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Abstract

This paper concerns the development of metatheory for extensible languages. It uses as its
starting point a view that programming languages tailored to specific application domains are
to be constructed by composing components from an open library of independently-developed
extensions to a host language. In the elaboration of this perspective, static analyses (such as
typing) and dynamic semantics (such as evaluation) are described via relations whose specifi-
cations are distributed across the host language and extensions and are given in a rule-based
fashion. Metatheoretic properties, which ensure that static analyses accurately gauge runtime
behavior, are represented in this context by formulas over such relations. These properties may
be fundamental to the language, introduced by the host language, or they may pertain to analy-
ses introduced by individual extensions. We expose the problem of modular metatheory, i.e., the
notion that proofs of relevant properties can be constructed by reasoning independently within
each component in the library. To solve this problem, we propose the twin ideas of decomposing
proofs around language fragments and of reasoning generically about extensions based on broad,
a priori constraints imposed on their behavior. We establish the soundness of these styles of
reasoning by showing how complete proofs of the properties can be automatically constructed
for any language obtained by composing the independent parts. Mathematical precision is given
to our discussions by framing them within a logic that encodes inductive rule-based specifica-
tions via least fixed-point definitions. We also sketch the structure of a practical system for
metatheoretic reasoning for extensible languages based on the ideas developed.

1 Introduction

This paper concerns the simultaneous treatment of the notions of metatheory and language exten-
sibility, two concepts that have been noted to be important to modern programming languages.
Metatheory pertains to the association of properties with a programming language that apply to
all programs written in the language. A conventional application of metatheory is in ensuring that
relevant static analyses of programs can be used to draw sound conclusions about their runtime
behavior. Language extensibility, on the other hand, refers to the provision of a framework for
smoothly adding new features to a language to satisfy particular needs of users. The ability to
provide such a framework has taken on a special significance with the modern-day permeation of
computing into varied domains and the corresponding need to tailor languages to particular groups
of users. While mechanisms for establishing properties of programming languages and for building
in language extensibility have been investigated independently in the past, the focus on treating
the two issues simultaneously raises interesting new questions. This paper articulates some of these
questions and provides answers to them.

The discussions in this paper are based on a particular approach to supporting extensibility
that has an established versatility [4, 5, 9]. This approach assumes a common core—identified
as the host language—to every language that is of interest. It then assumes an open library of
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independently-developed extensions around the host language. In this context, a language for a
particular computational task is obtained by combining a selected set of extensions with the host
language. Coherence in this model requires attempts to create such combinations will always suc-
ceed, i.e. there will not be unwanted interference between any of the participating components.
More specifically, extensions typically contribute new syntactic constructs and may also add to the
semantic attributes and analyses based on such attributes. Well-definedness in this context requires
such additions interact constructively; for instance, compositions should not lead to syntactic am-
biguity, should not preclude deterministic parsing, and semantic attributes should be well-defined
for the resulting language. Moreover, the ability to interact should be determinable locally for each
component, independently of knowledge about the specific components in a particular composite
language. These desiderata have been considered in past work (e.g., see [17, 10]), and we assume
that means for ensuring such coherence have been employed as the starting point for our work.

Metatheoretic properties for a language are usually stated with respect to the syntactic con-
structs it offers and are based on their associated semantic attributes. The traditional approach
to developing proofs for such properties relies fundamentally on a closed world assumption: the
constructs provided by the language and the semantic attributes associated with them are known
completely at the time a proof is constructed. This assumption, which is reasonable when the
language is provided as a monolithic whole, is not an acceptable one relative to an extensibility
framework. In this context, the complete language is known only when different pieces are com-
posed together, a point at which it is too late to try to establish its metatheoretic properties. A
related observation is that the process of reasoning about a specific fragment of a language is best
carried out by the designer(s) of that fragment rather than someone who is using it in a com-
position. Thus, to serve the extensionality context properly, it seems necessary to modularize the
reasoning process. More specifically, a means must be provided for each component to develop what
will ultimately constitute a part of the proof of a property for a composite language while being
oblivious, in a sense, to what other components may constitute the overall language. Moreover,
devices should exist for automatically stitching together these separately-developed proof fragments
to yield a proof of the property for the full language at the time the composition is determined.

Our objective in this paper is to realize the vision described above. In developing our ideas,
we distinguish between two kinds of properties. The first sort of property is that which is intrinsic
to the character of the language and hence should be known to the host language as well as to
each extension as it is conceived. A canonical example of such a property is type preservation,
i.e., the proposition that the types of program fragments are preserved under evaluation steps.
We refer to such properties as foundational properties. For a property of this kind, it is possible
to realize an obvious form of modularization: each component contributes a “partial proof” that
pertains to the constructs it introduces and these different pieces are combined on demand into a
complete proof. Note, however, that care must be exercised in constructing the partial proofs in the
absence of the closed world assumption. One of the contributions of this paper is that it identifies
automatically enforceable and practically acceptable constraints on the manner in which semantic
attributes are specified and proofs are constructed that suffice to enforce such care. In particular,
it is shown, when these constraints are followed, there is a sound means for combining the different
proof fragments to yield a complete proof for any combination of the component parts.

We also consider another variety of properties, ones that might be introduced at a later stage of
development, typically by an extension. As an example, consider an extension that layers “security”
capabilities on a pre-existing language structure. Such an extension may also introduce a special
form of static analysis meant to ensure that programs are well-behaved from a security perspective
and a corresponding metatheoretic property verifying the soundness of this analysis. We refer to
such properties here as auxiliary properties. A modularization of the kind just discussed is not
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possible for the proof of such a property. Instead, the proof must be provided in its entirety by
the extension introducing it. However, to be effective in constructing such a proof, that component
must still get help from the other components with which it could be interacting. One important
question in this context is how constructs from a priori unknown extensions are to be modeled
in the reasoning process. The extensibility framework allows extensions to describe “projections”
into the host language for their constructs as a means for other extensions to understand them
at a distance. We propose to use such projections as a vehicle for circumscribing the behavior
of extensions relative to the host language. In this context, the host language posits projection
constraints as foundational properties to which extensions may assume adherence in reasoning
about auxiliary properties they introduce. Other extensions contribute to the proof by showing the
behavior of their constructs is compatible with the projection constraints.

We develop these ideas in the rest of the paper. We begin by describing the framework for
extensibility that provides the basis for our work in Section 2. Section 3 elaborates on the issue
of metatheory and challenges in its modular realization relative to this extensibility framework.
Showing how these challenges can be met requires us to be more specific about the logical structure
of properties and proofs. Towards this end, we base our discussions on a specific logic for reasoning
about relational specifications [1, 6], which we describe in Section 4. The next two sections take
up a discussion of the two kinds of metatheoretic properties we have described above, in the
process playing out the ideas to their modular treatment that we have sketched. The technical
developments in Sections 2 through 6 are grounded by a running example comprising a simple host
language for imperative programming; an extension for building, inspecting, and manipulating lists;
and another extension for annotating variable declarations with a security level (either public or
private) and a static information-flow analysis is intended to ensure that values in private variables
do not leak into public ones. In this context, we use type preservation and the soundness of the
information-flow analysis as vehicles for illustrating the modular development of proofs for the two
kinds of properties. Section 7 discusses how the ideas developed in this paper can be deployed in
a framework for modular reasoning and, more specifically, introduces the Extensibella and Sterling
systems [14] that embody some of this thinking. Finally, Section 8 discusses related work and
Section 9 summarizes this paper and discusses directions for future work.

2 A Framework for Extensibility

Language specifications are typically based on describing the relevant syntactic expressions and then
describing relations over these expressions; these relations identify statically-determined attributes
and constraints that must be satisfied by them for an expression to be well-formed or dynamically-
determined attributes that formalize notions such as the evaluation of expressions. In the framework
that provides the basis for the work in this paper, expression forms and the relations associated
with them may be introduced by the host language or by extensions. The formal specification in
both cases is provided via a 7-tuple written as 〈C ,C,R ,R,T ,T,S〉, with specific constraints on
how this form is to be used in the case of a host language or an extension. The first two elements of
this 7-tuple identify the syntactic constructs introduced by the language component and the next
two describe the relations relevant to the collection of expressions. It is possible in our framework
for an extension to introduce relations applying to constructs from other extensions in the same
language library that it does not know about directly. The last three items in the specification
provide a means for realizing this possibility.

In the rest of this section, we explain the details of this scheme for language specification and
show how it moulds itself naturally to providing for a framework for language extensibility. The
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specification mechanisms are illustrated by a small host language and a couple of simple extensions
that will also lend themselves to illustrations of the mechanisms for modular reasoning developed
later in the paper.

2.1 The Specification of Syntax

In descriptions meant for a language user, the focus is usually on spelling out the concrete structure
of expressions. The view that is relevant to this paper is of a different kind. Here we are concerned
with abstract syntax that identifies the principle constructs and the participating components of
each expression. Moreover, this internal view will have to pay attention not only to expression
categories that manifest themselves explicitly in language constructs, but also those that play a
role in describing attributes that are to be associated with language expressions.

The formal description of these aspects is entrusted to the first two components in the 7-tuple
presentation (C and C). The first step in this direction is to identify the set of syntactic categories, a
task accomplished through C . A set of constructors is then associated with each expression category
by C. These constructors take as arguments expressions of other known syntactic categories. We
depict the association in a form that looks like a datatype declaration in a functional programming
language. A presentation in this form should be understandable without further comment for the
host language. Some of the sets of constructors for syntactic categories given by the host language
will be the complete set, while others may be extended by extensions. The syntactic categories for
which extensions may introduce new constructors are determined by the T element of the tuple,
as discussed below.

Extensions are part of a library built around a given host language. Thus, all the host language
syntactic categories and expression constructors are assumed to be known at the outset in an
extension. An extension can augment this collection by including new syntactic categories in the
C corresponding to it. C may add to the expression forms for extensible host language categories
and also identify such forms for the categories it adds. We will write category(c) for a constructor
c ∈ C to indicate the syntactic category in C of the phrase the constructor c builds.

We illustrate the structure described above by considering the example of a language library
with a host language and two extensions. The host language has a few statement forms and some
simple expression forms. One extension adds lists and the other augments variables with security
annotations to support an information-flow analysis. The syntax specification pertinent to these
components is shown in Figure 1; we write CH and C

H for the specification for the host language,
C L and C

L for that for the list extension, and C S and C
S for the extension that introduces security

annotations. The host language has extensible categories for statements (s), expressions (e), and
types (ty). There are also (unspecified) categories for the names of variables (n) and integer literals
(i), as well as categories for typing contexts (Γ) mapping names to types and value contexts (γ)
mapping names to values, a subset of expressions. Note the categories Γ and γ that correspond to
typing and value contexts do not usually have a manifestation in the externally visible syntax for
the language. They are primarily needed in specifying typing and related properties for expression
forms as we shall see in the next subsection and are thus part of the specification of the (internal)
syntax. The latter four categories are non-extensible, i.e., extensions may not add constructors
building expressions of these types.

The intended interpretation of most of the constructs introduced by the host language should be
self-explanatory, though some explanation may be useful. The constructor decl serves to represent
the declaration of a new variable n of type ty with its initial value given by expression e, seq
is for representing the sequential composition of statements, ifte is for representing a conditional
statement, and while is for representing a while loop. Constructs representing variable references
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CH = {s, e, n, i, ty,Γ, γ}

C
H :
s ::= skip

| decl(n, ty, e)
| assign(n, e)
| seq(s, s)
| ifte(e, s, s)
| while(e, s)

e ::= var(n)
| intlit(i)
| true
| false
| add(e, e)
| eq(e, e)
| gt(e, e)
| not(e)

ty ::= int
| bool

Γ ::= nilty
| consty(n, ty,Γ)

γ ::= nilval
| n : e; γ

C L = {}

C
L:
e ::= nil

| cons(e, e)
| null(e)
| head(e)
| tail(e)

ty ::= list(ty)

s ::= splitlist(n, n, e)

C S = {sl ,Σ}

C
S :
s ::= secdecl(n, ty , sl , e)

sl ::= public
| private

Σ ::= nilsec
| conssec(n, sl,Σ)

Figure 1: The syntax of the example host language (H), the list extension (L), and the security
extension (S). Note that we use the notation n : e; γ for evaluation contexts γ rather than a named
constructor for conciseness in writing rules.

(var ), integer (intlit) and Boolean literals, and some traditional binary and unary operators, are
provided.

The list extension introduces constructs representing the creation and inspection of lists and
their names should indicate their intended meaning. It also introduces a new type for list types and
a new statement form representing simultaneous assignment to two variables the head and tail of
a list (i.e. splitlist(hd, tl, e) represents evaluating e into a list and assigning the first element to hd
and the rest of the list to tl), but does not add any new syntactic categories and thus C L is empty.
The security extension augments the host language category s to allow variables to be identified
as ones whose contents must be protected (private) or ones whose contents may be viewed by the
world (public) through a new construct for variable declarations that includes this information.
It also adds new syntactic categories for the security level indicators as well as security contexts
mapping names to security levels and thus C S is {sl ,Σ}.
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2.2 Describing Semantic Relations

Relations between expressions in different syntactic categories play varied roles in language spec-
ifications. In our framework, such relations will be represented by predicates that are typed by
syntactic categories. The element R in the specification 〈C ,C,R ,R,T ,T,S〉 identifies these pred-
icates and their types. We shall assume also that these relations are defined in a syntax-directed
and rule-based fashion, a practice common in language descriptions. The element R in the 7-tuple
presents the definitions of relations in this form.

As with the syntax description, relations identified by the host language are assumed to be
part of the vocabulary of an extension in the same language library. Thus the R component of an
extension may include rules for these relations, in addition to ones for the relations it introduces.
There is, however, a constraint on rules of the former kind. In the extensibility framework, we
would like to hold as fixed in a meaningful sense the definition of host-introduced relations on
host-introduced constructs. Towards realizing this desiderata, we require the identification of one
of the arguments of each relation as its primary component. The intuition here is that the relation
is about that argument; for example, a typing relation is about the term it types. In keeping with
this intuition, we shall refer to the relation as one for the primary component category. In writing
relations in specifications, we shall indicate their primary component by annotating it with an
asterisk. The stipulation then is that an extension may include a rule for a relation introduced
by the host language only if it pertains to a constructor added to the syntactic category by that
extension.

To illustrate this aspect of our framework, we build on the syntax specification of the exam-
ple host language and extensions from the previous subsection. The full language specification
may be found in Appendix A, including all the rules for the host language and both extensions.
Figure 2 gives the relations introduced by the host language and some rules the host language
introduces. It introduces relations for looking up types in typing contexts (lkpTy(Γ∗, n, ty)) and
value contexts (lkpVal(γ∗, n, e)), as well as a relation for checking a name is not bound in a typing
context (notBoundTy(Γ∗, n)). Additionally, the host language introduces a relation for updat-
ing assignments in value contexts (update(γ∗, n, e, γ)) using a relation to remove the old binding
(remove(γ∗, n, γ)).

The host language also introduces relations over expressions and statements. One of these,
value(e∗), identifies expression forms which are values. In the host language, these are integer and
Boolean constants. We will refer to expressions e for which value(e) holds as values. Another
relation over expressions, vars(e∗,ns), identifies the names used in an expression. Some rules for
both of these relations are shown in Figure 2.

Our host language also introduces typing relations over expressions and statements. These are
the respective primary components of the two relations, as typing is about the term being typed.
Expression typing, written Γ ⊢ e∗ : ty, that an expression e has type ty under the typing context
Γ, has the expected rules for the host language constructs. Statement typing, written Γ ⊢ s∗,Γ′,
indicates the statement s is well-typed under the initial typing context Γ, producing the typing
context Γ′ with updated type bindings for variables. There are a couple of things to note with
this relation. First, in rule TS-decl in Figure 2, we see that declaring a new variable requires the
variable not already be assigned a type in the context (notBoundTy(Γ, n)). Then, in rule TS-ifte,
we see we throw away any updates to the typing context from the branches, similar to how new
scopes are treated in languages like C and Java. These choices allow us to keep the example simple,
avoiding the complications of encoding explicit scopes into the typing and evaluation contexts.

Finally, the host language also introduces relations and rules specifying possibly-nonterminating
big-step evaluation for expressions and statements, some rules for which are shown in Figure 2. As
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with typing, evaluation is about the expression or statement being evaluated, and thus these are the
primary components of the relation. The relation γ ⊢ e∗ ⇓ e specifies how the primary-component
expression evaluates to a value in the context of the value store γ, with rules as expected. Similarly,
(γ, s∗) ⇓ γ′ describes the execution of a statement in the context of a value store γ, relating this
and the statement s to a store that results from the execution containing updated values.

These relations must also be defined with respect to terms in the relevant syntactic categories
built using constructors introduced by the list extension L and security extension S, some rules
for which are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4 respectively. Here we see our extensions satisfy the
constraint that they may only add rules for the host language’s relations (those in RH) such that
the primary component of the conclusion of the rule is a pattern matching a construct introduced
by that extension. This means extensions may define host relations for their constructs only;
they cannot change the rules for constructs from the host language nor those introduced by other
extensions. Note this also precludes extending relations over non-extensible types, such as the
relation for looking up types lkpTy(Γ, n, ty) with its primary component being the non-extensible
type-context category Γ, as new constructors cannot be introduced by the extension for which
to define such relations. We see, for example, some rules for typing list constructs in Figure 3,
identifying which list forms are values, what their variables are, and how they are evaluated. The
security extension introduces only one construct in a host-language-introduced category (s) and thus
provides rules in Figure 4 for typing and evaluation for that one construct, the secure declaration
form. These rules encode behavior that mimic the ones for the constructs of the host language.

2.3 Viewing Extensions at a Distance via Projections

An extension may want to introduce new relations and to define them in meaningful ways even in
the presence of other extensions, even though it does not know the details of these other extensions.
For example, the security extension may want to introduce new relations as a vehicle for utilizing
the functionality provided by the host language and other extensions in the language library but
with the additional provision that the visibility of sensitive data can be monitored. These relations
would identify a static analysis similar to typing, where the relations are expected to indicate that
information from private variables does not escape into public ones in a given program.

The first step in extensions introducing new relations is describing how the relations are defined
for constructs the extension knows, those introduced by itself and the host language. Figure 5
shows relations the security extension might introduce and define to build the kind of static analysis
described above. As for typing and values, there is a relation for looking up values in a security
context (lkpSec(Σ∗, n, sl)) and one for checking names are not assigned levels (notBoundSec(Σ∗, n)).
The security equivalent of typing an expression, written Σ ⊢ level(e∗, sl), determines a security
level sl, either public or private, for the expression e under the security context Σ. This determines
whether any variables used in e are assigned private in Σ. We can see, in rule L-eq, that this
relation uses the join relation relating two security levels to the more secure of the two.

The secure relation, Σ sl ⊢ secure(s∗,Σ′), determines that a statement s, its primary component,
is “secure” with respect to information flow in a security context Σ when executed at a particular
security level sl. As with typing, this relation also has a new security context Σ′ with the updated
security bindings from any declarations within the statement. The intent of this analysis is to
identify, conservatively, those programs in which data from variables declared as private (using
the secdecl construct) do not influence those that are public. We see the mapping of names to
security levels in rules S-decl, S-secdecl-private, and S-secdecl-public in Figure 5, and
how the security level at which the statement will be executed affects the assignments allowed in
S-assign-private and S-assign-public.
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RH = {lkpTy(Γ∗, n, ty), notBoundTy(Γ∗, n), lkpVal(γ∗, n, e), value(e∗), vars(e∗, 2n ),
Γ ⊢ e∗ : ty, Γ ⊢ s∗,Γ, update(γ∗, n, e, γ), remove(γ∗, n, γ), γ ⊢ e∗ ⇓ e, (γ, s∗) ⇓ γ}

R
H includes

value(e∗)

value(intlit(i))
V-Int

value(true)
V-True

value(false)
V-False

Γ ⊢ e∗ : ty

Γ ⊢ e1 : int Γ ⊢ e2 : int

Γ ⊢ eq(e1 , e2 ) : bool
T-eq

Γ ⊢ e : bool

Γ ⊢ not(e) : bool
T-not

Γ ⊢ e1 : int Γ ⊢ e2 : int

Γ ⊢ add(e1 , e2 ) : int
T-add

Γ ⊢ s∗,Γ

Γ ⊢ e : ty notBoundTy(Γ, n)

Γ ⊢ decl(n, ty , e), consty(n, ty ,Γ )
TS-decl

Γ ⊢ e : bool
Γ ⊢ s1,Γ

′ Γ ⊢ s1,Γ
′′

Γ ⊢ ifte(e, s1 , s2 ),Γ
TS-ifte

vars(e∗,ns)

vars(var(n), {n})
VR-var

vars(intlit(i),∅)
VR-intlit

vars(e1 , vr1 ) vars(e2 , vr2 )

vars(eq(e1 , e2 ), (vr1 ∪ vr2 ))
VR-eq

γ ⊢ e∗ ⇓ e

γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ v1 γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ v2 v1 = v2

γ ⊢ eq(e1 , e2 ) ⇓ true
E-eq-True

γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ v1 γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ v2 v1 6= v2

γ ⊢ eq(e1 , e2 ) ⇓ false
E-eq-False

γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ intlit(i1)
γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ intlit(i2) plus(i1, i2, i)

γ ⊢ add(e1 , e2 ) ⇓ intlit(i)
E-add

(γ, s∗) ⇓ γ

(γ, s1) ⇓ γ′ (γ′, s2) ⇓ γ′′

(γ, seq(s1 , s2 )) ⇓ γ′′
X-seq

γ ⊢ e ⇓ true (γ, s1) ⇓ γ′

(γ, ifte(e, s1 , s2 )) ⇓ γ′
X-ifte-True

Figure 2: Relations introduced by the host language (RH) and selected rules defining them (RH).
The full set of rules may be found in Appendix A.
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R
L includes

value(e∗)

value(nil)
V-nil

value(e1 ) value(e2 )

value(cons(e1 , e2 ))
V-cons

Γ ⊢ e∗ : ty

Γ ⊢ e : list(ty)

Γ ⊢ null(e) : bool
T-null

Γ ⊢ e : list(ty)

Γ ⊢ tail(e) : list(ty)
T-tail

vars(e∗, 2n)

vars(e1 , vr1 ) vars(e2 , vr2 )

vars(cons(e1 , e2 ), (vr1 ∪ vr2 ))
VR-cons

vars(e, vr)

vars(head(e), vr )
VR-head

γ ⊢ e∗ ⇓ e

γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ v1 γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ v2

γ ⊢ cons(e1 , e2 ) ⇓ cons(v1 , v2 )
E-cons

γ ⊢ e ⇓ cons(v1 , v2 )

γ ⊢ head(e) ⇓ v1
E-head

Γ ⊢ s∗,Γ

Γ ⊢ e : list(ty) lkpTy(Γ, nhd, ty) lkpTy(Γ, ntl, list(ty))

Γ ⊢ splitlist(nhd, ntl, e),Γ
TS-splitlist

(γ, s∗) ⇓ γ

γ ⊢ e ⇓ cons(v1, v2) nhd 6= ntl

(γ, splitlist(nhd, ntl, e)) ⇓ nhd : v1; ntl : v2; γ
X-splitlist

Figure 3: Selected rules given by the list extension (RL) for the relations introduced by the host
language (RH). The full set may be found in Appendix A.

R
S includes

Γ ⊢ s∗,Γ

γ ⊢ e : ty notBoundTy(Γ, n)

Γ ⊢ secdecl(n, ty , sl , e), consty(n, ty ,Γ )
TS-secdecl

(γ, s∗) ⇓ γ

γ ⊢ e ⇓ v

(γ, secdecl(n, ty , sl , e)) ⇓ n : v; γ
X-secdecl

Figure 4: Rules given by the security extension (RS) for the relations introduced by the host
language (RH).
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In determining if loops are secure, if a private variable is used in the condition, no public
variables may be assigned in the body as this could leak information about the value of the private
variable. Thus in rule S-while the security level at which the loop is executed, sl′′, is joined with
the security level of the condition (sl) and the security level of the context of the loop itself (sl′) to
determine the level at which the body of the loop will be executed. For example, if the condition
contains a private variable then the loop body must be secure in a private context, preventing any
assignment to public variables. A similar analysis is done for conditionals, with rules in Appendix A.

Observe the security extension defines the level and secure relations over statements and ex-
pressions; these are their respective primary components and are syntactic categories introduced
by the host language. Because only the extension introducing a relation is aware of its existence,
the extension must bear the burden of defining it completely. This includes introducing rules defin-
ing it for constructs introduced by the host language, as we have seen with rules like L-var and
S-while. However, having noted this, we immediately see a difficulty in defining a new relation,
such as secure, completely. There may be several different extensions participating in a library
and modularity requires they must not use knowledge of each other in their construction, yet mul-
tiple extensions may participate in a composite language. How then is a relation defined by one
extension to be assessed with respect to expression forms introduced by another extension? With
specific reference to the example at hand, how are we to perform a security analysis of statement
and expression forms introduced by the list extension?

To address this issue, our framework includes a mechanism, inspired by forwarding in attribute
grammars [20], for viewing extensions “at a distance.” One component of this mechanism is a
projection of extension constructs that will then be the basis for their view in other extensions.
Each extensible category in the host language has a projection relation relating a term built by an
extension-introduced construct to its projection in the same category. These projection relations
are identified in the fifth item (T ) of its tuple 〈C ,C,R ,R,T ,T,S〉. The existence of a projection
relation in T is, in fact, what determines in our framework whether a category is extensible:
those with projection relations are extensible, those without are not. Extensions do not introduce
projection relations, and thus this part of the specification is empty for them. Of course, the
projection relation must be defined to be useful. The rules that do so constitute the sixth item (T)
in the specification of an extension; note this part of the language specification is irrelevant to the
host language. The final piece to the mechanism is a description of how relations defined by an
extension should be defined for constructs from other extensions. This part, which is meaningful
only to extensions that are introducing new relations, is represented by the S item in the language
specification. Specifically, S comprises a collection of projection rules that identify the definitions
of the relevant relations, each rule using the projection relation for the category of the relation’s
primary component. At a technical level, projections in such rules are permitted only on the
primary component of the relation and this component is required to be a schematic variable in
the conclusion of the rule. Thus these rules copy the definition of the relation from the projection.

We illustrate this aspect of the framework in Figure 6 by showing the projection relations
introduced by the host language and the rules defining them in the extensions, as well as completing
the definitions of the relations described by the security extension. The host language provides the
projection relations proj e(e, e) for expressions, proj s(s, s) for statements, and proj ty(ty, ty) for

types in T H shown in Figure 6. Because the other syntactic categories introduced by the host
language are not intended to be extensible, we do not introduce projection relations for them. The
projection relations in our example language take the most basic form of projection relations and
do not involve any additional arguments, but this can be useful in some cases. For example, a host
language might permit the use of an expression’s type in determining its projection, and in that
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RS = {lkpSec(Σ∗, n, sl ), notBoundSec(Σ∗, n), join(sl∗, sl , sl), Σ ⊢ level(e∗, sl),
Σ sl ⊢ secure(s∗,Σ)}

R
S includes

Σ ⊢ level(e∗, sl)

Σ ⊢ level(intlit(i), public)
L-int

lkpSec(Σ, n, ℓ)

Σ ⊢ level(var(n), ℓ)
L-var

Σ ⊢ level(e1, ℓ1)
Σ ⊢ level(e2, ℓ2) join(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ)

Σ ⊢ level(eq(e1, e2), ℓ)
L-eq

join(sl∗, sl , sl)

join(public, public, public)
J-public

join(private , ℓ, private)
J-private-l

join(ℓ, private , private)
J-private-r

Σ sl ⊢ secure(s∗,Σ)

Σ ℓ ⊢ secure(s1,Σ
′) Σ′ ℓ ⊢ secure(s2,Σ

′′)

Σ ℓ ⊢ secure(seq(s1, s2),Σ
′′)

S-seq

Σ ⊢ level(e, public) notBoundSec(Σ, n)

Σ public ⊢ secure(decl(n, ty , e), conssec(n, public,Σ ))
S-decl

Σ ⊢ level(e, ℓ) lkpSec(Σ, n, private)

Σ ℓ′ ⊢ secure(assign(n, e),Σ)
S-assign-private

Σ ⊢ level(e, public) lkpSec(Σ, n, public)

Σ public ⊢ secure(assign(n, e),Σ)
S-assign-public

Σ ⊢ level(e, ℓ) join(ℓ′, ℓ, ℓ′′) Σ ℓ′′ ⊢ secure(s,Σ′)

Σ ℓ′ ⊢ secure(while(e, s),Σ)
S-while

Σ ⊢ level(e, ℓ) notBoundSec(Σ, n)

Σ ℓ′ ⊢ secure(secdecl(n, ty , private, e), conssec(n, private,Σ ))
S-secdecl-private

Σ ⊢ level(e, public) notBoundSec(Σ, n)

Σ public ⊢ secure(secdecl(n, ty , public, e), conssec(n, public,Σ ))
S-secdecl-public

Figure 5: Selected rules in R
S for security relations introduced by S (RS). The full set of rules can

be found in Appendix A.
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Projection relations in T H : {proj e : e, proj s : s, proj ty : ty}

Projection relation rules in T
L:

proj e(null(e), e)
P-null

proj e(head(e), e)
P-head

proj e(tail(e), e)
P-tail

proj e(nil , true)
P-nil

proj e(cons(e1, e2), eq(e1, e2))
P-cons

proj ty(list(ty), ty)
P-list

nhd 6= ntl

proj s(splitlist(nhd, ntl, e),
seq(seq(assign(nhd, e), assign(ntl, tail(var(nhd)))), assign(nhd, head(var(nhd)))))

P-splitlist

Projection relation rule in T
S :

proj s(secdecl (n, ty, sl, e), decl (n, ty, e))
P-secdecl

Projection rules in S
S :

proj e(e, e
′) Σ ⊢ level(e′, ℓ)

Σ ⊢ level(e, ℓ)
P-level

proj s(s, s
′) Σ sl ⊢ secure(s′,Σ′)

Σ sl ⊢ secure(s,Σ′)
P-secure

Figure 6: Projection relations and rules defining them and projection rules for hostH and extensions
L and S. Note T L, T S, TH , SH , and S

L are all empty and thus not shown.

case the relation for expressions might include a typing context argument to permit determining
an expression’s type (this would be written as proj e(Γ, e, e)).

Consider the projection rule P-splitlist for relation projs for the list-splitting construct splitlist
introduced by L in T

L in Figure 6. A representation of a list split splitlist(nhd ,ntl , e) is projected to
an encoding of a sequence of assignments accomplishing the splitting of the list. The secure relation
is then defined for the splitlist construct by taking its projection to the constructs representing this
sequence of assignments, checking the security of that sequence, then using it to define security for
the splitlist construct. This is achieved by the projection rule P-secure that indicates a statement
s is secure if its projection s′ is secure.

There is a subtlety concerning projections illustrated by the rules for list expression forms.
These rules project expression forms contributed by the extension to seemingly unrelated ones in
the host language: for example, null(e) is projected to e and cons(e1, e2) is projected to eq(e1, e2).
The way to understand these projections is that their purpose is to preserve enough information
about the expressions built using the contructors from the extension so analyses described by other
extensions through the projections are still meaningful. Thus, consider the level relation from the
security extension. This is intended to assess the security status of an expression which, in the case
of cons(e1, e2), would depend on the subexpressions e1 and e2. Thus the key to a good projection
in this case is that these subexpressions be preserved. Of course, an extension does not have a
direct means for assessing the kinds of analyses other extensions might want to carry out. We will
see later how meta-theoretic properties can help identify the desiderata for good projections.
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2.4 Well-Formedness and Language Composition

We conclude this section by making precise the preceding informal description of the extensibility
framework. The framework is exercised by describing a language library that comprises a single
host language and a collection of extensions via tuples of the form 〈C ,C,R ,R,T ,T,S〉. We
assume the host language to be given by the tuple 〈CH ,CH ,RH ,RH ,T H ,TH ,SH〉. We describe
below the constraints that must be satisfied for such a collection to be deemed well-formed and we
then explain how a standalone language description is to be constructed from the composition of a
collection of extensions with the host language.

2.4.1 Well-Formedness for Host Language and Extension Descriptions

In the very first instance, there must be a unique identification for every constructor and relation
that is identified in the specification of the host language and the different extensions. Thus, the
constructors identified by C in each component must be distinct as also must be the relations
identified by R and T . The specification of constructors in the C set of the components and
of predicates in the R and T sets impose typing constraints on the symbols identified. Well-
formedness requires that these symbols be used in a way respecting their typing throughout the
language library’s specifications.

There is one further requirement of the host language specification: T H identifies at most one
projection relation for each category in CH . These relations associate terms in a particular category
with their projections, but may do so in a manner that is parameterized by other terms, which may
be used in defining projection rules as we explain below. A syntactic category that does not have
an associated projection relation is considered to be non-extensible.

An extension specification for an extension E, on the other hand, must satisfy conditions be-
yond the basic ones mentioned at the outset to be deemed well-formed. For an extension E, its
specification being 〈CE ,CE ,RE ,RE,T E ,TE,SE〉, these conditions are the following:

1. For each constructor c in C
E building a syntactic category introduced by the host language

(category(c) ∈ CH), the category is an extensible category (there is a projection relation in
T H for category(c)).

2. For a rule in R
E that has R(t1, . . . , tn) as its conclusion where R ∈ RH and the ith argument

of R is its primary component, it must be the case that ti has a constructor in C
E as its

top-level symbol. This is a formal rendition of the requirement that an extension must not
modify the definition of a relation introduced by the host language as it pertains to host
language constructs.

3. For each rule introduced by an extension defining a projection (rule in T
E), it must be the

case that the projecting argument has a constructor in C
E as its top-level symbol.

4. For each R ∈ RE that has a host-language-introduced syntactic category as its primary
component, there must be a rule for R in the set of projection rules SE.

5. Each rule in S
E for a relation R whose primary component is its ith argument must have the

form
T (x, x′) R(t1, . . . , ti−1, x

′, ti+1, . . . , tn)

R(t1, . . . , ti−1, x, ti+1, . . . , tn)

where x and x′ are schematic variables and T is to be read as a predicate that uses the relevant
projection relation from T H to indicate that x projects to x′ under conditions determined
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by the additional parameters for the relation. For example, if proj is a three-place projection
relation whose second and third arguments identify the projected term and its projection and
the first argument is an auxilary parameter, then proj (s, x, x′) may be the instantiation of
T (x, x′), where s is a term whose structure identifies a dependency on the conclusion of the
rule.

Note we do not require an extension to introduce rules defining the projection for the constructors
it introduces. Choosing not to define the projection relation for a new constructor limits the
extensibility of the language, as relations introduced by other extensions cannot hold for the new
syntax. This is, however, a choice left to an extension writer.

Well-formedness as defined above can be statically assessed and in isolation for the host language
specification and with knowledge of the host language alone for an extension specification. This is
an important feature: the well-formedness of a component in an open language library should be
assessible as it is developed, independently of other components. We will assume the specifications
in a library have been determined to be well-formed before any meta-theoretic analysis related
to them is undertaken. This is similar to an approach to determining independently the well-
formedness of language components specified using attribute grammars [8, 10].

2.4.2 Language Composition

The host language H and a collection of extensions E1, . . . , En in a library can be composed to
form a complete language by the process we describe below. The language that results from such a
composition is denoted by H ⊳ {E1, . . . , En}. A complete language is represented by a tuple of the
form 〈C ,C,R ,R〉. The components T , T, and S in specifications impact the composition process
but they have do not have a role in a complete language.

The composition process will instantiate projection rules from one extension with new construc-
tors from another to specify how a relation introduced by the former is defined on the constructs
introduced by the latter. These instantiated rules, denoted R

S, will be part of R and are defined
as follows:

R
S := { r[c(y)/x] | i ∈ {1..n}, j ∈ {1..n}, i 6= j, r ∈ S

Ei , c ∈ C
Ej , category (c) ∈ CH

category(x) = category(c), y is a sequence of variables not
appearing in r of length the arity of c}.

Here r[c(y)/x] represents the rule that results from a projection rule by replacing the schematic
variable x that appears in the primary component position in the conclusion of the rule with
the term c(y). Observe this instantiation is done only for extension constructs for host language
categories, and only when doing so is syntactically valid (category(x) = category(c)).

An example is perhaps useful in understanding the intent underlying the instantiation of pro-
jection rules. Recall the list head constructor in C

L and the level projection rule P-level in S
S

from Figure 6. Both are over the host category e for expressions. The instantiation process above
will create a new rule for level over the head construct in R

S :

proj e(head(e), e
′) Σ ⊢ level(e′, sl)

Σ ⊢ level(head (e), sl )
L-head

This illustrates how we apply the projection rules to new syntax to complete the definitions of the
extension-introduced relations. Note that in the language composition each instance of a projection
rule that is added has its primary component built by a specific constructor introduced by a different
extension.
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Given R
S , the definition of the complete language 〈C ,C,R ,R〉 resulting from the composition

H ⊳ {E1, . . . , En} is straightforward:

• C := CH ∪
⋃n

i=1 CEi . The set of syntax categories is the union of all the syntax categories
in the host language and all the extensions.

• C := C
H∪

⋃n
i=1C

Ei . The set of syntax constructors is the union of all the syntax constructors
in the host language and all the extensions.

• R := RH ∪T H ∪
⋃n

i=1 REi . The set of relations in the composed language is the union of all
the semantic relations in the host language and all the extensions, both the regular relations
and the projection relations.

• R := R
∗ ∪ T

∗ ∪ R
S where

– R
∗ := R

H ∪
⋃n

i=1R
Ei . This is all the semantic relation rules in the host language and

all the extensions.

– T
∗ :=

⋃n
i=1 T

Ei . This is the collection of all the projection rules in all the extensions.

The construction of the set of relation rules R includes the rules from three sources: the rules
given by the host language and extensions in their respective rule sets (R∗), the projection
relation rules from the extensions (T∗), and the instantiations of the projection rules for
constructors from distinct extensions in R

S as defined above.

In the sequel, we will need to talk about the language identified by a library component. If that
component is the host language H, this will mean the language H ⊳∅. If it is an extension E (and
H is the host language), then it will mean the language H ⊳ {E}.

3 Metatheoretic Properties and Modular Reasoning

As we have seen in the previous section, language specifications begin with a description of syntax
and then extend into the presentation of semantics for expressions. One objective of the semantic
component is to formalize the execution behavior of programs and program fragments; this is
the role, for instance, of the evaluation relation on expressions and statements in the example in
Section 2. However, semantic relations have an important additional purpose: they provide for a
statically-determined attribution of properties to expressions that are intended to translate into
assurances of good dynamic behavior. For example, the property of well-typing for a program
is supposed to guarantee its execution will be free of type-related errors. There is, however, a
distance between the results of static analyses and what actually happens with a program at
runtime. Metatheoretic properties, which relate different semantic features of programs, are a
means for closing this gap. For example, in translating well-typing of programs into the intended
guarantee of their error-free execution, it is important to verify that types of expressions do not
change under evaluation. The metatheoretic property of type preservation relating the typing and
evaluation relations for program fragments has exactly this purpose.

We are interested in this paper in a broad exploitation of static analyses in the style described
above. In this context, metatheoretic properties will relate relations over syntactic expressions. We
will specifically focus on proving such properties that are expressed via formulas of the form

∀x.R(t) ⊃ F
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where x is a sequence of variables, R(t) is an atomic formula that has R as its predicate or relation
symbol and the sequence of terms t as its arguments and is constructed using the variables in x
and a vocabulary identified by specifications of the kind discussed in the previous section, and F
is an arbitrary formula constructed over the same vocabulary and variables. We shall refer to the
relation R(t) as the key relation of such a property. We restrict attention to formulas in this form
for simplicity in discussion. Note, however, that such a formula is equivalent to one with the more
general structure ∀x1. F1 ⊃ · · · ⊃ ∀xm. Fm ⊃ F where Fi is R(t) for some i between 1 and m. Thus,
our discussions in reality extend to formulas with this richer syntax.

Proofs of the kind of properties in which we are interested must depend on the definitions of the
relations that participate in them. Of particular importance is the manner in which the definition
of the relation R plays a role in the argument. There are two important ingredients to the typical
treatment of this relation when it is defined in a rule-based and syntax-directed fashion. First, it is
assumed the relation is completely specified by the rules pertaining to it, i.e. that a closed-world
assumption applies to these rules. This assumption justifies a case analysis style of argument based
on the definition of the relation. Second, for the argument to be effective, it is usually necessary
to invoke induction with respect to the relation. This induction is based, again, on the definition
of the relation: the assumption generally is the property of interest holds for any instance of the
relation R that appears in the definition of the instance for which it is being proved.1

In the traditional setting for such proofs, the definition of a language is assumed to be provided
in its entirety at the outset. The closed-world assumption has an obvious validity in this situation.
However, this assumption breaks down in our language extensibility framework. In this context,
the identification of syntactic constructs, as well as the relations over them, is typically distributed
across language components that come together at a much later point in the overall design. This
is too late a stage to be contemplating metatheoretic properties or proofs for them for at least two
reasons. First, metatheoretic properties often play an intrinsic role in the design of the language
and are not meant to be “stuck on” after the fact. Second, delaying the verification task till the
point of composition means the original designers of the particular language component, who likely
understand its functionality the best, will not have a role to play in it.

The main thrust of this work is to address the issue identified above. We first consider the
properties we have identified as foundational ones. We assume these properties to be spelled out
by the host language, based on semantic relations that are identified when the framework starts to
be elucidated. For example, the host language specified in Section 2 may introduce the following
property using as atomic formulas relations it has introduced:

∀Γ, e, tye, γ, ve. γ ⊢ e ⇓ ve ⊃ Γ ⊢ e : tye ⊃

(∀x, tyx, vx. lkpTy(Γ, x, tyx) ∧ lkpVal(γ, x, vx) ⊃ nilty ⊢ vx : tyx) ⊃ nilty ⊢ ve : tye (1)

This is a type preservation property over expressions: it asserts that if an expression e evaluates
to a value ve, e has type tye, and the evaluation context respects the typing determined by the
typing context, then ve must also have type tye. As we have noted, the proof of a property of the
form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F will usually call for a case analysis over the definition of the relation R. We
propose to modularize the proof effort by delegating the responsibility for dealing with the case for
each particular syntactic construct to the component, whether the host language or an extension,
that introduces it. Thus, in the example presented, the argument for the cases of the evaluation

1 Inductive arguments are often based on the structure of expressions in the syntactic category corresponding to
one of the variables in x. This is a special case of what is described here: these situations can be visualized as ones
in which the structure of the syntactic category is made explicit via a predicate and the property to be proved is
relativized to the validity of that predicate.
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relation for different expression forms will be constructed independently within the host language
and the list and security extensions. For this idea to work, there must of course be a mechanism
for automatically combining the individual proof fragments into an actual proof of the property
for a complete language. Care is needed in the construction of the proof fragments for this to be
possible. For instance, a component that develops a proof fragment must be sensitive to the fact
that it has only a partial view of the full language. Thus, any further case analysis that is needed
must use a properly delimited version of the closed-world assumption. Fortunately, it is possible
to describe criteria that are automatically enforceable and not unduly restrictive towards ensuring
this property, as we show in Section 5.

We next consider auxiliary properties, those introduced by extensions. As a concrete example of
why such a capability may be useful, consider the security extension described in Section 2 that pro-
vides mechanisms for dealing with sensitive data while using the programming capabilities afforded
by the host language and other extensions. That extension also introduces the secure relation that
encapsulates a static analysis meant to ensure the secrecy of data in the course of execution. The
soundness of this analysis needs, of course, to be validated. Letting eqpublicvals(Σ, γA, γB) be a
shorthand for the formula

∀x. lkpSec(Σ, x, public) ⊃ (∀v. lkpVal(γA, x, v) ⊃ lkpVal(γB , x, v))∧

(∀v. lkpVal(γB , x, v) ⊃ lkpVal(γA, x, v))

we may encapsulate this soundness in the following metatheoretic property:

∀s,Σ, sl, γA, γB ,Σ
′, γ′A, γ

′

B . (γA, s) ⇓ γ′A ⊃ (γB , s) ⇓ γ′B ⊃ Σ sl ⊢ secure(s,Σ′) ⊃

eqpublicvals(Σ, γA, γB) ⊃ eqpublicvals(Σ′, γ′A, γ
′

B) (2)

This formula formalizes the fact that information from private variables does not leak into public
data during the evaluation of a program that satisfies the secure relation: the formula holds if it
is the case that, when a “secure” statement is executed in two different states (γA and γB) that
assign the same values to public variables (eqpublicvals(Σ, γA, γB)) but possibly differing values to
private variables, then the resulting states will also assign the same values to the public variables
(eqpublicvals(Σ, γ′A, γ

′

B)). Now, the proof of such a property can obviously not be distributed
to the different components in a composite language. However, the extension introducing the
property would also not quite be able to construct a proof of it by itself because it does not
have a priori knowledge of all the extensions with which it will be composed. The approach we
develop for overcoming this difficulty uses projections to describe constraints on the behavior of
extensions. More specifically, the host language identifies formulas relating the attributes associated
with extension constructs to those of the host language constructs to which they project. The task of
verifying these formulas hold is then delegated to each extension that builds on the host language.
Once such properties have been established, the extension responsible for proving an auxiliary
property gets to use them in the course of reasoning about the behavior of extensions about which
it otherwise knows nothing. We develop a structure for modular reasoning based on these ideas
and establish its soundness in Section 6.

An important aspect of our soundness arguments for the reasoning structures we develop,
whether for foundational or for auxiliary properties, is that they are constructive: in particular,
they yield a method for assembling proofs developed independently for each component into proofs
for the relevant properties for the complete language once its parts have been identified.
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4 A Structure for Reasoning about Relational Specifications

The technical developments in this paper require us to be more specific about the structure of
proofs. Towards this end, we will frame such reasoning within a logic called G [6] that provides
the basis for the Abella proof assistant [1]. We present this logic below in a manner suitable for its
use in this paper, in the process also motivating its choice for the kind of metatheoretic reasoning
that is of interest. We will utilize the consistency result for the logic [6] implicitly in our soundness
arguments in later sections. In particular, we will read soundness for the methodology that we
articulate as the ability to generate a proof in the logic for a metatheorem for a complete language
from the (partial) proofs that are provided by each participating component.

While G is a logic that is based on the simply-typed lambda calculus and includes logical
devices for treating binding notions, only a limited, first-order version of it is needed in this work
and we will therefore present it as such. From this perspective, its collection of terms and atomic
formulas are determined in the usual way for a typed first-order logic once a set of sorts and a set
of constant and predicate or relation symbols with associated types have been identified. There is
a natural correspondence between the sorts in the logic and the syntactic categories identified in
the component C of a language specification in the style of Section 2. Further, this correspondence
extends to one between the constructors in the collection C in the language specification and
the constants in the logic and, similarly, the relations in R and T in the language specification
and predicate symbols in the logic. Arbitrary formulas are constructed from atomic formulas
using the logical constants ⊤ and ⊥; the (infix) connectives ∧, ∨, and ⊃; and existential and
universal quantification. Formulas of the last two kinds are written as ∃x : α.F and ∀x : α.F ,
respectively, where α denotes the sort associated with the variable. While it is essential to identify
the types associated with quantified variables, we shall often assume these can be determined
from the context, writing the quantified formulas as ∃x. F and ∀x. F instead, and we will also
abbreviate formulas of the form Qx1. . . . .Qxn.F where Q is ∃ or ∀ as Qx1, . . . , xn.F . The logic
treats as indistinguishable two formulas that can be made identical by a consistent, capture-avoiding
renaming of the variables that are bound by quantifiers in them, a fact that will be used implicitly
in our discourse.

Definition 1 (Substitutions, Unification). A substitution identifies a finite sequence of terms
t1, . . . , tn over the vocabulary determined by a suitable language L with a sequence of variables
x1, . . . , xn that are pairwise of the same type; such a substitution is denoted by {〈x1, t1〉, . . . , 〈xn, tn〉}
and it has x1, . . . , xn as its domain and t1, . . . , tn as its range. The application of a substitution θ
to a term t or a formula F , written, respectively, as t[θ] and F [θ], corresponds to the replacement
in t or F of the variables identified by θ by the corresponding terms, taking care in the latter case
to rename quantified variables to avoid inadvertent capture. The composition of two substitutions
θ1 and θ2, denoted by θ2 ◦ θ1 is a substitution θ such that e[θ] = e[θ1][θ2] for any term or formula
e; such a substitution can always be provided explicitly. A unification problem U is a collection
{〈e11, e

2
1〉, . . . , 〈e

1
m, e2m〉} of pairs of atomic formulas or terms of identical type. A unifier for U is a

substitution θ such that e1[θ] = e2[θ] for every pair 〈e1, e2〉 in U . U is said to be solvable and the
pairs of terms in U are said to be unifiable if there is a unifier for U . A most general unifier, or
mgu, for U is a substitution θ from which any other unifier θ′ for U can be obtained by composition
with another substitution, i.e. there is a substitution θ′′ such that θ′ = θ′′ ◦ θ. It is a known fact
that, in the context of interest, U has a most general unifier if it is solvable.

The logic G is formulated in the style of a sequent calculus. Sequents have the form Σ : Γ −→ F ,
where Γ is a multiset of assumption formulas, F is a conclusion or goal formula, and Σ is a collection
of (typed) variables called the eigenvariable context that represents universal quantification at the
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Σ : Γ, A −→ A
id, A atomic

Σ : Γ −→ B Σ : B,∆ −→ C

Σ : Γ,∆ −→ C
cut

Σ : Γ, B,B −→ C

Σ : Γ, B −→ C
cL

Σ : Γ,⊥ −→ C
⊥L

Σ : Γ −→ ⊤
⊤R

Σ : Γ, B −→ C Σ : Γ,D −→ C

Σ : Γ, B ∨D −→ C
∨L

Σ : Γ −→ Bi

Σ : Γ −→ B1 ∨B2
∨Ri, i ∈ {1, 2}

Σ : Γ, Bi −→ C

Σ : Γ, B1 ∧B2 −→ C
∧Li, i ∈ {1, 2}

Σ : Γ −→ B Σ : Γ −→ C

Σ : Γ −→ B ∧ C
∧R

Σ : Γ −→ B Σ : Γ,D −→ C

Σ : Γ, B ⊃ D −→ C
⊃L

Σ : Γ, B −→ C

Σ : Γ −→ B ⊃ C
⊃R

Σ : Γ, B[{〈x, t〉}] −→ C

Σ : Γ,∀x : α.B −→ C
∀L

(Σ, x : α) : Γ −→ B

Σ : Γ −→ ∀x : α.B
∀R, x /∈ Σ

(Σ, x : α) : Γ, B −→ C

Σ : Γ,∃x : α.B −→ C
∃L, x /∈ Σ

Σ : Γ −→ B[{〈x, t〉}]

Σ : Γ −→ ∃x : α.B
∀R

Figure 7: The rules in G for the logical symbols

Σ[θ] : Γ −→ B[θ]

Σ : Γ −→ A
defR

∀x.H , B is a variant of a clause in D and θ is a substitution such that A = H[θ]

{ Σ[θ] : Γ[θ], B[θ] −→ C[θ] | ∀x.H , B is a variant of a clause in D
named away from Σ and θ is an mgu for {〈A,H〉} }

Σ : Γ, A −→ C
defL

Figure 8: The rules for introducing atomic formulas based on a definition D
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proof level. For the sequent to be well-formed, the formulas in Γ ∪ {F} must be well-formed
relative to a given collection of constant and predicate symbols and the variables in Σ. We shall
limit our attention to well-formed sequents; specifically, we will consider the proofs of only well-
formed sequents and the rules of the logic are such that they preserve this property. From a proof
search perspective, a sequent represents a state in the process of proving a formula F ; the process
starts out with the sequent ∅ : · −→ F and evolves through the use of inference rules into a set of
obligations represented by other sequents.

The core of G comprises a set of rules that interpret the logical symbols. These rules are shown
in Figure 7. The premise sequents in the rules ∀L and ∀R require the instantiation of the quantified
formulas with terms. These terms must be of the same type as the quantified variable and they
must be constructed using only the constants of the logic and the variables in the eigenvariables set
of the sequent. The ∀R and ∃L rules have a proviso that the quantified variable must be fresh to the
eigenvariable set of the conclusion sequent. This requirement can always be achieved by a renaming
of the bound variable. The id rule, which recognizes that a sequent in which the conclusion formula
is included in the assumption formulas has a trivial proof, requires the conclusion formula to be
atomic. While this requirement is not essential, it will simplify some of the later arguments. Finally,
we will often write the eigenvariable context of a sequent as a listing of just its variables, assuming
their types can be determined unambiguously from their occurrences in the formulas in the sequent.

An aspect of G that sets it apart from other first-order logic is its treatment of atomic predicates
or relations through fixed-point definitions. Formally, G is a logic that is parameterized by a
definition D that comprises a set of definitional clauses of the form ∀x.H , B, where H is an
atomic formula and B is an arbitrary formula;2 H is called the head of a clause in this form, B is
called its body and the sequence of variables x is called its binder. Two clauses that differ only in
the names chosen for the variables in their binders are considered to be equivalent and are referred
to as variants of each other. Further, a clause is said to be named away from a sequence of variables
Σ if the variables in its binder are distinct from those in Σ. Each definitional clause is intended to
be a partial specification of the relation denoted by the predicate symbol of H, with all such clauses
determining its complete definition. This interpretation is made precise by the rules in Figure 8
for “introducing” atomic formulas on the left and right sides of a sequent. In these rules, we take
the application of a substitution θ to an eigenvariable context Σ to be the removal from Σ of the
variables in the domain of θ and the addition to Σ of the variables in its range. The application
of a substitution to a multiset of formulas corresponds to its application to each member of the
multiset. The defR rule encodes the idea that we may prove an instance of the head of a clause
by proving its body. The defL rule is the more novel and consequential part of the treatment of
fixed-point definitions. Specifically, it encodes the property that an atomic formula holds only by
virtue of one of the clauses in the definition. As such, it provides the basis for a case analysis style
of reasoning as we shall see presently.

The logic actually builds in a least fixed-point interpretation of definitions, thereby providing
the basis for reasoning inductively about them. This capability is realized by associating a measure
via annotations with atomic formulas and building in the idea that this measure decreases when an
assumption formula is unfolded via a definitional clause.3 The annotations are of the form @i and
∗i for non-zero natural numbers i, where the superscript is indicates the number of repetitions of @
and ∗, respectively. These annotations work in tandem, the latter constituting a smaller measure

2Definitions must satisfy certain “stratification” conditions for the logic to be consistent. We elide a discussion
of this matter, noting only that these conditions will always be satisfied in the use we make of definitions to encode
simple rule-based specifications of relations in language presentations.

3For simplicity of presentation, we limit ourselves in this paper to the particular realization of induction in Abella,
rather than the more general logical treatment originating from [18].
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Σ : Γ, A∗
i

−→ A∗
i
id∗∗

Σ : Γ, A@i

−→ A@i
id@@

Σ : Γ, A∗
i

−→ A@i
id∗@

Σ : Γ, A∗
i

−→ A
id∗

Σ : Γ, A@i

−→ A
id@

{ Σ[θ] : Γ[θ], (B[θ])∗
i

−→ C[θ] | ∀x.H , B is a variant of a clause in D
named away from Σ and θ is an mgu for {〈A,H〉} }

Σ : Γ, A∗
i

−→ C
defL∗

i

{ Σ[θ] : Γ[θ], (B[θ])∗
i

−→ C[θ] | ∀x.H , B is a variant of a clause in D
named away from Σ and θ is an mgu for {〈A,H〉} }

Σ : Γ, A@i

−→ C
defL@

i

Σ : Γ,∀x1. F1 ⊃ · · · ⊃ ∀xm. A∗
i

⊃ F −→ ∀x1. F1 ⊃ · · · ⊃ ∀xm. A@i

⊃ F

Σ : Γ −→ ∀x1. F1 ⊃ · · · ⊃ ∀xm. A ⊃ F
indim, A is atomic

Annotations of the form ∗i and @i must not already appear in the conclusion sequent

Figure 9: The induction rule and associated rules for annotated formulas

than the former. Annotations are introduced into formulas by the rule indim shown in Figure 9.
This rule reduces the task of proving a formula of the form ∀x1. F1 ⊃ · · · ⊃ ∀xm. A ⊃ F , where A
is an atomic formula, to showing this formula holds when A has the measure @i associated with it
under the assumption that it holds when A has the smaller measure ∗i. The measure associated
with an atomic assumption formula decreases when it is unfolded using a definition, a fact encoded
in the defL@i

variant of the defL rule; the annotation notation on a possibly non-atomic formula
that is used in this rule denotes the distribution of the annotation to its atomic constituents. The
defL∗

i

rule reflects the fact that the lower measure is maintained through further unfoldings. The
remaining rules adapt the id rule to the situation where atomic formulas may have annotations and
the content of each of them follows easily from the interpretation of the annotations. In all these
rules, A is used as a schematic variable for an atomic formula.

The treatment of fixed-point definitions makes G a logic that is well-suited to the task of
reasoning about rule-based specifications. Towards illuminating this aspect, we consider a simple
example built around the definition of the append predicate that relates three lists. A rule-based
definition of this predicate is shown below:

append(nil, L, L)

append(L1, L2, L3)

append(cons(X, L1), L2, cons(X, L3))

In these rules, nil is a constructor of list type that represents the empty list and cons is a constructor
that represents a list obtained by adding a head element to an existing list. Moreover, tokens that
begin with uppercase letters represent schematic variables. This definition can be rendered into a
definition in G that comprises the following two clauses:

∀ℓ. append(nil, ℓ, ℓ) , ⊤

∀x, ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3. append(cons(x, ℓ1), ℓ2, cons(x, ℓ3)) , append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3)
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When these clauses are used to simplify the conclusion formula in a sequent, they have the flavor of
logic programming: essentially, they figure in a backchaining-style search for a proof of the formula.
When they are used on the left of a sequent to analyze an assumption formula, they realize a closed-
world interpretation that is usually implied in rule-based systems and that is beyond the capabilities
of logic programming. In this particular instance, they enforce the requirement that an append
relation can be true only by virtue of these rules. Moreover, the logic supports the ability to reason
inductively on the derivation of such a relation.

Towards bringing these aspects of the logic out, let us consider proving the following formula

∀ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4. append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3) ⊃ append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ4) ⊃ ℓ3 = ℓ4

which asserts that once the first two arguments to append are fixed, the relation holds for a unique
third argument. The attempt to prove this statement starts with the following sequent:

∅ : · −→ ∀ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4. append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3) ⊃ append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ4) ⊃ ℓ3 = ℓ4.

An informal argument will proceed by induction on the derivation of either the first or the second
antecedent of the formula. In the formal system, we may use the ind11 rule to reduce the proof
obligation to the following sequent:

∅ : ∀ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4. append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3)
∗ ⊃ append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ4) ⊃ ℓ3 = ℓ4 −→

∀ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4. append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3)
@ ⊃ append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ4) ⊃ ℓ3 = ℓ4

Using rules for logical symbols on the right of the sequent, we may further reduce the task to
proving the sequent

ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4 :
∀ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4. append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3)

∗ ⊃ append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ4) ⊃ ℓ3 = ℓ4,
append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3)

@, append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ4) −→ ℓ3 = ℓ4

An informal proof would proceed at this point by unfolding the second assumption formula, the
one annotated with @, something that can be achieved within G by using the rule defL@. Doing
so leads to the obligation to prove the sequent

ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4 :
∀ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4. append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3)

∗ ⊃ append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ4) ⊃ ℓ3 = ℓ4,
append(nil, ℓ2, ℓ4) −→ nil = ℓ4

and the sequent

ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4, x, ℓ5, ℓ6 :
∀ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3, ℓ4. append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ3)

∗ ⊃ append(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ4) ⊃ ℓ3 = ℓ4,
append(cons(x, ℓ5), ℓ2, ℓ4), append(ℓ5, ℓ2, ℓ6)

∗ −→ cons(x, ℓ6) = ℓ4.

Observe how the unfolding causes the annotation on the assumption formula that has replaced the
original one in the second sequent to change to a ∗. Since it is in this form, it can be used to
discharge the first antecedent in the induction hypothesis. The proof can now be completed by
invoking case analysis, i.e. the defL rule, with respect to the second assumption formula in the two
sequents and, in the second case, “invoking” the induction hypothesis through uses of the ⊃L and
relevant variants of the id rule.

We present below a substitution operation on proofs and some metatheorems about G that will
be useful in later discussions.
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Definition 2 (Proof Substitutions). Let π be a proof in G and let θ be a substitution. The appli-
cation of θ to π, denoted by π[θ] is defined recursively on the structure of π as follows:

1. Suppose the last rule is defL or one of its variants and the conclusion of this rule is the
sequent Σ : Γ, Aa −→ C, where a is the empty string or one of ∗i and @i. Further, suppose
that the premise derivations for the rules are π1, . . . , πn, where πi derives a sequent obtained
by considering a clause in the definition of the form ∀xi.Hi , Bi and an mgu θi for {〈A,Hi〉}.
For each i, 1 ≤ i ≤ n, if {〈A[θ],Hi〉} has a unifier, then there must be a substitution ρi such
that ρi ◦ θi is its mgu. In this situation, the rule is to be replaced by a rule-like structure in
which the conclusion sequent is Σ[θ] : Γ[θ], Aa[θ] −→ C[θ] and that has as premise derivations
πi[ρi] for each i such that {〈A[θ],Hi〉} has a unifier.

2. In all other cases, if the conclusion sequent is Σ : Γ, A −→ C and the premise derivations are
π1, . . . , πn, then this rule is replaced by a rule-like structure that has Σ[θ] : Γ[θ], A[θ] −→ C[θ]
as the conclusion sequent and π1[θ], . . . , πn[θ] as premise derivations.

Theorem 1. Consider a well-formed sequent S of the form Σ : Γ −→ F .

1. If S has a proof π, then any well-formed sequent Σ′ : Γ′ −→ F ′ where the formulas in Γ′∪{F ′}
are obtained by renaming the free variables in Γ ∪ {F} in a consistent and logically correct
way, i.e., in a way that avoids inadvertent capture, has a proof whose structure is identical
to that of π.

2. If S has a proof of height h then, for any substitution θ, the sequent Σ[θ] : Γ[θ] −→ F [θ] has
a proof of height at most h.

Proof. The first claim is proved by a straightforward induction on the structure of π. For the
second claim, it suffices to show that for any proof π, the structure π[θ] is also a proof. This can
be seen again via an induction on the structure of π. Note that π[θ] may lose some branches at
defL rules in comparison with π. While the structure of the proof may change in this manner, the
height of the transformed proof will be at most that of the original one.

The first clause in the theorem assures us the particular names chosen for the variables in the
formulas in a sequent do not matter and neither does the specific extent of the eigenvariable context
so long as it suffices to ensure the sequent is well-formed. A consequence of the second clause is
that we may adjust the choice of mgu in the use of the defL rule and its variants in a proof without
increasing its height. We will use these properties in later sections.

We have already noted how the syntactic categories in C and the constructors in C and the
relations in R and T in a language specification translate into the vocabulary of G. The example
we have considered indicates how the the rules in R and T translate into definitional clauses.
Once all the rules for each relation have been assembled together, i.e., when we are reasoning
about a composite language, the clauses deriving from them can be collected into a definition in G.
We will exploit these correspondences in our discussions to transit seamlessly between a language
specification and its formalization in the logic. One specific manifestation of this is that we will
treat formulas of the kind shown in Section 3, i.e., formulas constructed using logical symbols over
relations and other vocabulary identified in Section 2, directly as if they are formulas in G even
though an actual implementation needs an intermediate encoding step.

Following the discussion in the previous section, the metatheoretic properties whose proofs
we will consider will be represented by formulas of the form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F where R(t) denotes an
atomic predicate. We shall consider constructing proofs of a specific form for such properties. These

23



proofs will end with a case analysis over a possibly-annotated version of R(t), followed by rules
that introduce logical symbols in the conclusion formula and some number of uses of the induction
rule; the preceding part of the proof will obviously be distinct branches or fragments that establish
each of the sequents that arise from considering the different cases in the definition of R(t). We
shall refer to a proof that has this form as one in canonical form. In the general situation, a proof
of this kind will be attempted after some other properties have been established and can therefore
be used as lemmas by virtue of the cut rule. If L is the specification of the composite language
encoded in G and P represents the metatheoretic property, we shall write proven(L, L, P, π) to
denote the fact that π is a complete canonical form proof of P and where the properties in the set
L are used as lemmas.

5 Modular Proofs for Foundational Properties

The approach to modularizing the proof of foundational properties we had outlined in Section 3
can now be given concreteness. The main part of a canonical-form proof for a formula of the form
∀x.R(t) ⊃ F is the proof of a collection of sequents, one corresponding to each of the rules defining
R that is applicable to the derivation of R(t). Now, the rules relevant to a composite language
are obtained by combining the ones in the host language and each of the extensions. We propose
accordingly to let each language component produce a proof of sequents corresponding to its new
rules independently, with the expectation we can combine the different fragments into a complete
proof for a composite language at the time the composition is determined.

As has been previously noted, there is an issue that needs to be addressed to make this scheme
work. When a component attempts to construct a proof for a sequent associated with a particular
case in the definition of R, it does so without knowledge of how other extensions might add to
the definitions of relations that are in the shared vocabulary, i.e., that are identified by the host
language. However, proofs in G are sensitive to the extent of a definition. Thus, if we do not
properly restrict the manner in which proof fragments are constructed in isolated components, we
will not be able to combine these into a valid proof for the complete language.

An observation that allows us to overcome this difficulty is that the extensibility framework lim-
its the way in which the definitions for relations introduced by the host language can be enhanced:
additional rules can be added by an extension only for those cases where the primary component
for the relation is constructed using a syntactic form introduced by that extension. Thus, if we limit
the use of case analysis to those situations where we know the top-level structure of the primary
component argument is a constructor introduced by the extension or the host language, then we
can be certain the case analysis will be comprehensive even when other components are added to
the mix. The following definition identifying “valid” proof fragments is a rendition of this idea.

Definition 3 (Proofs for cases for foundational properties). Let M be the host language or an
extension (relative to some host language) in a library constructed within the extensibility framework
and let L be the language identified by M . Further, let P be a property of the form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F
in the vocabulary determined by the host language in the library. Finally, let P have a canonical
proof relative to L and the lemmas in L in which case analysis over a relation R′(t′) in the proofs
of the sequents resulting from the case analysis over R(t) occurs only in the following situations:

1. the term in the primary component position for R′ in R′(t′) has a constructor as its top-level
symbol, or

2. M is an extension E and R′ and its primary component type have been introduced by E.
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Then we denote the fact that π1, . . . , πm are the proofs for the sequents arising from the case analysis
on R(t) using the rules introduced by M in such a proof by writing ppM (L, L , P, {π1, . . . , πm}).

To demonstrate the kinds of case analysis disallowed by this definition, consider proving type
preservation, Property 1, for the sequent arising from the E-add rule given by the host language.
Our initial sequent is

Γ, e1, e2, ty , γ, i1, i2, i : γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ intlit(i1), γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ intlit(i2), plus(i1, i2, i),Γ ⊢ add(e1, e2) : ty ,

∀x, tyx , vx . lkpTy(Γ, x, tyx ) ⊃ lkpVal(γ, x, vx ) ⊃ nilty ⊢ vx : tyx −→ nilty ⊢ intlit(i) : ty

The case analysis that produced this sequent instantiated the expression e from the original property
with add(e1, e2) and introduced premises that both e1 and e2 evaluate to integer literals, as well as
the expression as a whole evaluates to an integer literal of their sum. Case analysis is not permitted
on either γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ intlit(i1) or γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ intlit(i2) because the evaluation relation is introduced by
the host language and the terms in their primary components, e1 and e2, do not have constructors
as their top-level symbols. What expressions can instantiate e1 and e2 and how evaluation may
be defined on them is dependent on other extensions that may be added in a composite language,
so any case analysis carried out in the context of the host language alone cannot predict all the
relevant rules. Conversely, case analysis is permitted on the typing assumption Γ ⊢ add(e1, e2) : ty
because the argument in its primary component position, add(e1, e2), has the add constructor as
its top-level symbol, and thus no rule introduced by an extension can pertain to it. This case
analysis shows ty must, in fact, be int . Then we can simplify the conclusion with the T-intlit

rule, finishing the proof.
The following lemma makes explicit the rationale for the restrictions on proof fragments.

Lemma 2. Let H be the host language and let {E1, . . . , En} be a collection of extensions in a library
constructed in the extensibility framework. Let M be H or an Ei for some i such that 1 ≤ i ≤ n, let
L be the language identified by M , let P be a property of the form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F in the vocabulary
determined by the host language, and let ρ be a collection of proofs such that ppM (L, L , P, ρ)
holds. Then

1. the sequents that arise from the rules for R in M in a case analysis over R(t) in a canonical
proof for P in the context of the language H ⊳ {E1, . . . , En} are exactly the same as the ones
that are proved by the proof fragments in ρ, and

2. each proof π in ρ constitutes a complete proof of the corresponding sequent S even in the
context of the language H ⊳ {E1, . . . , En}.

Proof. The definition of R in the language H ⊳ {E1, . . . , En} is obtained exactly by collecting
together all the clauses for it in each of the components. It is obvious from this that (1) holds.

The reason why the second clause is true can be seen by considering the inference steps in the
logic. The only inference rules that are dependent on the definition parameterizing the logic are
defR and the variants of defL. In the first case, the clause that provides the basis for the defR
rule in π will also be available relative to the larger language, so the proof step is still valid. We
consider the other cases below, noting the distinction between the variants of defL is irrelevant to
the argument.

We note first that the definition of a relation whose primary component is introduced by an
extension cannot change with the addition of more extensions. Thus, any case analysis over such
relations within an extension will remain unchanged when the language context is determined
by the addition of other extensions. If a relation is introduced by an extension but its primary
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component type is introduced by the host language, the relation is defined for other extensions by
instantiating the projection rule with each new constructor they introduce. Thus any new rules
added in the composition cannot apply in case analysis in the language of M where the primary
component had to be built by a constructor known in the language of M . Similarly, in the case a
relation and its primary component type are introduced by the host language, case analysis must in
general consider how the relation is modified by rules for it that are introduced by other extensions.
However, the extensibility framework does not permit an extension to introduce rules that apply to
expression forms introduced by other components in the library in this situation. For this reason,
the restriction that case analysis be used in this case only when the argument at the location
of the primary component has a rigid structure ensures that a case analysis that is carried out
ignoring other extensions must remain unchanged when they are added to the mix. In summary,
the restrictions on proof fragments ensure that case analysis carried out locally is complete even
when the context is expanded to include other extensions.

We can now define the idea of combining proof fragments to yield a purported proof for a
foundational property relative to a composite language.

Definition 4 (Proof composition). Let H be the host language and let E1, . . . , En be a collection
of extensions in a library constructed in the extensibility framework. Further, let P be a property
of the form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F in the vocabulary determined by the host language. Finally, let ρ0 be such
that ppH(H ⊳∅, L , P, ρ0) holds and for 1 ≤ i ≤ n let ρi be such that ppEi

(H ⊳ {Ei}, L , P, ρi)
holds. Then compose(ρ0, . . . , ρn) represents a proof structure for P that ends with a case analysis
on R(t) followed by rules for introducing logical symbols in the conclusion formula and some number
of invocations of the induction rule, and where the proof obligations deriving from the case analysis
on R(t) are discharged by the proofs in ρ0 ∪ ρ1 ∪ . . . ∪ ρn.

Note that clause (1) of Lemma 2 ensures the coherence of the above definition: there is a
one-to-one correspondence between the cases that arise for the composite language and the proof
fragments for each of the components participating in that language.

Theorem 3. Let H be the host language and let E1, . . . , En be a collection of extensions in
a library constructed in the extensibility framework. Further, let P be a property of the form
∀x.R(t) ⊃ F in the vocabulary determined by the host language. Finally, let ρ0 be such that
ppH(H ⊳ ∅, L , P, ρ0) holds and, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, let ρi be such that ppEi

(H ⊳ {Ei}, L , P, ρi)
holds. Then proven(L, L , P, compose(ρ0, . . . , ρn)) holds.

Proof. As previously noted, the sequents that need to be proved in the kind of proof of P that
compose(ρ0, . . . , ρn) is intended to be correspond exactly to the sequents the proof fragments in
ρ0∪ . . .∪ρn prove. Thus, the theorem would be true if these proof fragments, which are constructed
relative to smaller languages, are also proofs of the corresponding sequents relative to the composed
language. That this is the case is verified by Lemma 2.

Theorem 3 provides the theoretical basis for our approach to the modular development of
proofs for foundational metatheoretic properties. In this approach, the host language articulates
the desired metatheorem at the outset. The designers of the host language and of each extension,
who build on the host language and hence must be cognizant of the metatheorem, then develop
proofs for the cases within the canonical proof structure for the theorem relative to the language
they each identify, taking care to adhere to the restrictions imposed by Definition 3. These “proof
fragments,” which are stored by the components that developed them, can then be automatically
combined as per Definition 4 to yield a proof of the property for the composite language at the time
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when the composition is determined. Of course, it is not necessary actually to construct a proof
for the metatheoretic property for the composite language: by virtue of Theorem 3, the existence
of proof fragments with each component is already a guarantee such a proof exists for the overall
language.

To illustrate the above ideas, let us consider the construction of a proof for type preservation
for languages resulting from our example library. The host language proves type preservation for
each evaluation rule it introduces, adhering to the restrictions given by Definition 3, and thus these
proofs are still valid in the context of the composed language. To see an example of this, look at the
proof for the case of the E-add rule above. The initial sequent is the same, as it comes from the
same rule in the context of the composed language as in the setting of the host language alone. In
the limited setting, we analyzed the typing derivation Γ ⊢ add(e1, e2) : ty , where the only applicable
rule was T-add. In the composed language, this is still the only applicable typing rule, so the case
analysis has the same result. Similarly, we used the T-intlit rule to simplify nilty ⊢ intlit(i) : int ;
this rule is also part of the composed language, so we can use it for simplification in the expanded
setting as well. Thus our modular proof is still applicable even though we have expanded the
language in which we are applying it. The list extension also proves type preservation for each
rule it introduces, adhering to the restrictions so its proofs remain valid, but with knowledge of
both itself and the host language. The security extension introduces no expression evaluation rules,
and thus has no cases to prove for this property. The full set of cases we have in the composed
language is the union of those for the rules introduced by the host language and the list extension,
as proved in Lemma 2. Since each case also has a proof given by the host language or list extension,
depending on which one introduced the rule giving rise to the case, we can build the full proof from
their modular proofs.

A question that arises in this context is if the limitations on case analysis in support of mod-
ular proofs severely curtail the proofs that can be developed. Our experimentation indicates this
not to be the case, with two apparent reasons why this is so. First, the use of the induction
hypothesis—which applies to all expressions, including the ones constructed using the vocabulary
of (other) extensions—often obviates a “second-level” case analysis. In the typical proof scenario,
the purpose of the initial case analysis is to produce assumptions with which we may use the in-
duction hypothesis, and thus which need not be further analyzed. Second, in situations where such
a second-level case analysis is necessary, it can often be extracted into an auxiliary lemma, proved
separately according to our requirements, and used in the main proof. For example, in proving
decidability of equality for two expressions e1 and e2, we would generally consider cases on both
their forms, but our requirements for modular proofs do not permit this. We can instead prove
auxiliary lemmas that the form of an expression is decidable, then use these in the equality proof.
For example, we can prove an expression is built by the add constructor or not, then use this lemma
for e2 in the decidability proof with a top-level case analysis on the form of e1 when e1 is built by
add , avoiding the disallowed second case analysis on e2.

6 Modular Proofs for Auxiliary Properties

We now take up the consideration of modularizing reasoning about a metatheoretic property that
is introduced by an extension. To recall, extensions different from the one that introduces such
a property cannot participate directly in proving it. However, the extension that introduces the
property would have difficulty in proving it without help: it does not know the details of the
extensions with which it may interact in a composition. To overcome this difficulty, we propose to
extend the idea introduced in Section 2 of using projection relations to “understand” extensions at
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a distance.
The basic structure for auxiliary properties and the proofs we will seek to construct for them

will remain the same as that for foundational properties: these properties will still have the form
∀x.R(t) ⊃ F , and their proofs will end with a case analysis on the definition of R followed by
rules that simplify the conclusion formula and some number of uses of the induction rule. The
distinguishing characteristic for an auxiliary property is that the case analysis has to be carried
out completely within the extension that introduces it. There is no difficulty in doing this if both
the relation R and the category for the primary component for R are introduced by the extension
because the definition of such a relation remains unchanged under the inclusion of other extensions.4

We will therefore not consider this situation further. The only other situations that are possible
are those in which the relation is introduced by either the host language or the extension and has
as its primary component a syntactic category is introduced by the host language. In these cases,
the approach will be to reason specifically for each construct in the primary component category
that is volunteered by the extension or the host language and to construct a “generic” argument
to cover the cases of constructs introduced by extensions whose form is unknown before an actual
composition. The key to the soundness of this method for organizing the reasoning will be to
show the generic argument can, in fact, be elaborated automatically into specific ones when all the
constructs are known.

For this style of reasoning to be successful, it is important to identify an approach that can
support the construction of generic arguments of interesting and useful properties. To facilitate
this, we propose the notion of projection constraints as a vehicle for reasoning about an extension
even when its details are unknown. From a methodological perspective, these constraints, which are
based on projection relations, are intended to be ones that afford extensions freedom in defining
their semantic attributes while still circumscribing behavior relative to the images in the host
language of the constructs they introduce. Concretely, projection constraints take the shape of
foundational properties that can be assumed to have been established prior to the attempt to prove
an auxiliary property. In this context, our approach to proving an auxiliary property amounts
conceptually to proving the property relative to the constructs from the host language and those of
the extension that introduces it and then to lifting the proof to all constructs in a composition by
exploiting the projection constraints. This lifting, is in, fact the content of the generic argument.
The soundness of this “lifting” step can be established directly when the relation R is identified by
the extension: in this situation, the projection relation figures specifically in the definition of the
relation via the projection rule for the extension and the reasoning therefore has a straightforward
inductive structure. The matter is more complicated when the relation R is introduced by the host
language. In this case, the relation would have its own definition in other participating extensions
and it is necessary to demonstrate that reasoning about it through the projection of the primary
component is legitimate.

We develop these ideas in the rest of the section. We introduce the notion of projection con-
straints in the first subsection below. We then describe a method for constructing a proof for an
auxiliary property within the logic G that accommodates a generic component. The remaining
two subsections are devoted to showing the resulting proof, which we call a proof skeleton, can be
viewed as an actual proof. This is, in fact, the case without qualifications when the relation R is
introduced by the extension, as we show in Section 6.3. We describe an additional condition in
Section 6.4 whose validity ensures the soundness of proof skeletons when the relation is introduced
by the host language; to close the gap, it is necessary to demonstrate that this condition also holds.

4Reasoning within the proofs of the sequents that result from the case analysis on R(t) must still be properly
circumscribed, but this matter is no different from that in the case of foundational properties that was discussed in
the previous section.
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The arguments in both cases are constructive: they identify a method for obtaining a complete
proof of the metatheoretic property for any composed language from the proof skeleton constructed
within the extension introducing the property.

6.1 Projection Constraints

There is often a need to be able to model one extension in the context of another in the extensibility
framework. We have seen an example of this in Section 2.3, where it was necessary to have a view
of the syntax of another extension to be able to define a new relation in a manner that covered
all possible cases in a composite language. There can also be a need to “understand” semantic
attributes of static and dynamic varieties for expressions from other extensions. Consider, for
instance, the definition of the visibility level of an expression in the security extension in the
example library described in Section 2. This definition depends on the variables appearing in an
expression. While it can be defined by a projection rule for expressions from other extensions,
its coherence depends on the variables in an expression being preserved under projections. As
another example, consider Property 2 in Section 3, which asserts that if a program fragment passes
a security analysis then it must be the case it will not leak private information. We can try to
conduct the necessary reasoning about constructs from other extensions through their projections
but this will work only if we can relate the behavior of such constructs to their images. Thus
we may need to know the evaluation of the projection of a statement form will terminate if the
evaluation of the original form terminates and also that the states resulting from the evaluation in
the two cases will be identical.

We have already seen how projections and projection rules help address the first of the two
requirements. Projection constraints constitute our proposal to address the second. These are
metatheorems that are, once again, of the form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F , with the proviso that the relation R(t)
is a projection relation in these properties. One way to look at these properties is that they place
constraints on the behavior of extension constructs relative to that of the host language constructs
that model them. These constraints are foundational in nature because they are articulated by
the host language to set expectations prior to the description of any extension. Moreover, these
properties force the extension developer to think carefully about how the constructs they introduce
are best modelled in the host language, i.e., about what the appropriate projections are for these
constructs from this perspective.

Some examples illustrating the structure and possible uses of projection constraints are relevant
at this point. Relative to the extension library from Section 2, the property that the set of variables
in an expression are preserved under a projection can be expressed by the following formula:

∀e, e′, vs , vs ′. proj e(e, e
′) ⊃ vars(e, vs) ⊃ vars(e ′, vs ′) ⊃ vs ⊆ vs ′ (3)

The statement of this property uses a “subset” relation not introduced previously but that has
an obvious definition. The property that the evaluation of the projection of a statement must
terminate, i.e., result in producing a final state, if the evaluation of the statement itself terminates
can be expressed as follows:

∀s, s′, γ, γ′. proj s(s, s
′) ⊃ (γ, s) ⇓ γ′ ⊃ ∃γ′′. (γ, s′) ⇓ γ′′ (4)

Finally, the requirement that the final state resulting from an evaluation of a statement must be
preserved under a projection is captured by the following formula:

∀s, s′, γ, γ1, γ2, n, v. proj s(s, s
′) ⊃ (γ, s) ⇓ γ1 ⊃ (γ, s′) ⇓ γ2 ⊃ lkpVal(γ2, n, v) ⊃ lkpVal(γ1, n, v)

(5)
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Observe that all these properties are predicated on projection relations for the relevant categories
of expressions; as such, these can be read genuinely as constraints on the behavior of extension
constructs based on the behavior of host language constructs that model them. We note also
that such properties can be useful in reasoning about the soundness of security analyses within
the security extension even when the details of the other extensions participating in a composed
language are not known, an aspect on which we elaborate in later subsections.

Projection contraints can help in determining the purpose of a projection relation and, hence,
the form that its definition should take. For example, recall that the projection of the expression
cons(e1, e2) was identified as eq(e1, e2) in the list extension in Section 2. This appears strange at
the outset. However, the choice becomes a much more natural one in the context of a projection
constraint asserting that the variables appearing in an expression are preserved under projections,
a property that is itself important to ensuring the soundness of many forms of static analysis.
Another thing to note is that, while the predominant use of projection constraints is to provide
a means for thinking about extension constructs via their images, their use is not limited to this
purpose. Thus, consider the property expressed by the following formula:

∀e, e1, e2. proj e(e, e1) ⊃ proj e(e, e2) ⊃ e1 = e2 (6)

This formula expresses the constraint that projections of expressions in our example library must
be unique. Such a property can play a role in demonstrating that the security level of an expression
is unique, as we shall see later in this section.

For projection constraints to be useful in subsequent arguments, it is, of course, necessary to
demonstrate their validity. This can be done in a manner similar to other foundational properties.
Conceptually, this task devolves into each extension needing to demonstrate that the constructs it
introduces obey the constraints.

6.2 Proof Skeletons for Auxiliary Properties

The main content of a canonical proof for a property of the form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F is the consideration
of the cases that arise out of the rules defining R. If R is a relation whose primary component
is in a category introduced by the host language, then these cases must encompass behavior on
constructs in the category contributed by all extensions in a composition. However, when the
proof is being constructed within a single extension, that extension cannot have specific knowledge
of what might be introduced by other extensions. As indicated earlier, we propose to overcome
this difficulty by reasoning about such cases in a generic way through their projections, utilizing
projection constraints in the process. This subsection makes precise how this style of reasoning
may be supported. The soundness of the method is taken up in the next two subsections.

Support for a generic form of argument is realized in two steps. First, a means is provided
for representing terms whose structure cannot be examined. Concretely, this is done by adding a
special constant ιτ for each syntactic category τ introduced by the host language; in what follows,
knowing the specific syntactic category will often be unimportant and we will therefore write the
constant (ambiguously) as just ι. Second, a mechanism is provided for treating an arbitrary term
via such a constant in the reasoning process, to be interpreted through its projections. Both steps
are realized by identifying a “generic” extension relative to a host language.

Definition 5 (Generic Extension). Let H = 〈CH ,CH ,RH ,RH ,T H ,TH ,SH〉 be the host language
and E be an extension in a library constructed in the extensibility framework. Then GenExt(H,E),
a generic extension relative to H and E, is identified to be an extension 〈∅,C,∅,R,∅,∅,∅〉 such
that
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1. C = {ιτ | τ ∈ CH} where each ιτ is a distinct constant different also from all the constants
introduced by H and E, and

2. R comprises exactly the rules of the form

T (ιτ , y) R(x1, . . . , xi−1, y, xi+1, . . . , xk)

R(x1, . . . , xi−1, ιτ , xi+1, . . . , xk)
,

for each R ∈ RH whose ith argument is its primary component, where T ∈ T H is the
projection relation for τ and x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xk and y are distinct (schematic) variables.
T may correspond here to a projection relation with additional parameters. In this case, the
host language is required to have specified what these parameters should be in terms of the
variables x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xk.

Let H be a host language and E be an extension and consider the collection of rules in the
language H⊳{E,GenExt(H,E)} for a relation R that is introduced either by H or by E and whose
primary component category is one introduced by H. In addition to the rules explicitly provided
by H and E this collection will also include one of the form

T (ι, y) R(t1, . . . , ti−1, y, ti+1, . . . , tk)

R(t1, . . . , ti−1, ι, ti+1, . . . , tk)

where T is the projection relation for the category of ι. Moreover, there will be exactly one such
rule for each relation. When this rule is used in a case analysis, it will lead to a situation where
T (ι, y) and the appropriate instance of R(t1, . . . , ti−1, y, ti+1, . . . , tk) is added to the assumption set
of the sequent. Thus, such a rule provides the basis for reasoning about a generic term representing
one introduced by another extension via a property that may be associated with its projection.

Definition 6 (Proof skeleton, generic case). Let H be the host language and E be an extension in a
library constructed in the extensibility framework and let L be the language H⊳{E,GenExt(H,E)}.
Further, let P be a formula of the form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F where R is a relation introduced either by H
or by E whose primary component category is introduced by H. By a proof skeleton for P relative
to L and a set of lemmas L we mean a canonical proof for P in the described context in which the
clauses encoding the rules from GenExt(H,E) are not used in defR rules in the proofs of sequents
resulting from the case analysis over a possibly annotated version of R(t) and the defL rule and its
variants are used relative to a relation R′(t′) in these proofs only in the following situations:

1. the primary component argument of R′(t′) is a term whose top-level symbol is a constructor
that is introduced by H or E,

2. R′ and its primary component type are introduced by E, or

3. the primary component argument of R′(t′) is ι and R′ is a relation introduced by E.

The restrictions on the use of the defR and (variants of the) defL rules described above are referred
to in the sequel as “the constraints imposed by the definition on proof fragments”. If one of the
sequents arising from the case analysis over R(t) corresponds to the situation where the primary
component of R matches ι, we refer to this as the “generic case.”

The limitation to case analysis within the proof fragments in a proof skeleton has the purpose of
ensuring such an analysis will be complete even when other extensions participate in a composition.
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Note especially that in the last two cases the relation R′ is completely determined by the extension.
To see the effectiveness of generic reasoning that is facilitated by Definition 6, we consider example
properties that might be introduced by the security extension in the language library described in
Section 2. As the first example, consider the following formula

∀Σ, e, sl1, sl2. (Σ ⊢ level(e, sl1)) ⊃ (Σ ⊢ level(e, sl2)) ⊃ sl1 = sl2 (7)

asserting that the security level of an expression is unique. This is a property whose key relation is
defined by the extension and its primary component is introduced by the host language. There will
be a generic case for this property: cases of expressions arising from a priori unknown extensions
have also to be reasoned about. Focusing on this case, we see that it requires us to show that
sl1 = sl2 must hold if we know proj e(ι, y), Σ ⊢ level(y, sl1), and Σ ⊢ level(ι, sl2) hold and that the
induction hypothesis can be invoked relative to Σ ⊢ level(y, sl1). Because the security level relation
is introduced by the security extension, a case analysis of the last of these relations, the second
derivation of level , is possible and it yields that, for some y′, proj e(ι, y

′) and Σ ⊢ level(y′, sl2) must
hold; intuitively the only way in which the relation Σ ⊢ level(ι, sl2) could have been defined is by the
projection rule from the security extension, since ι represents a term from some other extension. We
may now utilize Projection Constraint 6 to show y = y′ and then invoke the induction hypothesis
to conclude that sl1 = sl2.

As another example, recall the auxiliary property 2 from Section 3 that essentially asserts
that private information cannot leak out from the evaluation of a secure statement. This is a
metatheoretic property posited by the security extension but whose key relation is introduced by
the host language. Here too there will be a generic case. The analysis for this case is based on the
rule introduced by the generic extension, leading to the replacement of the premise (γA, s) ⇓ γ′A
by proj s(ι, y) and (γA, y) ⇓ γ′A. This process also instantiates the second premise to (γB , ι) ⇓ γ′B .
While it may seem this relation can also be analyzed by the rule from the generic extension, such
an analysis is not guaranteed to be sound: the rule in the generic extension assumes a simulation of
behavior by the projection, which needs to be verified before it can be used.5 Such a case analysis
is prohibited by Definition 6 for this reason. However, we can use Projection Constraint 4 to show
the expression y to which ι projects must also evaluate under γB to yield a new environment γ′′B .
After analyzing the derivation of secure and using a projection constraint similar to Projection
Constraint 6 to get a derivation of secure for y, the inductive hypothesis tells us both γ′A and γ′′B
have the same values for all public variables. Projection Constraint 5 lets us show γ′B and γ′′B have
the same values for all variables, so γ′A and γ′B have the same values for all variables.

We will need the following observation in later discussions when using these modular proofs to
build proofs for composed languages.

Lemma 4. Let H be the host language and E be an extension in a library constructed in the
extensibility framework. Further, let S be a sequent that has a proof π relative to the language
H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)} and the set of lemmas L in which the constraints imposed by Definition 6
on proof fragments are satisfied. Finally, let θ be a substitution determined by some language that
extends the vocabulary determined by H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)}. Then π[θ] is a proof of the sequent
S[θ] based on the definitions of relations determined by the language H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)} and
using the lemmas in L that satisfies the constraints imposed by Definition 6 on proof fragments.

Proof. This is a refinement of clause 2 of Theorem 1 that follows from examining its proof and the
definition of substitution into derivations.

5A similar observation applies to the case analysis at the outermost level, but a verification of the soundness of
the simulation in that case will be carried out in a complete proof, as discussed in Section 6.4.
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6.3 Proof Elaboration for Extension-Introduced Relations

In our scheme, a proof skeleton for a metatheoretic property is to be taken as a complete demon-
stration of the validity of the property in any well-behaved composition in the case where the key
relation is introduced by the extension constructing the proof skeleton. We show this assessment
to be justified in this subsection. More specifically, we show a proof skeleton can be elaborated into
a complete proof for the property relative to any composite language. The main observation un-
derlying this fact is that the proof of the sequent arising from rules for the key relation contributed
by an a priori unknown extension can be generated via a suitable instantiation of the proof of the
generic case in a proof skeleton. We demonstrate this in Lemma 5 below.

Definition 7 (Term Replacement). If t1 and t2 are two terms of the same type and s is another
term, then s[[t1/t2]] denotes the replacement of all occurrences of t2 in s by t1; this operation has
an obvious recursive definition. The operation extends to formulas with the proviso that quantified
variables must be renamed so they do not get confused with the ones that appear in t1 or t2, to sets
of formulas by its application to each member of the set, to unification problems by its distribution
to the terms in each pair in the set, and to substitutions by its application to the terms in the range
of a substitution. The notation for terms is extended to these cases: if F is a formula, Γ is a set
of formulas, U is a unification problem and θ is a substitution, then the replacement of t1 by t2 in
each is denoted by F [[t1/t2]], Γ[[t1/t2]], U [[t1/t2]], and θ[[t1/t2]], respectively.

Definition 8 (Instance of a (Generic) Sequent). A sequent S ′ is an instance of S determined by
the term t, a relationship denoted by S ∼t S

′, if S is Σ : Γ −→ F and S ′ is Σ′ : Γ[[t/ι]] −→ F [[t/ι]];
Σ′ must, of course, include all the variables needed to ensure that S ′ is well-formed.

An example illustrating Definition 8 is in order. Assuming IH represents the formula

∀Σ, e, sl1, sl2. (Σ ⊢ level(e, sl1))
∗ ⊃ Σ ⊢ level(e, sl2) ⊃ sl1 = sl2,

let S be the sequent

Σ, sl1, sl2, x : IH , proj e(ι, x), (Σ ⊢ level(x, sl1))
∗,Σ ⊢ level(ι, sl2) −→ sl1 = sl2;

this sequent would be the one proved in the generic case in a proof skeleton for Property 7. In the
proof of the property for a language determined by composition with actual extensions, this sequent
would have to be replaced by ones resulting from it by instantiating ι with specific terms. Thus,
if the composition includes the list extension, the tail constructor in that extension will require a
proof of the following sequent, denoted by S ′, to be constructed:

Σ, sl1, sl2, x, l : IH , proj e(tail(l), x), (Σ ⊢ level(x, sl1))
∗,Σ ⊢ level(tail(l), sl2) −→ sl1 = sl2

Here, S ′ is an instance of S determined by tail(l), i.e., the relation S ∼tail(l) S
′ holds.

Lemma 5. Let H be the host language and E,E1, . . . , En be extensions in a library constructed in
the extensibility framework. Further, let S be a sequent that has a proof relative to the language
H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)} and the lemmas in L in which the constraints imposed by Definition 6 on
proof fragments are satisfied. Then

1. if ι does not occur in S, then S has a proof relative to the language H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En} and
the lemmas in L ; and
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2. if t is a term in the language H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En} that has as its top-level symbol a constant
introduced by Ei for some i such that 1 ≤ i ≤ n and is such that no variables in the eigen-
variable context of S occur in it, then there must be a proof relative to H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En}
and the lemmas in L for any sequent S ′ such that S ∼t S

′ holds.

Proof. The first part of the lemma can be proved by a simple adaptation of the argument for the
second part. Alternatively, it follows from the application of the second part with a suitable (even
if fictitious) term t. We therefore focus below only on proving the second part.

Let π be the proof of S in the proof skeleton P. The argument is by induction on the height
of π and proceeds by examining the last rule used. The conclusion is obvious if this rule is some
variant of the id rule: for example, if S is of the form Σ : Γ −→ F where F is a member of Γ, then
S ′ must be of the form Σ′ : Γ[[t/ι]] −→ F [[t/ι]] and F [[t/ι]] must be a member of Γ[[t/ι]]. For the
remaining cases, it suffices to show that the same rule as was used to derive S can be used to derive
S ′, possibly from premises that are ∼t related to the premises in the derivation of S. This is easy
to see for all the rules in Figure 7 other than id and for the indim rule. Note the use of lemmas is
encompassed by the cut rule.

The only remaining rules are those pertaining to definitions. Here, we must consider the fact
that the set of clauses in the definition associated with H⊳{E,GenExt(H,E)} that can be used in
π differs from the ones associated with H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En}. The clauses that can be used in π are
those corresponding to the rules for relations introduced by H or E and the projection rules for E
instantiated with ι. For H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En}, a clause of the form ∀x.H , B that is derived from
the projection rules for E in the collection for H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)} is replaced by ones of the
form ∀x, y.H[[c(y)/ι]] , B[[c(y)/ι]] for each constructor c of the right type that is introduced by the
extensions E1, . . . , En; the variables in y must be chosen to be distinct from those in x and we are
assuming the precise order of the variables in a binder for a clause is irrelevant here. Additionally,
the clauses for H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En} will include ones deriving from the relation defining rules
introduced by E1, . . . , En and instantiations of the projection rules of these extensions. However,
these clauses turn out to be irrelevant because of the restrictions on the use of case analysis in a
proof skeleton, a fact that is implicit in the argument below.

Now suppose that π ends with the defR rule. In this case, S must have the form Σ : Γ −→ A
for some atomic formula A and it must be derived from a sequent of the form Σ′ : Γ −→ B[θ]
using a clause ∀x.H , B from the available collection relative to H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)}, where
θ is such that A = H[θ]. Using Theorem 1, clause (1), we may assume the domain of θ to be
disjoint from the set of variables appearing in t. Using Theorem 10 (Appendix B), we then see that
A[[t/ι]] = H[[t/ι]][θ[[t/ι]]]. Now, corresponding to the clause ∀x.H , B, there is one in the collection
available relative to H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En} that has the clause ∀x.H[[t/ι]] , B[[t/ι]] as an instance;
this is trivially the case for the clauses corresponding to the rules introduced by H and E since
ι does not appear in such clauses, and it can be arranged via suitable substitutions for the ones
derived from the projection rules for E. But then, using the substitution θ[[t/ι]], we see that the
sequent S ′, which is, in fact, of the form Σ′ : Γ[[t/ι]] −→ A[[t/ι]], may be derived by a defR rule from
a sequent of the form Σ′′ : Γ[[t/ι]] −→ B[[t/ι]][θ[[t/ι]]] relative to the language H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En}.
By Theorem 10, B[[t/ι]][θ[[t/ι]]] = B[θ][[t/ι]]. Thus, S ′ may be derived using a defR rule from a
premise sequent that is related by ∼t to the one used in π, as desired.

To complete the proof, we must consider the case where π ends with some version of the defL
rule. The versions differ only in that some formulas may be annotated and that annotations may
be affected by the rule. However, annotations are not relevant to the objective at hand and we will
ignore them in our argument. Now, in this case, S must be of the form Σ : Γ, R′(t′) −→ C with the
defL rule in π pertaining to R′(t′). Then S ′ must be of the form Σ′ : Γ[[t/ι]], R′(t′)[[t/ι]] −→ C[[t/ι]]
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and we will want to show that it can be derived by a defL rule from premises that are related by
∼t to the premises for the defL rule in π. The argument proceeds by considering each of the cases
for defL in π that are permitted by Definition 6.

The primary component argument of R′(t′) has a constructor introduced by H or E as its top-level
symbol. Clearly, the primary component argument of R′(t′)[[t/ι]] will continue to have the same
constructor as its top-level symbol. Now, every rule given by an extension for a relation identified
by the host language must have a term in the primary component location that has a constructor
the extension introduces as its top-level symbol. From this and from the manner in which projection
rules are transformed into actual rules in a composition, it follows that the only clauses relative to
H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En} that could be relevant to a case analysis on R′(t′)[[t/ι]] are the ones arising
from the rules in H and E, i.e., the same clauses considered in the defL rule in π. Let ∀x.H , B
be one of these clauses. Since ι does not appear in H, H = H[[t/ι]]. By Theorem 12 (Appendix B),
{〈R′(t′)[[t/ι]],H[[t/ι]]〉} has a unifier only if {〈R′(t′),H〉} has one; in applying the theorem, we note
the top-level symbol for t cannot appear in R′(t′) because S is well-formed relative to the language
H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)}. Thus, there is a premise arising from this clause in the defL rule we are
considering for deriving S ′ only if there is one in the defL rule in π. Suppose that there is such a
premise in the defL rule in π. Then this premise would have the form Σ[θ] : Γ[θ], B[θ] −→ C[θ], for
some mgu θ for {〈R′(t′),H〉}. Using Theorem 1, Theorem 14, and Lemma 4, we may assume θ is
such that θ[[t/ι]] is an mgu for {〈R′(t′)[[t/ι]],H[[t/ι]]〉}; the variables in x would need to be disjoint
from those appearing in t, but this is easily arranged. Note also that the domain of θ can be limited
to the variables in Σ and in x, and hence to be disjoint from the variables appearing in t. Now, we
may pick Σ′[θ[[t/ι]]] : Γ[[t/ι]][θ[[t/ι]]], B[[t/ι]][θ[[t/ι]]] −→ C[[t/ι]][θ[[t/ι]]] as the premise based on this
clause in the derivation we are wanting to construct for S ′. Using Theorem 10, we see that this
sequent is the same as Σ′[θ[[t/ι]]] : Γ[θ][[t/ι]]B[θ][[t/ι]] −→ C[θ][[t/ι]], which is obviously related by
∼t to the corresponding premise in π. Since this argument is independent of the particular clause
selected, the desired result follows.

R′ and its primary component type are introduced by E. In this case, again, the clauses that are
available in the case analysis of R′(t′)[[t/ι]] are identical to those available for case analysis of R′(t′)
and ι does not appear in these clauses. An argument identical to the previous situation suffices to
show what is needed.

R′ is a relation introduced by E and the primary component argument of R′(t′) is ι. Clauses of
two varieties can figure in the defL rule in π in this situation. First, the clause may encode a rule
contributed directly by E. Such a clause will persist unchanged in the definition corresponding to
the language H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En} and ι will not occur in it. We can argue as before in this case
that if the clause gives rise to a premise for the defL rule that we want to use for deriving S ′ then
there must be a premise for the defL rule in π to which it is related by ∼t. Second, the clause may
have arisen from a projection rule in E. Here we observe the following easily established fact: if a
clause of the form ∀x.H , B arising from such a projection rule is relevant to the analysis of R′(t′)
relative to H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E, }), then it is only a clause of the form ∀x.H[[t/ι]] , B[[t/ι]] that
will be relevant to the analysis of R′(t′)[[t/ι]] relative to H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En}. Although the details
in this situation differ from that in the earlier cases—ι appears in the clause ∀x.H , B and it is
a clause after a replacement of ι that must be considered relative to H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En}—that
argument can now be easily adapted to show that if the latter clause results in a premise sequent
in a derivation of S ′ by a defL rule, then there must be a premise for the defL rule in π that is
related by ∼t to it.

We can now state and prove the main result of this subsection.
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Theorem 6. Let H be the host language and E,E1, . . . , En be extensions in a library constructed
in the extensibility framework, and let L = H ⊳{E,E1, . . . , En}. Further, let P be a formula of the
form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F in the vocabulary of H ⊳ {E} with R being a relation introduced by E. Finally,
let P be a proof skeleton for P relative to H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)} and the lemmas in L. Then
there is a proof of P relative to L and the lemmas in L.

Proof. As in P, the proof of P relative to L may end with rules for introducing the top-level logical
symbols in P and some number of uses of the induction rule. This would leave a obligation to
provide a proof for a sequent of the form Σ : Γ, R(t) −→ F or Σ : Γ, (R(t))@

i

−→ F that is identical
to the one in P. We shall assume the sequent to have the former form below; the argument in the
other case is similar. Now, in P, this sequent is proved by the use of the defL rule relative to R(t).
We may consider using the defL rule in the proof relative to L as well. Noting R is introduced
by E, we see there are two sources for the premises for the defL rule in the two cases: they either
derive from clauses that encode the rules for R in E or the rules generated from the projection rule
for E through instantiation relative to H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)} and L, respectively. The premise
sequents resulting from the former must be identical and they must also not contain ι. Since these
sequents have a proof relative to the language H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)}, Lemma 5 assures us they
must also have a proof relative to the language H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En}.

Thus it only remains to be shown the premises in the proposed use of defL relative to L that
derive from the clauses that encode the rules for R generated from the projection rule in E have
derivations. There is a relationship between the clauses that come from the projection rule relative
to the language H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)} and L: a clause of the form ∀x.H , B in the former
case will be replaced by a family of clauses of the form ∀x, y.H[[c(y)/ι]] , B[[c(y)/ι]] in the latter,
with one such clause for each constant c of the appropriate type introduced by the extensions in
E1, . . . , En. Moreover, H should have R as its top-level predicate symbol and ι should be the
argument in the primary component location for R. Since neither ι nor c can appear in R(t), the
heads of these clauses can unify with R(t) only if the argument in the primary component location
for R is a variable. Using arguments similar to those seen in the proof of Lemma 5, it can be
established that the clauses deriving from the projection rule will yield premise sequents relative
to L only if there is a premise sequent corresponding to it relative to H ⊳ {E,GenExt(H,E)}.
Moreover, it can be arranged such that if the premise sequent is S in the latter case and they are
S1, . . . ,Sn in the former case, then Si ∼ci(yi) S holds with ci and the variables in yi not appearing
in S. The existence of the proof skeleton P assures us that S has a proof. Using Lemma 5, we may
conclude that, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, Si must have a proof.

Substantiating earlier comments, we note that the proofs of Lemma 5 and Theorem 6 provide
the basis for automatically constructing a proof for the property relative to the full language from
a proof skeleton once the components comprising the language are known.

6.4 Proof Elaboration for Host-Introduced Relations

We now consider the soundness of treating a proof skeleton for a metatheoretic property whose key
relation is introduced by the host language as a demonstration of the validity of the property in any
language composition. In the construction of the proof skeleton in this case, the behavior of the
key relation in an arbitrary undetermined extension is modelled by the rule for it that is provided
by the generic extension. Two assumptions underlie the treatment through this rule. First, it is
assumed that the behavior of the relation is equivalent to that when the term that is its primary
component is replaced by a term to which it projects. Second, it is assumed that the definition
of the relation when such a replacement is done is smaller in an inductive ordering. Clearly, for
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the proof skeleton to constitute an adequate demonstration of the property, it will be necessary to
show these assumptions are justified.

We describe an approach to meeting the above requirement in this subsection. The starting
point for our approach is to associate with the key relation a new relation that builds in the
described assumptions; we refer to the latter as the projection version of the original relation. One
obligation in the overall scheme is to show the equivalence of the two relations. This obligation
has the structure of a foundational property that we expect to be validated in a modular manner
along the lines discussed in Section 5. Assuming the equivalence of the relation and its projection
version, we then show a proof skeleton for the property can be used to generate a complete proof
for it relative to a language that includes other well-behaved extensions.

The rest of this subsection develops these ideas. We first define the notion of a projection
version of a relation. We then show how a proof skeleton can be elaborated into a complete proof
when the two relations are equivalent. We conclude the subsection by discussing what is involved in
showing the equivalence of a relation and its projection version and reflecting on what the reliance
on such a property entails for the generality of the approach we propose.

6.4.1 The Projection Version of a Relation

The validity of the reasoning embodied in a proof skeleton is dependent on viewing the key relation
through the projection of its primary component. To capture this requirement, we build it into the
definition of a new relation we will use as a proxy in the reasoning process.

Definition 9. Let H be a host language and E1, . . . , En be a set of extensions in a library con-
structed in the extensibility framework. The projection version of the relation R introduced by the
host language (R ∈ RH) is written as RP . Further, the definition of this relation is derived from
that of R as follows. Assuming that the ith argument of R is its primary component, let

R(s) U

R(t1, . . . , ti−1, ti, ti+1, . . . , tm)

be a rule for it, where R(s) denotes a set of premises in which R appears and U denotes the
remaining premises. If this is a rule in the collection corresponding to the host language, then the
definition of RP includes the rule

RP (s) U

RP (t1, . . . , ti−1, ti, ti+1, . . . , tm)
;

in other words, the definition of RP includes an identical rule, except that R is replaced in it by
RP . If this rule is in the collection corresponding to one of the extensions E1, . . . , En on the other
hand, then the counterpart rule for RP has the form

RP (s) U T (ti, x) RP (t1, . . . , ti−1, x, ti+1, . . . , tm)

RP (t1, . . . , ti−1, ti, ti+1, . . . , tm)
,

where T represents the projection relation for the category of the primary component of R and x
is a variable that is fresh to the rule. If T corresponds here to a projection relation with additional
parameters, these parameters must be filled in adherence to the dependencies on the arguments of
R specified by the host language and that are utilized also in constructing the generic extension.
Observe the additional premises in this case encode the requirement that the behavior of RP must
remain the same as that under a projection of its primary component and that the definition of the
relation for the projection must be smaller in the inductive ordering.
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(γ, s1) ⇓ γ′ (γ′, s2) ⇓ γ′′

(γ, seq(s1 , s2 )) ⇓ γ′′
X-seq

(γ, s1) ⇓P γ′ (γ′, s2) ⇓P γ′′

(γ, seq(s1 , s2 )) ⇓P γ′′
X-seqP

γ ⊢ e ⇓ cons(v1, v2) nhd 6= ntl

(γ, splitlist(nhd, ntl, e)) ⇓ nhd : v1; ntl : v2; nhd : cons(v1, v2); γ
X-splitlist

γ ⊢ e ⇓ cons(v1, v2) nhd 6= ntl proj s(splitlist(nhd, ntl, e), xT )
(γ, xT ) ⇓P nhd : v1; ntl : v2; nhd : cons(v1, v2); γ

(γ, splitlist(nhd, ntl, e)) ⇓P nhd : v1; ntl : v2; nhd : cons(v1, v2); γ
X-splitlistP

γ ⊢ e ⇓ v

(γ, secdecl(n, ty , sl , e)) ⇓ n : v; γ
X-secdecl

γ ⊢ e ⇓ v proj s(secdecl (n, ty, sl, e), xT ) (γ, xT ) ⇓P n : v; γ

(γ, secdecl(n, ty , sl , e)) ⇓P n : v; γ
X-secdeclP

Figure 10: Some evaluation rules for the example language library and their projection versions

Figure 10 illustrates the above definition by showing some of the rules for statement evalua-
tion (denoted by ⇓) for our example language library and their correlates in the definition of the
projection version of this relation (denoted by ⇓P ). Corresponding to the X-seq rule, which is
introduced by the host language, is the X-seqP rule with the same structure except that it de-
fines the projection version of the relation. Corresponding to the two extension-introduced rules
X-splitlist (introduced by the list extension) and X-secdecl (introduced by the security ex-
tension), we have the rules X-splitlistP and X-secdeclP that include two additional premises
identifying the behavior of the projection version of the relation with that under projections.

We desire to use RP in the reasoning process as a proxy for R. Our ability to do so will depend
on showing the two relations to be equivalent. One part of the equivalence, which we call the
dropP (R) property, is given by the following formula:

∀x.RP (x) ⊃ R(x)

This property must obviously be true—the premises for RP include all that is required of R and
possibly more—and a modular proof for it can be constructed in a mechanical fashion. We shall
assume this has been done and use dropP (R) freely as a lemma in what follows. The other part of
the equivalence, the addP (R) property, is expressed by the formula

∀x.R(x) ⊃ RP (x)

This property is more substantive and must be proved explicitly. We shall assume it has been
proved in the next subsection and will return later to the question of how this might be done.

6.4.2 Converting a Proof Skeleton into a Complete Proof

While our ultimate goal is to prove a property of the form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F , we shall focus here on
transforming a proof skeleton into a proof of the property ∀x.RP (t) ⊃ F instead. Once we have a
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proof of the latter as well as of the addP (R) property, we can easily obtain one of the property of
real interest.

The proofs we want to construct will end as usual with a case analysis on a possibly-annotated
version of the key relation, which now will be RP , followed by rules that introduce logical symbols
in the conclusion formula, and some number of uses of the induction rule. As before, the proof
skeleton provides the information from which the proof is to be constructed automatically. However,
additional care is needed now in elaborating this process. One reason for such care is that the key
relation for the property verified by the proof skeleton is replaced in the context of the composite
language by its proxy. This change can be accommodated, as we shall see, by invoking the dropP (R)
and addP(R) lemmas at relevant places. The more complex issue is that of constructing a proof
fragment for the cases arising from the rules for RP contributed by the extensions in the composition
that are different from the ones based on which the proof skeleton was developed. While similar in
spirit to the ideas developed in Section 6.3, there are differing details to be considered. The rule
that gives rise to the generic proof fragment in the proof skeleton is one that has the form

T (ι, y) R(x1, . . . , xi−1, y, xi+1, . . . , xk)

R(x1, . . . , xi−1, ι, xi+1, . . . , xk)
,

where the xi’s and y are distinct (schematic) variables. In the actual language obtained by com-
position with extensions E1, . . . , En, this rule is replaced by ones of the form

RP (s) U T (ti, y) RP (t1, . . . , ti−1, y, ti+1, . . . , tm)

RP (t1, . . . , ti−1, ti, ti+1, . . . , tm)
,

where, once again, y is a variable that is fresh to the rule. Ignoring the distinction between R
and RP , we see the conclusion of the latter rule is obtained from the former not just by replacing
ι by ti but also by substituting the terms t1, . . . , ti−1, ti+1, . . . , tm, respectively, for the variables
x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xm. Thus the generic proof fragment would have proved a more general
sequent than would arise in the case of the actual language identified by the composition.

We define a relation between sequents that helps us bridge the first of these differences.

Definition 10 (Projection version of a sequent). Let S = Σ : Γ −→ F and S ′ = Σ′ : Γ′ −→ F ′

be two sequents that are well-formed with respect to some given vocabulary. We say that S′ is an
R-projection version of S, a relationship denoted by S ⊑R S′, if there is a subset Γ̂′ of Γ′ such that

Γ̂′ and F ′ result from Γ and F as follows: for each i > 0 either every formula of the form (R(t))∗
i

and (R(t))@
i

in them has been replaced respectively by (RP (t))
∗
i

and (RP (t))
@i

or none has been
so replaced, and some occurrences of formulas of the form R(t) have been replaced by RP (t).

We illustrate this definition using sequents that might arise in the context of trying to prove
Property 2 and its projection version. Let IH represent the formula

∀s,Σ, sl, γA, γB ,Σ
′, γ′A, γ

′

B . ((γA, s) ⇓ γ′A)
∗ ⊃ (γB , s) ⇓ γ′B ⊃ Σ sl ⊢ secure(s,Σ′) ⊃

eqpublicvals(Σ, γA, γB) ⊃ eqpublicvals(Σ′, γ′A, γ
′

B).

Then the sequent that arises in case analysis when the statement evaluation relation is considered
to be derived using the rule for the seq construct introduced by the host language (rule X-seq in
Figure 10) is the following:

Σ, sl, γA, γB ,Σ
′, γ′A, γ

′

B , s1, s2, γ
′′

A :

IH , ((γA, s1) ⇓ γ′′A)
∗, ((γ′′A, s2) ⇓ γ′A)

∗, (γB , seq(s1, s2)) ⇓ γ′B,Σ sl ⊢ secure(seq(s1, s2),Σ
′),

eqpublicvals(Σ, γA, γB) −→ eqpublicvals(Σ′, γ′A, γ
′

B) (8)
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There would be a corresponding sequent if we were to try to construct a proof for the projection
version of Property 2 in the context of the composed language. If IH ′ is the formula

∀s,Σ, sl, γA, γB ,Σ
′, γ′A, γ

′

B . ((γA, s) ⇓P γ′A)
∗ ⊃ (γB , s) ⇓ γ′B ⊃ Σ sl ⊢ secure(s,Σ′) ⊃

eqpublicvals(Σ, γA, γB) ⊃ eqpublicvals(Σ′, γ′A, γ
′

B),

then the sequent that arises during case analysis from considering X-seqP in Figure 10, i.e., the
rule for the projection version of the relation ⇓, as the basis for evaluation is the following:

Σ, sl, γA, γB ,Σ
′, γ′A, γ

′

B , s1, s2, γ
′′

A :

IH ′, ((γA, s1) ⇓P γ′′A)
∗, ((γ′′A, s2) ⇓P γ′A)

∗, (γB , seq(s1, s2)) ⇓ γ′B ,Σ sl ⊢ secure(seq(s1, s2),Σ
′),

eqpublicvals(Σ, γA, γB) −→ eqpublicvals(Σ′, γ′A, γ
′

B) (9)

If S is the sequent in the display numbered 8 and S ′ is the sequent in the display numbered 9, then
S ⊑eval S

′ holds.

Lemma 7. Let H be the host language and E,E1, . . . , En be extensions in a library constructed in
the extensibility framework. If there is a proof for a sequent S relative to H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En} and
a set of lemmas that includes dropP (R) and addP (R), then there must be a proof relative to the
same language and set of lemmas for any sequent S ′ such that S ⊑R S ′ holds.

Proof. Let π be the derivation for S. We prove the lemma by induction on the height of π. The
argument proceeds by considering the cases for the last inference rule in π.

We first deal collectively with the situations where the last rule is not defR or some variant of
defL or id. In all these cases, it is easy to see there is a counterpart in S ′ to the formula in S to
which the rule pertains that enables it to be used in proving S ′ from premises related via ⊑R to
the premises for S in π. Obvious applications of the induction hypothesis now complete the proof.

Suppose the last rule in π is some variant of defL. If this formula is not of the form (R(t))∗
i

,
(R(t))@

i

, or R(t) that has been replaced by (RP (t))
∗
i

, (RP (t))
@i

, or RP (t) in S ′, then the same
rule can be used to prove S ′ from premises that must, again, have proofs by virtue of the induction
hypothesis. If the assumption formula is of the form (R(t))∗

i

or (R(t))@
i

and has been replaced by
(RP (t))

∗
i

or (RP (t))
@i

in S ′, then, noting the relationship between the rules for R and RP , it can
be seen that a defL∗

i

or a defL@i

rule can be used to derive S ′ from premise sequents related via
⊑R to those for S in π. Invocations to the induction hypothesis help complete the proof in this
case. A virtually identical argument yields the desired conclusion when the formula in S is R(t)
and has been replaced by RP (t) in S ′.

Suppose the last inference rule in π is a defR rule. Then the conclusion formula for S must not
be of the form (R(t))∗

i

or (R(t))@
i

. If the same atomic formula is the conclusion formula of S ′, an
identical defR rule would be applicable the sequent, leading to a premise sequent that is related
via ⊑R to that for S in π. The argument can, once again, be completed by invoking the induction
hypothesis. The only remaining possibility is that the conclusion formula is of the form R(t) in S
and of the form RP (t) in S ′. Here we use the argument just outlined to construct a proof for a
sequent like S ′ except the conclusion formula has been replaced by R(t) and then use addP (R) as
a lemma to extend this into a proof for S ′.

Finally, suppose that π ends with some variant of the id rule. If the conclusion formula in S is
not of the form R(t), it is easy to see that S ′ must be derivable by the same variant of the id rule.
If the conclusion formula in S is of the form R(t), it could be matched with an identical assumption
formula or with one of the form (R(t))∗

i

or (R(t))@
i

. In the first case, R(t) in the assumption
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set or in the conclusion may have been replaced by RP (t) in S ′. Taking recourse to the lemmas
addP(R) and dropP (R) we may reduce the provability of S ′ in either situation to that of a sequent
in which R(t) appears in both the assumption set and as the conclusion formula. In the remaining
two cases, the argument is obvious if (R(t))∗

i

or (R(t))@
i

persist in S ′. Otherwise, either (RP (t))
∗
i

or (RP (t))
@i

must appear in the assumption set in S ′ and the conclusion formula may be either
RP (t) or R(t). Thus S ′ is already in a form to which the id∗ or id@

i

rule applies or the provability
of S ′ can be reduced to that of a sequent to which the id rule applies by using an id∗ or an id@ rule
and the dropP (R) lemma.

We can now state and prove the main result of this subsection.

Theorem 8. Let H be a host language and let E,E1, . . . , En be extensions in a library constructed
in the extensibility framework. Further, let P be a property of the form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F in the
vocabulary of the language H ⊳ {E} with R being a relation introduced by H. Finally let P be a
proof skeleton for P relative to the language H⊳{E,GenExt(H,E)} and the set of lemmas L that
includes dropP (R) and addP (R). Then there must be a proof for ∀x.RP (t) ⊃ F relative to the
language H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En} and L .

Proof. The proof skeleton P ends with rules for introducing the top-level logical symbols in P
and some number of uses of the induction rule. The proof of P relative to H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En}
and L may end similarly. The preceding part of P is a proof of a sequent S that is of the form
Σ : Γ, (R(t))@

i

−→ F or Σ : Γ, R(t) −→ F . In the proof we are wanting to construct for P
relative to H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En} and L , it can easily be ascertained that we will be left with an
obligation to construct a proof for a sequent S ′ that is of the form Σ′ : Γ′, (RP (t))

@i

−→ F ′

or Σ′ : Γ′, RP (t) −→ F ′ where Γ′ and F ′ are identical to Γ and F except that, for some i, all
occurrences of formulas of the form (R(s))∗

i

and (R(s))@
i

in them have been replaced by (RP (s))
∗
i

and (RP (s))
@i

respectively, and some occurrences of formulas of the form R(s) have been replaced
by RP (s). We note here that neither S nor S ′ can have occurrences of ι or any of the constants
introduced by the extensions E1, . . . , En. Now, the last step in the proof of S in P is a defL@i

or
a defL rule based on the atomic formula (R(t))@

i

or R(t). The premises in this rule are sequents
resulting from considering clauses for R that come from two sources: the clause could be one that
is contributed directly by H and E, or it could be the “pseudo” projection rule for R contributed
by GenExt(H,E). Using the fact that all these sequents have derivations, we will show that we
can construct a proof for S ′ by using a defL@i

or defL rule oriented around the formula (RP (t))
@i

or RP (t), thereby verifying the theorem.
Similar to the defL@i

or defL rule that concludes the proof of S, the premises for the proposed
defL@i

or defL rule for deriving S ′ arise from considering clauses from two sources. These could be
ones contributed by H and E or they could be ones contributed by one of the extensions E1, . . . , En.
We have to show each of these premises has a proof. Given the relationship between the definition
of RP and R (in the complete language), it is easy to see that if S ′

1 is a premise that results from
considering a clause for RP from H or E, then there must be a premise S1 for the rule that derives S
in P that is such that S1 ⊑R S ′

1 holds. Moreover, ι cannot appear in either of these sequents. Since
S1 has a proof relative to H⊳{E,GenExt(H,E)} in which the constraints imposed by Definition 6
on proof fragments are satisfied, it follows from Lemma 5 that S1 must have a proof relative to
H ⊳ {E1, . . . , En}. But, then, by Lemma 7, it must be the case that S ′

1 has a proof relative to the
same language.

It only remains to be shown that any premise for the defL@i

or defL rule in the proof we
are wanting to construct for S ′ that derives from a clause for RP from one of the extensions in
E1, . . . , En has a proof. We will do this assuming the rule is defL@i

; the argument if it is defL is
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similar. Let S ′

2 be any one of these premises. If there is such a premise, we claim there must be a

premise sequent S2 for the defL@i

rule in P that arises from the clause corresponding to the rule
for R from GenExt(H,E) and that S2 has associated with it a sequent S ′′

2 , a substitution θ, and
a term t with a constant introduced by one of E1, . . . , En as its top-level symbol and all of whose
variables are distinct from those in the eigenvariable context for S2, that together are such that
S2[θ] ∼t S

′′

2 and S ′′

2 ⊑R S ′

2 hold. If this claim is true, then using Lemmas 4, 5, and 7 and the fact
that S2 has a proof, it follows that there must be one for S ′

2 as well.
To verify the claim, we examine the clause encoding the rule for R from GenExt(H,E) and,

correspondingly, the clauses encoding the rules for RP from E1, . . . , En. If the former has the form
∀x.H , B, then the latter have the form ∀x′. Ĥ [ρ1][[c(y)/ι]] , (B̂ ∧ B′)[ρ1][[c(y)/ι]], where c is a
constant introduced by one of the extensions E1, . . . , En, H and Ĥ and, similarly, B and B̂ are
identical formulas except that occurrences of R in the first formulas in the pairs have been replaced
by RP in the second formulas in the pairs, and y is a sequence of variables fresh to H[ρ1] (and
hence also to Ĥ[ρ1]). We may also assume that the variables in x and x′ have been named away
from Σ and Σ′, the eigenvariable contexts of the two sequents S and S ′. Now, a premise of the
kind S ′

2 must result from the use of a clause of the second form relative to the sequent S ′, i.e.,

Σ′ : Γ′, (RP (t))
@i

−→ F ′. In this case, there must be an mgu for {〈Ĥ[ρ1][[c(y)/ι]], RP (t)〉}. Using
Theorems 12 and 14 (Appendix B), we see we can write such an mgu as ρ2[[c(y)/ι]], where ρ2 is
an mgu for {〈Ĥ[ρ1], RP (t)〉}; we make use of the fact that ι does not occur in RP (t) and, hence,
RP (t) = RP (t)[[c(y)/ι]] as also the observation that ρ2, being an mgu for {〈Ĥ [ρ1], RP (t)〉}, must
not include variables not appearing in the unification problem in its domain. Using such an mgu,
we may determine S ′

2 to be a sequent of the form

Σ′

2 : Γ
′[ρ2[[c(y)/ι]]], (B

′[ρ1][[c(y)/ι]][ρ2[[c(y)/ι]]])
∗
i

, (B̂[ρ1][[c(y)/ι]][ρ2[[c(y)/ι]]])
∗
i

−→ F ′[ρ2[[c(y)/ι]]].

Since there are no occurrences of ι or the variables in the domain of ρ1 in Γ′ and F ′, we may
write these respectively as Γ[ρ1][[c(y)/ι]] and F [ρ1][[c(y)/ι]]. But then, using Theorem 10, S ′

2 may
be rewritten as

Σ′

2 : Γ
′[ρ2 ◦ ρ1][[c(y)/ι]], (B

′[ρ2 ◦ ρ1][[c(y)/ι]])
∗
i

, (B̂[ρ2 ◦ ρ1][[c(y)/ι]])
∗
i

−→ F ′[ρ2 ◦ ρ1][[c(y)/ι]].

Now, since RP (t) is unaffected by ρ1 and ρ2 unifies {〈Ĥ [ρ1], RP (t)〉}, it follows that ρ2◦ρ1 is a unifier
for {〈Ĥ,RP (t)〉}. Hence, there must be an mgu for {〈Ĥ,RP (t)〉} or, identically for {〈H,R(t)〉} and
there must therefore be a premise of the form S2 claimed to exist for the defL@i

rule in P. In
more detail, S2 must be a sequent of the form Σ2 : Γ[δ], (B[δ])∗

i

−→ F [δ] where δ is some mgu for
{〈H,R(t)〉}. Since ρ1 ◦ ρ2 must be a unifier for {〈H,R(t)〉}, there must be a substitution δ′ such
that ρ2 ◦ ρ1 = δ′ ◦ δ. But then, if we pick t to be the term c(y), θ to be the substitution δ′ and S ′′

2

to be the sequent S2[δ
′][[c(y)/ι]], it can be verified that S2[θ] ∼t S

′′

2 and S ′′

2 ⊑R S ′

2 hold.

The proofs of Theorem 8 and the lemmas on which it depends are clearly constructive, implying
thereby that there is a procedure for extracting a proof of the formula ∀x.RP (t) ⊃ F relative to a
composite language once we have a proof skeleton for the formula. We can, in turn, use this and
addP(R) to build a proof of the original property.

Theorem 9. Let H be a host language and let E,E1, . . . , En be extensions in a library constructed
in the extensibility framework. Further, let P be a property of the form ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F where R is a
relation introduced by H and let P be a proof skeleton constructed for P by E using a set of lemmas
L that includes dropP (R) and addP (R). Then there must be a proof of P relative to the language
H ⊳ {E,E1, . . . , En} using the lemmas in L .
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Proof. Using P and Theorem 8, we can construct a proof for P ′ = ∀x.RP (t) ⊃ F . If we are given
R(t), addP(R) allows us to conclude that RP (t) holds. We can now use this and P ′ to derive F ,
thereby concluding that ∀x.R(t) ⊃ F must hold.

6.4.3 Showing that Behavior is Preserved Through a Projection

The scheme we have identified for an extension to prove a metatheoretic property whose key relation,
R, is introduced by the host language relies crucially on showing this relation is preserved under
projections and that the definition of the relation is inductively smaller when viewed through
projections; this is, in fact, the real content of the addP(R) property. The requirement that R
satisfies these conditions is obviously a foundational one and, in particular, has the character of a
projection constraint. As such, any mechanism for proving such properties modularly may be used
to establish addP(R). However, there are aspects of this property that merit special treatment for
which we identify the structure described below.

The only systematic way to prove a property of the form ∀x.R(x) ⊃ RP (x) would be to use
an induction on the definition of the relation R(x). A difficulty with doing this directly is that the
definition of R(x) does not give us a handle on the projections that are possible on the primary
component of the relation, something playing a critical role in the definition of the relation RP (x).
To deal with this situation, we introduce an intermediate relation that additionally records the
number of possible projection steps.

Definition 11 (Extension Size of a Relation). Let H be a host language and E1, . . . , En be a set
of extensions in a library constructed in the extensibility framework. The extension size version
of a relation R introduced by the host language (R ∈ RH), written RES, is a relation that adds a
natural number argument to those of R and is defined by rules derived from those for R as follows.6

Assuming the ith argument of R is its primary component, let

R(s) U

R(t)

be a rule for it, where R(s) denotes a set of premises in which R appears and U denotes the
remaining premises. If this is a rule in the collection corresponding to the host language, then the
definition of RES includes the rule

RES(s, ni) U n =
∑

ni

RES(t, n)

If the rule is in the collection corresponding to one of the extensions E1, . . . , En, on the other hand,
then the counterpart rule for RES has the form

RES(s, ni) U n = 1 +
∑

ni

RES(t, n)

Observe the definition of RES builds in a count of the number of projections that are possible in the
definition of R(t).

6We assume the usual inductive encoding of natural numbers using a constant z to denote 0 and the unary
constructor s to denote the successor operation. Moreover, addition and ordering relations on terms denoting natural
numbers are defined in the obvious way. The equality relation and the summation operation on natural numbers are
shorthands for a more elaborate presentation using the addition relation.
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The proof of addP (R) can now be split into showing the following two properties:

∀x.R(x) ⊃ ∃n.RES(x, n)

∀x, n.RES(x, n) ⊃ RP (x)

The first of these has an obvious inductive proof and, in fact, one that can be automatically
generated based on the relationship between the definitions of R and RES . The second property
has a structure similar to addP(R), except that we now have the capability of basing an inductive
proof not just on the derivation of the relation but also on the natural number argument that
counts the number of possible projections.

In a modular proof, arguments for different cases for the definition of RES will have to be
provided by the host language and each extension, as for any other foundational property. The
treatment in the case of the host language can be based on an induction on the definition of RES

and has a straightforward, formulaic structure. The treatment in the case of an extension is more
complex and this is actually where the substance of the argument lies. In this case, the projection
described by the extension would have to be analyzed explicitly and shown to have a behavior
identical to that described for R directly in the extension. In establishing this, the induction on the
natural number argument of RES will allow for the assumption of the property on any embedded
projections.

6.4.4 Assessing the Proposed Proof Construction Approach

The approach we have described to establishing a metatheoretic property introduced by an exten-
sion and whose key relation is introduced by the host language is useful only when two requirements
are met. First, there should be relations basic to the language structure that the host language
may describe and whose behavior on extension-introduced constructs it can tightly constrain. Sec-
ond, extensions should be able to describe interesting metatheoretic properties oriented around
such relations. There are paradigmatic situations in which the first of these requirements is readily
obtained. One example of this is that where extensions preserve the basic structure of the host
language but provide both convenience in syntax and new abstraction mechanisms. Semantic at-
tributes that adhere to the syntactic structure of expressions and identify static characteristics in
such cases may not have the desired property. However, ones describing dynamic behavior, such
as evaluation relations, often do. We posit that metatheoretic properties with which an extension
might want to associate a conglomeration of a priori unknown language components will usually
be based not on the specific syntactic characteristics of expressions but rather on their dynamic
semantics.

We see this in our example language library with statement evaluation. Statement evaluation
can be viewed as simply updating the evaluation context and branching, in which case it is clear that
any behavior an extension might introduce for a new statement form should be achievable by some
combination of existing statement forms. It is also natural for extensions to describe interesting
properties oriented around evaluation, as our security extension does. That extension is able to
introduce a property oriented around statement evaluation, demonstrating its new static analysis
accurately reflect the dynamic behavior of a program as far as information flow from private to
public variables is concerned.

7 A Practical Realization of Modular Reasoning

The results of this paper are meant to provide the basis for an actual system for the metatheoretic
analysis of extensible languages and we have in fact begun an implemention towards this end. We
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sketch this work below to provide a sense of how we expect our theoretical results to be utlized; a
comprehensive description is orthogonal to the focus of this paper.

Our implementation comprises two systems called Sterling and Extensibella [14]. Sterling can
be viewed as providing a front-end to the verification system: this system provides facilities for
developers to identify the host language and extensions for particular language libraries and further
to specify each of these components in the style described in Section 2. More specifically, for
each component, the developer identifies its syntactic categories and their associated constructors,
the semantic relations with their types and primary components, and the rules defining these
relations. Sterling checks these specifications are well-formed and fit together in the sense explained
in Section 2.4. If a component passes this test, it is converted into a form that can provide the
basis for reasoning within the logic G described in Section 4.

Extensibella is the system that supports the actual development of proofs. In substance, Exten-
sibella supports the interactive proof development style intrinsic to Abella [1], the proof assistant
for the logic G. Abella is a system that supports a tactics-style development of a proof: a state in
the proof assistant is characterized by an ordered collection of sequents to be proved, and a tactic
command is invoked to replace the first of these with a sequence of new sequents representing proof
obligations relative to an inference rule. Extensibella retains this structure. In fact, Extensibella
implements its functionality by delegating the realization of proof steps to Abella. However, the de-
velopment of proofs in the extensibility context must adhere to constraints not imposed in Abella.
One such constraint is that proofs must adhere to a canonical structure. Moreover, the same
canonical form must be used for proofs constructed in the different components for foundational
properties. Finally, uses of case analysis must be restricted as per Definition 3 when a proof is being
constructed for a foundational property and as per Definition 6 when a proof is being constructed
for an auxiliary property. Extensibella checks these constraints are satisfied before utilizing Abella
to realize the proof step.

There is additional structure relevant to the development of proofs for auxiliary properties. The
proofs of these properties are the responsibility of only the extensions that introduce them. However,
within that context, it is necessary to include a proof of the generic case if this is relevant for the
formula to be proved. Further, when an extension introduces a property where the key relation R
is introduced by the host language, a proof must be generated for the dropP (R) property and it
must be ascertained that the addP (R) property is available as a property introduced by the host
language. These tasks are also the responsibility of Extensibella.

Much of the discussion up to this point has been oriented around the proof of a single property,
with others being available as lemmas. However, the reality is that it is a collection of properties
associated with languages. Moreover, there must be a notion of ordering associated with this
collection that allows some properties to be used as lemmas in the proofs of others. This ordering
is realized as follows. First, the host language identifies the order for the foundational properties
it introduces. Then each extension uses this order and intersperses the properties it introduces
between host language properties. Of course, an extension property that needs to use a host
language property in its proof must appear later in the sequence; this must be the relationship, for
example, between addP (R) and an auxiliary property whose key relation is R. Once the ordering
is determined and checked for the properties, the developer of each component can construct their
proofs in the manner discussed in this paper, using properties earlier in the ordering as lemmas. If
each extension’s ordering is consistent with that inherited from the host language, we are guaranteed
there will be an overall ordering for the properties that will work for any composition.

Our implementation does not currently span all the aspects of what is needed in a completely
configured system for the modular development of metatheory for extensible languages. At the
moment, it provides the functionality needed to develop proof fragments for foundational proper-
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ties and proof skeletons for auxiliary properties. The mechanism for composing proof fragments for
foundational properties and for elaborating proof skeletons using the constructive content of The-
orems 3, 6, and 9 is under development. We would also like to build an interface for automatically
generating language specifications for Extensibella from those provided using formalisms such as
attribute grammars and that are used in systems such as Silver [19] to support concrete realizations
of extensible languages in the style considered in this paper.

8 Related Work

The work described in this paper builds around a particular vision for programming languages,
that where extensibility is realized by providing targeted features by picking particular extensions
from a library built around a basic core. Within this context, we have also taken it as a given
that the compatibility of an extension in the library with the core, represented by a host language,
and with other extensions should be determinable at the time of its conception rather than when a
composition is attempted. These perspectives have three important consequences with regard to our
approach to metatheory. First, it should be possible to think of metatheoretic properties pertinent
to features introduced by an extension in addition to those that apply to the language as a whole.
Second, it should be possible to modularize and thereby to distribute the work associated with
verifying properties to each component in the library so it can be carried out as the component
is being elaborated. Finally, such independently-performed verification work must still provide
a guarantee of the relevant properties for any composite language, i.e., the soundness of proof
composition and elaboration is essential to our work.

While there has been other work related to metatheoretic analysis for extensible languages,
our effort is distinctive in what it takes as fundamental requirements. The particular focus and
the results obtained are therefore also different from that in most other work in this realm. We
bring this observation out by discussing such work specifically below. These other efforts may be
characterized broadly based on the view they take of language extensibility, whether this is realized
by combining parts with equal status at a linguistic level or by building around a core language as
in this paper. We break down our discussion accordingly.

8.1 Extensibility via the Combination of Complementary Components

In languages built by complementary components, no portion of the language is more essential than
any other, so there is no requirement for an identified host language. The language components
build on a shared set of declarations of syntactic categories and semantic analyses. Each compo-
nent declares a portion of the language, adding constructors for the syntactic categories and rules
for the semantic analyses for those constructors. For example, one component might introduce
Boolean expressions and declare rules for typing and evaluating them, while another might intro-
duce arithmetic expressions with their typing and evaluation rules. Because the shared base limits
the semantics the components can describe, there isn’t a possibility for them to add new analyses.
Correspondingly, in this setting, the idea of associating properties with such analyses—the notion
of auxiliary properties in this paper—is not meaningful.

Work has nevertheless been done on developing proofs for metatheoretic properties for exten-
sible language that are obtained through this kind of composition. Like their syntactic categories
and semantic analyses, properties for such languages are declared ahead of the components being
written, with the proof work distributed across the components. This makes them similar to our
foundational properties, those introduced by a host language. One early work, Proof Weaving [15],
has each component provide a full proof of each property in Coq, then pulls these proofs apart to try
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to rebuild them into a proof for a composed language. However, there is no notion corresponding
to the soundness of proof composition in this paper: the process described can fill out the structure
of the full proof and the portions known when each component proof was written but can, and
often does, leave holes the language composer would need to fill to complete the proof.

Another work, Meta-Theory a la Carte [2, 3], also requires each language component to provide
proofs for their properties in Coq. However, the encoding used for the language description and
proofs prevents examining the shape of sub-terms and how values are computed. This is similar
to our restrictions on case analysis, and allows the proofs to be composed automatically to form
a working proof. There is one wrinkle in this work, however, as the authors note canonical forms
lemmas (e.g., a value of an integer type is an integer) cannot be stated to be shared by all compo-
nents, as their statements rely on the specific vocabularies introduced by certain components; thus
the proofs must be produced in an ad hoc manner at composition time. Similar work was done in
Agda at the same time [16], but the authors report they did not succeed in getting Agda to accept
the composed proofs.

8.2 Extensibility by Building around a Core Language

One example of this approach is the fpop [7] system that encodes a version of extensible languages
in Coq using the ideas of inheritance and family polymorphism, translating this down into basic
Coq. Extensions inherit from a base language, adding to its inductive types for syntax and adding
new cases to functions defining semantics, all without needing to modify the inherited definitions.
Properties are proven in the context of the base language and each extension. An extension may
either reuse an inherited proof or override it. Unlike our approach, fpop does not have auto-
matic composition of language semantics nor a guarantee of properties introduced by an extension
holding for a composition. Compositions of both semantics and proofs rely on glue code for new
constructors. Because new semantic definitions and proof cases must be written for constructors
from other extensions, it is sometimes the case that a property given by one extension will not
hold for a constructor from another extension. Thus fpop is most useful for adding features to a
language one at a time, with each building on the last, as opposed to our view where features are
added independently of each other and able to be added to a composition or left out as desired.

Another exemplar of this approach to extensibility, with an extensibility model much more
similar to ours than fpop’s model, is the SoundX [12] system. This system allows extensions to
introduce new syntax and typing rules for that syntax, which then desugar to the host language.
The focus in this work is to provide an automatic method for checking that a well-typed term in
the extended language desugars into a well-typed term in the host language. This property permits
the host language designer to prove properties about typing, such as type soundness, for the host
language alone. Programs written using extension-introduced syntax then have these properties
when their desugared versions are run without proving the properties for the extension-introduced
syntax because the desugared versions are well-typed. We can prove properties similarly in our
framework; however, our framework goes beyond this model in allowing evaluation to be defined
on the extended syntax, with the properties about typing proven for the extended syntax directly.
Note also SoundX is limited to just this one property. Moreover, because the approach is based on
desugaring, extensions cannot introduce new analyses and properties about them, as is done in the
security extension example.

Finally, another framework for proving properties [11] works for extensible languages written in
attribute grammars specified in Silver. It allows the host language or any extension to introduce
properties and prove them only for constructs from the host language. The property then transfers
to other constructs across projection, called forwarding [20] in the setting of attribute grammars,
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by requiring attribute values to be essentially equal across projection and proving each property
holds when relevant values are essentially equal. We share some of the same broad outlines of
ideas, with properties carrying across projection, but our system is less restrictive. Rather than
requiring values to be essentially equal, we allow the language designer to decide how values should
be related—this idea is embedded in the notion of projection constraints. This may lead to more
complex proof work as a trade-off, since the extension designer introducing a property must show
why it holds across translation rather than relying on values being basically the same.

9 Conclusion and Future Work

We have presented a modular approach to proving properties for programming languages con-
structed from a host language through the addition of a collection of independently-developed
extensions. This approach allows both the host language and each extension to introduce prop-
erties and to reason about them in the context of the host language alone or the host language
augmented by the extension, with a guarantee the reasoning will ensure the properties will hold for
any composition of extensions with the host language without any additional work required of the
person determining the composition. More specifically, we have shown how the modular reasoning
can be used automatically to extract proofs of the relevant properties for any composed language.

While the approach we have described is quite broad, its actual realization in this paper is
limited. We intend to address some of these limitations in future work. One limitation we would like
to ease arises from the restricted form we permit for projection rules. We currently require the rules
to have exactly two premises, one that determines a projection and another that ensures the relation
of interest holds for the projection, with all other arguments being identical. A particularly limiting
form of this requirement is seen in the pseudo projection rules used in the generic extension to reason
about the behavior in undetermined extensions of relations introduced by the host language. As we
have seen in Section 6.4 and discussed more specifically in Section 6.4.4, this requires the behavior
of the relation to be identical to that of the projection. However, in many reasoning examples,
we can do with weaker requirements. An example of this is provided by Property 5, where the
requirement is only that the evaluation of a statement and its projection should produce states that
bind variables to the same values. Easing the restriction on projection rules should allow languages
more freedom in their definitions and should also expand the reasoning ability.

Another current limitation is our restriction to a host language and extensions that build on only
it, where each extension is independent of every other extension. Systems implementing extensible
languages, such as the Silver attribute grammar system [19] or the Sterling system we use for
language specifications for our implementation, permit extensions to build on other extensions in
addition to the host language. A use of this capability can be seen in the ableC [9] extensible
specification of C written in Silver, where some extensions build on other extensions that provide
intermediate levels of abstraction between them and the lower-level C host language. Our framework
will be applicable to more language specifications if we can handle more general extension schemes.

In another direction, we intend to continue developing examples of the use of our framework
for proving properties. These examples will allow us to explore the trade-off between the strength
of projection constraints and the freedom extensions have for defining their semantics. Strong
projection constraints make the semantics of extensions easier to model even without detailed
knowledge of them, and thus make it easier for other extensions to introduce and prove properties.
For example, we might have a constraint for expression evaluation requiring evaluation results to
be closely related across projections. This would support properties about the values resulting from
evaluation, something Projection Constraint 3, that preserves only variables under a projection,
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would not support. However, strong projection constraints will also restrict the semantic definitions
extension writers can create, and may make it impossible to construct some extensions. We believe
the example language we have used in this paper leans toward loose projection constraints, but
further investigation of the trade-offs is needed.
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A Full Language Library

We have here the details of the host language and each extension included in our language library.

A.1 Host Language H

A.1.1 Syntax

CH = {s, e, n, i, ty,Γ, γ}

C
H :

s ::= skip | decl(n, ty, e) | assign(n, e) | seq(s, s) | ifte(e, s, s) | while(e, s)
e ::= var(n) | intlit(i) | true | false | add(e, e) | eq(e, e) | gt(e, e) | not(e)
ty ::= int | bool
Γ ::= nilty | consty(n, ty,Γ)
γ ::= nilval | n : e; γ

A.1.2 Relations

RH = {lkpTy(Γ∗, n, ty), notBoundTy(Γ∗, n), lkpVal(γ∗, n, e), value(e∗), vars(e∗, 2n ),
Γ ⊢ e∗ : ty, Γ ⊢ s∗,Γ, update(γ∗, n, e, γ), remove(γ∗, n, γ), γ ⊢ e∗ ⇓ e, (γ, s∗) ⇓ γ}

R
H contains the following rules:

lkpTy(Γ∗, n, ty)

lkpTy(consty(n, ty ,Γ ), n, ty)
LT-Cons-Head

n 6= n′ lkpTy(Γ, n, ty)

lkpTy(consty(n ′, ty ′,Γ ), n, ty)
LT-Cons-Tail

notBoundTy(Γ∗, n)

notBoundTy(nilty , n)
NBT-Nil

n 6= n′ notBoundTy(Γ, n)

notBoundTy(consty(n ′, ty ′,Γ ), n)
NBT-Cons

lkpVal(γ∗, n, e)

lkpVal((n : v; γ), n, v)
LV-Cons-Head

n 6= n′ lkpVal(γ, n, v)

lkpVal((n′ : v′; γ), n, v)
LV-Cons-Tail
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update(γ∗, n, v, γ)

remove(γ, n, γ′)

update(γ, n, v, (n : v; γ′))
Update

remove(γ∗, n, γ)

remove((n : v; γ), n, γ)
R-Cons-Head

remove(γ, n, γ′)

remove((n′ : v′; γ), n, (n′ : v′; γ′))
R-Cons-Tail

value(e∗)

value(intlit(i))
V-Int

value(true)
V-True

value(false)
V-False

vars(e∗,ns)

vars(var(n), {n})
VR-var

vars(true ,∅)
VR-true

vars(intlit(i),∅)
VR-intlit

vars(false,∅)
VR-false

vars(e1 , vr1 ) vars(e2 , vr2 )

vars(add(e1 , e2 ), (vr1 ∪ vr2 ))
VR-add

vars(e1 , vr1 ) vars(e2 , vr2 )

vars(gt(e1 , e2 ), (vr1 ∪ vr2 ))
VR-gt

vars(e1 , vr1 ) vars(e2 , vr2 )

vars(eq(e1 , e2 ), (vr1 ∪ vr2 ))
VR-eq

vars(e, vr )

vars(not(e), vr)
VR-not

Γ ⊢ e∗ : ty

lkpTy(Γ, n, ty)

Γ ⊢ var(n) : ty
T-var

Γ ⊢ true : bool
T-true

Γ ⊢ intlit(i) : int
T-intlit

Γ ⊢ false : bool
T-false

Γ ⊢ e1 : int Γ ⊢ e2 : int

Γ ⊢ add(e1 , e2 ) : int
T-add

Γ ⊢ e1 : int Γ ⊢ e2 : int

Γ ⊢ gt(e1 , e2 ) : bool
T-gt
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Γ ⊢ e1 : int Γ ⊢ e2 : int

Γ ⊢ eq(e1 , e2 ) : bool
T-eq

Γ ⊢ e : bool

Γ ⊢ not(e) : bool
T-not

Γ ⊢ s∗,Γ

Γ ⊢ skip,Γ
TS-skip

Γ ⊢ e : ty lkpTy(Γ, n, ty)

Γ ⊢ assign(n, e),Γ
TS-assign

Γ ⊢ s1,Γ
′ Γ′ ⊢ s2,Γ

′′

Γ ⊢ seq(s1 , s2 ),Γ
′′

TS-seq

Γ ⊢ e : bool Γ ⊢ s1,Γ
′ Γ ⊢ s1,Γ

′′

Γ ⊢ ifte(e, s1 , s2 ),Γ
TS-ifte

Γ ⊢ e : ty notBoundTy(Γ, n)

Γ ⊢ decl(n, ty , e), consty(n, ty ,Γ )
TS-decl Γ ⊢ e : bool Γ ⊢ s,Γ′

Γ ⊢ while(e, s),Γ
TS-while

γ ⊢ e∗ ⇓ e

lkpVal(γ, n, v)

γ ⊢ var(n) ⇓ v
E-var

γ ⊢ true ⇓ true
E-true

γ ⊢ intlit(i) ⇓ intlit(i)
E-intlit

γ ⊢ false ⇓ false
E-false

γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ v1
γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ v2 v1 = v2

γ ⊢ eq(e1 , e2 ) ⇓ true
E-eq-True

γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ v1
γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ v2 v1 6= v2

γ ⊢ eq(e1 , e2 ) ⇓ false
E-eq-False

γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ intlit(i1)
γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ intlit(i2) i1 > i2

γ ⊢ gt(e1 , e2 ) ⇓ true
E-gt-True

γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ intlit(i1)
γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ intlit(i2) i1 ≤ i2

γ ⊢ gt(e1 , e2 ) ⇓ false
E-gt-False

γ ⊢ e ⇓ false

γ ⊢ not(e) ⇓ true
E-not-True

γ ⊢ e ⇓ true

γ ⊢ not(e) ⇓ false
E-not-False

γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ intlit(i1) γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ intlit(i2) plus(i1, i2, i)

γ ⊢ add(e1 , e2 ) ⇓ intlit(i)
E-add
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(γ, s∗) ⇓ γ

(γ, skip) ⇓ γ
X-skip

(γ, s1) ⇓ γ′ (γ′, s2) ⇓ γ′′

(γ, seq(s1 , s2 )) ⇓ γ′′
X-seq

γ ⊢ e ⇓ true (γ, s1) ⇓ γ′

(γ, ifte(e, s1 , s2 )) ⇓ γ′
X-ifte-True

γ ⊢ e ⇓ false (γ, s2) ⇓ γ′

(γ, ifte(e, s1 , s2 )) ⇓ γ′
X-ifte-False

γ ⊢ e ⇓ v

(γ, decl(n, ty , e)) ⇓ n : v; γ
X-decl

γ ⊢ e ⇓ true (γ, s) ⇓ γ′

(γ′, while(e, s)) ⇓ γ′′

(γ, while(e, s)) ⇓ γ′′
X-while-True

γ ⊢ e ⇓ v update(γ, n, v, γ′)

(γ, assign(n, e)) ⇓ γ′
X-assign γ ⊢ e ⇓ false

(γ, while(e, s)) ⇓ γ
X-while-False

A.1.3 Projections

T H = {proj e : e, proj s : s, proj ty : ty}

T
H = ∅

S
H = ∅

A.2 List Extension L

A.2.1 Syntax

C L = ∅

C
L:

s ::= splitlist(n, n, e)
e ::= nil | cons(e, e) | null(e) | head(e) | tail(e)
ty ::= list(ty)
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A.2.2 Relations

RL = ∅

R
L contains the following rules:

Γ ⊢ e∗ : ty

Γ ⊢ nil : list(ty)
T-nil

Γ ⊢ e1 : ty Γ ⊢ e2 : list(ty)

Γ ⊢ cons(e1 , e2 ) : list(ty)
T-cons

Γ ⊢ e : list(ty)

Γ ⊢ head(e) : ty
T-head

Γ ⊢ e : list(ty)

Γ ⊢ tail(e) : list(ty)
T-tail

Γ ⊢ e : list(ty)

Γ ⊢ null(e) : bool
T-null

value(e∗)

value(nil)
V-nil

value(e1 ) value(e2 )

value(cons(e1 , e2 ))
V-cons

vars(e∗, 2n )

vars(nil ,∅)
VR-nil

vars(e, vr)

vars(head(e), vr)
VR-head

vars(e1 , vr1 ) vars(e2 , vr2 )

vars(cons(e1 , e2 ), (vr1 ∪ vr2 ))
VR-cons vars(e, vr)

vars(tail(e), vr)
VR-tail

vars(e, vr)

vars(null(e), vr)
VR-null

γ ⊢ e∗ ⇓ e

γ ⊢ nil ⇓ nil
E-nil

γ ⊢ e ⇓ cons(v1 , v2 )

γ ⊢ head(e) ⇓ v1
E-head
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γ ⊢ e1 ⇓ v1 γ ⊢ e2 ⇓ v2

γ ⊢ cons(e1 , e2 ) ⇓ cons(v1 , v2 )
E-cons

γ ⊢ e ⇓ cons(v1 , v2 )

γ ⊢ tail(e) ⇓ v2
E-tail

γ ⊢ e ⇓ nil

γ ⊢ null(e) ⇓ true
E-null-true

γ ⊢ e ⇓ cons(v1 , v2 )

γ ⊢ null(e) ⇓ false
E-null-false

Γ ⊢ s∗,Γ

Γ ⊢ e : list(ty) lkpTy(Γ, nhd, ty) lkpTy(Γ, ntl, list(ty))

Γ ⊢ splitlist(nhd, ntl, e),Γ
TS-splitlist

(γ, s∗) ⇓ γ

γ ⊢ e ⇓ cons(v1, v2) nhd 6= ntl

(γ, splitlist(nhd, ntl, e)) ⇓ nhd : v1; ntl : v2; γ
X-splitlist

A.2.3 Projections

T L = ∅

TL contains the following rules:

proj e(null(e), e)
P-null

proj e(nil , true)
P-nil

proj e(head(e), e)
P-head

proj e(cons(e1, e2), eq(e1, e2))
P-cons

proj e(tail(e), e)
P-tail

proj ty(list(ty), ty)
P-list

nhd 6= ntl

proj s(splitlist(nhd, ntl, e),
seq(seq(assign(nhd, e), assign(ntl, tail(var(nhd)))), assign(nhd, head(var(nhd)))))

P-splitlist

S
L = ∅
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A.3 Security Extension S

A.3.1 Syntax

C S = {sl ,Σ}

C
S:

s ::= secdecl (n, ty, sl , e)
sl ::= public | private
Σ ::= nilsec | conssec(n, sl ,Σ)

A.3.2 Relations

RS = {lkpSec(Σ∗, n, sl ), notBoundSec(Σ∗, n), join(sl∗, sl , sl), Σ ⊢ level(e∗, sl),
Σ sl ⊢ secure(s∗,Σ)}

R
S contains the following rules:

Γ ⊢ s∗,Γ

γ ⊢ e : ty notBoundTy(Γ, n)

Γ ⊢ secdecl(n, ty , sl , e), consty(n, ty ,Γ )
TS-secdecl

(γ, s∗) ⇓ γ

γ ⊢ e ⇓ v

(γ, secdecl(n, ty , sl , e)) ⇓ n : v; γ
X-secdecl

lkpSec(Σ∗, n, sl )

lkpSec(conssec(n, sl ,Σ ), n, sl)
LS-Cons-Head

n 6= n′ lkpSec(Σ, n, sl)

lkpSec(conssec(n ′, sl ′,Σ ), n, sl)
LS-Cons-Tail

notBoundSec(Σ∗, n)

notBoundSec(nilsec, n)
NBS-Nil

n 6= n′ notBoundSec(Σ, n)

notBoundSec(conssec(n ′, ty ′,Σ ), n)
NBS-Cons

57



join(sl∗, sl , sl)

join(public, public, public)
J-public

join(private , ℓ, private)
J-private-l

join(ℓ, private , private)
J-private-r

Σ ⊢ level(e∗, sl)

lkpSec(Σ, n, ℓ)

Σ ⊢ level(var(n), ℓ)
L-var

Σ ⊢ level(true, public)
L-true

Σ ⊢ level(intlit(i), public)
L-int

Σ ⊢ level(false , public)
L-false

Σ ⊢ level(e1, ℓ1)
Σ ⊢ level(e2, ℓ2) join(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ)

Σ ⊢ level(add(e1, e2), ℓ)
L-add

Σ ⊢ level(e1, ℓ1)
Σ ⊢ level(e2, ℓ2) join(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ)

Σ ⊢ level(gt(e1, e2), ℓ)
L-gt

Σ ⊢ level(e1, ℓ1)
Σ ⊢ level(e2, ℓ2) join(ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ)

Σ ⊢ level(eq(e1, e2), ℓ)
L-eq

Σ ⊢ level(e, ℓ)

Σ ⊢ level(not(e), ℓ)
L-not

Σ sl ⊢ secure(s∗,Σ)

Σ ℓ ⊢ secure(skip,Σ)
S-skip

Σ ℓ ⊢ secure(s1,Σ
′) Σ′ ℓ ⊢ secure(s2,Σ

′′)

Σ ℓ ⊢ secure(seq(s1, s2),Σ
′′)

S-seq

Σ ⊢ level(e, public) notBoundSec(Σ, n)

Σ public ⊢ secure(decl(n, ty , e), conssec(n, public,Σ ))
S-decl

Σ ⊢ level(e, ℓ) lkpSec(Σ, n, private)

Σ ℓ′ ⊢ secure(assign(n, e),Σ)
S-assign-private
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Σ ⊢ level(e, public) lkpSec(Σ, n, public)

Σ public ⊢ secure(assign(n, e),Σ)
S-assign-public

Σ ⊢ level(e, ℓ) join(ℓ′, ℓ, ℓ′′) Σ ℓ′′ ⊢ secure(s1,Σ1) Σ ℓ′′ ⊢ secure(s2,Σ2)

Σ ℓ′ ⊢ secure(ifte(e, s1 , s2 ),Σ)
S-ifte

Σ ⊢ level(e, ℓ) join(ℓ′, ℓ, ℓ′′) Σ ℓ′′ ⊢ secure(s,Σ′)

Σ ℓ′ ⊢ secure(while(e, s),Σ)
S-while

Σ ⊢ level(e, ℓ) notBoundSec(Σ, n)

Σ ℓ′ ⊢ secure(secdecl(n, ty , private, e), conssec(n, private,Σ ))
S-secdecl-private

Σ ⊢ level(e, public) notBoundSec(Σ, n)

Σ public ⊢ secure(secdecl(n, ty , public, e), conssec(n, public,Σ ))
S-secdecl-public

A.3.3 Projections

T S = ∅

T
S contains the following rule:

proj s(secdecl (n, ty, ℓ, e), decl (n, ty, e))
P-secdecl

S
S contains the following rules:

proj e(e, e
′) Σ ⊢ level(e′, ℓ)

Σ ⊢ level(e, ℓ)
P-level

proj s(s, s
′) Σ ℓ ⊢ secure(s′,Σ′)

Σ ℓ ⊢ secure(s,Σ′)
P-secure

B Substitution, Unification and Term Replacement

This appendix contains observations used in the proof of Lemma 5 in Section 6.3.
We first show a distributivity property for term replacement.

Theorem 10. Let θ be a substitution whose domain does not contain any of the variables that
appear in the sequence of terms t. Then

1. for any term s, s[[c(t)/ι]][θ[[c(t)/ι]]] = s[θ][[c(t)/ι]].

2. for any formula F , F [[c(t)/ι]][θ[[c(t)/ι]]] = F [θ][[c(t)/ι]].

3. for any unification problem U , U [[c(t)/ι]][θ[[c(t)/ι]]] = U [θ][[c(t)/ι]].
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Proof. The second and third clauses follow easily from the first. We prove the first clause by
induction on the structure of s.

If s is a variable, the argument is straightforward: essentially, both sides of the equation reduce
to x if x is not in the domain of θ and to t′[[c(t)/ι]] if 〈x, t′〉 ∈ θ. If s is ι, then both sides reduce to
c(t); we make use of the fact that no variables in t appear in the domain of θ to ensure that the
lefthand side of the equation reduces to this term. If s is some other constant c′, then both sides
reduce to c′. Finally, suppose that s is a compound term of the form c′(r1, . . . , rn). In this case,
we make use of the fact that substitution and term replacement distribute to the arguments of the
term and the induction hypothesis to conclude that the equality holds; to allow for the application
of the induction hypothesis, we note that, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, the variables that appear in ri are included
in the collection of variables that appear in s.

We next show that the unifiability of U [[c(t)/ι]] implies the unifiability of U in the case the
constructor c and the variables in t do not appear. In the proof, we will find a “generalized
inversion of replacement” operation on terms, useful.

Definition 12 (Inversion of Term Substitution). The “inversion” of a term s is an operation that
replaces all subterms of t of the form c(t′) for any sequence of terms t′, i.e., any term in which c
appears as the top-level symbol, with ι. We will write the result of this operation applied to s as sc

inv
.

This operation is extended to substitutions, unification problems, etc., by essentially distributing it
to the terms in them. The notation is also lifted accordingly; e.g., we write θc

inv
to denote the

inversion applied to θ.

Lemma 11. Let s be a term in which c and the variables in the sequence of terms t do not appear.
Then, for any substitution θ, it is the case that (s[[c(t)/ι]][θ])c

inv
= s[θc

inv
].

Proof. By induction on the structure of s. We consider by cases this structure.
Suppose s is a variable x. In this case, s[[c(t)/ι]] = x. Now the analysis breaks up into two

subcases, depending on whether or not x is in the domain of θ. If it is not in this domain,
then it will also not be in the domain of θc

inv
and both (s[[c(t)/ι]][θ])c

inv
and s[θc

inv
] will be x.

Alternatively, let 〈x, t〉 ∈ θ. Then 〈x, tc
inv

〉 ∈ θc
inv

The desired conclusion now follows by observing
that (s[[c(t)/ι]][θ])c

inv
= (x[θ])c

inv
= s[θc

inv
].

Suppose s is a constant, which includes the case where s is ι. In this case, we claim that both
(s[[c(t)/ι]][θ])c

inv
and s[θc

inv
] are identical to s. This is obvious when s is a constant different from ι.

When s is ι, the claim follows easily from observing s[[c(t)/ι]] = c(t), substitution into c(t) preserves
the top-level symbol, and that (·)c

inv
only looks at this symbol, reducing the term to ι if it is c.

The last case to consider is that when s is of the form c′(r1, . . . , rn). Here we use the induction
hypothesis to conclude that, for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, (ri[[c(t)/ι]][θ])

c
inv

= ri[θ
c
inv

]. Noting substitution and the
(·)c

inv
operation preserve the top-level symbol in a compound term when this symbol is different

from c and that they distribute to the arguments now suffices to complete the proof.

Theorem 12. If U is a unification problem in which c and the variables in the sequence of terms
t do not appear and θ unifies U [[c(t)/ι]], then θc

inv
unifies U .

Proof. We associate a measure given by a pair of natural numbers 〈n1, n2〉 with a unification
problem when n1 sums up the sizes of the terms in the problem and n2 counts the number of pairs
of terms. The proof is by lexicographic induction on the measure associated with U . The argument
is based on picking a pair 〈s1, s2〉 in U and reducing the truth of the lemma for U to its truth on a
smaller unification problem.

Suppose that one of s1 and s2 is a variable x. Without loss of generality, let this be s1. Then
we have the following cases for s2:
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1. s2 is ι. In this case, 〈s1, s2〉[[c(t)/ι]] will be a pair of the form 〈x, c(t′)〉. Since θ makes these
two terms equal, it must have a substitution of the form 〈x, c(t′′)〉 in it for x. But, then, θc

inv

must have the pair 〈x, ι〉 in it.

2. s2 is a variable y. In this case, 〈s1, s2〉 is also a member of U [[c(t)/ι]] and, since θ is a unifier
for this problem, it must be the case that θ[s1] = θ[s2]. From this it follows easily that
θc
inv

[s1] = θc
inv

[s2].

3. s2 is a term different from a variable and ι. In this case, θ must have a pair of the form
〈x, θ[s2[[c(t)/ι]]]〉 in it. But, then, θc

inv
will have the pair 〈x, (θ[s2[[c(t)/ι]]])

c
inv

〉 in it. By
Lemma 11, this pair is the same as 〈x, θc

inv
[s2]〉, i.e., θ

c
inv

must unify the two terms in this
pair.

Thus, in all these cases, the truth of the lemma is dependent on its truth for the unification
problem that results from U by leaving out the pair 〈s1, s2〉. We may therefore invoke the induction
hypothesis to complete the proof.

The cases that remain are those where s1 and s2 both have a constant or a constructor as their
top-level symbol. If either of them is a constant, then the other must be an identical constant else
θ cannot unify s1[[c(t)/ι]] and s2[[c(t)/ι]]; if the constant is ι, we need to observe that the top-level
symbol will become c under the replacement and the only way the other term will have the same
top-level symbol is if it too is ι. Thus, in this situation, θc

inv
must unify this pair and we are left to

show the lemma holds for a smaller unification problem, which must be the case by the induction
hypothesis.

To conclude the proof, we have to consider the case where s1 and s2 are both compound
terms. Since the replacement of ι by c(t) must preserve the top-level function symbol and θ
unifies U , this symbol in s1 and s2 must be identical. Thus, s1 and s2 must be terms of the
form c′(r11, . . . , r

1
n) and c′(r21 , . . . , r

2
n), respectively. Since θ unifies s1[[c(t)/ι]] and s2[[c(t)/ι]], it easily

follows that it must unify {〈r11 [[c(t)/ι]], r
2
1 [[c(t)/ι]]〉, . . . , 〈r

1
n[[c(t)/ι]], r

2
n[[c(t)/ι]]〉}. Letting U ′ represent

the unification problem obtained from U by removing 〈s1, s2〉, it then follows that θ must unify
({〈r11 , r

2
1〉, . . . , 〈r

1
n, r

2
n〉} ∪ U ′)[[c(t)/ι]]. Now, the sum of the sizes of the terms in the unification

problem {〈r11 , r
2
1〉, . . . , 〈r

1
n, r

2
n〉} ∪ U ′ is smaller than that of U , and hence the induction hypothesis

can be applied to it. Doing so implies that θc
inv

is a unifier for this problem, from which it easily
follows that θc

inv
is a unifier for U .

Finally we show there is an mgu for U from which we can get an mgu for U [[c(t)/ι]] under
suitable circumstances.

Lemma 13. Let x be a variable that does not appear in the terms in the sequence t. Then x occurs
in a term s if and only if it occurs in s[[c(t)/ι]].

Proof. By an easy induction on the structure of s.

Theorem 14. Let U be a unification problem in which the variables in the sequence of terms t do
not appear. If U is unifiable, then there is an mgu θ for U whose domain does not contain variables
appearing in t and is such that θ[[c(t)/ι]] is an mgu for U [[c(t)/ι]]; note the domain of this mgu for
U [[c(t)/ι]] must also be disjoint from the collection of variables appearing in t.

Proof. The theorem is vacuously true if U is not unifiable. We therefore assume it is. We then
use the property proved in [13] that an mgu for it can be obtained by applying the following
transformations in any order:
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Reorder If there is a pair of terms 〈s, x〉 where s is not a variable and x is one, replace it with
〈x, s〉.

Drop Trivial If there is a pair of the form 〈x, x〉 where x is a variable, drop the pair.

Variable Elimination If there is a pair of the form 〈x, s〉 where x is a variable, s is not x and x
does not occur in s but it does occur in a term in some other pair in the current unification
problem, transform the problem by applying the substitution {〈x, s〉} to it. Note that x must
not appear in s for this step to be applicable but this is guaranteed to be the case because
the original unification problem is solvable.

Term Reduction If there is a pair of the form 〈c′(r11 , . . . , r
1
n), c

′(r21, . . . , r
2
n)〉 for some construc-

tor c′, then transform the unification problem by replacing this pair with the set of pairs
{〈r11 , r

2
1〉, . . . , 〈r

1
n, r

2
n〉}; in the degenerate case, the two terms may be constants, in which case

the pair gets dropped. Once again, this must be the only case for a pair of terms with a
constructor as the top-level symbol because the original problem is unifiable.

The application of these steps is guaranteed to terminate. When they do, what will be left behind
will be a collection of pairs of terms whose first component is a variable that does not appear
anywhere else in the collection. A unification problem in this form is called a solved form and if
the transformation steps yield a unification problem in such a form, it is an mgu for the original
problem. Since none of the steps introduce any new variables, the domain of the mgu that is
produced in this way for U must be limited to the variables appearing in U and hence must be
disjoint from the collection of variables that occur in t.

We will show below that if U ′ is a unification problem in which neither the constructor c nor the
variables in t appear and it can be transformed into the unification problem U ′′ by the application
of one of the steps described, then U ′[[c(t)/ι]] can be transformed into U ′′[[c(t)/ι]] by the application
of a finite sequence of these steps. Using Lemma 13, it is easy to see that if U is in solved form
then U ′[[c(t)/ι]] must also be in solved form. The theorem follows from these facts.

It only remains to be shown that a transformation step applied to U ′ can be mimicked with
respect to U ′[[c(t)/ι]]. Since the term replacement operation leaves variables unchanged, this is
obvious for the reorder and drop trivial steps. For variable elimination, we observe first that if a
pair of the form 〈x, s〉 appears in U ′, then the pair 〈x, s[[c(t)/ι]]〉 must appear in U ′[[c(t)/ι]]. Further,
using Lemma 13, we see that the conditions for the application of the same transformation step to
U ′[[c(t)/ι]] must be satisfied. Applying it will yield the unification problem U ′[[c(t)/ι]][{x, s[[c(t)/ι]]〉]
which, by Theorem 10, must be the same as U ′[{〈x, s〉}][[c(t)/ι]]. But this is, in fact, nothing
other than U ′′[[c(t)/ι]]. Finally, for term reduction we use the fact that term replacement leaves
constructors other than ι unchanged and distribute to the arguments. In the only case that escapes
this consideration, i.e., when the pair is 〈ι, ι〉, the observation is that the corresponding pair in
U ′[[c(t)/ι]] will be 〈c(t), c(t)〉. However, this pair can be eliminated from the unification problem by
repeated applications of term reduction and drop trivial.
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