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Separation Logic is a non-classical logic used to verifnpatintensive code. In this paper, however,
we show that Separation Logic, along with its natural exters can also be used as a specification
language for concurrent-system design. To do so, we exfire&ehavior of three very different con-
current systems: a Subway, a Stopwatch, aneg 2 3witch. The Subway is originally implemented
in LUSTRE, the Stopwatch ilEsterel, and the X2 Switch inBluespec.

1 Introduction

Concurrent systems, specified today, can have very diff@reperties. Depending on these properties,
a practical specification language is chosen. For instarm&sider a designer who can choose between
the synchronous langua@eterel and the guarded-command langu@jeespec in order to specify
the modalbehavior of a Stopwatch, on the one hand, andstteed-memorpehavior of a % 2 Switch,

on the other hand. The designer will typically cho@seerel for the Stopwatch anHluespec for the
2x 2 Switch and not the other way around. In other words, whiie @f course theoretically possible to
express modal behavior wiBlluespec and shared-memory behavior witBterel, it is —in terms of
practical expressiveness— not interesting to do so.

The statements in the previous paragraph are based on “com@sgn experience”, not on a formal
metric of practical expressiveness. To the best of our keadgé, such a metric is not available in the
current literatuf®. In this paper we do not try to find such a metric either, for vebédve it is wiser to
first obtain many specifications of various systems usirfgrmint specification languages and to compare
them based on intuitive notions of “practical expressigsiieBased on these informal comparisons, we
can then search for a metric that is both well defined and ipedigt relevant.

In this paper we choose the formalism of Separation Logicitsnlatural extensions to express the
behavior of three very different systems:

e A Subway system, originally specified witlVSTRE [8].
e A Stopwatch, originally specified withsterel [7].
e A 2x2 Switch, originally specified witBluespec [2].

INote that the conciseness of a specification is too simplisthetric: a lengthy specificatid® can be preferred over a
short specificatior®, if, for instance,S explicitly captures a design requirement that is only iigl present inS;.
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Figure 1: A scenario of the Subway system

Our specifications are based on an analogy that we make witlogdaphy, explained below. The anal-
ogy is formalized by means of Separation Logicl[13, 15]. Tbgc, in turn, is an extension of Hoare
Logic and is typically not used in the way we use it in this pape. as a specification language.

An Analogy with Photography

Given a concurrent system such as the Subway system in Fljure make the following analogy
with photography. Let various photographers be assignéifferent locations in Figurgl1. By taking
consecutive camera snapshots, each photographer calgtcaéshange of some part of the Subway.
Then, by combining all local changes, we obtain a comple¢eifipation of the Subway.

For instance, suppose photographet is assigned to take snapshots of track Figure[1 while
photographePh?2 is assigned to track. Ph1 can, by taking one snapshot, either observe the presence
of a train on tracka, denoted by 1@, or the vacancy of trackk, denoted by 0@. By taking two
consecutive snapsho®h1 can observe four possible changéa@A, b@A) with a,b € {0,1} —where
we shall usga, b) @A to abbreviat§a@A, b@A). For examplePh1 may observe the arrival of a train
on A, denoted by(0,1)@A. Likewise,Ph2 may observe the continuous vacancy of tracklenoted by
(0,0)@B. By combining the observations Bh1 andPh2, we obtain the composite chanf 1) @A
(0,0)@B, describing a system in which a train arrivesfowhile, simultaneously, track is vacant.

The example, presented above, can be extended by addingohmiggraphers, as we shall illustrate
in Section 2 when discussing the Subway in more detail. Intiadd we can generalize the notions
of ‘snapshot’ and ‘change’ to the notion of ‘change of changéhis extension will be needed when
specifying the modal behavior of a Stopwatch in Sedfibn 3tetms of the analogy, the photographer
capturing a scene by means of ‘change’, has become a cameraapéuring the change from one scene
to another. Another generalization is needed when spagifiie 2< 2 Switch in Sectioml4. There, the
concept of ‘snapshot’ is generalized to that of an *hieresasnapshot’, implying that each photographer
can zoom in on specific details of the concurrent system ungestigation. Consequently, hierarchical
change is used (instead of plain change) to capture the oemtiehavior of the Switch.

Related Work

Our analogy with photography is formalized in this paper bing the following embarrassingly simple
logics. First, the Logic of Snapshots is merely an instari@eparation Logic’s assertion language using
the @ primitive of Ahmed et all_[1] instead of the usual poittpredicate[[13, 15]. The key point is that
formulae denote unary predicates over snapslshisi(of the system state. The second logi€lisLo,

the Logic of Change. It is basically Yang's “Relational Segtmn Logic” [16] where formulae denote
binary relationhaof the form(shot,, shot) rather than unary predicates. For notational convenience
we let( fst chg refer toshot, and(snd cha to shot,. The third logic isCha?Lo where formulae denote
relations on relations over snapshots, i.e. sets of elenwérihe form:(chan, chayy). But the semantics
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will require that(snd chg,) and( fst cha,) are always equal (or else completely irrelevant), so foamul
actually denote triples of snapshots. Hertes%Lo is a straightforward adaptation ¢halLo from binary
to ternary relations. Continuing in the same manner, we fltesentCha*Lo, denoting elements of the
form: ((cha,cha),(chag,chas)) where(snd cha) is equal to( fst cha). Further extrapolation results
in Cha®Lo and, in general, iGha"Lo with n = 2 andk a strictly positive integer. In summary, it is more
the use of the logical definitions that is new and interestiather than the definitions themselves.

The formalism in this paper abides by the Synchronous HyssH3| 14]. To illustrate this, consider
(0,1) @A * (G,R) @La, which can be read operationally as follows: “When tratksensor senses the
arrival of a train, the Subway system responds by turninffi¢craght L, from green G) to red R).”
Operationally, it makes no sense to reason in the oppositetitin; i.e. by starting with the light and
concluding withA’s sensor. Thus, we have an ordering fr¢f1) @A to (G,R) @La. But, sincex
requires that both occur simultaneougi§, R) @L has to be amstantaneouseaction to(0, 1) @A.

The analogy with photography, resulting in the conceptssofpshot’, ‘change’, and ‘change of
change’, sets it apart from other well-established forsmadi, such as Statechait$ [9], Communicating
Sequential Processes [10], tirecalculus [12], spatial logics (e.d.1[4]), and process hkigs [6], just to
name a few. Lack of space prevents us from delving into théss ormalisms here.

2 Subway

We introduce the Logic of Snapshots and its extensinilLo (i.e. the Logic of Change) to specify a Sub-
way. The Logic of Snapshots is system dependent. That ishaleistroduce syntax for snapshots that
depends on the Subway. Later, when discussing the Stop\{&édhion 8) and the Switch (Sectibh 4),
we shall introduce other syntaghaLo, on the other hand, is only defined once.

This section consists of three parts. Secfioh 2.1 preseatddsign intent of the Subway. Section 2.2
illustrates how the Logic of Snapshots atthLo can be used to specify the Subway. Finally, Sedtioh 2.3
presents the formalization.

2.1 Design Intent

The objective in Figurgll is to design a Subway system so thrairacan enter by track, temporarily
use trackB, and then leave by track [8]. At all times, at most one train is present in the Subway
system. Seven state elements constitute the system. Bteiietments are inputs: the sensor values of
the tracksa, B, andC, and the switcts. Three state elements are outputs: the actuator of thersgitc
and the two traffic light&., andLg. Each state element is presented below along with its dessilues:

0] sensors of, B, andC 0 1
(i) Sens, Act_S AB of f BC
(iii) La, Lg G R

When a train is on a track (e.g. traBkin Figure[1), then the corresponding sensor value is 1, else i
0. The sensor of switch has the valuéAB when tracksA andB are connected anBC when trackss
andc are connected. The valwd f occurs when no tracks are connected, as is the case in Eiglitee1l
actuator of switcts has the valuéAB when the switch is being steered in order to (eventuallyhecoh
tracksA andB. Similarly, the value iBC when connecting track® andc, as illustrated in Figurgl1 by
the arrowed arc. The actuator has the valtiewhen the switch is not being steered (i.e. typically when
two tracks are connected). Traffic lights can either be g(€3mr red R). Green lightL, allows a train

to enter trackh from the left. Green lightz allows a train to depart from tradkby moving backwards
(preferably onto track!).
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2.2 Some Specifications

We now illustrate the Logic of Snapshots atithLo by presenting some specifications of the Subway.
Since the complete formalization of the Logic of Snapshststiaightforward but lengthy, we merely
illustrate it below. The more important logithaLo, on the other hand, is illustrated below and formally
defined in Sectioh 2] 3.
As a first example, consider the following snapshot spetidican the Logic of Snapshots:
Q) 0@A * 1@B x G@Lg * BC@SenS
It partially describes a particular instance of the Subwagck A is vacant, tracks is occupied, traffic
light Ly is green () and hence granting exit to the train on tra&kThe switchs is, based on its sensor
(Sen$, connecting track with track C. The snapshot is partial because it does not capture thes stht
trackC, the traffic lightL,, and the actuator of the swit&h
Expression (1) is a syntactic abbreviation for:
2 < 0@Ax*1@B, BC@SenSemp G@Lg >
which is a tuple of four snapshot expressions. The first ed@A « 1@B describes the states of the
tracks, the second describes the switch’s sensor, the deisdribes the switch’s actuator, whenep
abbreviates “empty”, and the fourth describes the traffjlot. The meaning of (2) is described next.
Let Tr = { false true} denote the set of truth valuegar a set of variables, aridal a set of values:
Val ={0, 1} U{AB, BC, of f} U {R, G} andVal, =ValU{_L}. The set of assignment functionsAsgmt
:=Var — Val, . Letsdenote an assignment function, issc Asgmt Then, the semantical interpretation
of (2), usings, results in a semantic snapshiehot, shop, shog, shok):
(3) s, (shot, shop, shog, shot)

4) E < 0@Ax1@B, BC@SenSemp G@Lg >
(5) iff s, shot = O@A«1@B and

(6) s, shob = BC@SenS and

@) s, shog = emp and

(8) s, shol; = G@Lg

That is, each local semantic snapshiodt with i € {1,2,3,4} models the corresponding syntactic snap-
shot as a function. l.eshot is a function that map&to 0,Bto 1, andC to L. Functionshob mapsSenS

to BC. Functionshog mapsActSto L, since no information (“emptyémp is present about the actuator
ActS Functionshot; mapsLa to L andLg to G. Finally, we remark thatshot, shob, shog, shot;) €
SnshotwhereSnshotis the domain of semantic snapshots.

As a second example, we illustrate the difference betwegar&gon Logic’s spatial conjunctica

and classical conjunction. Let us take (5) and replaeceby A, then we have:

9 s, shoty = 0@AAN1@B

(10) iff s, shoty = O@A and

(12) s, shot = 1@B
Now, (10) states thathot is a function mappind\to 0 andB andC to L. On the other hand, (11) states
thatshot mapsB to 1 andA andC to L. This is clearly not possible, sois used incorrectly in (9).

The previous example shows thatan not replace without altering the intended meaning. This is
due to the chosen semantics of @: A@nly describes the state of tradk In the alternative classical
semantics, 0@ would describe theompletestate of all three tracks in the Subway system, with the
additional knowledge that tragkis vacarti. The same arguments also hold for change, su¢d, a3 @A.

2|t is of course possible to avoid the usesoin this paper by redefining the meaning of @ in accordanceaakhssical
semantics, but the purpose of this paper is to use Sepatatigin for case studies, such as the Subway system, for which i
was not initially intended.
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For a third example, recall the photographetis andPh2 from Sectiori L. When both photographers
combine their observations, they conclude that, in accm&do a correctly-behaving Subway system,
the following implication has to hold(0,1) @A — (0,0) @B. In words: if a train arrives on track,
then, at the same time, tragkremains vacant. That is, it is impossible i1 to observe(0,1) @A
while Ph2 observes, say/1,0) @B.

The implication(0,1) @A — (0,0) @B is an abbreviation for:

(0,1) @A « IxIy(x,y)@B = I3y (X,y)@A = (0,0) @B,

where we have ensured that the same state elemeatsdB) are present on the left- and righthand side
of =. That is,— is defined here (by example) in terms-ef, which, in turn, is defined formally in the
next section (cf. Tablel 1).

As a fourth and final example, considéd,1) @A + (G,R)@La, which is an abbreviation for
[(0,1) @A — (G,R) @La] A [(G,R)@La — (0,1) @A]. It describes the arrival of a train ahwhile
traffic light L, turns from green to red. Using thiBh1, Ph2, and the photographer of light can com-
bine (®) their observations as follows:

(12) [(0,1) @A — (0,0) @B] ® [(0,1) @A <+ (G,R) @LA]
From this we can, for instance, deduce tf@aiR) @La implies (0,0) @B.

Similar tox and—, the use of® aids us in obtaining a short formal exposition. It could beptetely
avoided by only using andA but at the cost of longer specifications. It too is formallfiried in Tablé L.

Additional Notation

Let X, :=XU{L}. Forf : A, — B, we write f = Ax.a to denote the mappingf(L) = L and
f(a) = [a/x] a for a € A. Also, the domair{dom f) of a partial functionf is the set ok’s such thatf (x)
does not equal.. In particular,(dom(Ax..L)) = 0. Finally, for domain® andE, let[D — E] denote the
set{f | f :: D — E}. Consider functiond,g € [D — E,]. We define the operationsand. as follows:
t = (D—E), —=-(D—=E)), —=Tr,
f = Af.Ag. (domfyn(domg ==
(D—E)), - (D—=E)), - (D—=E.),
= Af.Ag.if ffgthenfugelsel
For example, if we revisit the partial functiehot in (5). Thenshot = shoﬁ‘.shoif whereshof is a
function that map#\ to 0 andB andC to L. Likewise,shof mapsB to 1 andA andC to L. Clearly,
shog andshof have disjoint domainsshof # shof.

2.3 Logic of Change

We are now in a position to presettal.o, the Logic of Change. After taking the following four remark
into account, Tablel1 can be consulted.
First, we define semantical change as a pair of semanticatbots:
cheChange := Snshotx Snshot
Second, given semantical changds andchp, the disjointnesstif and the combination.Y of chy and
chy can be defined:
chy,chp € Change
chy = (shot,shot)
ch, = (shob,shot)
chyfich, iff  shogfshop and shot §shot,
chi.chp, = (shot.shob, shof.shot)
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Table 1:ChalL.o

1 P, = ExprRel| (Snap Sna false | P;
() Q prRel | (Snap Snap | [P:Q] (14) schiP=0Q
2 P=Q|PxQ|P®Q|3xP i
i
Sugar: .
if schEP then schEQ
?3) (Expr,Expr2) @Place
_ (15) s, (shoty, shobyt) = P+ Q
B iff
Expri@Place Expr.@Place
(Exen@ Pr@Place 3shof,, shof, € Snshot
@) -P = P= false
shotL, t shof, and
5) true = —false
shot, = shof, . shof, and
6) PvQ = (=P)=Q
Ishot,;, shog,; € Snshot
(M PAQ = ~(-PV-Q .
shot,, # shog and
(8) Vx.P = -3x-P
shoby = shof, - shog,, and
9 WxyP = WxW.P
) s, (shof;, shot;) = P and
Semantics: ( h ﬁ hog ) Lo
shof,, sho
(10) s, ch = ExprRel S ut
) (16) schEP®Q
iff ([ExprRe] s) i
i
11) s, (shot,, sho Snap,, Sna
(11) ( t:f but) = ( fh Put) Jeho, chy, chp € Change
i
chy.c P and
s, shot, = Snapn and s, shobut = Snaput S cho.chy =
s, chp.chh EQ and
(12) s,ch= false never
(13) s, (shoin, Shobu) - PiQ chuiche ane
s, (shots, sho ;
_uftf ch=chy.chy.chy
i
(17) s chE xP
Jshotmp € Snshot -
i

s, (shoty, shotmp) = P and

dveVval sx—V],ch=P
S, (shotmp, shobur) = Q

Third, the semantics of @halo formulaP is of the form:
s, (shofp,shopyt) =P  or schiEP

with s € Asgmt
shoty,shobyy €  Snshot

ch = (shoiy,shobyt)
free(P) C (domg

where free(P) denotes the free variables i Fourth, an example of an expression relatitxprRelis
x=1and its valuatiorf[ExprRe] s) amounts to checking wheth&x) = 1 holds. The trivial definition
of [ExprRe] is omitted from this paper.

3 Stopwatch

Our second case study is a Stopwatch, introduced in Sdctlibn B capture its behavior, we shall
introduce the Logic of Change of Changgh4?Lo) and similar extensionsCha“Lo, Cha®Lo, ...) in
Sectior 3.R. Finally, various specifications of the Stoplatbehavior are presented in Secfiod 3.3.
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(0D @reset
chay, B N
| .(0,1)@reset
START_STOP ch 5 cha, —
(STRP} — ([ bon e
TiIcK TIME (0,1)@strp Oh@stp
RESET—- |COUNTER cha LT Chas‘ar

() (i) (iii)

Figure 2: (i) The Stopwatch, (ii) théha?Lo diagram forchaﬁasic, and (iii) the Cha*Lo diagram for
Chaﬁeset-

3.1 Design Intent

The design intent of the Stopwatch is too lengthy to preserglain English. Therefore, we let our
specifications speak for themselves. They can also be athageénst the origindlsterel specification,
presented in [7].

The Stopwatch in Figuig 2(i) can be briefly described asvaloThe input signalSTART_STOP (or
STRP for short), TICK, andRESET areimmutableelements. That is, their value is completely determined
by the external behavior of the Stopwatch. In f&8IRP andRESET are buttons which are pressed (1)
or depressed (0) by the user, daritCx is the signal (0 or 1) of an external clock. The internal regis
COUNTER and the output signalIME are mutableelements. That is, their value is determined by the
internal behavior of Stopwatch. Finally, we also use anri@teregisteMODE, not shown in Figurgl2 to
book-keep the current mode of execution. It too is a mutadelment.

The locations, presented above, can be assigned to thegpaplers. We present six examples. First,
(0,1) @strp, describing change from 0¢lr pto 1@strp, captures the behavior of a user who presses the
STRP button. Second(0,1) @strp * (0,1) @resetdescribes a user who simultaneously presses both
the STRP and RESET buttons. Third,(X,x+ 1)@time expresses an increase TIME from x to x+ 1.
Fourth, (x,abg @time expresses the sending »fo TIME, followed by not sending anything tbIME
(i.e. an “absent” signal). In generdh, b)@timeis syntactically correct whea,b € NU {abs}. Fifth,
(0,1)@tick describes a positiveICK. In general(a, b)@tick is syntactically correct whea b € {0,1}.
Sixth, (init,stop @modeexpresses that the system changes from migitléo modestop In general,
(a,b)@modeis correct whera, b € {init, stop start}; its intended meaning will become clear later.

3.2 Logic of Change of Change and Beyond

The Stopwatch is a prime example of modal behaviour: prgssibutton of the Stopwatch can have a
different effect, depending on the mode of operation. Wihiteother two case studies in this paper only
contain one mode of operation, the Stopwatch contains @ewdiait , Chastop, Chastart, chsﬁasic, chaﬁeset,

... We present some intuition about these modes, before definengogic of Change of Change (i.e.
Cha?Lo) and its extensions. The meaning of each mode will becomarappin Section 3]3.

The modeghait, Chayop andchag,t are expressed as simpaalLo formulae. Moda:haﬁasic, on
the other hand, is expresseddha?Lo, describing transformations between modba, chagop, and
chasart. That is,chaﬁaSiC describes an hierarchical mode, containing the simplerasiciaa,;t, Chastop,
and chagart, as is illustrated graphically in Figuté 2(ii). Formuthd. is expressed i€ha*Lo and
describes transformations betwegtm?Lo formulae. That ischefe; describes an hierarchical mode,
containing simpler modes (e.g:haﬁasic), as is graphically illustrated in Figufe 2(iii). This hiechi-
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Table 2:Cha?Lo

(1) U,v == ExprRel| (P Q)| false| U;V | (13) s, (chn,Chout) EU =V
@) U=V |UxV|U®V|3xU if
(3) whereP andQ areChaLo formulae. if s, (chin,chout) = U
Sugar: then s, (chn,chowt) EV
@ (@&b),(cd)@ = ((ab)@p,(cd @p) (14) s (chn,Chout) E U =V
(5) -U = U= false iff
Jcht,, chg, € Change
Notation cht gchd, and
6) If ch = (sholy,shoby) chin = ch, . chd, and
(7) then (fstch = shof Jehd,, ch,; € Change
(8) and (sndch = shoby chby i chéye and
Semantics: Choyt = el . i, and
(9) s, (chn,Chout) = ExprRel s, (cht, chy) E U and
iff ([ExprRe] s) s, (chfy, chu) =V
(10) s, (chin,Chow) = (P, Q) (15) s, (chn,Chow) FU @V
iff iff
s,chn = P and 3kl cht, ¢, € Change
s, chout = Q and chin = chf, . cht, .ch, and
(snd cly) = (fst chyur) Jehyi, chiy, chéy € Change
(11) s, (chp,chou) = false never choyt = o . chd. e and
(12) s, (chn,chou) = UV s, (et .cht, ey chy) EU and
iff s, (chP,.chg,, ey chdy) EV
Jchmp € Change (16) s, (chin,Chout) = 3Ix.U
s, (chn,chmp) E U and iff
S, (Chmp,Chowt) =V dveVal. s[x— V], (chin,chout) = U

cal extrapolation continues witbha®Lo formula chqsap, describing transformations betweeha“Lo
formulae. In general, we deal withcha®Lo formula withn = 2K wherek is strictly positive.

A Cha’Lo formulaU is semantically interpreted as a pair of changes:
S, (chn,chout) = U with:  se Asgmt and fregU) C (domsg and
chin, choyt € Change:= Snshotx Snshot
The pair(chp,choyt), called atransformation denotes the change ofy, into chyy. The definition of
Cha?Lo in Table2 is self explanatory; we stress the similarity vaitaLo in Table[].

Continuing in the same mannerCaa*Lo formula, such agU,V), is semantically interpreted as a

pair of a pair of changes:

S, ((Ch17ChZ) ) (Chi37Ch4)) ': (U,V)

iff

s, (chy,chpy) EU and s (chg,chy) EV and (sndch)= (fstch)
whereU andV areCha?Lo formulae. Cha*Lo’s complete definition is obvious and omitted from this
paper. The same remark holds ftira®Lo (a pair of a pair of a pair of changes) or, in gene€ala®Lo
with n = 2 wherek is strictly positive. The logicSha?Lo andCha“Lo are used in Sectidn 3.3 to capture
the preemption mechanisms of the Stopwatch.
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Conventions

We present two conventions. First, an underscore denotem'a care value. E.g.,(-,0)@counter
abbreviatesix (x,0)@counter Likewise, (_,_)@counterabbreviatesix3y(x,y)@countet
Second, similar to Sectidn 2.2, the implicatit®1) @strp — (0,0) @resetabbreviates:
(0,1) @strp* (_,-) @reset = (_,_) @strp=* (0,0) @reset
The previous remark holds for any of the logics. ConsideriristanceCha®Lo and the following
expression:
((0,1),(--)) @strp — (chastop, Chastart) V (Chagtart, Chastop)
and supposehasiop andchagat only describe changes OfiCK, COUNTER, andTIME. Then this expres-
sion is an abbreviation for:
((0,1),(5-)) @strps ((-,-), (- -)) @ticks
((-2), (=) @counters ((-,),(-.-)) @time
= ((5-),(5) @strp [ (chasop, Chastart) V (Chastart, Chastop) |

3.3 Some Specifications

We start by specifying the behavior of a Basic Stopwatchcivis similar to the Stopwatch in Figure 2(i)
except that th&ESET button is excluded. The Basic Stopwatch’s behavior is Vized by theCha?Lo
diagram in Figurél2(ii). The diagram distinguishes betwitgae modes of operatiorthay, Chasop,
andchaya. After an initialization phase, correspondingdiag,;;, the system enters a loop, executing
either modechagop Or Chayart, depending on the user’s input. That is, by pressimgp, the Basic
Stopwatch transitions from mod#asop to Chasare OF vice versa. This is expressed in Figlie 2(ii) by
the label(0, 1) @strp. On the other hand, BTRP is not pressed, the Basic Stopwatch stays in its current
mode (i.e.chastop Or Chastart).

The three modes are clarified as follows. First, moaday,; amounts to settingOUNTER to the value
0. That is:
chanit := (init,-) @modesx (_,0) @counter
Note also thatnodebook-keeps the current mode, which in this cagaits Second,
(1) chasyop:= cheffhh; chaieal.
The first changashf{}}'lfJ expresses that the value of tb@UNTER stays the same and it’s valudias to be
emitted toTIME:
chi{‘gi}) := (stop ) @modex 3x. [ (X,X) @countersx (_,X) @time] ‘
Since the value only has to be emitted oncehag{gg is immediately followed in (1) bycha@‘{’}’,%‘t, which
expresses that an absent sigalasis sent toTIME.:
chegiéa := (stop_) @modesx 3x. [(x,X) @counterx (_,abs @time]
Third,
(2) chasart := chaa A Ch&an.
The first conjuncthal;,; expresses that, at every positieCK, the value ofLOUNTER is incremented by
one (fromx— 1 tox) and sent t@T'IME:

cha,: := (start,_)@modex (0,1) @tickx
3x. [(x—1,X) @counterx (_,X) @time]
The second conjunct in (2) states that, in the absence ofievp0BICK, the value ofCOUNTER remains
constant and an absent signal is sent as output:
ch&d,: := (start,_)@modex [(0,0)@tick V (1,_) @tick] *
3x. (x,X) @counterx (_,abs @time
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Having defined the&halo formulae, we now define theha?Lo formulae of Figurd 2(ii) in three
steps. First, transformatidnansf, expresses the unconditional transition froh@y;; to chagop:
transt = (chant * (-,-)@time, Chaop) *
((), () @strps ((-,-), () @tick
That is, after the initialization phase (i.ehani) has taken place, we automatically end ughasop.
Secondtranst, expresses that when pressing buts@®P, a transition can take place froofasp to
chaytart OF vice versa:
transh =ty A tg
with:
ta = ((stop.),(,-))@mode =« ((0,1),(.,.))@strp
—  (Chagop* (-, -) @tick, chasar)
tg = ((start, ),(.,-))@mode =« ((0,1),(.,-))@strp
—  (Chagtan, Chastop* (-, -) @tick)
Third, transf; expresses that when butt8@RP is not pressed, the current mode stays the same:
transk :=tc A tp
with:
tc = ((stop.),(--))@mode = ~((0,1),(-,-))@strp
—  (Chagtop* (-, -) @tick, chagop* (-, -) @tick)
to = ((start,)),(,.))@mode x ~((0,1),(,,.))@strp
—  (Chastart, Chastart)
and where~ ((0,1),(_,.) ) @strp abbreviates:
((0,0).(--)) @strpV ((1,0),(~-)) @strpV ((1,1).(-,)) @strp.
Finally, the complete behavior of the Basic Stopwatch istalized by:
cha . == transf; (transh A transh)

Basic Stopwatch with Reset

We now enhance the behavior of the Basic Stopwatch by inofuitieRESET button. Every time&ESET
is pressed, the Stopwatch re-initializes and starts exscéiom the beginning, i.e. froroha,;. This
modal behaviour is illustrated by th#ha*Lo diagram in Figuré12(iii) where the dotted box is a copy
of Figure[2(ii), depicting the hierarchical moateagasic. The preemptive transitions, outside the box,
have higher priority than the transitions inside the boxaflik, pressin®ESET has higher priority than
pressingSTRP. Every timeRESET is pressed, the mod#ha,,;; is re-executed. Formally:

chfeser = (((~-),(0,1)),((-),(--))) @reset—

(Ch&asic CheBasic) © (((-,-), (-init) ), ((-,-),(--))) @mode

Findings

To conclude the Stopwatch case study, note that Separatigic vas not originally intended to express
the modal behavior of a system, such as that of the Stopwdtich.above specifications seem to sug-
gest, however, that Separation Logic may come in handy ieast [two unexpected ways. First, the
presented textual specifications denote the meaning ofrthigal diagrams in Figuife 2(ii) and (iii).
These diagrams can be made (i.e. specified) by means of acgbpbker interface. The correspond-
ing graphical-specification process, in turn, could be aglementary (or competitive) alternative for
the textual-base@sterel specification process. Second, since the presented ldgigantly capture
modal behavior, they can of course also be used to providéemative formal semantics of languages
such agEsterel [3].
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Figure 3: (i) The Z 2 Switch, (ii) a full FIFO buffer, and (iii) an empty¥IF0 buffer.

4 Switch

Our third case study is a>22 Switch. Its shared-memory behavior was origir%lispecified in the
guarded-command languaBguespec [2]. In this section, however, we introduce the Logic of Hier
chical Snapshots and reusieaLo (cf. Table[1) to specify the Switch’s behavior.

This section consists of three parts. First, we presentés@d intent of the Switch in Sectién 4.1.
Second, we introduce the Logic of Hierarchical Snapsho®eiction 4.2. Finally, we partially specify
the Switch’s behavior in Sectidn 4.3.

4.1 Design Intent

The 2x 2 Switch in Figuré B(i) contains two inpBTF0s (10 andi1) and two outpuFIF0s (00 ando1).
A data packet can arrive oD or i1. If the first bit of that packet has the value 0, then it is rdutie
00, else too1. EachFIF0 has the capacity to store 1021 data packets and 3 manageauketsp (see
below). Each packet contains 32 bits. A data packet can oolyenf the outputFIFO is not full. A
shared resource collision can occur when the data packéts head of both inplRIF0s have the same
destination buffer (i.e. shared memory). In this ca$es given priority andi1’s data packet is delayed.
The three management packets (of eACHO) are thehead andtail pointers and the empty entry
in Figure[3(ii). Theheadpointer refers to the entry in thHeIF0 that contains the head data packet (if
any). Thetail pointer refers to the first empty entry. To distinguish a filF0 from an emptyFIF0
(cf. Figure[3(iii)), one buffer entry is not used to store @adpacket. This entry, hence, stores the third
management packet of tlEF0. We also mention that thieeadandtail pointers are stored in buffer
entries 1022 and 1023, respectively.

4.2 Logic of Hierarchical Snapshots

The Logic of Snapshots has the purpose to concisely desueb&rchical storage. We present examples
below, omitting the obvious but lengthy formal definitions.

Suppose input buffet0 is assigned to photographehi. ThenPhil can zoom in on, say, entry
number 3 ofi0 and take a snapshot of the stored pagaak If packresembles the number five, then
Ph1 observes 5@.3. Ph1 can zoom in further by taking a snapshot of, say, the first tisgds pack
Ph1 would then observe: 1@.3.0 « 0@i0.3.1. The first conjunct expresses that the very first bit (index
0) has the value one. The second conjunct states that thedsbitqindex 1) has the value zero. This
indeed corresponds to the bit notation of the number 5, wisi€h..0101 with the least significant bit

3|f the reader is unfamiliar witlBluespec, he or she can also think at.a* [11] as an alternative specification language
for the 2x<2 Switch.
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level 0: memory

organization ~ * .\ /.\
i0 00 0 00
level 1: entries / \“ / \
0 9 0 9
level 2: 6 f 19 6 * 32
words
0 31 5 0 31 5
level 3: j
bltS | 01100 ... 00 || 1 | | 01100 00 1 |
shot; shot, shot,

Figure 4: Three semantic snapshots.

(index 0) being the rightmost bit. Bh1 chooses to obseng= 10 consecutive bits gfack starting from
bit indexn = 1, then we may write 2@.3.1— 10 because these ten bits, 010, resemble the number
two. The general notation is1@i0.3.n—n’ with ’ ;= n+d — 1, and where is the corresponding value.
Finally, note thaPh1 can also combine disjoint snapshotsiofas for example:

1@i0.3.0 x 0@0.3.1 x 29@ 0.8 x 9@i0.12.4—17.

The Semantics of Hierarchical Snapshots

Snshotthe domain of semantic snapshots for th&Bwitch, is defined in terms dfree a parameterized
semantic algebra:shot € Snshot:= Tree[4,1024 32|
The first parameter refers to the 4 buffers in Figure 3(i). FEawffer contains 1024 entries of 32 bits
each.
Instead of giving a lengthy definition dfreg we illustrate three semantic snapshots in Figlire 4. For
example shot is the semantic snapshot that models the syntactic snap&bafL 9.5.
Some more concepts follow. A path is a concatenation of edgabers, such as0.9.5. The trace
of a treeshotis the set of paths that characterize all the level 3 nodesHits) ofshot E.g.:
Trace(shog) = {i0.0.0,i0.0.1,...,i0.0.31}
Trace(shop) = {00.9.5}
Two trees are disjointt] iff their traces are disjoint:
shotfshot iff  Tracgshot) N Tracgshot) =0
Thus, shot £ shob holds. Sinceshot and shop are disjoint, they can be combined {nto shog as

follows:
shog = shog.shob with
Trace(shog) = Trace(shot)U Trace(shob)
Indeed,shog in Figure[4 represents the combinationsbbt andshob. It captures the contents of entry
number O of bufferi0 and bit number 5 of entry number 9 of buffes. Finally, when two non disjoint
trees are combined, thenis returned. E.g.shot . shog = L.

4.3 Some Specifications

In conformance to the hierarchical snapshots, presentdtiprevious section, we now pres&hkLo
specifications of the Switch.
As a first example, we wamdlelnputBufbuf] to state that no packet is taken out of input bufjaf

pointerheaddoes not change. Sin¢eadis stored inbuf.first, we write the following wherduf is i0
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oril:
(i) idleinputBufbuf] = Jhead (head head @buf.first
As a second example, we wanetrieveFromBufbuf] [n1][ny] [valud, with buf equal toi0 oril, to
state that: valu@alue corresponds t@alue@buf.headn; — n, whereheadis the head pointer dbuf.
That is, we want to retrieve (but not extract) thee— n; + 1 bits, starting from indexy, from the head
data packet itouf. Formally, we have:
(i)  retrieveFromBufbuf] [ny][ny] [valug
(iii) = dJhead ( (head.)@buffirst
(iv) x (value_) @buf.headn;—ny )
Note that (iii) does not specify the new contentdaof.first and (iv) does not specify the new contents of
bufheadn; —n,.
Based on (ii), we can now define the following:
(v) retrieveFromBufbuf] [valug = retrieveFromBufbuf] [0][31] [valug
wherebuf isiO oril. That is,valuerepresents the complete data packet that is stored at tdeohbaf.
As a third example, we warxtractFromBufbuf] [n;][n.] [valug, with buf equal toiO oril, to be
similar toretrieveFromBufbuf] [n][n2] [valud, except that we now not only retrieve but also extract the
data bits from the head packethnf. Formally:
(vi)  extractFromBufbuf] [ny][ny] [valug
(vii) = dhead ( (head(1+ headmodl1022 @buf.first
(viii) x  (value _) @buf.headn; —n; )
Note that in (vii) we now do specify the new contentdaf: first.
Based on (vi), we can define the following whéngf isiO oril:
(ix) extractFromBufbuf] [valug = extractFromBufbuf| [0][31] [valug
An additional remark is that, constraints, such as:
(x) 3Ix.extractFromBufbuf] [x] — notEmptyBufbuf]
also have to be specified. In words, (X) states that extiaetipackek from bufferbuf implies thatbuf
is not empty. The trivial definition afiotEmptyBufis omitted.
As a fourth example, consider:
(xi) (depart:x,0) @0 = extractFromBufi0][0][31] [X]
® extractFromBufiQ] [0][0][0]
It states thai0's head packet is extracted from the buffer and that it's first bit has theresd. Similarly:
(xii) (arrive:y,0)@00 = insertinBufo0][0][31][y]
® insertinBuflo0] [0][0] [O]
The definition ofinsertinBufis omitted from this paper.
Based on the above, we now define:
(xiii) Jz ((depart: z,0) @0 — (arrive : z,0) @00 )
This expresses, amongst other things, that the departéétpeend the arrived packegtare one and the
same packet. Finally, consider:
(xiv) 3z ((arrive:z0) @o0 — (depart: z,0) @i0 V (depart: z,0) @i1)
The arrival of a packet at0 implies its departure fromo0 or i1. Continuing in this manner, we can
completely capture the Switch’s behavior.

Findings

To conclude the 2 2 Switch case study, note that Separation Logic is typicadigd to verify pointer-
intensive code [13, 15]. Since the Switch also containstpanit is less surprising, compared to the
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Stopwatch case study, that Separation Logic can be usedoagification language for shared-memory
systems such as the Switch.

5 Conclusions & Future Work

We have captured the concurrent behavior of three veryrdiftesystems by means of Separation Logic
and its natural extensions. Instead of specifying a modaé system iBsterel and a shared-memory
system inBluespec, we are now able to specify both systems by means of the samealism —not to
mention the Subway system which was originally specifie@UBTRE. That is, we have a unifying
framework for multiple design approaches that initiallesed disparate. Alternatively, we could (in
future work) provide a semantics fdUSTRE, Esterel, andBluespec in our unifying formalism.

Critics may remark that any other specification languaggEsaerel, can also be used to capture
the behavior of any of the three presented systems. Heneg ntight question the relevance of the
formalism, presented in this paper. We respond in the twovahg ways.

First, we have provided insight into how three seeminglepghdent concurrent systems are related
to each other: (i) the Switch’s behavior merely differs frtme Subway’s behavior in that it requires
hierarchical snapshots instead of plain snapshots, gnith€iiStopwatch’s behavior merely differs from
the Subway’s in that it requires change of change (and chafrdenge of change) to be specified instead
of only change. Now, in our formalism, anything that can beregsed with plain snapshots can also be
expressed with hierarchical snapshots. Similarly, angttihat can be expressed with change ¢akLo)
can also be expressed with the more powerful concept of ehahghange (cf.Cha?Lo), etc. So, all
three concurrent systems, presented in this paper, carpbessed in one and the same formalism which
we denote here (for the first time) bgha3Lo, which is an instantiation afhalLo. The parameters
andh denote the number of changes and the hierarchical depgeatdgely. For example)=h =1 for
the Subwayn = 4 andh = 1 for the Basic Stopwatch with Reset, ame: 1 andh = 3 for the Switch.

The potential power of our formalis®hajLo lies in being able to select a specific subset,
defined by the values af andh, for a given application domain.

Second, we invite the reader to check whether the otherfagimn languages (e.Esterel) can in
fact capture the behavior of all three concurrent systenasuniform and sufficiently concise way. As
mentioned in the introduction, practitioners will typilyahot useEsterel to specify a shared-memory
system and will not usBluespec to specify the modal behavior of e.g. a Stopwatch.

Finally, in line with this paper, we also refer to our comptmtary work [5] in which we have
applied different specification languages (includBigrespec) to one and the same case study (i.e. the
2x 2 Switch case study).
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