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Abstract

We present an automated framework for solidifying the co-
hesion between software specifications, their dependently
typed models, and implementation at compile time. Model
Checking and type checking are currently separate tech-
niques for automatically verifying the correctness of pro-
grams. Using Property Based Testing (PBT), Indexed State
Monads (ISMs), and dependent types, we are able to model
several interesting systems and network protocols, have the
type checker verify that our implementation behaves as spec-
ified, and test that our model matches the specification’s se-
mantics; a step towards combining model and type checking.

CCS Concepts: • Software and its engineering→ Soft-

ware testing and debugging; Formal software verification;
• General and reference → Design; • Networks → Net-
work protocols.
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1 Introduction/Motivation

Stateful computer systems are ubiquitous. Embedded devices,
computer networks and banking systems all involve states
and transitions between different states. We can formally
verify programs using tools like Spin [30] or Uppaal [5],
however these tools rarely scale to real-world code bases
due to the State Explosion Problem (although progress is
steadily being made) [22–24, 26, 40]. There are also several
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testing tools andmethodologies one can employ, such as Test-
Driven Development — à la JUnit — and Fuzz-testing [29, 41],
which typically target imperative programming languages.

For functional languages, Property Based Testing (PBT)
using QuickCheck [19] has proven widely successful [2, 18,
20, 31, 32] and been ported to other languages, both func-
tional and imperative [6, 27, 36]. Test-driven methods are
well understood, but the tests are only as good as the cases
which the programmer can think of. On the flip side, model-
checking tools require a secondary implementation of the
program in the form of a formal model, which opens the
verification process up to errors in translation leading to
a semantic mismatch between the running code and the
verified model [2]).

Dependently Typed languages like Agda [8] and Idris [9,
12] can be used for “correct by construction” programming,
where typically an Embedded Domain Specific Language
(eDSL) is constructed to ensure the program is valid by
definition [7, 13, 14, 16]. However, well-typed programs
can go wrong. Occasionally, this is due to bugs in the type
checker [17] or due to problems with how programmers
use the language-provided escape hatches [37], but there is
also a third, arguably more likely, case: what if the types
themselves are subtly incorrect? One could imagine a pro-
gram requiring that a certain number remain positive but
either by habit or by accident, the programmer gives the
type Int instead of Nat. This is unlikely to be caught by the
type checker, tests, or implementations, as the programmers
are likely to carry this assumption in their minds, thereby
avoiding including it in both tests and implementation error-
checks. Nevertheless, the code modelling the specification
has now introduced subtly different permitted states. How
can we be sure that the DSL does not accidentally permit an
incorrect state or transition?

1.1 Contributions

We make the following contributions:

• An implementation of QuickCheck for use with depen-
dent types at compile time.

• A framework for simultaneously specifying, imple-
menting, and testing a stateful model of an Automated
Teller Machine (ATM), using QuickCheck to increase
confidence in the correctness of all 3 parts.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

12
72

6v
1 

 [
cs

.P
L

] 
 1

7 
Ju

l 2
02

4

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2472-9694
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9734-367X
https://doi.org/10.1145/3678000.3678206
https://doi.org/10.1145/3678000.3678206
https://doi.org/10.1145/3678000.3678206


TyDe ’24, September 6, 2024, Milan, Italy Thomas Ekström Hansen and Edwin Brady

• We demonstrate the power of the framework by gener-
alising it to stateful programs, both finite and infinite,
and evaluate it by implementing an example of a net-
work protocol.

In doing so, we aim to increase confidence in the correct-
ness of the types we use to model stateful systems, using
type level testing to help us understand the behaviour of
state machines.

2 QuickCheck in Idris2

QuickCheck is a Property Based Testing tool introduced
by Claessen and Hughes in 2000 [19]. Although initially
written for Haskell, it has been successfully ported to many
programming languages including Isabelle [6], Erlang [20],
Coq [27], and Java [36].
We can use our QuickCheck implementation at the type

level, since types in Idris2 are first class. Thus the test suite
can be run at compile-time, acting on the implementation
itself — rather than a test environment — and then being
erased for the compiled program.

2.1 Regular QuickCheck in Idris2

Most of QuickCheck ports directly to Idris2 from the original
Haskell implementation, with some minor modifications. We
start with the type for specifying generators of types:
data Gen : Type -> Type where
MkGen : (Int -> PRNGState -> a) -> Gen a

Idris2 has no newtype so we have to wrap it in a regu-
lar datatype; the implementation is otherwise identical. The
PRNGState type represents the state type of a Pseudorandom
Number Generator (PRNG), which is essential for allowing
QuickCheck to generate example instances. As in Haskell,
Gen is an instance of the Monad interface. It requires passing
two independent PRNGs [19], which is easily achieved if the
provided PRNG is splittable — that two seemingly indepen-
dent PRNGs may be derived from an initial one [15].
(>>=) (MkGen g1) c = MkGen (\n, r0 =>
let (r1, r2) = split r0

(MkGen g2) = c (g1 n r1)
in g2 n r2)

Statistically sound splits are challenging to achieve and
have been the source of bugs in the Haskell implementa-
tion [21]. Schaatun [38] concluded that amongst many ex-
isting allegedly splittable PRNGs, only the one presented by
Claessen and Pałka [21] was sound. As such, we do not make
any cryptographic promises about the PRNG used in our im-
plementation: we use a Linear Congruence Generator for its
ease of implementation, using known good multipliers [39].
This is sufficient for demonstrating our approach.

Another difference between Idris2 and Haskell is that (->)
is a binder, and defining interface instances over binders is
not allowed in Idris2. Therefore, we manually wrap functions
in a data type alongside an eliminator:

data Fn : Type -> Type -> Type where
MkFn : (f : a -> b) -> Fn a b

apply : Fn a b -> a -> b
apply (MkFn f) = f

We can now implement promoting functions of type a ->
Gen b to a generator of functions from a to b, as well as
implement the Arbitrary interface — which indicates that
we can generate arbitrary instances of a given type — for
functions, provided we know how to (1) modify a generator
given some specific instance of the domain’s type, and (2)
generate arbitrary instances of the codomain’s type:
promote : (a -> Gen b) -> Gen (Fn a b)

promote f = MkGen (\n, r => MkFn
(\x => let (MkGen gb) = f x in gb n r))

Arbitrary a => Arbitrary b =>
Arbitrary (Fn a b) where
arbitrary = promote (`coarbitrary` arbitrary)
coarbitrary fn gen = arbitrary >>=

((`coarbitrary` gen) . (apply fn))

2.2 QuickCheck with Dependent Types

Using QuickCheck with dependent types presents new chal-
lenges. Consider, for example, the Vect datatype: lists which
carry their length in the type. QuickCheck’s bread and but-
ter is generators and the Arbitrary interface. Provided we
know how to generate the type of the elements, we should
be able to generate a vector of them. However, the following
definition fails:
Arbitrary t => Arbitrary (Vect n t) where

arbitrary = do
arbN <- arbitrary
v <- genN arbN arbitrary
pure v
where

genN : (n : Nat) -> Gen t -> Gen (Vect n t)
genN Z _ = []
genN (S k) g = do

x <- g
xs <- genN k g
pure (x :: xs)

The type checker has no way of unifying nwith arbN since
n is implicitly generalised and bound outwith the context
of the interface. We are telling the type checker that arbN
should exactly match some external n which nobody has
thought of yet; understandably, this fails to type check. One
solution is to write Arbitrary instances only for the sizes
of vectors we are interested in:
Arbitrary t => Arbitrary (Vect 3 t) where

arbitrary = do
v0 <- arbitrary
v1 <- arbitrary
v2 <- arbitrary
pure [v0, v1, v2]
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However, this is not very useful: we need an implemen-
tation for every length, and should we want to generate
an arbitrary length we would have to reduce our arbitrary
length to only the lengths which we have defined generators
for, defeating the point of Arbitrary interface. Instead, we
can use dependent pairs, where the second element’s type
depends on the value of the first, written using (**). This
allows us to indicate to the type checker that although we
may not know the exact length of the vector at type checking
time, when we know the length, we also know it is related
to a concrete instance of Vect:
someVect : (n : Nat ** Vect n Nat)
someVect = (3 ** [1, 2, 3])

Idris2 has failing blocks which compile if and only if
they contain a term raising an error. Passing in a string
requires it to be part of the error message, with the compiler
rejecting the block if it fails with a different message. We can
thus confirm it is an error to provide a mismatching length
and Vect:
failing "Mismatch between: 1 and 0."
sizeMismatch : (n : Nat ** Vect n Nat)
sizeMismatch = (0 ** [3])

And we can ask Idris2 to infer the first element’s value:
inferLength : (n : Nat ** Vect n Nat)
inferLength = (_ ** [1, 2, 3])

Dependent pairs allow us to define a general Arbitrary
instance for Vect:
Arbitrary t => Arbitrary (n : Nat ** Vect n t) where

arbitrary = do
nElems <- arbitrary
vect <- genN nElems
pure (_ ** vect)
where

genN : Arbitrary a => (m : Nat) -> Gen (Vect m a)
genN Z = pure []
genN (S k) = do
x <- arbitrary
xs <- genN k
pure (x :: xs)

3 Example: ATM

We now consider an example Finite State Machine (FSM)
modelling the behaviour of an Automated Teller Machine
(ATM). This example is used as a showcase of how depen-
dent types can help with correct stateful programming [11].
However, as we shall shortly see, while dependent types go
a long way towards helping us be confident our program is
correct, they are not enough on their own.

3.1 The ATM state machine

The ATM state machine consists of three states:
• Ready — The starting state of the ATM, representing
the machine being ready for operation.

• CardInserted —When a card is present in the ATM,
pending authorisation.

• Session — An authorised session whereby the user
can dispense an amount of money.

Figure 1 illustrates the following transitions:
• Insert — Inserting a bank card. This action is only valid
when the ATM is in the Ready state and results in the
machine changing to the CardInserted state.

• Dispense — Dispensing a given amount of money. This
is only valid when the card has been authenticated, i.e.
the machine is in a Session. Since a user may want to
dispense multiple amounts of money, Dispense keeps
the machine in its Session state.

• CheckPIN — Verifying that the given PIN authenti-
cates the card. This is only valid when the ATM has
a card in it. This transition is unique in that it leads
to different states depending on the result of check-
ing the PIN: Incorrect causes the machine to stay in
the CardInserted state, whereas Correct moves the
machine to the Sesssion state.

• Eject —At any point, the user may choose to eject their
card. This takes the machine back to the Ready state.

Figure 1. Diagram of the ATM state machine

3.2 Modelling the ATM in Idris2

We can model this state machine in Idris2 by declaring a
new data type for the CheckPIN results, with constructors
for each option, as well as a data type for the states, with a
constructor per state:
data ATMState = Ready | CardInserted | Session

data PINok = Correct | Incorrect

Next, we model the function describing the dependent
state transition for CheckPIN. This is a function from the
result type, PINok, to the type of the states, ATMState:
ChkPINfn : PINok -> ATMState
ChkPINfn Correct = Session
ChkPINfn Incorrect = CardInserted
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With the states, PIN results, and dependent transition
modelled, we can now model the transitions themselves. As
described in the Idris book [11], this is where dependent
types really get a chance to shine for modelling and pro-
gramming these stateful systems: we index our operations
by their result type, their starting state, and their state tran-
sition functions. This allows us to use the type declaration
to state what the result type of our program should be, its
starting state, and its end state, and having the type checker
verify that we keep our promise and reach the end state via
lawful transitions. Furthermore, we supply a bind operator
for do-notation. The transition function, for most states, is
a const function, as they only move from one state to the
next. However, for CheckPIN, the state function is more in-
teresting. We refer to the complete model of operations as
an Indexed State Monad (ISM):
data ATM : (t : Type) -> ATMState

-> (t -> ATMState) -> Type where
Insert : ATM () Ready (const CardInserted)
CheckPIN : (pin : Int) -> ATM PINok CardInserted

ChkPINfn
Dispense : (amt : Nat) -> ATM () Session

(const Session)
Eject : ATM () st (const Ready)
Pure : (x : t) -> ATM t (stFn x) stFn
(>>=) : ATM a s1 s2f -> ((x : a) -> ATM b (s2f x)

s3f) -> ATM b s1 s3f

We can now use the model to write stateful programs
which are guaranteed to conform to the model:
testProg : ATM () Ready (const Ready)
testProg = do
Insert
Correct <- CheckPIN 1234

| Incorrect => ?handle_incorrect
Dispense 42
Eject

Here we use Idris2’s pattern matching bind syntax to con-
tinue with the do block if CheckPIN was happy, and a hole
to leave the unhappy case for later implementation.

Programs which attempt to misbehave are rejected:
failing "Mismatch between: Session and CardInserted."
badProg : ATM () Ready (const Ready)
badProg = do Insert ; Dispense 42

This setup looks to be correct: we have our dependently
typed model which describes the desired semantics; we can
use it to program with, expressing state invariants which
must be obeyed and which are automatically verified; and
whilst writing the program, the type checker keeps track of
the state for us. This is a very strong position compared to
languages without such typed modelling capabilities. How-
ever, while it may seem correct, there is a mistake in this
model of the ATM: the amount of PIN retries is unlimited.
The ChkPINfn only takes a PINok result, neither it nor the
CardInserted-state keeps track of how many times the user

has tried to enter a PIN. The following program, while not
terminating, is completely valid as far as the type checker
knows:
covering
loopProg : ATM () Ready (const Ready)
loopProg = do

Insert
let pin = 4321
loop pin

where
loop : Int -> ATM () CardInserted (const Ready)
loop p = do
Incorrect <- CheckPIN p

| Correct => ?omitted
loop p

Unfortunately, this error is not caught by the type checker.
Even totality checking does not help: it is a terminating
computation, for example, to iterate over all 10,000 PINs and
withdrawing all the money on finding the correct one. This
illustrates a tricky situation: as type-driven programmers,
we are inclined to believe that expressive types mean the
type checker will catch our mistakes. Nevertheless, subtle
errors may occur in our modelling, and there is no way to
automatically catch these unless the programmer tries to
write non-obvious programs. Who type checks the types?

3.3 A framework for ATM simulation

To gain confidence in our specification, we could try mod-
elling it in a formal verification tool or model checker, but
this does not solve the root of the problem: our models them-
selves can be wrong, and so translating them into different
tools gives more places for introducing errors, or worse,
different errors in each model. We would instead like to gen-
erate example instances of each part of our model, pass these
through our state transitions, and specify properties which,
provided well-typed inputs, the model obeys. Ideally, this
should be done in the same development environment as
the model and implementation, thus eliminating the risk of
translation mishaps. With some work, we can achieve this
with QuickCheck.

In section 2.2 we saw how dependent pairs allow us to
generate arbitrary dependent types. This means we could,
hypothetically, declare the following Arbitrary instance:
Arbitrary (resT : Type ** nsFn : resT -> ATMState

** ATM resT st nsFn)

If we know the result type, state function’s type, and some
starting state, we have all the necessary information to con-
struct a concrete instance of the ATM type. However, such an
instance has a couple of problems:

1. It would only generate a single operation at a time,
with no obvious way to trace which operations were
taken when. Related to this is the issue of how to gener-
ate instances of the binding and sequencing operators,
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which each require a specific pair of operations to
work correctly.

2. To advance to the next state, we need an instance of
the result type resT. However, we only know the type
of results the operation returns, we do not know which
instance of that type it returned. We could make up a
value, but then we would fix a parameter that we want
to test.

3.3.1 Separating operations from programming logic.

To address the first problem, we split the operations and the
sequencing into separate types:

data ATMOp : (t : Type) -> ATMState
-> (t -> ATMState) -> Type where

Insert : ATMOp () Ready (const CardInserted)
CheckPIN : (pin : Int) -> ATMOp PINok CardInserted

ChkPINfn
Dispense : (amt : Nat) -> ATMOp () Session

(const Session)
Eject : ATMOp () st (const Ready)

data ATM : (t : Type) -> ATMState
-> (t -> ATMState) -> Type where

Op : ATMOp t st nsFn -> ATM t st nsFn
Pure : (x : t) -> ATM t (nsFn x) nsFn
(>>=) : ATM a s1 s2f -> ((x : a) -> ATM b (s2f x)

s3f) -> ATM b s1 s3f

This separation allows us to access the next-state function
directly from the ATMOp type. We already specify it as part of
the type, so given a concrete ATMOpwe should have access to
its next-state function. The only caveat is that we need to be
operating at the type level. Idris2 erases runtime-irrelevant
proofs and types by default, meaning we are only allowed
to access them in parts of the program that are themselves
erased, that is, those defined at quantity 0 in QTT [3, 12, 34].

0 nextState : (st : ATMState) -> ATMOp t st nsFn
-> (res : t) -> ATMState

nextState st _ res = nsFn res

On its own, this function is nomore useful than the Arbitrary
instance from earlier, but as we shall demonstrate, extracting
the state transition function allows us to establish clear links
between the model, tests, and implementation.

3.3.2 Tracing operations and programs. We now con-
sider the second issue: needing to keep track of the result
type along with a concrete instance of the result type, in a
form we can control and test. To do this, we store an opera-
tion along with its result in a record type, OpRes:

record OpRes (resT : Type) (currSt : ATMState)
(nsFn : resT -> ATMState) where

constructor MkOpRes
op : ATMOp resT currSt nsFn
res : resT
{auto rShow : Show resT}

The auto-implicit rShow is so that QuickCheck can print
counterexamples if necessary. Given OpRes, all that remains
is to trace how a state and operations are chained. We first
consider each individual step, where an OpRes and its result-
ing ATMState are stored in the same record, and then create
a type which, for a given bound, stores the trace:
record TraceStep where

constructor MkTS
opRes : OpRes rT aSt aStFn
resSt : ATMState

data ATMTrace : ATMState -> Nat -> Type where
MkATMTrace : (initSt : ATMState) -> {bound : Nat}

-> (trace : Vect bound TraceStep)
-> ATMTrace initSt bound

With this framework in place, we are finally ready to write
meaningful Arbitrary instances for testing our ATMmodel.

3.4 Arbitrary OpRes

In order to generate arbitrary traces, we first need to be able
to generate arbitrary operation-result pairs. Generating an
OpRes requires knowing what the current state is, as we
need it to determine the set of valid operations from it. As
with generating Vect instances, we use dependent pairs to
capture the chain of things we need to know about the type
of the operation. Once we know the concrete resT type, we
know the type of our nsFn, which means we know the type
of our OpRes:
(resT : Type ** nsFn : resT -> ATMState

** OpRes resT st nsFn)

For the concrete implementation, we can now pattern-
match on the implicitly given st. This restricts which opera-
tions are available, as only some are valid in a given state,
allowing us to return an operation chosen randomly from the
set of compatible operations. We can also assign weights to
the individual elements via QuickCheck’s frequency func-
tion, thereby controlling how often certain operations are
picked compared to others. Our Arbitrary instance for
OpRes thus becomes:
{currSt : ATMState} ->
Arbitrary (resT : _ ** nsFn : resT -> ATMState

** OpRes resT currSt nsFn) where
arbitrary {currSt=Ready} =

pure (_ ** _ ** MkOpRes Insert ())

arbitrary {currSt=CardInserted} = do
let arbPIN = 0
let correct = (_ ** _ ** MkOpRes

(CheckPIN arbPIN)
Correct)

let incorrect = (_ ** _ ** MkOpRes
(CheckPIN arbPIN)
Incorrect)

let eject = (_ ** _ ** MkOpRes Eject ())
frequency $ [ (1, pure correct)
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, (4, pure incorrect)
, (1, pure eject) ]

arbitrary {currSt=Session} = do
arbAmount <- arbitrary
let dispense = (_ ** _ ** MkOpRes

(Dispense arbAmount)
())

let eject = (_ ** _ ** MkOpRes Eject ())
oneof $ map pure [dispense, eject]

3.5 Arbitrary ATMTrace

To chain steps together, we make an instance of Arbitrary
ATMTrace. Recall that traces are bounded by their depth,
therefore we pattern-matching on the depth.

3.5.1 If 𝑑𝑒𝑝𝑡ℎ = 0: the remaining trace must be empty as
the depth bound has been reached.
arbitrary {depth=0} = pure $ MkATMTrace iSt []

3.5.2 If𝑑𝑒𝑝𝑡ℎ = (𝑆 𝑏): the trace depth has not been reached
and we need to generate at least one more trace step.
arbitrary {depth=(S b)} = do

?arbitrary_trace_rhs

The first step is to generate an arbitrary OpRes, which we
can now do thanks to the implementation from section 3.4.
We may not know the OpRes’s result type or state function
but we can capture this in type variables:
arbitrary {depth=(S b)} = do

opRes <- the (Gen (resT ** fn **
OpRes resT iSt fn)) arbitrary

?arbitrary_trace_rhs

We have to use ‘the’ to give a precise type to arbitrary,
as Idris2 cannot infer it from the shape of the opRes variable.
Asking the compiler for the type of the hole gives us:

iSt : ATMState
b : Nat
opRes : (resT : Type ** (fn : resT -> ATMState **

OpRes resT iSt fn))
------------------------------
arbitrary_trace_rhs : Gen (ATMTrace iSt (S b))

The generated dependent pair containing our new OpRes
is not too useful as a single variable. However, we can split
out its components via pattern-matching.
arbitrary {depth=(S b)} = do

(resT ** nsFn ** (MkOpRes op res)) <- the
(Gen {-...-})

?arbitrary_trace_rhs

This gives us access to several critical pieces of data:
• op—The operation itself, so we can logwhat operation
led where.

• res— The result of the operation. In order to continue
constructing our trace, we need to know what state
we moved to, which requires applying the next-state

function to a concrete result; this is exactly what is
given here.

• nsFn — The next-state function as written directly in
the type. It is worth re-emphasising this: we are guar-
anteed to use the same transition function as our mod-
el/specification, because we are extracting it from the
type which uses it! We can access this because the
entire process is happening at type checking time, so
we can use elements which will be erased at run time.

And we can confirm this by taking a look at the updated
information for our hole:

iSt : ATMState
b : Nat
resT : Type
nsFn : resT -> ATMState
res : resT
op : ATMOp resT iSt nsFn

------------------------------
arbitrary_trace_rhs : Gen (ATMTrace iSt (S b))

Applying nsFn to the generated res gives us the first state
of our trace:
arbitrary {depth=(S b)} = do

(resT ** nsFn ** (MkOpRes op res)) <- the
(Gen {-...-})

let fstTraceSt = nsFn res
?arbitrary_trace_rhs

Which we again confirm by looking at our new supporting
information:

iSt : ATMState
b : Nat
resT : Type
nsFn : resT -> ATMState
res : resT
op : ATMOp resT iSt nsFn
fstTraceSt : ATMState

------------------------------
arbitrary_trace_rhs : Gen (ATMTrace iSt (S b))

The first trace state can only have been obtained by fol-
lowing the specification’s semantics because the function
we applied to generate it was the exact function specified in
the original type! We now construct the trace by storing the
operation and its resulting state and recursively generating
the rest of the trace:
arbitrary {depth=(S b)} = do

(resT ** nsFn ** (MkOpRes op res)) <- the
(Gen {-...-})

let fstTraceSt = nsFn res
let atmTrace =

(MkTS (MkOpRes op res) fstTraceSt) ::
!(trace b fstTraceSt)

pure $ MkATMTrace iSt atmTrace

Above, we use a helper function, trace, because MkATMTrace
expects a Vect of exactly bound elements. We could extract
this from a recursive call to arbitrary, generating a new
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ATMTrace and then pattern-matching on its constructor to
extract the Vect, however we prefer this solution of generat-
ing the Vect in-place using a helper function. Its definition
is almost verbatim that of the abitrary instance:
trace : (steps : Nat)

-> (st : ATMState)
-> Gen (Vect steps TraceStep)

trace 0 _ = pure []
trace (S k) st = do
(_ ** nsFn ** opR@(MkOpRes _ res)) <- the

(Gen {-...-})
let nextState = nsFn res
pure $ (MkTS opR nextState) ::

!(trace k nextState)

The as-pattern captures the entire OpRes, meaning we can
omit the operation being bound to a variable as we never
use it in the body of the function; and the bang-notation is
shorthand for extracting the result of a monadic computa-
tion [10].

3.6 QuickCheck-ing the type-level ATM

Wehave our specification,modelled as an ISM,with datatypes
for generating sample execution traces, so we are now in a
position to specify properties for QuickCheck to verify. To
start, we check that when we are in the Ready state, we
always end up in CardInserted after a single operation.
0 PROP_readyInsert : Fn (ATMTrace Ready 1) Bool
PROP_readyInsert = MkFn

(\case (MkATMTrace _ (
(MkTS _ CardInserted) :: []))

=> True
(MkATMTrace _ _) => False)

Notice that our property is given at quantity 0, so that
it is compile time only. To QuickCheck this, we wrap the
default quickCheck function in a type-level one, which tests
the given property, specifying whether the test should be
considered passed if QuickCheck exhausted the arguments.
0 QuickCheck : Testable t

=> (allowExhaust : Bool)
-> (prop : t)
-> Bool

QuickCheck allowExhaust prop =
Maybe.fromMaybe allowExhaust $

(quickCheck prop).pass

Using the Idris2 built-in data type Data.So, which is in-
habited if and only if its argument evaluates to True, we can
now ask the compiler to ensure the property holds:
0 RI_OK : So (QuickCheck False PROP_readyInsert)
RI_OK = Oh

As the file loads successfully, we can be confident that
our model is sound with respect to the specified property.
Next, we specify a property which we hope QuickCheck will
find does not hold: that the ATM eventually gets back to an
available state within reasonable time.

0 PROP_eventuallyReady : Fn (ATMTrace Ready 10) Bool
PROP_eventuallyReady = MkFn

(\case (MkATMTrace _ trace)
=> elem Ready (map (.resSt) trace))

0 ER_OK : So (QuickCheck False PROP_eventuallyReady)
ER_OK = Oh

Trying to load the file with this property gives:
-- Error: While processing right hand side of
-- EventuallyReady_OK. When unifying:

So True
-- and:

So (QuickCheck False PROP_eventuallyReady)
-- Mismatch between: True and False

QuickCheck returns False, indicating that our property
is failing. Inspecting the reason by running QuickCheck on
the property at the Idris2 REPL reveals the cause of the issue:
MkQCRes (Just False) <log> """
Falsifiable, after 4 tests:
Starting @ Ready:
[ (<ATMOp ’Insert ~ ()’>, CardInserted)
, (<ATMOp ’CheckPIN 0 ~ Incorrect’>, CardInserted)
, (<ATMOp ’CheckPIN 0 ~ Incorrect’>, CardInserted)
, (<ATMOp ’CheckPIN 0 ~ Incorrect’>, CardInserted)
, (<ATMOp ’CheckPIN 0 ~ Incorrect’>, CardInserted)
-- <etc>
]"""

This is the loop that was indeed wrong in the initial speci-
fication. Our setup has constructed sample programs which
use the same semantics as our model and implementation,
and discovered unintended behaviour in the model itself.
Remark: The first test is technically incorrect: the ISM,

as it is specified, allows for the user to attempt to Eject the
card in the Ready state, a no-op. However, our generator for
OpRes never includes this option. This is an inherent short-
coming with QuickCheck— it is no silver bullet to incomplete
data generators.

3.7 Fixing the ATM

To fix the model, we index the CardInserted-state by the
number of retries available, and update CheckPIN’s next-
state function to take this number into account. This limits
the number of permitted PIN attempts.
data ATMState = Ready | CardInserted Nat | Session

ChkPINfn : (retries : Nat) -> PINok -> ATMState
ChkPINfn 0 Correct = Session
ChkPINfn 0 Incorrect = Ready
ChkPINfn (S k) Correct = Session
ChkPINfn (S k) Incorrect = CardInserted k

When we are out of retries, we must get the PIN right
or the ATM resets. If we were to discard the result on zero
retries and always reset, we could technically permform the
CheckPIN operation a fourth time, but would have to discard
the result even if the PIN was correct, because the machine
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would return us to Ready regardless of the value. This felt
incorrect, and so we chose to interpret zero retries as “final
try”, rather than “out of tries”.
data ATMOp : (t : Type) -> ATMState

-> (t -> ATMState) -> Type where
Insert : ATMOp () Ready (const (CardInserted 2))
CheckPIN : (pin : Int)

-> ATMOp PINok (CardInserted tries)
(ChkPINfn tries)

Dispense : (amt : Nat)
-> ATMOp () Session (const Session)

Eject : ATMOp () st (const Ready)

The file reloads successfully, meaning the type-level prop-
erty test ER_OK passed. And if we retest the property at the
Idris2 REPL, we get:
MkQCRes (Just True) <log> "OK, passed 100 tests"

We are now no longer able to introduce a loop in our
implementation, as the fourth attempt involves 0 remain-
ing retries, which forces us back into Ready thanks to the
updated ChkPINfn.
failing "Mismatch between: CardInserted ?tries

and Ready."
noLoop : ATM () Ready (const Ready)
noLoop = do

Op Insert
Incorrect <- Op $ CheckPIN 1234

| Correct => ?noLoop_rhs_1
Incorrect <- Op $ CheckPIN 1243

| Correct => ?noLoop_rhs_2
Incorrect <- Op $ CheckPIN 1432

| Correct => ?noLoop_rhs_3
Incorrect <- Op $ CheckPIN 4231

| Correct => ?noLoop_rhs_4
?noLoop_rhs

This highlights the power of our new approach: an error
in the specification can be automatically found and, once
fixed, the new model is automatically threaded through to
both the type checker — verifying all implementations —
and the sample program generation. This greatly increases
our confidence that the model is well-behaved, meaningfully
tested, and correctly implemented.

4 Generalising

The ATM example required significant effort to type-check,
program, and property test. If this were required for every
state model, the approach would be tedious to adopt. Instead,
it would be convenient to only have to specify the model
and its transitions, and get the rest “for free”.

4.1 Generic operations and programs

To generalise the data types from the previous section, we
need to extract the common factor and index over it. As
briefly discussed in section 3.3.1, the programming part of
our approach is largely already generalised. To reuse the code

with a different system, we need to define the new states
and transitions (or operations): This gives us our indices: the
state — st : Type — and the type of the operations — op:
op : forall st . (t’ : Type) -> st -> (t’ -> st) -> Type

In order to make the Prog type generic, we index it over
the type of valid operations for the states:
data Prog : {0 stT : _}

-> (opT : (t’ : _) -> stT -> (t’ -> stT)
-> Type)

-> (t : Type) -> (from : stT)
-> (to : t -> stT) -> Type where

Pure : (x : t) -> Prog opT t (stFn x) stFn
Op : {0 opT : (t’ : _) -> stT -> (t’ -> stT)

-> Type}
-> opT t st stFn -> Prog opT t st stFn

(>>=) : Prog opT resT1 st1 stFn1
-> ((x : resT1)

-> Prog opT resT2 (stFn1 x) stFn2)
-> Prog opT resT2 st1 stFn2

This gives us a generic way to describe a program produc-
ing a result of some type, starting in a given state, and ending
in a state depending on the result. Note that the program’s
return type and the operations’ return types may differ; each
operation can return different things, which may be differ-
ent from the return type of the whole program. Using this
generalised version, anything described in the shape of the
op-type automatically gains support for do-notation as well
as the type checker verifying that the program only changes
states in accordance with the specification.

4.2 Generic traces

Taking the same approach as with programs, we can index
the infrastructure required for the trace generation by the
type of operations to make it generic. The first part is OpRes
– capturing the type of an operation and the type of result
it produced, along with the state it happened in and the
function describing how to process the result to change state.
We also need a Show instance, to show counterexamples:
record OpRes {0 stT : _}

(opT : (t’ : _) -> stT -> (t’ -> stT)
-> Type)

(resT : Type) (currSt : stT)
(0 nsFn : resT -> stT) where

constructor MkOpRes
op : opT resT currSt nsFn
res : resT
{auto opShow : Show (opT resT currSt nsFn)}
{auto rShow : Show resT}

Both TraceStep and Trace follow the same pattern:
record TraceStep (opT : (t’ : _) -> stT

-> (t’ -> stT) -> Type) where
constructor MkTS
{0 stepRT : _}
{0 stepSt : stT}
{0 stepFn : stepRT -> stT}
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opRes : OpRes opT stepRT stepSt stepFn
resSt : stT
{auto showStT : Show stT}

data Trace : (opT : (t’ : _) -> stT
-> (t’ -> stT) -> Type)

-> stT -> Nat -> Type where
MkTrace : Show stT => (initSt : stT) -> {bound : Nat}

-> (trace : Vect bound (TraceStep opT))
-> Trace opT initSt bound

4.3 The Traceable interface

To generate traces, we need to know which operations are
valid given a current state.We could define this as an instance
of Arbitrary, however the type declaration is repetitive and
not idiomatic Idris2. The declaration for the ATMOp and OpRes
from sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, for example, would be:
{st : ATMState} ->
Arbitrary (resT : Type ** nsFn : resT -> ATMState

** OpRes ATMOp resT st nsFn) where
arbitrary {st} = ?arbitrary_rhs

While we could define this by pattern matching on the
implicit ‘st’ argument, requiring an implicit argument to de-
fine an interface is uncommon, as is using pattern matching
in a function which does not take any explicit arguments.
Furthermore, when defining it for a different ISM, we would
only change the opT and stT, leaving everything else the
same, which suggests there is a pattern to factor out. We
introduce the Traceable interface as shorthand for these
longer definitions, capturing their similarities. An operation
is traceable if for some given current state, we can return a
generator producing valid transitions away from that state.
interface Traceable (0 opT : (t’ : _) -> stT

-> (t’ -> stT) -> Type) where
options : (st : stT)

-> Gen (resT : Type ** nsFn : resT -> stT
** OpRes opT resT st nsFn)

When giving an instance of Traceable, the type checker
can immediately propagate and infer the values for opT and
stT respectively, saving us the trouble of writing out the
lengthy declaration. Our framework is still operating inside
the Gen monad, so all of QuickCheck’s combinators, along
with do notation, can be used to construct more complex
generators. This shows the strength of our approach: both
complicated models and test generators can be implemented
in the same file!

4.4 Arbitrary for generic ISMs

With the supporting data structures and records generalised,
we can implement a version of Arbitrary which will work
for any ISM that implements Traceable. The approach is
the same as used in sections 3.4 and 3.5, except with ev-
erything indexed by the type of the permitted operations.
An implementation never has to worry about the implicit

state argument to arbitrary as this is required via the more
straightforward Traceable.
{0 stT : _} -> {0 opT : _} -> {st : stT} ->
Traceable opT =>
Arbitrary (resT : Type ** nsFn : resT -> stT **

OpRes opT resT st nsFn) where
where
arbitrary {st} = options st

{0 stT : _} -> {iSt : stT} -> {bound : Nat} ->
{opT : (t’ : Type) -> stT -> (t’ -> stT) -> Type} ->
Show stT =>
Traceable opT =>
Arbitrary (resT ** nsFnT **

OpRes opT resT iSt nsFnT) =>
Arbitrary (Trace opT iSt bound)

where
arbitrary {bound = 0} =

pure $ MkTrace iSt []
arbitrary {bound = (S k)} = do

(_ ** nsFn ** opRes@(MkOpRes op res)) <-
the (Gen (rT ** fnT **

OpRes opT rT iSt fnT)) arbitrary
let fstTraceSt = nsFn res
let traceHead = MkTS opRes fstTraceSt
traceTail <- trace k fstTraceSt
pure (MkTrace iSt (traceHead :: traceTail))
where

trace : (steps : Nat) -> (st : stT)
-> Gen (Vect steps (TraceStep opT))

trace 0 _ = pure []
trace (S j) st = do

(_ ** stFn ** opR@(MkOpRes op res)) <-
the (Gen (x ** y **

OpRes opT x st y)) arbitrary
let nextSt = stFn res
pure $ (MkTS opR nextSt) ::

!(trace j nextSt)

This completes the generalisation, allowing us to model,
verify, implement, and test any specification as long as the
states, transitions, and options from each state are given.

4.5 Evaluation: The ARQ Protocol

We evaluate our generalisation by implementing a different
system, the Automatic Repeat Request (ARQ) protocol. The
ARQ protocol works by sending a single packet containing
some data and a packet number, and then waiting for an
acknowledgement of the packet number before advancing
to sending the next packet [33]. We chose ARQ because it is
simple enough to be understandable, while also presenting
a some interesting challenges: there is an external second
party involved, whose behaviour we cannot know; and, due
to packet numbering, there are potentially infinite states.

4.5.1 The states of ARQ. Naïvely, the protocol only has
two states: Ready and Waiting. However, the semantics
of ARQ introduce a third state, Acked. When we receive
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an acknowledgement — an Ack — for a certain packet, we
need to check that it acknowledges the sequence number we
sent and retry if the Ack was for another packet (potentially
due to data corruption on the return trip). Checking the
acknowledged sequence number can then either require us
to retransmit the same packet or, if everything is fine, to
proceed to sending the next packet in the sequence.
data ARQState = Ready Nat | Waiting Nat

| Acked Nat Nat

Each state takes the current sequence number of the packet
being transmitted, with Acked additionally taking the ac-
knowledged sequence number so that we can verify it.

We define a simple packet record, along with a data type
for capturing the possible outcomes of waiting on an ac-
knowledgement.
record Pkt where
constructor MkPkt
pl : Bits8
sn : Nat

data WaitRes = Ack Nat | Timeout

Note that this captures the fact that we cannot know how
the other side will reply, if at all. We are not trying to simu-
late timed automata to model the exact timeouts required.
Instead, we model the possible outcomes and test that our
protocol is well-behaved under these scenarios.

4.5.2 The Next state function, transitions toAcked if an
Ack-reply was received — keeping track of both the packet
number and the reply number — or immediately back to
Ready if the reply never came, forcing us to retry sending
the same packet.
Next : (n : Nat) -> WaitRes -> ARQState
Next n (Ack a) = Acked n a
Next n Timeout = Ready n

4.5.3 Moving on toARQoperations, Send takes a packet
to send and ensures the state types keeps track of the current
packet number, and Wait proceeds with a wait result. The
more interesting transitions, Proceed and Retry, take a proof
that the acknowledged number and the packet number are
equal or that they cannot be equal, respectively. This adds
some overhead to programming with the operations, but we
chose to include this as it nicely show how dependent types
integrate with our new approach:
data ARQOp : (t : _) -> ARQState -> (t -> ARQState)

-> Type where
Send : (pkt : Pkt) -> ARQOp () (Ready pkt.sn)

(const $ Waiting (pkt.sn))
Wait : ARQOp WaitRes (Waiting n) (Next n)
Proceed : (ok : a === n)

-> ARQOp () (Acked n a) (const $ Ready (S n))
Retry : (Not (a === n))

-> ARQOp () (Acked n a) (const $ Ready n)

4.5.4 Finally, we need a Traceable instance. When in
the Ready state, we have access to the sequence number we
are meant to be sending, and so we can construct an arbitrary
packet and Send it (we use a placeholder payload of 255 rather
than arbitrary for brevity). Once we have received an Ack
and are in the Acked state, we need to check whether the
two numbers are equal. If they do, the only thing we can do
is to advance to sending the next packet. If they cannot be
equal, the only thing we can do is to retry sending the packet.
This may sound like we have no control over the frequency
of accepted versus rejected acknowledgements, however we
can control this by simulating an unreliable network from
the Waiting state: 20% of the time we do not get a reply,
timing out instead; 5% of the time we get an arbitrary
acknowledgement; and the remaining 75% of the time we
successfully transmit and get a valid acknowledgement back:

Traceable ARQOp where
options (Ready k) = pure

(_ ** _ ** MkOpRes (Send (MkPkt 255 k)) ())

options (Waiting k) = frequency
[ (4, pure (_ ** _ ** MkOpRes Wait Timeout))
, (1, do pure

(_ ** _ ** MkOpRes Wait (Ack !arbitrary)))
, (15, pure (_ ** _ ** MkOpRes Wait (Ack k)))
]

options (Acked n a) = case decEq a n of
(Yes prf) =>

pure (_ ** _ ** MkOpRes (Proceed prf) ())
(No contra) =>

pure (_ ** _ ** MkOpRes (Retry contra) ())

4.5.5 This is all we need. We have now defined every-
thing the programmer needs to define to use our new ap-
proach. Thanks to our generalisation, we can now plug our
new stateful model into Prog and immediately get access to
do-notation and type-level state transition verification:

sendN : (n : Nat)
-> Prog ARQOp () (Ready n) (const $ Ready (S n))

sendN n = do
Op $ Send (MkPkt 255 n)
(Ack a) <- Op Wait

| Timeout => sendN n
case decEq a n of

(Yes prf) => Op $ Proceed prf
(No contra) => do

Op $ Retry contra
sendN n

prog : Prog ARQOp () (Ready 0) (const $ Ready 3)
prog = do sendN 0 ; sendN 1 ; sendN 2

failing "Mismatch between: 1 and 0"
bad : Prog ARQOp () (Ready 0) (const $ Ready 2)
bad = do sendN 1
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Additionally, although the program abovemay run forever,
we can increase our confidence that it will not. Traceable
allows us to use type-level QuickCheck, meaning we can
write a property and check it at compile-time:
0 PROP_sendThreeOK : Fn (Trace ARQOp (Ready 0) 20)

Bool
PROP_sendThreeOK = MkFn (\case (MkTrace _ trace) =>

elem (Ready 3) $ (.resSt) <$> trace)

0 QC_sendThreeOK : So (QuickCheck False
PROP_sendThreeOK)

QC_sendThreeOK = Oh

The trace is to a depth of 20 because it takes at least 3
transitions to reliably send a single packet. Since there are
no reported mismatches between True and False on file
loading, we know that the property holds. While we have
not proven that our program is guaranteed to terminate, we
have increased our confidence that it does, without having to
leave the language or modelling framework we are already
using, and with a guarantee that the types, program, and test
all use the same model and rules.

5 Evaluation & Further Work

The types, state transitions, and Traceable implementation
for ARQ come to around 30 lines of code, in contrast to the
nearly 80 we had to write just for the supports for the ATM
in section 3.3.2. These are tricky lines of code — weaving the
state in the types and making sure the trace generation fol-
lows the correct sequence — so having them in a generalised
form saves us from the risk of incorrectly reimplementing
them, in addition to also saving us a lot of tedious work.
It could be argued that most DSLs are simple enough to

manually reason about. However, as we have seen, seem-
ingly trivial DSLs like the one for the ATM are easy to get
wrong and this mistake can remain undetected for years. For
more involved use cases like network protocols, resource
management, or concurrency, where the host type system
is leveraged to provide certain desirable guarantees for the
target domain [7, 13, 14, 16, 25, 28], the risk of the DSL acci-
dentally introducing subtle inconsistencies and unintended
behaviour, is likely to be much higher, weakening the goal
of eliminating certain bugs by using a stricter host language.
Combined with the ubiquity of stateful systems, we therefore
believe that our approach is worthwhile and intend to model
and test more advanced protocols in the future.
Throughout the paper, all the traces have had seemingly

magic numbers as their bound. The numbers were deter-
mined partially on reasoning: it is possible to get a good
estimate of the depth needed by taking the number of tran-
sitions in the ISM, deciding on an upper bound for when
the system should be in the desired state, and multiplying
this by the number of transitions (or the number of states)
in the system. Should the properties fail, they can be exam-
ined to either reveal a valid error case, possibly a fault in the

generators, or a false positive caused by the model (as hap-
pened in [32]). For true positives the depth can be doubled
until they pass, at which point a binary search can be used
to find the smallest valid bound. We believe this to be part
of the confidence building: the programmers can increase
the bound until they are confident in their typed models,
or they can decide that the current bound is sufficient. In
our experience, this is not a hindrance, as the properties fail
quickly, thereby quickly finding the initial upper bound.
The type-level PBT for the ARQ model takes around 3.5

seconds on a reasonably modern laptop1. While this may
seem slow, it is worth remembering that the type checker is
doing a lot of work. It is solving interface constraints, unify-
ing values, running a PRNG, and doing equality checks for
non-trivial types at least 100 times. The Idris2 type checker is
currently the main bottleneck to our approach and presents
many interesting research questions in terms of how to speed
up the elaboration process, when to expand and inline cer-
tain functions and datatypes, and how much information to
keep around in the type checker and elaborator.

In the future, we plan to examine and implement increas-
inglymore advanced systems. ARQwith SlidingWindow [33]
would be a nice extension to the ARQ example, as it im-
proves the throughput of the protocol and presents some
new challenges for the state function: how do we best model
the packet window’s movements? Pick and Place machines
used for automatic placement of surface mounted compo-
nents [1], file systems [18], and protocols with crash-stop
failures [4], are all stateful systems which will present in-
teresting modelling challenges as well as provide us with
more performance and usability data. Additionally, it will
be interesting to explore what kind of properties we can
check. Linear Temporal Logic (LTL) and Computation Tree
Logic (CTL) are used extensively in model checking [23, 24],
and there is recent work by O’Connor and Wickström on
combining LTL with PBT for use in testing Graphical User
Interfaces (GUIs) [35]. As such, it will be interesting to see
how big the overlap might be between our approach and
what model checkers can express and verify.

All the code used in this paper is publicly available at:
https://github.com/CodingCellist/tyde-24-code

6 Conclusion

We successfully implementedQuickCheck in Idris2 and demon-
strated how it can be extended to generate arbitrary instances
of dependent types. We then highlighted how dependent
types allow us to model stateful systems, that these models
are tricky to get right, and how we can use QuickCheck at
the type-level to automatically detect this and help us fix it.
Finally, we generalised the type-level framework to support

1x86_64 Intel Core i7-8750H @ 2.20GHz, boosting to ~4.08GHz, with 32GiB
of SODIMM DDR4 RAM @ 2667MT/s

https://github.com/CodingCellist/tyde-24-code
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any stateful system, and demonstrated its usefulness by mod-
elling, implementing, and testing a network protocol. Our
approach is not a proof system, however it should help pro-
totype specifications and models faster, gaining confidence
that the current system is sound, before potentially choosing
to model check or to formalise and prove it. We believe that
our generalisation is low-friction enough for wider adoption
and are excited to see what this may lead to.
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