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—— Abstract

As for term rewrite systems, the dependency pair (DP, for short) framework with several kinds
of DP processors is useful for proving termination of logically constrained term rewrite systems
(LCTRSS, for short). However, the polynomial interpretation processor is not so effective against
LCTRSs with bit-vector arithmetic (BV-LCTRSs, for short). In this paper, we propose a novel DP
processor for BV-LCTRSs to solve a singleton DP problem consisting of a dependency pair forming
a self-loop. The processor is based on an acyclic directed graph such that the nodes are bit-vectors
and any dependency chain of the problem is projected to a path of the graph. We show a sufficient
condition for the existence of such an acyclic graph, and simplify it for a specific case.

2012 ACM Subject Classification Theory of computation — Rewrite systems
Keywords and phrases constrained rewriting, dependency pair framework, imperative program

Funding This work was partially supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 18K11160.

1 Introduction

Logically constrained term rewrite systems (LCTRSs, for short) [12] are expected to be useful
computational models for verifying not only functional but also imperative programs [7].
Especially, LCTRSs with bit-vector arithmetic (BV-LCTRSSs, for short) are useful for programs
written in C or other languages with fized-width integers such as int of C because primitive
data types, structures, and unions are represented by bit-vectors in a natural and precise
manner [10]. In proving validity of an equation w.r.t. a given rewrite system by means of
rewriting induction [15, 7], we need to frequently try to prove termination of rewrite systems
obtained by adding rewriting rules for induction hypotheses into the given system. Therefore,
for verification tools based on rewriting induction, the performance of proving termination of
rewriting systems has a great influence on the proof power and execution time.

The dependency pair framework (DP framework, for short) [8] equipped with DP processors
which decompose DP problems is a well investigated technique for proving termination of
rewrite systems, and has been extended to many kinds of constrained rewrite systems
including LCTRSs [3, 6, 11, 16]. Some fundamental DP processors are applicable to almost
all kinds of rewrite systems without any change. For example, the dependency graph processor
based on SCC decomposition is applicable to LCTRSs. On the other hand, the polynomial
interpretation processor, one of the most powerful processors in proving termination of
LCTRSs with integer arithmetic, is applicable to a DP problem of BV-LCTRSs but not so
effective against it: It is ineffective if it contains a dependency pair with a usable rule for an
operator of BVs such as addition, which may cause overflow and/or underflow. To enhance
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Listing 1 A C program defining a function to count = times
int cnt(int x){
int z=0;
for (int i=0; i<x; i++) zZ++;

return 2z;

the power of proving termination of BV-LCTRSs, we need to develop DP processors specific
to BV-LCTRSs.

In this paper, we propose a novel DP processor, called a singleton self-loop removal
processor (SSR processor, for short), aiming at developing a method to prove termination of
BV-LCTRSs. Here, a dependency pair is said to form a self-loop if it forms a dependency
chain of length two or more, and a DP problem is called a singleton self-loop problem if it is
a singleton set, the pair in which forms a self-loop. The processor takes a singleton self-loop
DP problem as an input and is based on an acyclic directed graph such that the nodes are
bit-vectors and any dependency chain of the problem is projected to a path of the graph.
We show a sufficient condition for the existence of such an acyclic graph, and simplify it for
a specific case. Note that the processor returns the empty set—the solved DP problem—if
the sufficient condition is satisfied by a given singleton self-loop DP problem.

In the rest of the paper, familiarity with basic notions and notations on term rewriting [1,
14] is assumed. We follow the definition of LCTRSs in [12, 7]. For brevity, we use the
4-bits bit-vectors for type int. We denote the set of bit-vectors of length n by BV,. To
distinguish bit-vectors from decimal numbers, we follow the SMT-LIB notation for bit-vectors:
A bit-vector ¢ € BV,,, which is written as a binary numeral in sans-serif font, is denoted by
#bc. We often use regular expressions for binary numerals, e.g., 0® stands for 000.

2 From C Programs to BV-LCTRSs

A set S of sorts for bit-vectors includes sort bv, for the n-bits bit-vectors (n > 1): § 2
{bool} U {bv,, | n > 1}. The set Val of values is {true, false : bool} U J,,~,{b : bv, | b €
BV, }. The set Yiheory Of theory symbols for bit-vectors is an extension of the core theory
Yineory [7] for logical connectives (V, A, =) Xy, = X0, UVal U {+p,, 1 b, X bu, =
bUn, =ty s <vwn,S> <bvn,Us Zbon,S Zbo,,U : bUy X bup, = bool, ... | n > 1}. We drop the
subscript bv, from 44y, , <pv,,s, and so on if it is clear from the context. The interpretation

of theory symbols for bit-vectors follow the usual semantics of bit-vector arithmetic [13].
» Example 1. The C program in Listing 1 is transformed into the following BV-LCTRS [10]:

ent(x) — u (z, #60000, #60000)
Ri=4 ui(z,i,2) = ui(x,i+#b0001, z 4+ #b0001) [i <g z]
ui(x,i,2) =z [i >g 2]

where cnt : buy = bvy and uy : buy X buy X bvy = bvy. Note that the above LCTRS is a
simplified one by means of chaining (cf. [4, Section 7]). Note also that calculation rules [7]
such as ¢ +y — z [z = x + y] are implicitly included in R;. For example, we have that
cnt(#b0010) —x, uq(#b0010, #b0000, #b0000) — %, u;(#b0010,#b0000 + #b0001, #b0000 +
#b0001) —, up (#b0010, #b0001, #b000O + #b0001) —%, - -+ —x, #b0010.
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3 The DP Framework for LCTRSs

The DP framework [8] for TRSs has been extended for LCTRSs [11].

Let R be an LCTRS. The marked symbol of a defined symbol f: ¢ X --- X ¢, = ¢ € D
is denoted by f# and the set of marked symbols for Dg is denoted by Dfé. We introduce
a fresh basic sort dpsort, and f# has sort t1 X --- X 1, = dpsort. If t = f(ty,...,t,) with
f € Dg, then f#(ty,...,t,) is denoted by t#. For each rule £ — r [¢] € R, a constrained
rewrite rule £# — t# [¢] is called a dependency pair (DP, for short) of R if ¢ is a subterm of r
and root(t) € Dr. The set of DPs of R is denoted by DP(R). In the following, we use P as
a set of DPs of R, i.e., P C DP(R). A sequence p1, pa, ... of DPs in P is called a dependency
chain of P (P-chain, for short) if there are substitutions 71,72, ... such that for each i > 0,
Vi respects p; = (sfﬁ - tfﬁ [Qsi])iRan(Vi|Var(@,)U(Var(ti)\\)ar(si))) C Val and [[¢sz]] = T—and
tf%‘ —% sf_ﬁ_lfyiﬂ. A DP problem (P,R), abbreviated to P, is called chain-free if there is
no infinite P-chain.

» Theorem 2 ([11]). An LCTRS R is terminating iff the DP problem DP(R) is chain-free.

A DP processor Proc is a function that maps a DP problem to a finite set of DP problems:
Proc(P) C 2P. We say that Proc is sound if for any DP problem P, P is chain-free, whenever
all DP problems in Proc(P) are chain-free. If the initial problem DP(R) is decomposed into
the solved DP problem () by applying sound DP processors, then the framework succeeds in
proving termination of R.

A dependency graph (DG, for short) of P is a directed graph G = (P, E), denoted by
DG(P), such that & = {(p1, p2) | p1,p2 € P, the seqeunce p1, p2 is a P-chain}. Moreover, a
directed graph G’ = (P,&’) with £ D £ is called a DG approximation of P. A computation
of DG approximations can be seen in [11].

» Theorem 3 (cf. [11]). The dependency graph processor Procpg such that Procpa(P) =
{P"| P’ are the nodes of an SCC in a DG approzimation of P} is a sound DP processor.

» Example 4. Consider R; in Example 1 again. The following pairs are the DPs of Rq:

DP(R,) = (1) cnt#(z) — uf (x, #60000, #b0000)
YTV @) uf (@04, 2) = uf (2,1 + #0001, z + #b0001) [i < 2]

Since DG(DP(R1)) = (DP(R1),{((1),(2)),((2),(2))}), we have that Procpc(DP(R1)) =
{{(2)}}. In the following, we denote { (2) } by P;:

P ={ (2) uf(x,4,2) = u? (x,i+#b0001, = + #b0001) [i <g z] }

4 DP Processor for Singleton Self-Loop Removal

The polynomial interpretation (PI, for short) processor over the integers (cf. [11, Theorem 10])
is one of the most powerful DP processors in proving termination of LCTRSs with integer
arithmetic. As indicated in Section 1, however, the PI processor is ineffective against DP
problems of BV-LCTRSs in the case where a usable calculation rule may cause overflow
and/or underflow, because such a rule (e.g., z+y — z [z = £ +y]) cannot be ordered by any
meaningful PI order. In this section, we propose a DP processor, called an singleton self-loop
removal processor, that solves singleton self-loop DP problems under a certain condition.
A singleton self-loop DP problem in this paper is assumed to be a singleton set of the
form { f#(zy,...,2,) — f#(t1,...,t,) [#] } that forms a chain of length two or more. For
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#b0000 — #b0001 — #b0010 — #b0011 — #b0100 — #b0101 — #b0110 — #b0111

4

#b1111 < #b1110 <— #b1101 < #b1100 <— #b1011 < #b1010 <— #b1001 < #b1000

Figure 1 The acyclic graph obtained from u¥ (t1,b,¢3) by projecting to the second argument.

example, P; in Example 4 is a singleton self-loop DP problem. In the rest of this section, we
let P ={ f#(x1,...,2,) = f7(t1,...,tn) [¢] } be a singleton self-loop DP problem, where
fhassort ¢1 X -+ X 1;1 X byy X ti41 X -+ X L, = ¢,  is a natural number, z1,...,x, are
pairwise distinct variables, and ¢ is satisfiable.

In rewriting a term by the DP (2) of Py, the first and third arguments of uf’é do not
affect the constraint ¢ <g x, i.e., they preserve the evaluation of the constraint, while the
second argument of u? does not preserve the value of i <g x—for a substitution 6 such that
(i <g x)0 holds, (i <g z){i — i+ 1}0 (= (i + 1 <g z)#) may not hold. We formulate this
notion as follows: A rewrite rule f#(zy,...,2,) = f7(t1,...,tn) [¢] is said to preserve its
constraint w.r.t. I (C {1,...,n}) if all of the following hold:

(1) {zi[1<i<n, i ¢ I} CVar(e),

(2) for each j € {1,...,n}, if z; € Var(e), then t; € T(X,,,,,,, V), and

(3) Gyr,--- Ym- ) & Fy1, - - -, Ym- ¢)0 is valid, where {y1,...,ym} = Var(¢)\{z1,...,zn}
and 0 ={z; —t; |1<j<mn, jel}

For example, the DP (2) in P; preserves its constraint w.r.t. {1, 3}.

To prove chain-freeness of P, we use the fact that, given a DP problem P, if there exists
an acyclic directed graph such that the nodes are bit-vectors and any P-chain is projected to
a path of the graph, then P is solved, i.e., P is chain-free.

Let us consider the DP (2) in P;. Let m; be a projection of terms rooted by uf& to
the second argument of the root symbol, i.e., ﬂl(uf&(tl, ta,t3)) = to. Then, we construct a
directed graph such that the nodes are the 4-bits bit-vectors and the edges illustrated in
Figure 1 are obtained from P; by applying m; to ground instances of the DP (2) in P;. Since
the graph is acyclic and any P;-chain is projected to a path of the graph, the graph ensures
the non-existence of infinite P;-chains.

In the following, we show a sufficient condition for the existence of such an acyclic graph.

» Theorem 5. Leti € {1,...,n}. Suppose that
(4) f#(z1,...,20) — fF(t1,...,tn) [¢] preserves its constraint w.r.t. {1,....i — 1,5 +
1,...,n},
(5) there exists a € {0, ...,1} such that t; — x; =p,, #bcl0® is valid for some c € {0,1}17271,
and
(6) there exists some terms u,v : buy € T (X4, Var(®)) such that
a. ¢ = (u=py, ub AV =py, V0 Av —u >y #b0'7471107) is valid, where 0 = {x; > t; |
1<j<n}, and
b. (Vz;. (¢ = (i <v uVv <y z)Au<yv))V Ve, (¢p= (v<yx; Az; <y u))) is
valid.
Then, P is chain-free.

The assumptions in Theorem 5 mean the following, respectively: (4) The evaluation of ¢
is only affected by the i-th argument of f in applying the DP to terms; (5) the i-th argument
of f plays a role of a loop variable, and t; — x; is a fixed amount (#bc10%) of the increment or
decrement of the i-th argument at the application of the DP; (6) the terms w, v imply a fixed
interval [u,v) that is not affected by the application of the DP and has the length more than
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#b0'~7110%. Note that if v <y u holds, then the interval is {b € BV, | b <y vV u <y b}. In
applying the DP to a term (i.e., ¢ is satisfied), the value of x; is out of the interval. In other
words, if the value of z; is in the interval, then ¢ is not satisfied and thus, the DP is not
applicable. By repeating the application of the DP, the value of x; always enter the interval.
This means that a P-chain can no longer be extended and thus, there is no infinite P-chain.

» Example 6. Let us consider the DP (2) in P; again. Regarding the second argument, the
DP (2) satisfies both (4) and (5): (i + #b0001) — ¢ = #b0001. Let u = x + #b1000 and v =
x+#b1001. Then, u, v satisfy both (6) a and (6) b: i <g x = (x + #b1000 =}, = + #b1000A
2 + #b1001 =p,, = + #b1001 A (2 + #b1001) — & =p,, #b0001 and (Vi. (i <s = = ((i <v
2 +#b1000V 2+ #b1001 < i) Az+#b1000 <y 2+ #b1001)))V (Vi. (i <g © = (z+#b1001 <y
i Ni <y x+ #b1000))) are valid. Therefore, by Theorem 5, P; is chain-free, i.e., Ry is
terminating.

In the assumption (6) b of Theorem 5, theory terms with sort bv; are interpreted as
unsigned integers, but this does not mean that Theorem 5 only works for BV-LCTRSs
obtained from C programs where all int variables are unsigned. For example, the variable x,
i, and z in Listing 1 are signed ones.

To prove chain-freeness of P by Theorem 5, we need to find terms u, v that satisfy (6) a
and (6) b. It is not easy to find such terms u, v mechanically, because each of them may be
either a variable such as x or a bit-vector expression consisting of variables and constants
such as z 4+ #b0111. To overcome this difficulty, we propose another implementable criterion
that can be applied in a specific case.

Let us focus on the case where ¢ = 0 (i.e., increment or decrement of the i-th argument is an
odd number) in Theorem 5. Since #b0!~27110% = #b0'~11, the formula v—u > #b0!~2~1102
is equivalent to u #p,, v. If (6) b holds, then ¢ = (u #p,y, v) is valid. In addition, neither
Vo, (z; <g uVv <y z;) Au <y v) nor Va;. (v <y x; Ax; <y u) is satisfiable. Thus, (6) b
is equivalent to unsatisfiability of Va;. ¢ which does not contain either u or v and enables us
to drop (6) a. In summary, Theorem 5 is simplified in the case where a = 0.

» Theorem 7. Leti € {1,...,n}. Suppose that

(4) f#(z1,...,z0) — fF(t,...,tn) [@] preserves its constraint w.r.t. {1,...,i —1,i +
1,...,n},

(5") ti — x; =p, #bcl ids valid for some c € {0,1}71, and

(6") Ya;. ¢ is unsatisfiable.

Then, P is chain-free.

Theorem 7 can be applied only in the case when a = 0 in Theorem 5, but in most practical
programs, loop variables are incremented by one. Thus, Theorem 7 must be sufficient to
prove termination of BV-LCTRSs obtained from such programs. Besides, the criterion in
Theorem 7 is more implementable than that in Theorem 5.

» Example 8. Since Vi. i <g x is unsatisfiable, by Theorem 7, P; is chain-free.
Finally, we propose a DP processor based on Theorems 5 and 7.

» Definition 9. Suppose that P satisfies the assumptions in Theorems 5 or 7. Then, given
P, the singleton self-looping removal processor Procgsg returns {0}: Procssg(P) = {0}.

By Theorems 5 and 7, it is clear that Procggg is a sound DP processor.
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5 Future Work

The applicability of the SSR. processor Procssg is very limited because it works for singleton
(self-loop) problems only. We may make a single loop formed by two or more DPs a self-loop
formed by a DP by means of chaining. On the other hand, we need a device for multiple
loops. An idea for such loops is to extract an innermost loop, decomposing a multiple loop
into an innermost one and the others; for the latter, we overapproximate the innermost loop
by replacing the innermost loop-variable and accumulators by fresh variables. Our future
work is to formulate and implement this idea.

In [5, 9], bit-vectors and their operators are represented over integer arithmetic, e.g., by
case analysis for the finite interval of integers ([—23!,23! — 1]) or modulo relations. In [2],
bit-precise termination is synthesised over lexicographic linear ranking function templates.
We have to compare our method with such approaches from the theoretical and empirical
points of view.
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