) €supp (p1)
=’ (I)(0)(T)
Thus, E(v){i) < (Fo, k' (I)(0)).

Furthermore, for any v,

w|(v,w) €supp (1)

- Wl(v) ( 2 @ 1)

w| (v, w) €supp (p)

=1

Thus, for every v, ¥’ (I)(v)(S,) = x’(I)(v)(T,) = 1, which implies that x’(I)(v) o (E(v){i) €
true)~! = §;.
Also, for any E € ¥,

bind(y o 7, ', x’)
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D pom @)K (1)(0)(E)
oesupp(pom; )

> W) K (1)()(E)

vesupp(por; ')

1 ’ ’
Z W)  —— - Z u(o,w’) - k(v,w")(E)
, W (o)
oesupp(pom;!) w | (v,w") €supp(p)
p(o,w’) - k(1) (o, w')(E)
ovesupp(pom; ) w'|(o,w’) €supp(p)
p(o,w’) - k() (o, w')(E)

(o,w") esupp ()

= bind (g, x)

= Hy
Thus, (Cor;1 0- [E()(D) ) ((Fo, Ho: Po))

For the backwards direction, if (C#O”gl 0. [E(v)(i)1)((a)), then there exists some ¥, p,, p,, and

k such that

(Fo, g, py) < a
Vi € L p,(i) = bind(p o 7, ', k(i)
Yo € supp(p). ([E(0){i) ) ((Fo, k(1) (0), py)).-
We define x” by A(v, w). x(I)(v). Then
bind(ui) = > (@ w) & (Do)

(o,w) €supp(u)

= Z H((v,w)) - x(I)(v)

(v,w) €supp(p)
= ), (rom (o) x(D(v)
oesupp (por; )
=bind(p o 1, ', )
=Hy
Also, for every v, w, ([E(v){i} ) ((Fo, " (I) (v, w), py)). Thus, (Cp(v, w).[E(0) (i) ) ((a)). o
F.2 Soundness of Primitive WP Rules
F.2.1  Structural Rules.

LEmMA F.21. Rule wp-CONs is sound.
Proor. For any resource a, if (wpt {Q})(a), then

Viy Ve (a-c) < py = 3b. ((b-¢) = [t](1y) A (Q)((B)))

From the premise Q + Q’, and the fact that b must be valid for (b - ¢) < [t](p,) to hold, we have
that Q(b) implies Q’(b). Thus, it must

Yy Ve (a-¢) < py = 3b.((b-c) < [t](py) A Q' (D)),
which says (wpt {Q’'})(a). O
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LemMA F.22. Rule wp-FRAME is sound.

Proor. Let a € M be a valid resource such that it satisfies P * wp ¢ {Q}. By definition, this
means that, for some ay, a,:

a-a; < a (55)
P(a1) (56)
Vg c.(az-c) < pg = 3b. ((b-c) < [t](gy) A Q(D)) (57)

Our goal is to prove a satisfies wp ¢ {P * Q}, which, by unfolding the definitions, amounts to:
Ja’ < a.Vpy,c'.(a"-¢") 2 py = Fby, b. ((by - b) - ) < [t](py) A P(b1) AQ(D) (58)

Our goal can be proven by instantiating a’ = (a; - a;) and b; = a;, from which we reduce the
goal to proving, for all p,c¢’:

((a1-az) - ¢’) < pg = 3b.((a1 - b) - ') < [t](po) A Par) AQ(b) (59)

We have that P(a;) holds by (56). By associativity and commutativity of the RA operation, we
reduce the goal to:

(az-(ar-c)) = pyg = 3b.(b- (a1~ ")) = [t](po) A Q(b) (60)
This follows by applying assumption (57) with ¢ = (a; - ¢). O

LeMMA F.23. Rule wp-NEST is sound.

Proor. Because ty * t; is defined, it must |¢;| N |¢2| = 0. By definition,

] = KH i: t1(i) for i € |t4] H‘

i: skip for i ¢ |t]

[t2] = KH i: t5(i) for i € |ty H‘

i: skip for i ¢ |t3]
then because [t1] N |t5] = 0, we have [(¢; - £2)] () = [t2]([¢1] ().
e For the F case:
wp £ {wp iz {Q}}
Fwp (£1:£2) {Q} (By rule wr-seQ)
Fwp (t1 - t2) {Q} (Because [t « t2] = [t2] © [t1])
e For the 4 case: For any resource a,
(wp (t1 - 12) {Q}) ((a))
S V. VYe.(a-c) < py = 3b. ((b-c) < [t1-t2](p) A (Q)((D))) (61)
Since (b - ¢) < [t1 - t2](u,), we have V(b - ¢) and thus V(b). Say
b = [i: Fp (i), pp (i), pp(i)]
¢ = [i: Fe(D), p (), pc(i)]
Let

y_ 1 (Fo (0, py(1) if i€ 1]
P (F (), p(i), p(i) i ifi ¢ |t]
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Since V(b - ¢) and V(a - ¢), on each index i € I, we have V (b’ (i) - ¢(i)) . Thus, V (b’ - ¢).
Also, for each i € I, (b’(i) - ¢(i)) < [t1(i)](p,(i)), which implies that
(" - ¢) < [t1] (po)

We want to show next that (wp ¢, {Q})(b’). For any ¢’ = [i: 7 (i), u.(i), p%.(i)] such that
V(b - ), it must

V(Fp (i), pp (i), pp (D) - (F (D), (i), pL(i))) if i € [t4]
VUF@), p(@), p(@)) - (Fe(i), pe (i), pL(1))) if i € |ty]
By Eq. (61), V((F (D), p(D), p(i)) - (FL(i), pr.(0), p,.(i))) also implies
V(Fp (i), pp (1), pp (D)) - (Fe (D), p(0), pr(0))).
Thus, (b - ¢) < [t1 - t2](,) A Q(b) witnesses that wp ¢, {Q} (D).

LEmMA F.24. Rule wp-coNj is sound.

Proor. For any resource a,
((wpt1{Q1} Awptz{Q2}))((a))
eVpy.Ve.(a-c) 2 gy =
3b. (b ¢) < [t1](po) A Q(B)) ATV (6" - ¢) < [t2] () A Q)
Define b”” such that

b’ (i) otherwise

b (i) - {b(i) if i € idx(Q,)

For any ¢,V (a-c) implies V (b” -¢) because V (b’ (i)-c(i)) and V (b(i)-c(i)) for all i. Furthermore,
b” (i) = b(i) for i € idx(Q) implies that Q;(b”"). Also, idx(Q,) N |t1| C |t2| implies that Q,(b”).
Therefore, (Q1 A Q2)(b"), witnessing (wpty +t2 {Q1 A Q2})((a)). O

LEMMA F.25. Rule c-wpP-swWAP is sound.

Proor. By the meaning of conditioning modality and weakest precondition transformer,

(ownx A C,o.wpt {Q(0)})(a)
S ownx(a) AIF, u, px. (F, 4, p) < aAViel p(i)=bind(y x(i))
A Vo € supp(p).(wpt {Q(v)})(F, k(I)(v), p)

Intuitively, for each v, running ¢ on each fibre (¥, x(I) (v), p) gives a output resource that satisfies

Q(v).
Assume Y (a) holds and let a = (¥4, y,, p,). By Lemma C.4, when (7, 1, p) < a, u = bind(y, «)
iff that there exists x”” such that g, = bind(y, x”") and x(I)(v) E «” (I)(v) for every v. Thus,

(Cuo-wpt {Q(©)))(Fas e po) © T Vi € L. pr, (i) = bind(p 7 (i)
A Vo € supp(p).(wpt {Q(0) })(F, x(I)(0), p)
We want to show that
wpt{Cyv.0(0)}(a)

which is equivalent to

Vu' Vea-cxp' = 3d.d ¢ < [t](p') A (CLQ(0))(a).



58 « Appendix Jialu Bao, Emanuele D’Osualdo, and Azadeh Farzan

Let’s fix an arbitrary p’, c that satisfy V(a-c) A a-c < ay, we try to construct a corresponding a’.
The high-level approach that we will take is to show that running ¢ on a takes us to a resource that
is equivalent to bind the set of output resource satisfying Q(v) to p.

Recall that a = (¥, p,, p,) also satisfies ownx, which says ¥, = 2x. Say ¢ = (¢, g, p.), then
for any E € ¥, the event E must also in ¥, and Xx. Thus, a - ¢ < (Zx, p’, p1) holds implies that:

W (E) = po(E) - py(E) = ' () - ' (E)
= p.(E) = p'(E) € {0,1}
Thus,
(Fa (D)), pg) - ¢ = (Fax(1)(0), p,)
Furthermore, for every v € supp(y), we have (wpt {Q(v)}) (¥, x(I)(v), p) which implies
V' (Fa, k(1) (0), p) - ¢ < k" (I)(0) (62)
= Jay. (@ - ¢ < [t](x"(D)(0))) A Q(v)(a). (63)
Therefore,
a-c=ay

= VYo € supp(p).(V((Fa, k(1) (0), p,) - ©) A (Fa k(1) (0), pg) - ¢ = (Ex,x(1)(v), 1)
(By C.7 and C.4)

= Vo € supp(p).3a,. V(ay - ¢) A (ay - ¢ < (S, [t] ((D)(0)),1)) A Q(v)(as)  (By Eq. (62))
= Yo € supp(p).p,, + p. < 1A Q(0)(Zx, [t](x" (D) (0)), 1). (By upwards closure)

Let a, = (Zx, [t] (¥’ (I)(v)), p,). Because p.(E) € {0,1} for any E € F, for every v, we have
(Ex, [t](x" (1) (v))) - (Fe, ) defined and thus a, - ¢ valid. Define

a’ = (Zx, bind(p, Mo. [t](x" (1) (v)), p,)
By Lemma C.7, V(a, - c) forallv € supp,, implies V(a’ - c). Also, because Q(v)(a,) forallv € A,
(Cuv.Q(v))(a"). Thus, (wpt {C,0v.Q(v)})(a). O
F.2.2  Program Rules.

LeMMA F.26. Rule wp-skip is sound.

ProoF. Assume a € M is valid and such that P(a) holds. By unfolding the definition of WP,
we need to prove
YuoVe.(a-c) < py= 3b. ((b-c) < [t](gy) A P(b))
which follows trivially by [[i: skip]](p,) = p, and picking b = a. ]

LeEMmMA F.27. Rule wp-sEQ is sound.

ProoF. Assume ag € M is a valid resource such that (wp [i: ] {wp [i:t'] {Q}})(ao) holds. Our
goal is to prove (wp ([i:¢;t']) {Q})(ao) holds, which unfolds by definition of WP into:
Vg Yeo. (ao - co) < gy = Faz. ((az - co) = [lit;¢'1] () A Q(az)) (64)

Take an arbitrary p, and ¢ such that (ay - ¢9) < p,. By unfolding the WPs in the assumption,
we have that there exists a a; € M such that:

(ar - co) =< [Li:t]](po) (65)
Yp,.Ver. (ag - e1) < gy = Fas. ((az - ¢1) < [[i:¢']](py) A Q(az)) (66)
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We can apply (66) to (65) by instantiating p; with [[i: ¢]](p,), and ¢; with co, obtaining:

Jaz. ((az - co) < [[i:t'1]([[3:t]] (1)) A Q(az2))
Since by definition, [¢;¢'] (1) = [¢']([¢] (o)), we obtain the goal (64) as desired. O

LeMMA F.28. Rule wpP-ASSIGN is sound.

PRrOOF. Let a € M be a valid resource, and let a(i) = (F, p, p). By assumption we have p(x) = 1
and p(y) > 0 for all y € pvar(e). We want to show that a satisfies wp [i:x :=e] {[x(i) = e(i)]}.
This is equivalent to

VYpo. Ve.(a-c < py) = 3b.(b-c < [[izx:=e]] (1) A [x(0) = e(i)](b))
We show this holds by picking b as follows:
b = ali: (Fo. . p)] Fo = {S,0,A,5\ A} A= {s[x— [e](s)] s €S}

where yp, is determined by setting pp (A) = 1.

By construction we have that [x(i) = e(i)|(b) holds. To close the proof we then need to show
that (b-¢) < [[i:x = e]](py)-

Let ¢(i) = (¢ Mo, pc). Observe that by the assumptions on p, we have V(b) since ¥ is only
non-trivial on pvar(e) U {x}; moreover, by the assumption V (a - ¢) we have that V (p + p.) holds,
which means that p.(x) = 0, and thus ¥ is trivial on x.

Let us define the function pre: £(S) — £(S) as:

pre(X) = {s|s[x — [e](s)] € X}.

That is, pre(X) is the weakest precondition (in the standard sense) of the assignment. By construc-
tion, we have:

pre(A) =S pre(X; N Xz) = pre(X;) N pre(Xz)
pre(S\A) =0 pre(X.) = X, for all X, € ¥,

In particular, the latter holds because 7 is trivial in x.
By unfolding the definition of [ - ], it is easy to check that for every X € 3g:

[x = €] (o) (X) = po(pre(X))

We are now ready to show (b - ¢) < [[i:x=e]](g,) by showing that (Fp, pp) ® (Fe, pic) =
(Fp ® Fe, [x = €] (ko) (7,07.)) Where pg = p,(i). To show this it suffices to prove that for every
Xp € Fp and every X, € Fe, [x = €] (o) (Xp N X)) = up(Xp) - e (X,). We proceed by case analysis
on Xp:

— Case Xj, = A. Then:
[x = e] (o) (AN Xc) = po(pre(A N X))
= po(pre(A) N pre(Xc))
= po(S N pre(Xc))
= po(pre(Xc))
= up(A) - po(Xec)
= up(A) - pe(Xe)
- Case X, = S\ A. Then:
[x = e] (o) (S \ AN Xe) = po(pre((S \ A) N Xc))
= po(pre(S \ A) N pre(Xc))
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= p1o(0 N pre(Xc))
=0
= up(S\ A) - pe(Xe)

- Case X;, = S or X;, = 0. Analogous to the previous cases. m]
LEmMA F.29. Rule wp-samp is sound.

ProOOF. Assume a € M is valid and such that a(i) = (7, y, p), with p(x) = 1. Our goal is to
show that a satisfies wp [i:x = d (3) ] {x(i) ~ d(d)} which is equivalent to proving, for all pr, and
for all c:

(a-c<py)=3b.(b-c=[[ix=d@]](gy) A (x ~d(D))(b)) (67)
Let pio = po(i) and py = [x = d(@)](1o). Moreover, let ¢(i) = (F¢, jic, pc). Observe that by the
assumptions on p and validity of a - ¢, we have p.(x) = 0, which means ¥ is trivial on x. We aim
to prove (67) by letting
b = ali: (Fo. . po)] o = il
Fp 2 o({{s € S|s(x) =0} |v eV} pp = (x:1)
Note that by construction V (pp, + p.), and V' (b) since ¥ is only non-trivial in x. Similarly to the
proof for rule wr-assiGN, we define the function pre: £(S) — £(S) as:

pre(X) = {s|Jo € V.s[x — v] € X}.

Since ¥, is trivial on x, for all X, € %, pre(X.) = X,. Moreover, for all X;, € 3 \ {0}, pre(Xp) =S,
since X, is trivial on every variable except x.
By unfolding the definitions, we have:

p1(X) = [x = d @] (o) (X)
=" mo(pre(s)) - [d](@)(s(x))

seX

We now show that (%, i15) ® (Fe, pic) = (F» ® Fe, i1l (5,0%,)) by showing that for all X;, € 7
and X, € Fo: 1 (Xp N Xe) = pp(Xp) - pe(Xc). To prove this we first define V: £(S) — (V) as
V(X) = {s(x) | s € X}, and S,, = {s | s(x) = w}. We observe that X; = #,,ev(x,) Sw, and thus
Xp N Xe = Wyevix,) (Xe N Syw); moreover, pre(Xe N Sy,) = {s|s[x — w] € X.} = X.. Thus, we can
calculate:

m(X N Xe) = ) po(pre(s)) - [d] @) (s(x))

seXpnX,
= Z Z Lo (pre(s)) - [[dﬂ (@) (w)

weV(Xp) s€EXcNSyy

DU 1@ ) - olpre(s)

weV(X,,)( SEX.NS,y )

( > [dl @) w) - ,uo(pre(XCﬂSw)))

weV(Xp)

(Z M@ij%)

WEV(Xb)
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= iy (Xp) - pe(Xe)
The last equation is given by a - ¢ < p, which implies that y. = pi|,, and by:

1 (Xp) = i (Xp) = Y po(pre(s)) - [d) (@) (s(x))

seEXp

DD mpre(s) - [d)@)(w)

weV(Xp) SESw

D Al @E)(w)

WEV(Xb)

Finally, we need to show (x ~ d(7))(b) which amounts to proving x < (%, up) and [d](9) =
1y © x~ 1. The former holds because by construction x is measurable in %;,. For the latter, for all
wWcwv:

(o x W) = (x” (W) = Y [d) @ (w) = > [d] @) (w) = [d] @) (W). o

weV(x (W) wew
LemmMa F.30. Rule wp-1r-PRIM is sound.
Proor. For any valid resource a,
(if v then wp [i: 1] {Q(1) } else wp [i: 2] {Q(0)}) (a)

{(wp li:1] {Q()})(a) ifo =1

(wp [i:£,] {Q(0)})(a) otherwise

3. (b-c) < i : 1] (y) AQ(1)(B) ifov =1
3b.(b-c) < [i:ta](uy) AQ(0)(b) otherwise

© VpyVe. (a-¢) < py = 3b.(b-c) < [i:if vthenty else 3] (py) A Qv = 1)(b)
= (wp [i:if v then t; else t5] {Q(v = 1)})(a)

e VY, Ve.(a-¢) 2 g, = {

LemMA F.31. Rule wpr-BIND is sound.
Proor. For any resource a = (F, p, p), ([e(i) = v| *wp [i:S[U]] {0 ((F, u, p)) iff there exists
(F1, 14, p1)> (F2, 4y, p,) such that
([e€i) = o) ((F1. 11, P1))
(wp [i: E[0] ] {QN) (F2, 13, P2))
(F1. 19, 1) - (F2, 12 p5) < (F, 11, p)
By the upwards closure, we also have
(leiy =) (((F, . p)))
(wp [i: E[0] | {ON ((F. . p))

The fact that ([e(i) = v])((F1, pq» py)) implies that p, ((e(i) = v)~!(True)) = 1, which implies
that [e] (s) = o for all s € supp(p, (i)).
By Lemma B.3, we have for any s € S,

KlElell(s) = K[E[e] ()]](5),
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which implies that for any p over 2g
[Elel] (o) = s — po; K[Elel](s)
=s — po; K[E[[e](9)]](5)
=s — po; K[E[]](s)
= [E[v]] (po)-
Define y = [[i: &[0]1]po. Thus, (wp [i: E[0]] {Q})((a)) iff
V. Ve. (V(a-c) Aa-c=<ay)=3a . (V@ c)rd -c=ay AQ(a))
iff
Vpo.Ve. (V(a-c) ha-c=ay)=3a. (V@ -c)rad -c=ay AQ(a))
iff (wp [i: E[e]] {0} ((a)). o
LeEMMA F.32. Rule wp-LoOP-UNF is sound.
Proor. By definition,
[repeat (n+1) t](p) = (s «— p; 5" « loop,(n,s); K[t](s"))
= [(repeat n t);t](y)
thus the rule follows from the argument of Lemma F.27. O
LemMmA F.33. Rule wp-Loor is sound.

Proor. By induction on n.

= Base case n = 0. Analogously to Lemma F.26 since, by definition, [repeat 0 ] (1) = po.

» Induction step n > 0. By induction hypothesis P(0) + wp [j: repeat (n — 1) t] {P(n—1)} holds,
and we want to show that P(0) + wp [j: repeat n t] {P(n)}. By Lemma F.32, it suffices to show
P(0) + wp [j:repeat (n— 1) t] {wp [j:t] {P(n)}}. By applying the induction hypothesis and
Lemma F.21 we are left with proving P(n— 1) + wp [j: t] {P(n)} which is implied by the premise
of therule withi=n—-1 < n. )

F.3 Soundness of Derived Rules

In this section we provide derivations for the rules we claim are derivable in BLUEBELL.
F.3.1  Ownership and Distributions.
LeEmMMA F.34. Rule SURE-DIRAC is sound.
Proor.
E(i) ~ 8y 4 AF, p.Own((F, p)) * "po EG) ™1 =65,
4 3AF, . Own((F, p)) * “po (E(i) =0) ' = Srrye
4k [E(i) = 0] O
LemMA F.35. Rule SURE-EQ-IN] is sound.
Proor.
[E{i) = 0] % [E(i) =0"] + E(i) ~ &, * E{i) ~ 5y (SURE-DIRAC)
F E(i) ~ 8y A E(i) ~ 6y
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F oy =0y (DIST-INY)
Fro=0"" O
LeEmMmA F.36. Rule SURE-sUB is sound.
Proor.
Ei(i) ~ px [(Ez = f(E1)@) ] + Cuo. [Ei(i) = o] = [(Ez = f(E1))(i)] (C-UNIT-R, C-FRAME)
F Cuo. [Eq(i) =0 A Ey(i) = f(E(i))] (SURE-MERGE)
F Cuv. [Ex(i) = f(v)] (c-cons)
+ Cuv.Cs,,, o’ [Ex{i) = '] (c-UNIT-L)
F Cuv'. [Ex(iy =0 (c-Assoc, C-SURE-PROJ)
where p’ = bind (y, Ax. 8(x)) = pr o f~'. By c-UNIT-R we thus get E(i) ~ ppo f. i

LemMA F.37. Rule DIST-FUN is sound.

PrROOF. Assume E: S — Aand f: A — B, then:

E(i)y ~pr Cuo. [(E=0))] (c-UNIT-R)

b Cuo. [(f o E)G) = £(0)] (c-cons)

F Cuo.Csy,, o [(f o E)(i) =0 (c-uNIT-1)

F Cuv'. [(foE)(i)=0] (c-ASsoc, C-SURE-PROJ)

where y/’ = bind (y, Ax. 8(x)) = pr o f~1. By c-UNIT-R we thus get (f 0 E){i) ~ po f7'. i

LemMA F.38. Rule DIRAC-DUP is sound.

Proor.
E{i) ~ 6, + [E(i) = 0] (SURE-DIRAC)
F[E() = 0] = [E(i) = 0] (SURE-MERGE)
F E(i) ~ &, *x E(i) ~ &, (SURE-DIRAC)
O

LemMmA F.39. Rule DIST-suPP is sound.

PrOOF.
E(i) ~p+ Cyo.[E() =0 (C-UNIT-R)
F “p(supp(p)) =17 % Cyo.[E(i) = 0]
F Cyv.(rv € supp(p) " * [E(i) = U]) (c-PURE)
F Cyuo.([E(i) = 0] * [E(i) € supp(p)])
= (Cﬂv.[E(i) =v]) * [E(i) € supp(p)] (SURE-STR-CONVEX)
- EGi) ~ o [E) € supp(p)] (c-ontr-n)
O

LemMA F.40. Rule PROD-UNSPLIT is sound.
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Proor.
Eq(i) ~ p1 * Ea(i) ~ pa v Cpy 0v1. Cpy 03. ((El(i) =0y * [Ex(i) = Ug]) (C-UNIT-R, C-FRAME)
F Cpy 01. Gy v2. [(Er, E2)(i) = (v1,02) | (SURE-MERGE)
b Cuiop, (01,02). [ (E1, E2)(i) = (v1,02) | (c-assoc)
F (E1i), E2(i)) ~ p1 ® o (c-UNIT-R)
O

F.3.2  Joint conditioning.
LEMMA F.41. Rule c-swAP is sound.
Proor.
Cy, v1. Cpy v2. K(01,02) + Cpyep, (01,02). K(01,02) (c-assoc)
F Cp, v2. Cpy 01. K(01,0) (c-unassoc)
Where
H1 ® iz =01 fi13 Vg — pp; Teturn(vy,0z) = v < pp; 01 < piy; return(vy, vz)
justify the applications of associativity. O
LEmMA F.42. Rule SURE-CONVEX is sound.

PROOF. By SURE-STR-CONVEX with K = True. O

LeEMMA F.43. Rule DIST-CONVEX is sound.

Proor.
Cuv.E¢i)y ~p' + Cuo.Cp w.[Ei) = w] (c-UNIT-R)
F Cyw.Cuu.[E(i) = w] (c-swap)
F Cy w.[E(i) =w]| (SURE-CONVEX)
FEG) ~ (c-UNIT-R)
O

LEMMA F.44. Rule c-SURE-PROJ-MANY is sound.
Proor. Let X; £ {x | x(i) € X} for every i € I. Then:
Cu(o,w). [x(i) = o(x(D)) Ix(iyex A Cpu(0,w). Nicr| Axex, X(i) = v(x(i)) |

A Aier Cu(0,w). [ Axex, x(i) = 0(x(D)) | (c-anD)
A Aier Cpon1 0. [ Axex, X(i) = 0(x(i)) | (c-SURE-PROY))
A Chon1 0. Nierl Axex, X(i) = o(x(i)) | (c-anD)

4k C,uon'l’l v. [x(i) = U(X<i>)—‘x<i)EX

Note that the (iterated) applications of c-aND satisfy the side condition because the inner assertions
are by construction on disjoint indices. The backward direction of c-AnD holds by the standard
laws of conjunction. O
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F.3.3 Relational Lifting.
LEmMMA F.45. Rule RL-CONS is sound.

Proor.

[Ri] =3p."pu(Ry) =17 % Cyo. [x(i) = 0(x(i)) [x(iyex
F3p "p(Re) =17 % Cpo. [x(i) = o(x(i)) Ix(iyex (By Ri C Ry)
= |Ry] m]

LeEMMA F.46. Rule RL-UNARY is sound.

Proor.

|R] = Ap. '—/J(R) =1"x% Cy v. [x(i) = o(xi) |xiex

F3p. Cyov."v € R * [x(i) = v(xi) |xiex (c-PURE)
F3p. Cuo. [R(x1(D), ..., xn(i))]

F 3p. [R(x1€0), ..., xp (D)) ] (SURE-CONVEX)
FIR(X (), .y Xn (i) ] O

LeEMMA F.47. Rule cPL-EQ-DIST is sound.

Proor.

[x(@iy = y()| F 3. Cur(v1,02). ([x(0) =011 A [y(j) =v2] A "oy =0,7)

F 3 Cu (01, 02). ([x(0) = 01 A [y(j) = 017) (c-cons)

F Ay C,l'on;I 1. (fx(i) =01 Aly(j) = Ul]) (C-SURE-PROYJ)

F 3. Cuor. ([x(0) =v1] A [y(j) = 01]) By p=p on?)

F3p. (Cuor. [x(i)y =01]) A (Cuor. [y(j) =v1])

F3px{0) ~ p AYG) ~ p (C-UNIT-R)

F 3 x{(0) ~ py(j)y ~ p (AND-TO-STAR)
[m}

LeMMA F.48. Rule RL-CONVEX is sound.

ProOOF.
Cya.|R| = Cya. 3y . ")/ (R) =17 (Cpo. [x(i) = v(x{i)) Ix(iyex)

F 3k, Cpa. (Cr(a) 0. [%(i) = 0(x(i)) Ix(iyex * "R(v)7) (C-PURE, C-SKOLEM)
3. Cp(a, 0). [x(i) = 0(x(D)) [xiyex * "R(v) " (c-assoc)
F34. "o ﬂz_l(R) =1"% Cp(a,v). [x(i) = o(x(i}) [x(iyex (c-PURE)
F3n. "o ﬁZ_I(R) =1"x% Cﬂoﬂgl v. [x(i) = o(x{i)) Ix(iyex (C-SURE-PROJ-MANY)
F3ELTE(R) =17 % G v [x(i) = 0(x(i) Ix(iyex
= [R]

In the derivation we use i = (a < p; v « k(a); return(a,v)), and ji' = jio ;. o

LEMMA F.49. Rule RL-MERGE is sound.
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PrOOF. LetR; € VX1 and R, € VX andlet X = X; N X,, Y, = X; \ X, and Y, = X; \ X, so that
Xl UXZ = Yl WX Yg.
By definition, | R | * | R;] entails that for some py, g with p1(R;) = 1 and py(Rz) = 1:

Cpy v1. ([x€0) = 01(x(D)) [x(iyex,) * Cpy v2. ([x(0) = v2(x(D)) [x(iyex;)
F Cp (Wi, 00). ([y(@) =wi(y(D) lyiyer; A [x€0) = 01(x(D) [x(iyex * " (W1o1) € Ry ) =
Cui, W2,02). ([y(D) = w2 (y(D)) ly(iyer, A [X(€0) = 02(X(D)) Ix(iyex * " (wovz) € Rp")  (c-purE)

[y(i) :Wl(ya»]y(i)eYl A [x(i) = Ul(x<i>)]x<i)ex *
F Cuy(W1,01). Cpy(Wa, 02). | [y(E) = w2 (y(i) lyiyer, A [X(E) = 02(X(0)) | x(iyex * (C-FRAME)
T(w1o1) € Ry ' x " (wavz) € Ry

[y€i) =wi(y(i)) lyver, A [x(E) = 01(X(0)) [x(iyex *
F Cuy (W1,01). Cpy(wa, 02). | [y(i) =wa(y (i) [y(iyey, A [X(i) = 02(x(i)) Ix(iyex * | (SURE-EQ-IN])
"(w101) €Ry ' x "(wav2) ERy k"0 =0y

[y (i) =wi(y(i) ly(iyer, A
x(i) = 01(X(@)) |x(iyex A
() = wa(y(i)) lyciyey, *
"(w101) € Ry A (Wo1) €Ry”

[y (@) =wi(y(i) lyyen, A
x(i) = 01(X(D)) |x(iyex A
[y () = wa(y<i)) lyciyey, *
"(w101) € Ri A (Wav1) €R;

F Cpu (w,01). Cp, (W2, 02). (c-cons)

b Cpy (Wi, 01). Cpont (w2). (C-SURE-PRO)

Thus by letting 1 = p1 ® (p2 o 77*) = bind(py, k2) where

k2 = AM(wyoq). (bind (2, A(wy, v2). return(wiw,v,)))

we obtain:
[y(D) =wi(y (D) lyyey, A
'’ [x(i) =w(x(D) Ix(iyex A
Coa 072 00)- G o) W2 W) 135 s (03 Ly, *
T(wiw) € Ry A (Wow) €R,™
[y(D) =wi(y () lyyey, A
[x(i) = w(x(D)) Ix(iyex A
F CP(W1,Wz,W). 'y (i) = wa(y(i)) Iy(ier, (c-Assoc, C-SURE-PROYJ)
T(wiw) € Ry A (Wow) €R,™
F Cuo. [x(D) = o(x(D)) Ix(iye(xuxy) * " (0lx,) € Ry A (0lx,) € Ry
The result gives us [ R; A R;| by c-PURE and Definition 4.9. O

LeMMA F.50. Rule RL-SURE-MERGE is sound.

Proor.

LR] # [x(i) = e(i)] + 3yt Cuo. (Ty4i) = oy () Tynex * "R(@)7) * [x(i) = e(i)] (By def)
b3 Cuo. ([() = 0y yex * "R = [x(@) = e(@)])  (c-rmane)

k3. Cuo. ([y€i) = o(y(D) Iynyex * "R(2) " = [x(i) = [e(D] (0)1)
(By pvar(e(i)) < X)
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k3. Cpo. ([y40) = 0(y () lyqiyex * "R() T 5 Capugyy o w- [x(0) = W)

(c-UNIT-1)

b 3p. Cuo. Copy iy w- (1940) = 03N Tyyex * "R@) " % [x(i) = w)
(C-FRAME)
[y (i) = 0" (i) ly(iyex * [x(i) = 0" (x(i)) |
* TR(0') A [ei)] (v") = o' (x(i))"
F LR A X{(i) =e(i)]

F3.Cp o (C-PURE, C-ASSOC)
where we let /' = (v « p; return(o[x(i) - [e(i)](v)])). ]
LemmA F.51. Rule coUPLING is sound.

PROOF. Assuming pio 7, ' = py, pom; ' = pip, and p(R) = 1, we have:

X1{1) ~ py # X2(2) ~ po b Cpy 0. [x1(1) = 0] * Cp, w. [x2(2) = w] (c-UNIT-R)
F Cu(o,w). [x1(1) = 0] * Cy(v, w). [x2(2) = w]| (c-SURE-PROY)

F Cu(o,w). [x1(1) = 0] A Culo,w). [x2(2) = W] (AND-TO-STAR)

- Culo,w). (x1(1) = 0] A [x2(2) = ) (c-axp)

FR(x1(1), x2(2)) By u(R) =1)

O

F.3.4 Weakest Precondition.
LemmaA F.52. Rule wp-Loop-0 is sound.
Proor. Special case of wp-Loop with n = 0, which makes the premises trivial. O
LeEmMA F.53. Rule WP-LOOP-LOCKSTEP is sound.

Proor. We derive the following rule:
Vk < n.P(k) +wp [ict, j: '] {P(k+ 1)}
P(0) + wp [i: (repeat n t), j: (repeat n t')] {P(n)}

(forn e Nand i # j) from the standard wp-Loop, as follows. Let
P'(k) £ wp[j:repeat k t'] {P(k)}
Note that P(0) + P’(0) by wp-LooP-0. Then we can apply the wp-LooP using P’ as a loop invariant
Vk < n.P(k) F wp [i:t, j:t'] {P(k +1)}
Vk <n.P(k)+wp [j:t'] {wp [i:t] {P(k+1)}}
Vk < n.wp [j:repeat k t'] {P(k)} F wp [j: repeat k '] {wp [j:t'] {wp [i:t] {P(k +1)}}}
Vk < n.wp [j:repeat k t'] {P(k)} + wp [j: repeat (k+1) t’] {wp [i:t] {P(k + 1)}}

WP-NEST

‘WP-CONS

WP-LOOP-UNF

WP-NEST
Vk < n.wp [j:repeat k t'] {P(k)} + wp [i:t] {wp [j:repeat (k+1) t'] {P(k+1)}}
Vk <n.P(k) +wp[i:t] {P'(k+1)}
WP-LOOP
P’(0) - wp [i: (repeat n t)] {P'(n)}
P(0) + wp [i: (repeat n t)] {wp [j: (repeat nt’')] {P(n)}}
WP-NEST

P(0) + wp [i: (repeat n t), j: (repeat nt')] {P(n)}
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From bottom to top, we focus on component i using wp-NEST; then we use P(0) + P’(0) and
transitivity of entailment to rewrite the goal using the invariant P’; we then use wr-Loor and
unfold the invariant; using Wp-NEST twice we can swap the two components so that component j
is the topmost WP in the assumption and conclusion; using wp-LooP-UNF we break off the first
k iterations at j; finally, using wp-coNs we can eliminate the topmost WP on both sides of the
entailments.

It is straightforward to adapt the argument for any number of components looping the same
number of times. O

LEMMA F.54. Rule wP-RL-ASSIGN is sound.

Proor. Define pp = (p\x(i))/2and p, = p— py; note that by p(x(i)) = 1 we have p, (x(i)) = 1.
We first show that the following hold:

[Rl@p + [R]@pg * (P,) (68)

LRI@pg * [X(i) = e(i) [@p, F [R A X(i) = e(i)|@p (69)

The first entailment holds because |R] is permission-scaling-invariant (see Appendix B.2) and by

the assumption that x ¢ pvar(R). The second entailment holds by RL-SURE-MERGE.
We can then derive:

WP-ASSIGN
(p) F wp [izx:=e] {[x(i) = e(i)|@py }
WP-FRAME
|R|@pg * (py) + wp [i:x =] {|[R|@pg * [x(i) = e(i)|@p, }
WP-CONS
LRJ@p + wp [i:x = e] {|[R A x(i) = e(i) | @p} o

G CASE STUDIES
G.1 One-time Pad (Relational)

To wrap up the proof of Section 2 we first observe that the assertion P of (3) can be easily obtained
by using the WP rules for assignments and sequencing, proving:

1: encrypt() k(1) ~ Bery, * m(1) ~ Ber,, * c(2) ~ Bery, *
2: c:~Ber(%) [c(1) = k(1) xor m(1)] @p

where p = [k(1): 1,m(1):1,c(1): 1, c(2): 1] (i.e. we have full permissions on the variables we modify).
We can prove the entailment:

Cher, 0. ([m<1> = 0] * ( k(1) ~ Bery, )) - Cher, 0. ((m<1> = o] * {Lk<1> =c@) ifo= 0)

True@p + wp [

*c(2) ~ Bery, k(1) = =c(2)| ifo=1

by using c-cons, which asks us to prove that the two assertions inside the conditioning are in the
entailment relation for each value of v. This leads to these two cases:

[m(1) = 0] * k(1) ~ Bery, * c(2) ~ Bery, F [m(1) = 0] * [ k(1) = c(2)]

[m(1) = 1] * k(1) ~ Bery, * c(2) ~ Bery, + [m(1) = 1] * [k(1) = =c(2)]
which are straightforward consequences of the two couplings we proved in (6).

Finally, the assignment to ¢ in encrypt generated the fact [c(1) = k(1) xor m(1)]. By routine
propagation of this fact (using c-FRAME and SURE-MERGE) we can establish:

k(1) = c(2)] ifo=0

k(1) = =c(2)| ifo=1) [c(1) = k(1) xor m(1)]

Cher, 0. ((m<1> = o] » {
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LK) = c(@)] # [e(1) = k(1) xor 0]
+ Cher, 0. ((m<1> =0] {Lk(U = —c(2)] * [c(1) = k(1) xor 1]
s lc(1) =c(2)| ifo=0
k Cher, 0. (W1> =°l {Lc(1> =c(2)) ifo=1

F Cger, v. [ c(1) = c(2)]
k(1) = c(2)]

In particular, the entailments

Lk(1) = c(2)] * [c(1) = k(1) xor O] F [c(1) = c(2)]
Lk(1) = =c(2) ] * [c(1) = k(1) xor 1] F [c(1) = c(2)]

can be proved by applying RL-SURE-MERGE and RL-CONS.

G.2 One-time Pad (Unary)

Appendix « 69

ifo=0
ifo=1

(RL-MERGE)

Similarly to the relational version, we can, using wp-sEQ,wP-AsSIGN and WP-sAMP, easily show

that:

True@p + wp [1:encrypt()] {k(1) ~ Bery, *m(1) ~ Ber, * [c(1) = k(1) xor m(1)}.

We then show the crucial derivation of Section 5.3 in more detail.
k(1) ~ Bery, * m(1) ~ Ber,, * [c(1) = k(1) xor m(1)]
b Cher, m. ([m(1) = m] 5 k(1) ~ Bery, * [c(1) = k(1) xor m(1))
F Caer, m. ([m(1) = m] k(1) ~ Bery, * [c(1) = k(1) xor m])
m. ((m<1> = m] * Cpen, k. (Tk(1) = k] % [c(1) = k(1) xor m]))
F Cier, m. ([M(1) = m] * Cger, k. [k(1) = k A c(1) = k xor m])
. ( Coer, k. [c(1) =k]  ifm= o)

F CBerP

Cher, k. [c(1y = k] ifm=1

Coer, k. [c(1) = k]
i) =ml {CBW k.lc(l) = k|
F Caer, m. ([m(1) = m] * Caer, k. [c(1) = k])
F Cger, M. Cher, k. (Im(1) = m] = [c(1) = k)
b Cper, M. Cper, k. [m(1) = m A (1) = K|
F Caer,oBer, (m, k). [(n(1), c(1)) = (m, k)]
F (m(1),c(1)) ~ (Ber, ® Bery,)
Fm(1) ~ Ber, * c(1) ~ Bery,

F CBerp (m<l> = nﬂ * {

F CBerp m.

ifm=0)

ifm=1

The application of c-TRANSF to the case with m = 1 is as follows:

Vb € {0, 1}.Bery,(b) = Bery,(=b)
CBer:/z k. |—C<1> =-k| C:Ber-/2 k. ’—C<1> =k]

(C-UNIT-R, C-FRAME)

(SURE-MERGE)
(C-UNIT-R, C-FRAME)

(SURE-MERGE)

(c-cons)

(C-TRANSF)

(C-FRAME

(SURE-MERGE

(c-UNIT-R

)
)
(c-assoc)
)
)

(PROD-SPLIT
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def BelowMax(x,S): def AboveMin(x,S): def BETW_SEQ(x, S):
repeat N: repeat N: BelowMax(x,S);
q i~ U P~ s AboveMin(x,S);
r':=r 1':=1 di=r & 1
r=r'| q=x 1=1"|] p < x

def BETW(x,S): def BETW_MIX(x, S): def BETW_N(x,S):

repeat 2N: repeat N: repeat N:

S X Us p = us S & lIs

1':=1 1':=1 1':=1

1:=1"] s <x 1=1"| p <x 1=1"] s £«

r':=r q:® s r':=r

r=r'| s>« r'=r r=r' | s >x
d=r && 1 r=r' | qg=>x di=r & 1

d=r && 1

Fig. 10. Stochastic dominance examples: composing Monte Carlo algorithms in different ways. All variables
are initially 0.

G.3 Monte Carlo: BETW_SEQ < BETW

Recall the example sketched in Section 1 where one wants to compare the accuracy of variants of a
Monte Carlo algorithm (in Fig. 1) to estimate whether a number x is within the extrema of some
set S. Figure 10 reproduces the code here for convenience, with the self-assignments to 1 and r
expanded to their form with a temporary (primed) variable storing the old value of the assigned
variable.

The verification task we accomplish in this section is to compare the accuracy of the two Monte
Carlo algorithms BETW_SEQ and BETW (the optimized one).

This goal can be encoded as the judgment:

|1¢1) = r(1) = 1(2) = r(2) = 0|@p + wp [1:BETW_SEQ(x, S), 2: BETW(x, $)] { | d(1) < d(2) ]}

where p contains full permissions for all the variables. The judgment states, through the relational
lifting, that it is more likely to get a positive answer from BETW than from BETW_SEQ. The challenge
is implementing the intuitive relational argument sketched in Section 1, in the presence of very
different looping structures.

By WP-RL-ASSIGN, it is easy to prove that

11(1) < 1(2) A r(1) < r(2) |@p + wp [1:d = r&&l, 2:d := r&&l] {|d(1) < d(2)]}

Therefore we will focus on proving that the loops produce distributions satisfying Q = [1(1) <
1(2) Ar(1) < r(2)].

Now the main obstacle is that we have a single loop at component 2 looping 2N times, and two
sequentially composed loops in 1, each running N iterations. In a standard coupling-based logic
like pRHL, such structural differences are usually bridged by invoking a syntactic transformation
(e.g. loop splitting) that is provided by a library of transformations that were proven separately,
using meta-reasoning directly on the semantic model, by the designer of the logic. In BLUEBELL we
aim at:

e Avoiding resorting to syntactic transformations;
o Avoiding relying on an ad-hoc (incomplete) library of transformations;
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e Avoiding having to argue for correctness of transformations semantically.
To achieve this, we formulate the loop-splitting pattern as a rule which allows to consider N
iterations of component 2 against the first loop of 1, and the rest against the second loop of 1.
WP-LOOP-SPLIT
P1(N1) + P(0)
Vi < Ni.P(i) Fwp [1:ty, 2: 4] {P1 (i + 1)}
Vj < Np.Po(j) F wp [1: 1, 2: 1] {P>(j + 1)}
P1(0)  wp [1: (repeat N t;;repeat N, t;), 2: repeat (Nj + Ny) t] {P,(N,)}

Most importantly, such rule is derivable from the primitive rules of BLUEBELL, avoiding semantic
reasoning all together. Once this rule is proven, it can be used any time need for such pattern arises.
Before showing how this rule is derivable, which we do in Lemma G.1, let us show how to use it to
close our example.

We want to apply wp-Loor-spLIT with N; = N, = N, t; as the body of the loop of BelowMax, t,
as the body of the loop of AboveMin, and ¢ as the body of the loop of BETW. We define the two loop
invariants as follows:

Pi(i) = [r(1) < r(2) A1) =0 < 1(2)] Py(j) = [r(1) < r(2) A1) < 1(2)]
Note that they both ignore the iteration number. Clearly we have:
Py + P1(0) P1(N) + P2(0) Py(N)+Q

By applying wr-LooP-sPLIT we reduce the goal to the triples:
[r{(1) <r(2) A1) =0<12)| Fwp [Lit, 2: 8] {[r(1) < r(2) AL(1) =0 < 1(2)]}
[r(1) <r(2) AL{1) < 12)| Fwp [1:tp, 2: 8] {[r(1) < r(2) AL{1) < 1(2)]}

which are easy to obtain by replicating the standard coupling-based reasoning steps, using COUPLING
and WP-RL-ASSIGN.

As promised, we now prove WP-LOOP-SPLIT is derivable.
LEMMA G.1. Rule wr-LOOP-SPLIT is sound.

ProoF. Assume:

P1(Ny) + P2(0) (70)
\VII<N1P1(1) Fwp [13t1,22 t] {Pl(l+1)} (71)
Vj < Np. Po(j) +wp [1:tg, 2: 8] {P2(j + 1)} (72)

We want to show:
P;1(0)  wp [1: (repeat N t;;repeat N, t,), 2: repeat (Nj + Ny) t] {P,(N,)}
First, by using wp-NEST and wP-sEQ, we can reduce the goal to:
P;(0) + wp [2:repeat (N; + N,) t] {wp [1:repeat N; t;] {wp [1: repeat N, t,] {P2(N)}}}

Now define:

Pk - {Wp [1:repeat k t,] {P1(k)} ifk < Ny

wp [1:repeat Ny t;] {wp [1:repeat (k — Ny) ;] {P2(k - Ny)}} ifk > N;
We have:
P1(0) + P(0) (73)
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P(Ni + Nz) - wp [1:repeat N; t;] {wp [1:repeat N t;] {P2(N)}} (74)

Entailment (73) holds by wp-Loor-0, and (74) holds by definition. Therefore, using wr-cons we
reduced the goal to
P(0) + wp [2: repeat (N7 + N,) t] {P(N1 + N,)}
which we can make progress on using wp-Loop. We are left with proving:
Vk < N1+ Ny. P(k)  wp [2: t] {P(k + 1)}
We distinguish three cases:

- Case k < Nj. By unfolding the definition of P we obtain:
wp [1:repeat k t;] {P;(k)} + wp [2:t] {wp [1:repeat (k+1) t;] {P1(k + 1)}}
Using wP-LOOP-UNF on the inner WP we obtain:
wp [1:repeat k t;] {Pi(k)} + wp [2:t] {wp [1:repeat (k) t;] {wp [1: ;] {P1(k + 1)}}}
By WP-NEST we can swap the two topmost WPs:
wp [1:repeat k t;] {Pi(k)} + wp [1: repeat k t;] {wp [2:t] {wp [1:t;] {P;(k + 1)}}}
Finally, by wp-cons we can eliminate the topmost WP from both sides:
Py(k) - wp [2:¢] {wp [1:t,] {P1(k + 1)}}

which by wp-NEST is our assumption (71) with i = k.
— Case k = Nj. By unfolding the definition of P we obtain:

wp [1:repeat Ny t;] {P1(N1)} + wp [2:t] {wp [1:repeat N; t;] {wp [1: repeat 1 t,] {P,(0)}}}

By a trivial application of wr-LooP we have wp [1:¢] {Q} + wp [1: repeat 1 t] {Q}, so we can
simplify the innermost WP to:

wp [1:repeat N t;] {Pi(N1)} + wp [2:¢] {wp [1:repeat Ny t;] {wp [1: 1] {P2(1)}}}
Then by wp-NEST we can swap the topmost WPs:
wp [1:repeat Ni ;] {P1(N1)} F wp [1:repeat Ny t;] {wp [2: ] {wp [1:£,] {P2(1)}}}
By wp-cons we can eliminate the topmost WP from both sides:
Pi(Ny) +wp [2:¢] {wp [1: 1] {P2(1)}}
Using assumption (74) we can reduce this to:
P(0) F wp [2:1] {wp [1:£] {P2(1)}}

which by wp-NEST is our assumption (72) with j = 0.
— Case k > Nj. By unfolding the definition of P we obtain:

wp [1: repeat N; t;] {wp [1:repeat (k — Ny) t2] {P2(k — N1)}}
+wp [2:¢] {wp [1:repeat N t;] {wp [1:repeat (k — Ny + 1) t,] {P,(k — N; + 1)} }}
Using wP-LOOP-UNF on the inner WP we obtain:
wp [1:repeat N; t;] {wp [1: repeat (k — Ny) t,] {P>(k — N1)}}
Fwp [2:¢] {wp [1:repeat N; t;] {wp [1:repeat (k — Ny) t,] {wp [1:t2] {P2(k — N1 + 1)}}}}
By wp-NEST we can push the topmost WP inside:

wp [1:repeat N; t;] {wp [1:repeat (k — N1) t,] {P2(k — Ny)}}
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+ wp [1: repeat N t] {wp [1:repeat (k — Ny) t5] {wp [2: 8] {wp [1: 2] {P2(k — N1 + 1)}}}}
Finally, by wp-coNs we can eliminate the topmost WPs from both sides:
Py(k = Ny) Fwp [2:t] {wp [1:t2] {P2(k — Ny + 1) }}

which by wp-NEST is our assumption (72) with j = k — Nj. o

G.4 Monte Carlo: Equivalence between BETW_MIX and BETW_SEQ

Figure 10 shows another way in which one can approximately compute the “between” function:
BETW_MIX. In this example we want to prove the equivalence between BETW_MIX and BETW_SEQ.
Again, the main obstacle to overcome in the proof is that the structure of the two programs is very
different. BETW_SEQ has two loops of N iterations, with one sample per iteration. BETW_MIX has a
single loop of N iterations, but it samples twice per iteration. Note that the equivalence cannot be
understood as a generic program transformation: the order in which the samples are taken in the
two programs is drastically different; they are only equivalent because the calculations done on
each of these independent samples are independent from one another.

Intuitively, we want to produce a proof that aligns each iteration of the first loop of BETW_SEQ
with half of each iteration of BETW_MIX, and each iteration of the second loop of BETW_SEQ with
the second half of each iteration of BETW_MIX. In the same vein as the previous example, we want
to formalize the proof pattern as a rule that aligns the loops as desired, prove the rule is derivable,
and apply it to the example. A rule encoding the above pattern is the following:

WP-LOOP-MIX
Vi < N. Pl(l) Fwp [1 ty, 2: t{] {Pl(l + 1)} Vi < N. Pz(l) Fwp [1 ty, 2: té] {Pz(l + 1)}
P1(0) = P2(0) + wp [1: (repeat N t;;repeat N t;),2:repeat N (#];,)] {P1(N) = P,(N)}

Before showing how this rule is derivable, which we do in Lemma G.2, let us show how to use it to
close our example.
We want to prove the goal:

[r{1) =1{1) = 0] 1: repeat N t;repeat N ¢ r{1) = r(2)
(mz) =1(2) = 01)@1’ Fw [ 2: repeat N (t;11) 1 } Hl(l) = 1<2>J}

where p has full permissions for all the relevant variables, ¢, is the body of the loop of BelowMax,
and #; is the body of the loop of AboveMin.

As a first manipulation, we use RL-MERGE in the postcondition, and rule COUPLING (via SURE-DIRAC)
to the precondition, to obtain:

(Lr(l) =r(2)|@p, *) - [ 1: repeat N t;repeat N t; ] {(Lr(l) =r(2)|@p, * )}
[1(1) =1(2)|@p, 2:repeat N (t-;t1) [1(1) = 1(2) |@p,

where p. = [r(1):1,r(2):1,a(1):1,q(2): 1], and p; = [1(1):1,1(2):1,p(1):1, p(2):1]. Then wp-
Loop-MIx applies and we are left with the two triples

Lr(1) = r@)]@p, - wp [1:tr. 2:1:] {Lr(1) = r(2) J@p, }
[1(1) = 1) J@py - wp [1:11,2:1] {[1(1) = L(2) | @py }
which are trivially proved using a standard coupling argument.

As promised, we now prove wp-LoOP-MIX is derivable, concluding the example.

LEMMA G.2. Rule wp-LooP-MIx is sound.
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ProoOF. Assume:

Vl<NP1(l) Fwp [ltl,ZtI] {Pl(l+1)} (75)
Vi < N.Py(i) F wp [1: £, 2: £5] {P2(i + 1)} (76)

Our goal is to prove:
P1(0) = P»(0) F wp [1: (repeat N f;;repeat N 1), 2:repeat N (¢{;5)] {P1(N) = P,(N)}

We first massage the goal to split the sequential composition at 1. By wp-sEQ and WP-NEST we
obtain

P1(0) * P»(0) - wp [2:repeat N (t;t;)]
{wp [1:repeat N t;] {wp [1:repeat N t,] {P;(N) = P»(N)}}}

Now by applying wp-FRAME in the postcondition (twice) we obtain

(77)

Py(0) * Py(0) - wp [2: repeat N (t];})] {(zg E ::::::: 115 2} g;%i ' )}

Define
P(i) £ 01(i) * Q2(i) Q1(i) = wp[l:repeatit;] {Pi(i)} Q.(i) = wp[l:repeatity] {P(i)}

Clearly we have P;(0) = P2(0) + P(0) (by wp-Loor-0) and P(N) coincides with the postcondition of
our goal (77), which is now rewritten to:

P(0) + wp [2:repeat N (t7;t;)] {P(N)}

Now we can apply wp-Loop with invariant P and reduce the goal to the triples:

Vi < N.Q1(i) * Qa(i) F wp [2: (t1;5)] {Q1(i + 1) + Q2(i + 1)}
By wp-seEQ and wp-FRAME we can reduce the goal to

Q1(i) * Q2 (i) F wp [2: 1] {Q1 (i + 1)} » wp [2: 5] {Qa (i + 1)}
which we can prove by showing the two triples:

Q1()) Fwp [2:4] {Q: (i + 1)} Qz(i) F wp [2:5] {Q2(i + 1)}
We focus on the former as the latter can be dealt with symmetrically. By unfolding Q; we obtain:
wp [1:repeat i t;] {P1(i)} F wp [2:1]] {wp [1:repeat (i+1) ;] {P;(i+1)}}.

We then apply wp-LoOP-UNF to the innermost WP and wp-NEsTto swap the two WPs in the
conclusion:

wp [1:repeat i t;] {P;(i)} + wp [1: repeat i t] {wp [2:8, 1] {P (i + 1)}}.

Finally, by wp-cons we can eliminate the topmost WPs on both sides and reduce the goal to
assumption (75). O
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G.5 pRHL-style Reasoning

G.5.1 Conditional Swap. Here we elaborate on the conditional swap example that appeared
in Section 5.2. By rule wp-samp, for each index i € {1, 2}, we have

- wp [i:x = do] {x{i) ~do}
By rule wr-cony, we can combine the two programs together and derive
- wp [1:x = dy, 2: X = dy] {x{1) ~ dy A x(2) ~ dp}

By rule c-UNIT-R,

X(1) ~do Ax(2) ~do F Cgyv.[x{1) = 0] A Cg, v. [x(2) = 0]
Then, we can apply rule c-aND, which implies

Cayv. [x(1) = 0] A Cgy0v.[x(2) =v] F Cg,v. ([x(1) =v] A [x(2) =v])

from which we can derive:

- wp [1:x = dy, 2:x = dy] {Cg, v. ([x(1) = 0] A [x(2) =0])}.

For the rest of prog1 (prog2): similarly, by rule wp-samp, for each index i € {1, 2}, we have

Ik wp [iy = di (0)] {y(i) ~ di(0)} (78)
I wp [i: 2 = dy(v)] {z(i) ~ da2(v)}. (79)
By rule wP-FRAME,
z(i) ~ dz(0) F wp [iry = dy (0)] {z(i) ~ da(0) * y(i) ~ di(v)} (80)
(i) ~ di(0) Ik wp [i: 2 = dy (0) | {y (i) ~ di(0v) * 2(i) ~ dz(v)}. (81)
Thus, applying rule wp-seQ to combine Eq. (78) and Eq. (81), we get
Fwp [1:y = di(0);2 % dp(0)] {y(1) ~ di(0) * 2(1) ~ dz(0) }; (82)
By applying rule wr-seQ to combine Eq. (79) and Eq. (80), we get
Fwp [2: 2~ dy(v);y =~ di(0)] {y(2) ~ di(0) * 2(2) ~ dz(0) }. (83)

Then, by rule wp-BIND, we can derive
[x(1) =o] Fwp [L:y ~di(x); 2z~ dy(x)]
{¥(1) ~ di(0)  2(1) ~ dy(0)}
(x(2) =v| F wp [2:2 % dy(0);y = di(0)] {y(2) ~ di(0) * 2(2) ~ d2(v) }
Then, applying rule wpr-conj to combine the program at index 1 and 2, we get
[x(1) =0 A [x(2) =0] Fwp [l:y = di(x); 2 mdy(x);2: 2 = dy(v);y = dy(v)]
{y(1) ~ di(0v) * 2(1) ~ da(0) * y(2) ~ d1(0) * 2(2) ~ dz(0v)}
Also, we have
[x(1) = o] A [x(2) =0] F wp [1:y = di(x); 2 m ds(x); 2: 2 = dp(v);y = dy(v)]
{Ix(1) = 0] A [x(2) = 0]}
by rule wp-FrRAME, where [x(1) =v]| A [x(2) = 0] F [x(1) = x(2)]. Therefore, we have
[x(1) = o] A [x(2) =0] Fwp [1:y = di(x);Z mdy(x);2: 2 = dz(v);y = dy(v)]
{Ix(1) =x()1}
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By rule wp-cony,
[x(1) =0 A [x(2) = 0]
Fwp [l:y:xdi(x);2:x dy(x);2:2 = dy(v);y = di(v)]
{Ix(1) = x(2)] A (y(1) ~ di(0) * 2(1) ~ da(0) * y(2) ~ d1(0) * 2(2) ~ dz(0))}

By rule SURE-AND-STAR, we get

(1) =ov] A [x(2) = 0]

Fwp [1:y = di(x);Z2 = dy(x);2: 2 = dy(v);y = dp (0)]
{Ix(1) = x(2) ] % y(1) ~ di (v) * 2(1) ~ da(0) * ¥(2) ~ d1 (0v) * 2(2) ~ dy(v) }
Now, we can proceed with the derivation explained in Section 5.2.
[x(1) = x(2)] = y(1) ~ d1(v) * y(2) ~ d1(0v) *

Vo. [x(1) =v| A [x(2) = 0] - wp [1: 11, 2: 5] {Z(l) ~ dy(v) % 2(2) ~ dy(0)
COUPLING

Vo. [x(1) = 0| A [x(2) = o] F wp [1:11, 2: £5] {[x(1) = x(2)] * [y(1) = y(2)] * [2(1) = 2(2) ]}
Yo.[x(1) =v] A [x(2) = o] F wp [1:11, 2: t2] {|x(1) = x(2) A y(1) = y(2) A z(1) = z(2) |}

RL-MERGE

Cayo- (X1 =] A X(2) =01) ¥ Cgyo-wp [1:ts 2l (XD =x@ Ay =y@ Az =2} "
Cay - (X{1) = 0] A x(2) = 0]) - wp [1:t1,2:t2] (Cayo- X(D =x@ A¥(D = y@ nz) =2y

Cg, 0. ([x(1) = 0] A [x(2) = 0]) - wp [1: 11, 2: 2] {[x(1) = x(2) A y(1) = y(2) A z(1) = z(2)]}
Last, with rule wp-seQ, we have
I wp [1: progl, 2: prog2] {[x(1) = x(2) A y(1) = y(2) A z(1) = z(2)]}

G.5.2  Unary If Rule. To show the power of the c-wp-swaP rule, we derive an expressive unary if
rule from BLUEBELL’s primitive wp-1r-PRIM rule. Let P I Q £ P A ownyx F Q A owny, and consider
the rule:
WP-IF-UNARY
P [x(1) =11k wp [Ln]{Q(1)} P [x(1) =0] I wp[1:] {Q(0)}
P x(1) ~ Ber, - wp [1:if x then t; else 1] {Cger, v.Q(0 = 1)}
The rule requires us to own the guard x distributed as Ber,. Then it allows us to do a case split on
the value of x, and prove two potentially different postconditions for the two branches. The overall
postcondition is then the convex combination (with bias p) of the two postconditions.
To derive the rule, we observe that the case analysis arises from conditioning on x:
Vo #0.Px [x(1) =v] Fwp[1: 1] {Q(1)} P [x(1) =0] - wp [1:£2] {Q(0)}
Vo. P [x(1) = o] I if o then wp [1: 1] {Q(1)} else wp [1: 2] {Q(0)}

WP-IF-PRIM
Vo.Px [x(1) = o] - wp [1: (if v then t; else t3)] {Q(v = 1)}
‘WP-BIND
Vo.P s [x(1) = o]  wp [1: (if x then t; else t3)] {Q(v = 1)}
C-CONS

Cher,, 0. (P * [x(1) = 0]) I Cper, v.wp [1: (if x then t; else ;)] {Q(v = 1)}
P xx(1) ~ Berp I Cger, 0. WP [1: (if x then t; else t3)] {Q(v = 1)}
P xx(1) ~ Berp - wp [1: (if x then t; else t3)] {CBerp 0.Q(v = 1)}

C-UNIT-R,C-FRAME

C-WP-SWAP
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