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Abstract

The aim of this document is to formally describe the relational logic
ReLoC used for proving contextual refinement of higher-order stateful
concurrent programs. The logic is based on higher-order separation logic
Iris, and has been fully formalized in Coq. The repository, containing all
the formalized results and examples present in this text, can be found at
https://gitlab.mpi-sws.org/dfrumin/logrel-conc.


https://gitlab.mpi-sws.org/dfrumin/logrel-conc
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1 Introduction

Reasoning about equivalence of programs is an old problem in semantics of
programming languages, with applications many applications including program
verification and compilation. Possibly, the most widely used notion of program
equivalence is contextual equivalence, which states that programs are equivalent
if they exhibit the same observable (termination) behaviour under any contexts.
However, proving contextual equivalence of two given programs is tricky, as it
involves considering all the possible program contexts. One of the techniques
proposed to resolve this are logical relations (originally used to show safety of
the typing systems). In order to handle equivalence proofs in the presence of
advance PL features such as higher order store, recursive types, and concurrency,
the proof method of Kripke logical relations have been proposed, in which the
truth value of “relatedness” may vary in different worlds.

The aim of this work is to describe a system for formal reasoning about pro-
gram equivalence through logical relations for System F with state, existential
types, and concurrency primitives. The system is built on top of the power-
ful higher-order separation logic called Iris. This allows the user to leverage
advanced features of Iris, such as ghost state and invariants.

The current ReLoC library is developed by Dan Frumin and Robbert Kreb-
bers, and is based the earlier formalisation of Amin Timany, Robbert Krebbers,
and Lars Birkedal. The authors express their gratitude to Lars Birkedal, Amin
Timany and many other people involved in the Iris project.



2 The object language

The programming language for which we construct the relational model is Sys-
tem F' with iso-recursive types, references, and concurrency primitives CAS and
fork. We abbreviate it as System F, ref conc,3-

2.1 Syntax and operational semantics

The expressions, values, and evaluation contexts for the language are defined
below. We write closed(X e) to denote that all free variables in the expression
e are elements of the set X. By closed(e) we denote closed(f), e).

Syntax:
Values v1,v2 € Val = ()|l€Lloc|neN|beB| (v1,v2)
| inl vy | inr vy | fold vy | A.eq where closed (0, e)
| pack vy | rec fx =e; where closed({z, f},e1)
Expressions e1,es € Erpr n= vy |x € Var|ejex | e1 Des | if e; theneselsees

| ™1 €1 | m2 e1 | case(er,ea,e3) | fold e
| unfold e | Ae | e[] | pack e
| unpack e; in ey | fork {e} | ref(e)
| e | e; < ea | CAS(e1,ea,e3) | ...
Evaluation contexts K € ECtz w= [o] | Ke|vK | K[| (K,e)| (v,K)| Kde
|ved K | m K | meK | inl K | inr K | case(K, e, €3)
| if K thenegelsees | fold K | unfold K | pack K
| unpack K ine | ref(K) | | K | K e | Val+ K
| CAS(K, eq,e3) | CAS(v, K, e3) | CAS(v1,ve, K)

Configurations o € State =  Loc™ Val
T € ThreadPool =  List Expr
p € Cfg = ThreadPool x State

We make use the following derived forms.

Derived forms:

Az.e = rec()xz=e
letxz =tine := (A\z.e)t
€1;€2 = ()\()62) €1

Dynamics. The operational semantics are presented in three levels. Head
reductions are standard call-by-value reduction rules for A-calculus with store
and concurrency. The head reductions are lifted to reductions under evaluation



contexts (primitive steps), and those in turn are lifted to reductions of configu-
rations (thread pool steps), which provide a concurrent interleaving semantics
for the language.
Head Reductions: (e,0) —n (¢/,0',T)
BETA
closed({z, f},e)
((rec fz =€) v,0) =n (e[v/z][rec fx =e/[],0,[])

PROJ CASE-INL
(m; (v1,v2),0) =h (vi,0,][]) (case(inl v, eq,e3),0) = (e1 v,0,[])
BINOP
CASE-INR [®](v1, v2) = vs
(case(inr v,eq,e2),0) = (e2 v,0,[]) (v1 B ve,0) = (v3,0,][])
IF-TRUE

(if truethene; elsees, o) —p (e1,0,]])

IF-FALSE
(if falsethene; elsees, o) —p (€2,0,]])

TBETA
UNFOLD closed (), )
(unfold (fold v),0) —h (v,0,]]) ((Ae) [),0) —n (e,0,])
UNPACK FORK
(unpack (pack v) ine,0) — (e v,0,(]) (fork {e},o) —n ((),0,[€])
ALLOC LOAD
o(l)=1 ol)=wv
(ref(v),0) —=n (I, o[l :=0],[]) (1,0) =n (v,0,])
STORE CAS-FAIL
a(l) = o(l) # v
(I« wv,0) =n (), o[l :==v],[]) (CAS(l,v1,v2),0) —h (false, o, [])
CAS-SUC

O’(l) =1
(CAS(l,v1,v2),0) —h (true, o[l := va,[])

Primitive Reductions: (e,0) = (¢/,0',€F)

PRIM-STEP
(67 U) —h (6/, 0-/5 6_})

(Kle],0) = (K[¢'], 0", ¢})




Thread-pool Reductions: P = P

TP-STEP
T(i)=e (e,o) = (¢/,0',€})

(T,0) = (T[i+€' ] H€5,07)

Remark 2.1. Note that we don’t have typing annotations in the syntax. In
particular, we write A.e instead of Aa.e, and similarly for type application.
Correspondingly, for the purposes of the implementation, in the typing discipline
we use de Bruijn indices for type variables. However, for the term variables we
still employ explicit substitution in our formalisation. The reason why we can get
away with this is that our semantics is call-by-value, as such we only substitute
values for variables, thus rendering the capture-avoidance problem irrelevant.

Definition 2.2. An expression e is said to be (strongly) atomic if it reduces to
a value in one step:

atomic(e) £ Vo o' € €}, (e,0) — (¢/,0,¢}) = € € Val.
Pure reductions. Our calculus is able to uniformly handle symbolic execu-
tions that do not change the physical state. Such reductions are called pure.

Definition 2.3. A reduction e — €’ is pure if e is reducible in every state, and
all reductions from e do not change the state and end up in €. Formally,

Vo.reducible(e, o) A VooaVes.(e,0) — (e3,0') => oo =0 ANey=¢
We write € —pure € for reduction which is pure.

We have the following rules for —pue (in Coq the rules below are imple-
mented via type classes).

Pure executions: € —pure €
PURE-BINOP PURE-REC
[®](v1,v2) = v3 closed({f,z},e)
V1 B V2 —pure U3 (rec fx =€) v —pure e[v/z][(rec f x =€)/ f])
PURE-PROJ-I PURE-UNFOLD
mi(V1,v2) —pure Vi unfold (fold v) —pure ¥
PURE-UNPACK PURE-IF-TRUE
unpack (pack v) in e —pye € U if true thene; else es —bpure €1
PURE-IF-FALSE PURE-CASE-INL
if falsethene; else es —pure €2 case(inl v,eq,€2) —rpure €1 ¥

PURE-EXEC-FILL
PURE-CASE-INR PURE-TLAM €1 —7pure €2
case(inr v, eq,€2) —vpure €2 ¥ (Ae) [] —pure € Kle1] —pure Ke2]




2.2 The type system

Remark 2.4. The syntax and the typing differ from the ones in the paper.
Here we use explicit names in the language of terms and De Bruijn indices in
the language of types. This is also the case in the Coq formalisation.

Types:
T€Type == 1|2|N|mxn|nn+n|n—>mn]|refr
| wr | V7 |37 | i€ TVar

The typing judgements are of the form I' - e : 7. Additionally, there is
a judgement EqType(7) stating that the type T supports (structural) equality
testing.

Types with structural equality: EqType(r)
EQTPRroOD
EQTUNIT EQTNAT EqQTBooL EqType(r) EqType(7’)
EqType(1)  EqType(N)  EqType(2) EqType(r x 7')
EQTSum

EqType(r)  EqType(r’)
EqType(r +1')

Typing judgements: 'ke:r
VAR-TYPED NAT-TYPED BOOL-TYPED
I(z) =7 UNIT-TYPED neN beB
ka7 r=(:1 P'kn:N P-b:2

BINOP-TYPED-NAT
I'e;: N I'Hey: N @ operates on natural numbers

'k e @ es : typeof (®)

BINOP-TYPED-BOOL
I'Fe :2 I'Fey:2 @ operates on booleans

'k e @ es: typeof (®)

REFEQ-TYPED PAIR-TYPED

I'kep:refr I'Feg:ref 7 I'ke :m I'Fes:m
I'Fej==¢€y:2 Tk (e1,e2): 7 X T

PROJ-TYPED INJL-TYPED INJR-TYPED

I'Fe:m X7 I'kFe:m I'Fe:m

I'Fme:n I'kinle:m + 7 I'Finre:m + 7



CASE-TYPED
FF601T1+7'2 FF(ilZTl*)Tg FF@QITQ‘)Tg

I'F case(eg,e1,€e2) : T3

IF-TYPED REC-TYPED
I'keg:2 I'kFe:7 I'Fey: 7 z:m, fimm >, Fe:m
I'ifeythene;elseey : 7T IF'krecfr=e:m =1
APP-TYPED TLAM-TYPED TAPP-TYPED
I'kFe:m—m T'ktey:m (+1)($)TFe:T I'ke:Vr
IF'keper:m 'FAe:Vr Fkell:7[o/]
FOLD-TYPED UNFOLD-TYPED TPACK-TYPED
F'ke:rur/] F'ke:pr F'ke:7lo/]
'k folde: ur 'k unfold e : T[ut/] 'k packe:3r
TUNPACK-TYPED FORK-TYPED
ke :3n (+1D) ($)TFeg:m — (+1) ($) ™ lkFe:1
I' - unpack €1 ines : 7o 'k fork {e}:1
ALLOC-TYPED LOAD-TYPED STORE-TYPED
I'ke:r I'te:ref 7 T'keyp:ref 1 I'kFey:r
I'-ref(e) : ref 7 kle:r F'kFej<ex:1
CAS-TYPED

I'kei:refr I'kegy:T I'keg:T EqType(T)
't CAS(eq,e9,€3) : 2

2.3 Contextual equivalence and contextual refinement

Contextual equivalence is a formalisation of an important notion of program
equivalence. Intuitively, two programs e; and ey are contextually equivalent
if for any client p, p(e;) terminates to the same observable value as p(ez). A
directed variant of contextual equivalence is contextual refinement. To define it
formally, we employ the notion of a program context.

Program contexts:

CeCtz == [o]|recfz=ClCes]erC|(C,ez) ] (e1,C)|m C|maC|inlC |inrC
| case(C, ey, ez) | case(ep,C,ez) | case(ep,e1,C) |CBex | er BC
| if Cthenej elsees | if egthenCelsees | if egthene; elseC | fold C | unfold C
| A.C | C ]| pack C | unpack C in ey | unpack e; in C
| fork {C} | ref(C) | !C|C < ez |e1 < C | CAS(C,e1,e2) | CAS(eo,C,e2) | CAS(eg, e1,C)

Notice that ECtx C Ctz, i.e. every evaluation context is a program context
as well. However, unlike evaluation contexts, a hole in program contexts can



appear under in any position — including under a lambda. In particular, that
means that the substitution of expression e for a hole — Cle] — can capture free
variables in e.

For the purposes of contextual refinement we only consider context with a
hole that “fits” a certain type. We write

[C]:(Tk71)=(T"+7"

for a judgement stating that C is a typed context with the hole of type ¢ in
context A, returning an expression of type 7 in context I'.
Context typing: C]: k)= T'F7)
(Cl: T +ro)= (z:7, f:(r = 7)), [T
[[s]]: OFT)= (TFT) [recfz=C]:(I"Fo)= TF7—17)

I'keg:T [C]:(IT"Fo)=(TkT—17)
[Cex]:(T"Fo)=(TFT)

ke :7—7 [C]:T'Fko)=(TFT)
[e1Cl:(I"Fo)= (THT)

Fl—eglrl [C}(F/l_g)i(rl—r)
[(Coex)]: (I"F o) = (DF7x 7))

ke :r [C]:(I"+o)=(TkT) [C]:(I"Fo)=(TkTx7)
[(e1,0)]: T Fo)= TF7x7) [mCl: ko)== (TkFT)
[C]:(I"Fo)= (TkTxT7) [C]:(T"+o)= (TF7T)
[m C]: (I"+o)=(TF1) [in1 C]: (I"Fo)= (CFT+7)

[C]:(T"+Fo)=(TkT1)
[inr C]: (" Fo)= (THT+7)

I'te :m — 7 I

[ (I"+Fo)=(Tk1 +7)
[case(C,e1,e2)]: (I" ko

]:
= (k7

¢
)

I'tey:m+72 IT'key:m— 7 [C]:T'Fo)=Tkn—71)
[case(e,C,e2)]: (I"Fo)= (T'F7')

I'key:m+ 7 ke :m =7 [C]:(I"Fo)=(Tkm—1T1)
[case(eg,e1,C)]: (I'Fo)= (T F7')




[C]:(I"Fo)=(T'F2) ke :r I'key:m
[ifCthenejelsees]: (IVFo)= (C'F 1)

Fkep:2 [C]:TkFo)=TFT) Fkey:T
[ifegthenCelsees]: (I'F o) = (T'F 1)

'ep:2 Fkep:7 [C]:(T"Fo)=(THFT)
[if epthenejelseC]: (I"F o) = (T'F 1)

[C]:(I"+0o)= (T'FN) I'key: N
[Cher]:I"Fo)= (TFN)

ke :N [C]:T"Fo)= (I'FN) [C]: (I"Fo)= (TFTlut/])
[e;®C]: (T"Fo)= (I'FN) [foldC]: (I"F o) = (T F pr)
[C]: (T Fo)= (TF ur) [C]:(T"Fo)=(+1($)TF 1)
[unfold C]: (I" o) = (T'F 7[ut/]) [AC]: (I"Fo)= (T'FVT)
[C]:(I"Fo)= (T'FVT) [C]:(I"Fo)= (TCFT[T)])
[C[l]: (I"Fo)= (TCF7[7)]) [pack C]: (I"F o) = (T'F 37)

+1$)TFex:7—=+1(8) [C]: T Fo)= (TF37)
[unpack Cines]: (I"+ o) = (T'F 1)

I'key:3r [C]:(T'Fo)=(+1 (BT FT— +1($) ™)
[unpacke; inC]: (I"+ o) = (T'F 1)

[C]:(I"+0o)= (T'F1) [C]:(I"Fo)= (TkT)
[fork {C}]: (I"+0o)=(TF1) [ref(C)]: (I"F o) = (T ref 7)
[C]: (T Fo)= (TF ref 1) [C]: (T Fo)= (Tt ref 1) FFeg:7

[1C]:(T'Fo)= (TFT) [C+e]:(T"Fo)=(TH1)

I'kej:ref T [C]:T'Fo)=(TFT)
[e1+C]:(T"Fo)= (T'+1)

[C]:(I"Fo)= (T ref 7) Il'ter:r They:7  EqType(r)
[CAS(C,e1,e2)]: (T"F o) = (T'+2)
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I'keg:ref r [C]:(I"Fo)= (TFT) I'tey:7  EqType(r)
[CAS(G(),C,@Q)] : (F/ (o U) = (F = 2)

IF'keg:refT The:r [C]:TFko)=T+71) EqType(r)
[CAS(eq,e1,C)]: (T'F o) = (T'+2)

The validity of the typing rules for contexts is supported by the following
lemma.

Lemma 2.5. IfT'Fe:7and [C]: (TF7)= (I"F7'), thenT' FCle] : 7.
Proof. By induction on the derivation of the context typing. O

Informally, contextual refinement should say that if we embed the first ex-
pression into any (well-typed) program context, and the resulting program ter-
minates to an observable value v, then plugging the second expression into the
same context will also result in the value v.

Definition 2.6. A type 7 is observable, denoted as ObsType(7), if it is either
a base type (naturals, booleans), or obtained from the observable types by means
of product or sum types.

Definition 2.7. We say that e; contextually refines es at type 7 in context I’
— denoted as 'k e1 Zeip €2 0 7 —if e1 and eq terminate to the same observable
value under any suitable program context. Formally,

Ik ey Zee €2 7= V7, ObsType(7') =
VIC]: (TkT)= (0F7),YoTo, ([Clei]],0) =5, ([v] # T,0) =
T o', ([Cle]], 0) =4, ([v] #+ 17, 07)

Note that we only quantify over the typed contexts with the observable return
type. If we allow C to be quantified over arbitrary program contexts, then the
notion of contextual refinement will be too fine for our purpose. Consider, for
instance, a context C := Az. [«]. This context has a type [C]: ([ : 2] F 7) =
(0 F 2 — 7). If we were to allow contexts of such type in Definition 2.7, then the
notion of contextual refinement will collapse to syntactic equality: Cle] always
terminates to a closure A\x.e, and C[e’] terminates to the same value iff e = ¢’

The notion of contextual refinement is hard to work with directly due to
the fact that what we need to show an instance of contextual refinement, we
need to prove something for an arbitrary program context. As we will see in
later sections, a stronger notion of logical refinement is much more suitable for
deductive reasoning.

11



Notes on formalisation

The syntax and the dynamics of F, ref conc,3 are defined in F_mu_ref_conc/lang.v.
The —pure instances are defined in F_mu_ref_conc/pureexec.v. Definitions of
typed contexts and contextual refinement are formalised in F_mu_ref_conc/context_refinement.v.

In the F_mu_ref_conc directory of the Coq formalisation one can also find
modules containing lemmas about binders, substitution, as well as some Coqg-
specific things (notation for the object language, reified syntax for automatically
solving questions of closedness and atomicity) and Iris-specific things (WP-
calculus for F, ref conc,3 With the adequacy proofs).

The binders in the term language are represented using explicit names. For
our purposes it is actually fine and we avoid any free variable capturing is-
sues because the a beta reduction can be performed only if the argument is
a value (and consequently is closed). This approach actually gave us some
speedup, compared to using De Bruijn indices and o-calculus as implemented
by autosubst [5]. On the level of types, however, we still employ De Bruijn
indices and autosubst.

The —pure judgement is implemented as a type class PureExec P e e’ in
Tris, where P is a (pure) proposition describing conditions under which e can be
reduced to e’ — for example P in PURE-BINOP ensures that the binary operation
is defined on the arguments.

12



3 The calculus

The basic calculus of logical relations is based on the higher-order separation
logic Iris, and is enriched with propositions of the form

A|lTEgeZe:r (1)

where e and €’ are expressions, 7 is a type, I is a typing environment (that is, it
assigns types to variable names), A is an interpretation for type variables (that
is, it assigns relations to type variables), and £ is an invariant mask.

Intuitively, the proposition in Equation (1) states that for e and e’ are related
at type 7, in which free type variables are interpreted using A. The role of the
mask £ is two-fold. On one hand, it keeps track of the invariants that can still
be opened, preventing the issues of reentrancy. On the other hand, if the mask
is not T, then it signifies that a symbolic execution step on the left hand side
has been taken; it then prevents further reductions on the left hand side until
all the invariants has been restored

We use the following shorthand:

e AlTEeZed:T2A|TETele T

The rules themselves are presented in Sections 3.1 and 3.2. Below we provide
some comments.

Value interpretation. The value interpretation [r]a(v1,v2) is defined in-
ductively on the structure of the type. Usually, the user of the logic would not
see these kind of propositions in their proofs, apart from some places where they
are crucial, for instance during the representation independence proofs.

Structural rules. FUPD-LOGREL is the rule for opening invariants around the
masked refinement judgement. The rule LrR-cLOSURE is crucial for reasoning
about higher-order programs.

Symbolic execution. To perform actual refinement proofs in the system we
need to be able to symbolically execute expressions under a given type. For re-
ductions that do not change the state the rules are LR-PURE-L, LR-PURE-L-MASKED,
and LR-PURE-R. The rules witness the fact that the refinement judgements are
closed under reductions. There are general rules for pure and stateful reductions
on both sides.

The rules for symbolically executing stateful reductions are more involved.
Consider, for instance, the following rule for performing a store operation on
the left hand side.

LR-STORE-L’
plesiv) (v« A[TEK[)]Ze :7)

AITEK[l+vZe:T

13



This rule is suitable for symbolic executing in sequential programs. However,
consider what happens when [ +—; v belongs to some invariant I that links
together [ in the target program with I’ in the source program; for instance

N
[3nd =i n*l' —en| . If we want to prove the refinement

A|TElI+mZI3l +m:1, (2)

then we first apply FUPD-LOGREL to get a necessary view shift to be able to
open the invariant. After we open the invariant and apply LR-STORE-1. we are
left with:
TWeT(lsim = A|ITE()I +m:1)

Which means that we have to immediately close the invariant without being
able to perform a symbolic execution step on the right hand side — this will not
work because the invariant is broken at this stage. To circumvent this limitation
we propose a slightly different rule LR-sTORE-L and a corresponding right-hand
side rule LR-STORE-R.

LR-STORE-L
TBf3 sl v sl —iv+A|T e K[)] 3¢ :7)
AITEK[l+v]Ze:T

LR-STORE-R
[ g0 (l=sv+A|TEge3K[()]:7)  flogreIN C &

A|lTEceZK[l«v]:T

Using those two rules we can prove the refinement A | T |l m 31U +
m : 1 as follows: first we apply LR-STORE-L, and open up the invariant. This gets
rid of the view shift, which allows us to frame [ —; n, leaving us with I’ — n.
It remains to prove A | I' =\ n () S 1 <= m : 1 from [ +—; m. For this we apply
LR-STORE-R resulting in a proof obligation

Ilsimsxl'—»smEA|TEnV()ZS(:1

It can be proven by applying FUPD-LOGREL, closing the invariant, and applying
the compatibility lemma for the unit type. The full proof derivation can be
found in Section 3.

The general rules for stateful reductions are Lr-wp-aTOMIC-L for atomic re-
ductions and Lr-wp-1 for general reductions.

The symbolic execution rules for the reductions on the right hand side are
simpler than those for the left hand side, and they can be performed under
arbitrary masks. The use of the proposition ¢ & e in Lr-FORK-R will become
clear after the introduction of the thread pool resource algebra in Section 6.1;
a general rule for stateful reductions on the right hand side, from which the
specific rules can be derived, is described in Section 6.3.

14



True F AITE()30:1
"WeTTue - ™WBTAITE(Z50:1
"W TTe - AT Erw 03011
>@m, L mal —em),>] TW=kT True F A|TErw () 3():1
Lsim, g m,>T TW=KT True - AT Ernv ()30 :1
Lsim, U sgn, > TW=KT True - AT oy () 31 < m:1
bl n, o] TW=KT True - o(lm + AT Erw () 3V« m:1)

blsin, >l e n, bl T\W=kT True + B3, pl=iv) so(l=im +« AT Ery () 31« m:1)

N F T3 sl ) sp(im « AT Ery ) 30U < m:1)
Y - AITElem=lem:1

Figure 1: Full derivation of Equation (2)

3.1 Primitive rules

Value interpretation: [T]a(v1,v2)
v =) Av2=() neNvy=v=n
[1]a(ve,v2) [NJa(v1,v2)

V1 = true A vy = true Vv; = false A vy = false

[2]a(v1,v2)

Fwy wo wh wh, v1 = (w1, ws) * va = (W, wh) * (w1, w]) € [T]a * (wa,ws) € [o]a

[[T X O’HA(’Ul,’UQ)

Juo', (vy = inl v* vy = inl V' x (v,0") € [7]a) V (v1 = inr v x vg = inr V' * (v,0") € [o]A)

[T+ ola(vi,v2)

(V(w1,w2) € [T]a, A |0 E v wy D vy ws: o) the mask & is arbitrary

[T — o]a(vy,ve)

VR : Val x Val — iProp, [T](r:a)(v1 [, v2 [])
[V(7)]a(v1,v2)

15




v, AR : Val x Val — iProp, vy = pack v * vy = pack v' * [7](g.a)(v,v")
[3(T)]a(v1,v2)

Juv', vy = fold vk vy = £fold v’ *>[7](u(r)=a) (v, V)

[1(T)]a(v1,v2)

logN. (1,1") INTERP-PERSISTENT
Irev(lal/7[[7—]]A) DA(i)(vhUQ) [[THA(U17U2>
[ref T]a(1,1) [zi]a(v1,v2) Ofrla (v, v2)
where
Tiev . Loc x Loc — (Val x Val — iProp) =% iProp

L (LU, 7)) 2 Fov, levxl v+ 7i(v,0)

Remark 3.1. The value interpretation rule for the arrow type requires an in-
variant spec_ctx(p) in the context. We can, however, always obtain such an
invariant from a logical refinement judgement. See “logrel/rules.v” in the for-
malisation for details (interp_val_arrow and bin_log_related_spec_ctx).

Refinement judgements: A|TEce; Zex:T

LR-CLOSURE
OWvo', [r]a(v,v) «A|TE(rec fo=e)vI(recf 2’ =€)v :7")  closed(rec f z=¢)  closed(rec f' 2’ =¢)

AlTkErecfo=eZrecf o' =€ :7—= 1

FEUPDQLOGREL LR-WEAKEN-2 LR-RETURN
'BEATEgege i) AlTEeze T [T]a(v1,v2)
A|TEg el T (R,A) | (+1) ()T Ee e : (+1)($) 7 A|lITEv Sve:T
LR-BIND-UP

(R,A) | (+1)($) T e Zea: T (Yo', [t](r,ay(v,v") =+ A|T | K[v] 3 K'[v'] : 7')
A|TE Klel) 3 K'[eg): 7/

LR-PURE-L LR-PURE-L-MASKED
¢ pued  PA|ITEK[]It:T e —pure ¢ AT |e K[| Zt:7
A|TEKZt:T A|T Ee Kle] Zt: 1

LR-WP-ATOMIC-L
Tefwpee{v.A|T g K] S t: 7} atomic(e) closed(e)
A|TEK[]ISt:T

LR-WP-L LR-PURE-R
wpe{v.A|TE K[ Z3t:7}  closed(e) € —pure € A|TEgt3K[e']:7  flogreIN C &

A|TEKf]3t:T A|TEct2Kle]: T

For the reductions on the RHS it is assumed that flogrelN C £.
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LR-ALLOC-R
Vijl—sv AT Egt IK[]:7

AT et 3 Klref(v)] : 7

LR-LOAD-R
l—=sv Il=sv+A|TEct S K[ :7

AT Egt 3K T

LR-STORE-R
I — Il=sv+A|TEt ZK[)]: 7

AT Eet3K[l«v]:T

LR-CAS-FAIL-R
I=sv' v #u l—sv; «A|T et 3 Klfalse|: 7

A|T et 3 K[CAS(L,v1,v2)] : T

LR-CAS-SUC-R
=1 l—sve = A|T |Egt 3 K[true] : 7

A | T ':5 t j K[CAS(L’Ul,’UQ)] T

LR-FORK-R LR-VAR
Vi,(ie -+ A|T et ZK[)]:7) closed(e) L(z)=r1
A|T ket 2 K[fork {e}]: 7 AlTExzZSx:T
LR-REC

O fi(r—o),z:,TEeZe o) closed({z, f} U (domT),e) closed({z, f} U (domT),e")

AlTErecfz=eZrecfz=¢:7—>0

LR-TLAM
V1« Val x Val — iProp, O((1, A) | (+1) $) T Ee Ze€ : 7)

A|TEAeZAe VT

LR-TAPP
A|lTEeZe:Vr  7: Valx Val — iProp

(1, A) | (+1) ) T e[| 2 : 7

LR-PACK
(i, A) | () )T e Ze i 7
A |T | pack e 2 pack ¢ : 37

LR-UNPACK
AT Ee Zeé):3n (V7 : Val x Val — iProp, (1;, A) | (+1) ($) T Eex Zeb i1 — (+1) ($) 72)

A | T |= unpack e; in e = unpack e} in e}, : 7
~ 1 2

LR-FORK
AlTEeZe 1

A|T = fork {e} = fork {¢'}: 1

17



3.2 Derived rules

For the symbolic execution rules for the RHS it is assumed that tlogrelN C &.

The following rules are derived using the —p,ure rules, LR-PURE-L, and LR-
PURE-R. The rule LrR-ARROW is derived from LR-CLOSURE and LR-RETURN.

The rule LR-BIND is derived from LR-BIND-UP and LR-WEAKEN-2. The difference
between the two is that LrR-BIND-UP contains a baked in semantic type R. The
idea here is that we don’t actually require the expressions that we bind to have
the same syntactic type, like in LR-BIND.

LR-ARROW
OWvd, OA | TEv23V :7) «A|TE(recfor=¢)vI(recf 2/ =€) :7)  closed({f,z},e)  closed({f’,2'},¢’)

A|lTErecfz=eZrecf 2’ =¢:7—7

LR-BIND
AlTEe Sex:T Vo', [r]a(v,v") « AT E K[v] 2 K'[v]: 1)

AT EKlel) 2 K'[eg] : 7

LR-REC-L
(A |T = Klev/z][rec fx=e/f]] 3t:T) closed(rec f x =€)

A|TEK|[recfax=e)v]3t:T

LR-FST-L LR-SND-L
AT E K] 3t:7) AT E Klv 3t:7)
A|F):K[7T1(’U1,’U2)]:\</ti7' A|F):K[7I'2(’l)1,’l)2)}:\</ti7'
LR-TLAM-L LR-FOLD-L
AT EKle] 3t:7) closed(e) AT E K Zt:7)
A|ITEK[(Ae) ]| Zt:T A |T |E Kl[unfold (foldw)] St: 7
LR-PACK-L

>A|TEKlev)|Zt:T)
A |T | Klunpack (pack v) ine] 3¢t: 7

LR-CASE-INL-L
AT EKlegv] 3t:7)

A |T | Klcase(inl v,eq,e)] St: 7

LR-CASE-INR-L
AT EKlea v] 3t:7)

A|T |= K[case(inl v,ey,e2)] St: T

LR-IF-TRUE-L
MA|T = Klel] 3t:7)

A|T |= K[if truethene; elseey] S¢: 7

LR-IF-FALSE-L
MA|T = Kleg) 3t:7)

A|T = K[if falsethenej elseeg] St: 7T

18



LR-BINOP-L
SA|D KK Zt:7)  k=n[B]m

A|TEKnem]3t:T

LR-REC-R
A|T Ect 2 Klev/zllrec fz=e/f]]: T closed(rec f x = e)

A|TEet3K[(recfz=e)v]:T

LR-FST-R LR-SND-R
A|TEse S K[v]: 7 A|TEse S Klv]: 7
AT Eee3 Klm(vi,v)] 7 AT e e 3 Klma(v1,v2)] : 7
LR-TLAM-R LR-FOLD-R
AT et 2 Kle]: T closed(e) AT Eet I KT
ATt 2 K[(Ae) )] : 7 A|T ¢t 2 Klunfold (fold w)]: 7
LR-PACK-R

A|TEet 2 Klev]:T closed(e)
A | T ¢ t 2 Klunpack (pack v) ine] : 7

LR-CASE-INL-R
AT Eet S Klegv]:T

A|T ¢t 2 Klcase(inl v,eq,e9)] : T

LR-CASE-INR-R
AT Egt 2 Kleg v] = T

A|T ¢t 2 Klcase(inl v,eq,e9)] : T

LR-IF-TRUE-R
AT Eet I Kley]: 7

A|T ¢t 3 K[if truethene; elsees] : 7T

LR-IF-FALSE-R
AT Egt 2 Kleg] i 7

A|T gt 3 K[if falsethene; elsees] : 7

LR-BINOP-R
A|TEet 2Kk :T k = [®](n,m)

A|TEct2Kn®dm]: 7

Utilising LR-wP-ATOMIC-L. we can prove the admissibility of the stateful re-
duction rules.

LR-FORK-L,
A|ITEK[))ISt: T wp e {True} closed(e)

A|T E K[fork {e}] St: 71
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LR-ALLOC-L
Tl oL L v+ AT K[I] 2t:7)
A|TEK[ref(v)] St 7

LR-LOAD-L
TBf@u, ol sl —iv+A|T e Ko 3t:7))
AITEK[ZSt:T

LR-STORE-L
"Bl —sp(lsv AT =g K[)] 2t:7))
AITEK[l+vZt:T

LR-CAS-L
TEE (G, bl v (V) #£ v, w0 = A|T e K[false] 3t:7))
ANV =v; (I —=ivy + A |T g Kltrue] 3t:7)))
A|T E K[cas(l,vy,ve)] St T

Note that we have only one rule for CAS, which is not the case in the WP-
calculus. The reason for that is the following: if [ —; v’ is stored in an invariant,
we do not know, a priori, whether v’ is going to be equal to v;. The only way
do decide whether the CAS succeeds is to open the invariant first. Hence, the
decision must be put under the fancy update modality.

The derived compatibility rules are proven using the “monadic” rules (LR-
RETURN, LR-BIND) and symbolic execution rules.

LR-VAL LR-LITERAL

Eelr]alv,v') c is a literal of type 7
AlTEvZY 7 AlTEcZe:T
LR-PAIR

A|lTEe; Zex:T AlTEée Zey:o
AT E (e1,€)) 2 (e2,€h) : T x 0

LR-FST LR-SND
A|lTEe Ze:7Xxo0 A|TEe Ze:7X0
AT Emi(er) Im(e): 7 A|T Em(er) Smle):o
LR-APP

AlTEe Ze:71—0  A|lEe Zey:T
AlTEe e Zexey:o

LR-INJL LR-INJR
AT =e; Zex: T A|lTkEe Zex:o
A|T Einl(ey) Sinl(ex):7+0 A|T Einr(e)) S inr(es):7+0
LR-CASE

AlTEe Zey:m+ 1 AlTEe Z€j:m — 13 AlTEe Zey:mm—T3

A |T [ case(eg, €1,€2) 3 case(ey, €], €5) @ T3
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LR-IF
AlTEe Ze:2 A|TEe 37 A|lTEeZey:T

A|T E ifepthene; elseey 3 if ¢ thene] elsee) : 7

LR-BINOP
A|TEe €)' N A|TEe Zey: N

AlTEe ®ey 3 ®ey: N

LR-TAPP’ LR-FOLD
AlTEeZe VT AT EeZe ru(r)/
AlTEe|]| 23] : [0/ A |T E fold(e) 2 fold(e') : u(r)
LR-UNFOLD

AlTEeZe :u(r)
A |T E unfold(e) 2 unfold(e’) : 7[u(r)/]

LR-PACK’ LR-ALLOC
AlTEeZe 1[0/ AlTEeZe:T
A |T | pack e S pack e : 37 A |T | ref(e) 2 ref(e) : ref(r)
LR-LOAD LR-STORE
AT EeZe ref(r) AT EeZ3e ref(r) ATEtI: T
AlTE!eZle T AlTEe+tZe«+t:1
LR-CAS

AT e 2] :ref(r) EqType(r) A|TlkEexZeh:7  A|TEesleh:T
A | T |=CAS(e1, ea,e3) 3 CAS(e], eh,e5) 1 2

LR-SEQ
(RA)(+)$TEe Zei:m AlTEeZey:m

/ /
A|T Eees Zel;es:m

LR-SEQ’
A|lTEe Zel:m AlTEe Zey:m
A|F’:€1;62"<

~

ool
€1;€o 1 T2

3.3 Compatibility lemmas and the fundamental property

The standard proof of soundness of logical refinement judgement is done via so
called “compatibility lemmas”. In our deductive system they are presented as
rules.

Lemma 3.2. [fTFe:7then A|TlEeZe:T.

Proof. By induction on the typing derivation, using the compatibility rules from
Sections 3.1 and 3.2. O
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Notes on formalisation

The formalisation of the calculus is split across various modules in the logrel di-

rectory. The rule rupp-LOGREL and the monadic rules are formalised in logrel_binary.v.
In addition FUPD-LOGREL gives rise to several ElimModal instances (also defined

in the same file). The primitive and derived compatibility rules are formalised in
fundamental_binary.v alongside the fundamental property Lemma 3.2. The

rest of the rules are formalised in rules.v module.
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4 Introductory example: fine-grained concur-
rent counter

In this section we go over an illustrative example: a lock-free concurrent counter
implementation that uses atomic CAS refines an implementation that uses lock-
ing. The source code for the two counters is in Figure 2, counter; is a fine-grained
counter whereas counter, is a coarse-grained counter implemented using locks.

4.1 General form of relational specifications: a library for
locks

The course grained counter, which we will use as a specification, is imple-
mented using locks. The locks themselves in turn are implemented using atomic
compare-and-swap. In this subsection we sketch the lemmas provided by the
lock library.

Implementation:
TLock := ref 2
newlock :  TLock
newlock := ref(false)
acquire : TlLock — 1
acquire := rec acquire x = if CAS(x, false, true) then () else acquire x
release ¢ TLock — 1
release = Az.z < false
Relational specifications: where TlogrelN C £

LR-NEWLOCK-R
Vi, l—sfalse x A | Tt I K[l]: 7

A |T gt 2 K[newlock] : 7

LR-ACQUIRE-R
[ — false (Il—=strue « A | T et 3 K[()]:7)

A|T ¢ t 3 Klacquire [] = T

LR-RELEASE-R
l—sb (I —sfalse « A [T Egt I K[)]:7)

A|T et 3 Klrelease I] : 7

As one can observe, the relational specifications for symbolic execution on
the right hand side follow a certain pattern. For an expression e that under
precondition P reduces to v with postcondition Q(v), the rule has the following
form:

Px(Vo, Q) « A | TEgt 3K :7) «A|TEct 3 Kle]: 7
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The symbolic execution rules for the left hand side be presented in a similar
way:

Px Vv, Qv) * A|TEK Z3t:7) «A|TEKle] 3t:7

Notice that for the left hand side rule, the masks in the judgement have to
be the same. This means, in particular, that such rules cannot be applied in
combination with opening an invariant. We will see how to mitigate this issue
in Section 8.1.

Hoare triples and relational specification. In fact, we can take the general
form of the relational specification from the previous paragraph as a basis for
defining a “relational Hoare triple for the left hand side”:

A|TE{Pe{Q}2VKtr,OP* (Vv,Qv) * A|TEK[p] Zt:7) *«A|TEKle] 3t:7)

Lemma 4.1. For any A, T it is the case that {P}e{Q}s -« A |T = {P} e {Q}

Proof. Unfolding the definitions and using LR-WP-L. O

4.2 Coarse-grained and fine-grained counters

read = Az (). o
inc, = Az l.acquire I;letn = !z inx < 1 + n;release I; n
inc, £ recincz =letc=!zin
if CAS(z,¢,1 4 ¢)thencelseincx
counter, = let! = newlock () inletz = ref(0) in
(read z, A().incs x 1)

counter; = let x = ref(0) in (read x, (). inc; z)

Figure 2: Fine-grained and coarse-grained counters

The invariant that is going to link two implementations is
Ieni(l, ciycs) 2 n, | g false k¢ rs Nk ¢y =i N

Our goal is to show - A | § |= counter; < counter, : (1 — N) x (1 — N). To do
this we can perform symbolic execution until we reach pairs on both sides; our
goal then becomes

l s false,c; 1 0,¢c5 —s 0 A |0 = (read c;, A().inc; ¢;) 3 (read ¢, A().incs ¢s 1) : (1 — N) x (1 = N)

~

At this point we can establish the invariant | It (l, ¢;,¢s)|  and apply LR-PAIR.
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Thus we have to prove
N
Ii(l,ciics)| FA]DEX).inc; ¢ ZA().incg ¢s 1:1— N (3)
Ini(l,ciyc5) N FA|QEreade¢; Sreades: 1 — N (4)

(Proof of Equation (3)). By LR-CLOSURE and LR-PURE-L, LR-PURE-R it suffices to
prove
A | @ ': inci C;

N
under the assumption that we have the invariant | Ient(l, ¢;,¢5) | . Performing
some symbolic execution on both sides our goal becomes

<incs cs [N

~

A|DE1letc=!c;inif CAS(c;,c,1 4 c)thencelseinc; c; 35 acquire [;...: N
We proceed by Lob induction; that is, we get an assumption
>(A| 0| letc=!¢; inif CAS(¢4, ¢, 1+c) thencelseing; ¢; 3 acquirel;...: N).

~

We will get rid of > for this hypothesis as soon as we perform a symbolic exe-
cution step on the left (using the monotonicity of ).
At this point we apply LR-REC-L and LR-LOAD-L to get the goal

TET\N(HU, D i vk (¢ v =+ A |0 v K[v] 3 acquire ;... : N).
We can then use the invariant opening rule to obtain

1. The lock resource: [+ false;

2. The counter resources: cs —s n and ¢; —; n for some n € N;

3. The invariant closing rule: dn,l ¢ false xcs s N * ¢ — N T\NEKT
True;

4. And the goal without the TET\N modality.
We can then frame > ¢; —; n, and introduce ¢; —; n to obtain a new goal
Al Em\w letc=nin... Zacquirel;...: N.

At this point we cannot really continue the symbolic execution, so we close the
invariant (as we can easily do, because we haven’t actually changed any of the
resources that we were holding) using FUPD-LOGREL. Our new goal is

A|DEletc=nin... Zacquirel;...: N

and we do not hold any resources. After performing a number of pure reductions
on the left had side we reach the goal

A |0 if CAS(¢;,m,n + 1) thennelseinc; ¢; X acquire [;...: N.

~

At this point we apply Lr-cas-L, open the invariant and consider two cases:
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1. The new value of the counter has changed and is no longer n. In that case
CAS fails. However, the state has not been changed and we can easily
close the invariant leaving us with the goal:

A|QE if falsethennelseinc;¢; 3 acquire [;...: N.

which we solve by applying LR-1F-FALSE-L and using the induction hypoth-
esis.

2. The counter value has not changed. In this case the goal is

Ci i (n—l—l)—*

~

A | ) =\ if truethennelseing; ¢; 3 acquirel;letn =!cg inc, < n+1;release [;n : N.

Then, the operation have succeeded. It remains, however, to perform
the counter update on the right hand side. Because the invariant is still
open, we have access to [ +—s false and ¢ —¢ n. Using LR-ACQUIRE-R,
LR-STORE-R, and LR-RELEASE-R we can reduce this to

ci—i(n+1)*xcs =5 (n+1) %1 ¢ false —
A| ) Er\w if truethennelseincic; In: N.

~

After this we can close the invariant using FUPD-LOGREL and use LR-PURE-L
to finish up with an instance of LR-VAL:

A|l0PEn=n:N.

Notes on formalisation

The counter refinement is implemented in examples/counter.v using logically
atomic rules described in Section 8.1. The rules for the lock are derived in
examples/lock.v.

26



5 Ticket lock from the counter specification

In this section we present the details of the ticket-lock vs spin lock refinement
described in the LICS paper. The purpose of this section is to give an detailed
description of the way the rules of ReL.oC are used for an actual proof.

TICKET-NONDUP
ticket, (n) ticket, (n) NEWISSUEDTICKETS
False E 3y, issuedTickets. (0)

ISSUENEWTICKET
issued Tickets, (m)

E issuedTickets, (m + 1) = ticket, (m)

Figure 3: Properties of abstract predicates.

Abstract predicates. We use the following abstract predicates:

e ticket,(m) representing a ticket with the id m from the ticket dispensing
machine with the name ~;

o issuedTickets,(m) stating that a total of m tickets have been issued for
the dispensing machine ~;

The predicates themselves are implemented in Iris using ghost state over the
resource algebra AUTH(Ppis;(N)). For the purpose of the proof, we are not
concerned with the implementations of the predicates and only require that
they satisfy the rules presented in Figure 3.

The relation linking together two modules (serving as the interpretation for
a) is:

lockInt((lo, In),1") & Jy.[lockinv, (lo, In, ") \N.

Lemma 5.1. The following refinement holds:
[ := lockInt] | @ |= newlock; = newlocks : 1 — c.
Proof. By LR-CLOSURE it suffices to show:

[ := lockInt] | @ = newlock; () = newlocks() : a.

Performing symbolic execution on the left and the right hand sides we get lo +—;
0 In+—; 0 *isLock(l’, false) and the goal:

[o := lockint] | 0 |= (lo,In) 21" : a.
By rupPD-LOGREL and LR-RETURN it suffices to prove:

= lockint((lo, In),1").
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In other words:
B 3. locklnv, (lo, In,1")

To prove this goal we first create a new ticket dispensing machine with a
fresh name ~ using NEwISSUEDTICKETS. Together with the resources that we
already had, issuedTickets, (0) comprises locklnv, (lo, In,l’). O

To prove the acquire refinement we need the following helper.

Lemma 5.2. Assume the ticket ticket,(m), and the invariant:

[lockin, (lo, In, 1) |

linking the two locks together. Then:
[ := lockInt] | @ = wait_loop m lo 3 acquire, 1" : 1
Proof. By Lob induction it suffice to show goal from an assumption:
>(ticket, (m) —
[ := lockInt] | 0 = wait_loop m lo 3 acquire, I' : 1).

(We will get rid of the later modality after performing a symbolic execution
step—so we will ignore the later modality from now on.)

After performing pure symbolic reductions on the left had side our goal
becomes:

[ :=lockInt] | @ =
if (m = !lo) then () else wait_loop m lo 3 acquire, I’ : 1.

At this point we apply the rule LrR-LoAD-L, which allows us to open the
invariant N to get:

e the resources lo —; o * In+—; n * isLock(l’,b) for some o, n, b;
e issuedTickets, (n) and if b then ticket, (o), for some 7.
After framing and introducing resources our goal is:
[o := lockInt] | @ =\ pr
if (m = o) then () else wait_loop m lo 3 acquire, ¢ : 1.
Here we distinguish two cases:

1. Case m = o. In this situation we know that our turn to enter the critical
section has arrived, i.e., it must be the case that b = false. This is the
case because if b = true, then have ticket, (o) from the invariant A" and
ticket, (m) by assumption. This yields a contradiction by TICKET-NONDUP.
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Since b = false we can apply LR-ACQUIRE-R to update the lock to isLock(l’, true)
and reduce the goal to:

[o := lockInt] | § =1\ n
if (0 = 0) then () elsewait_loop m lo 3 () : 1.

We can close the invariant by giving up the original ticket ticket, (o). The
goal then holds by LrR-PURE-L and the compatibility property for the unit

type.

2. Case m # o. We can immediately close the invariant to restore the masks
on the relational judgement, and reduce the goal to the original statement
of this lem. Finally, we discharge the goal by the induction hypothesis. [

Lemma 5.3. The following refinement holds:
[ := lockInt] | @ |= acquire; 3 acquire, : o« — 1.

Proof. By LR-cLOSURE it suffices to assume the invariant:

[lockinv, (lo, in, )|

for some ~, and show:
[ := locklInt] | @ = acquire; (lo, In) 3 acquire, I : 1.
After applying LR-PURE-L, the goal becomes:
[ := lockInt] | @ |= K[inc; In] < acquire, ¢ : 1

where K £ letn = [+] inwait_loop n lo.

At this point we can use the atomic rule for the fine-grained counter FG-
INCREMENT-ATOMIC-L with the parameters € £ T\N and R(n) £ issued Tickets,, (n).
We have to show:

T T\W - -
"W 3n, In —; n * issued Tickets, (n) *

(I~ n * issued Tickets, (n) T\W=kT True) A
(In+—i (n+ 1) = issuedTickets, (n) — (5)
FErw K[n] 3 acquire, I : 1)

At this point we can introduce the update modality by opening the invariant
N and obtaining:

e the resources lo —; 0 * In +—; n * isLock(l’,b) for some o, n, b;

e issuedTickets, (n) and if b then ticket, (o), for some 7.
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We can frame In —; n and issuedTickets, (n) in Equation (5), it then remains
to show the conjunction:

(In ;i n = issuedTickets, (n) "\W=kT True) A
(In—i (n+ 1) * issuedTickets, (n) —
Frw K[n] 2 acquire, I': 1)

For the first conjunct we just apply the invariant closing proposition and
show that the invariant locklnv.,(lo, In,1’) still holds. Since we have not changed
any ghost state it is trivial.

For the second conjunct, assume that we have 1n —; (n + 1) and issued Tickets ().
We can apply the update 1SSUENEWTICKET to get:

issuedTickets. (n + 1) * ticket., (n)

We restore the invariant using these resources and 1n —; (n 4 1), which leaves
us with the goal:

[ := locklInt] | 0 = wait_loop n lo 3 acquire, I : 1
which reduces to the statement of Lemma 5.2. O

Similarly we can show the refinement for release.

Lemma 5.4. The following refinement holds:
[a := lockint] | 0 |= release; =X releases : o — 1.

Theorem 5.5. The following refinement holds:

pack(newlocks, acquire,, releasey)
3 pack(newlock;, acquire;, release;)
:Ja.(l = a) X (@ —=1) x (a— 1).

Proof. The theorem follows from Lr-pACcK (with lockInt as the witness for the
existential type), LR-PAIR and Lemmas 5.1, 5.3 and 5.4. O
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6 Interpretation in Iris

The calculus defined in Section 3 is interpreted in Iris. The interpretation of
the judgements are not very different from the encoding of [3].

6.1 Ghost thread pool

The thread pool (unital) resource algebra is defined as follows.

TP 2 N ™ Ex(Empr)
Given a thread pool T € ThreadPool we can obtain T € TP by folding over
the list, ie. [e1,...,ex] = {1 — e1,...,n — e,}. The resource algebra of
configurations is obtained as a product

CrG 2 AuTH(TP x H)

where H is the heap resource algebra Loc fing Q x Ac(Val). The basic assertions
are then defined as follows.

Lrsv 20 (0,{l (1,2g(v))})

jee2o({jr ex(e)}, )

Notice that, as usual, [ —¢ v is a timeless proposition.

For the rest of this section we assume that Iris is instantiated with the
configuration RA under the name v.4,. The global invariant that we want to
maintain for the configuration RA is spec_ctx (we implicitly coerce thread pools
and states to the corresponding RAs).

spec_ctx(p) £[3T o, "p " (T.0) x s (Tr0).

The invariant states that the current configuration that we own is reachable
from some original configuration p.

Rules for Cfg. We have the following “symbolic execution” updates for the
configuration RA.

STEP-PURE
€ —pure € tspecN C & spec_ctx(p)

e Kle] #=k* j = Kl

STEP-ALLOC
TspecN C € spec_ctx(p)

j = K[fork {e}] °=k® 3i, j= K[()] *i=e

STEP-ALLOC
TspecN C & spec_ctx(p)

ji Klref(v)] *=kf 31, ji= K[l] x 1l —s v
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STEP-LOAD
l—sv TspecN C &€ spec_ctx(p)

je K[ 1 5=k je Ku] « s v

STEP-STORE
l—sv TspecN C &€ spec_ctx(p)

je K[l ] #=KE j= K[l

STEP-CAS-FAIL
l—sv v # 1 TspecN C &€ spec_ctx(p)

j = K[CAS(l,v1,v0)] ¥=k¢ j & K[false] * | s v

STEP-CAS-SUC
[ =01 TspecN C € spec_ctx(p)

j = K[CAS(l,v1,vs)] ¥=K¢ j & Ktrue] [ > vy

6.2 Encoding logical relations
The semantic domain, in which we are going to interpret the types is a set of
persistent predicates over Val x Val:

D 2 Val x Val =5 iProp

An interpretation function [—] takes a type and a list List D of semantic
types, which is used to interpret type variables. The interpretation of types and
the interpretation of expressions are defined simultaneously.

[-1e(&) : (List D 2% D) 2% List D 2% Eapr x Bapr ™% iProp
[7]e(E)(A)(e1,e2) 2 V) K, j=>Kea] "=k wpey {v. 30, ji= K[v']  7(A)(v,v")}

We describe the interpretation of types using set-theoretic notation; it is
straightforward to transform every such description into a predicate.

[1]a 2 {0,003

[2]a £ {(true,true), (false,false)}

[N] A 2 {(n,n)|neN}

[rxola & {((v1,v2), (v],03)) | (v1,07) € [7]a * (v2,05) € [o]a}
[T+ o]a £ {(inl v,inl v) | (v,v") € [r]a} U {(inr v, inr V') | (v,v’) € [o]a}
[r=ala £ {(v) 00 (ww) e [r]a, [o]e(T)HA) (v w, " w')}
[V(T)]a 2 {(,v) [Ovri € D, [r]e(T)(ri = A)(v [J,v" [))}
[3(M)]a 2 {(pack v,pack v') | O(37i € D, [T]rizny (v, v)}
[(T)]a £ {(fold v,fold v') | >I7] (u(ryay (v, 0') }

Loy . Locx Loc— D= iProp

Ieo(LU,78) = Fov, vl g U/*Ti(’l},’lf/)

frefrls 2 {(L0) | Ll T ™)

[zi]a 2 DA(®)
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Note that in the interpretation of the recursive types, the truth-value [7] (7). (v, V")
is under the later modality, which allows to define the interpretation of [u(7)]
as a fixed point.

Remark 6.1. In the interpretation of type wvariables we use the persistence
modality. This ensures that the value interpretation [T]|a is persistent, even if
some relations in A are not. However, morally any relation in A should be
persistence. Consider, for instance, a refinement at type a. By the definition
of the value interpretation we would have to prove A(«) using only persistent
resources, and that might be hard or impossible if A(«) is not persistent itself.
For instance, if A(a)(v1,v2) is a heap assertion, then O A(a)(vy,v2) is logically
equivalent to False.

Remark 6.2. In the definitions related to the ghost thread pool we use the
invariant name specN, whereas for the interpretation of the reference types we
use the invariant name logN. To that extent we assume that both specN and
logN share common namespace logrelN, which is used in the rules in Section 3.

Proposition 6.3. The value interpretation is persistent: V7 A w, persistent([7]a(w)).

Proof. By induction on 7. O

The interpretation of environments is defined as follows.

] : (List D) — (Map Var (Val x Val)) — iProp
[[]sa(@) £ Tdom(¥) = dom(T)" «V(z,7) € L, [r]a(v(z))

Proposition 6.4. For any AT, 7, ¥ € Map Var (Val x Val), and for any
(v,v") € Val x Val, z € Var,

[7la(,v")  [TTaa (@) F 27, T o (F [z (0, 0)])
Note that the other direction does not hold if I'(x) is already defined.

Proposition 6.5. For any AT, 7, v € Map Var (Val x Val), and for any
(v,v") € Val x Val, x € Var, such that x ¢ dom(T"):

[Tla(,v") s [T o (@) A= [2:7, T 5 (02 4= (0, 0)])

Next we define an environment substitution. Given a map ¥ € Map Var (Valx
Val),

vi(e) = e[/T.%1] where e[/m)] is parallel substitution
Uale) 2 e[/T.%2] and U. %1 is m; ($) U

Refinement judgement. The interpretation of the logical refinement judge-
ments is given by

AT ee3e 72 0)p, spec_ctx(p) — O[T]. o (@) — [r].(€)(A) (@ (e), Ba(e))
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6.3 Deriving the symbolic execution rules

In this section we examine how to derive the most general rules such as LR-PURE-
L, LR-PURE-R, LR-WP-ATOMIC-L, and a new rule LR-STEP-R.

Rules on the left hand side.
Lemma 6.6. The proof rule LR-PURE-L s sound.

Proof. We wish to prove A |T'|= Kle] 3 t: 7 fromp>A |T'|E K[| 3t: 7T,
€ —pure e’ with e and €’ closed. Unfolding the definitions, we are to show

spec_ctx(p)*0 [[]« o (0)*j=02(K'[t]) F Brwp 01 (Ke]) {v. 3, j = K'[V'] « [t]a(v,v")}

We can get rid of the fancy update modality and rewrite 73 (K|e]) as 77 (K)[¢4 (e)]
where we extend the definition of substitution to evaluation contexts. Further-
more, since e is closed, ¥ (e) = e. Thus we are left with proving.

wp ¥ (K)e] {v. ', j & K'[']  [r]a(v,v)}
And according to wp-BIND, it suffices to show
wp e {v. wp @ (K)[v] {w. Fw’, j = K'Tw']* []a(w, w')}}
We can then apply WP-LIFT-LR-PURE-STEP to obtain the goal

spec_ctx(p), O[L« A (¥), 5 = 2(K'[1]),
AT E K[ 2t:mEbwpe {v.wp vy (K)[v] {w. ', j= K'[W] * [t]a(w,w)}}

We can then get rid of the later modalities on both sides of the turnstile and
apply WP-BIND-INV; it then remains to show

spec_ctx(p), O[]« A (9), j = U2(K'[t]),
AIT K]St wp ()] {v.3, j i K'[0)  [r]a(v,0)}

This follows from instantiating A | T' E Kle/] 3 t : 7 with spec_ctx(p),
O] o (3), and j i (K[, .

Lemma 6.7. The proof rule LR-WP-ATOMIC-L is sound.

Proof. Assume that T}égwpg e{v.A|T ¢ K[v] 2t:7}. Let ¥ be such that
[[]« A (7) and let j and K’ be such that j = 0>(K’[t]). We are to show

wp v1(Ke]) {v. ', j = K'[V'] % [t]a(v,0")}.
Because e is closed, #1(K]le]) = 01 (K)[e]. By wp-BIND it suffices to show
wp e {v.wp v1 (K)[v] {vo. ', j =& K'[V] * [T]a(vo, ")} }.

Applying wp-MASK-MONO, WP-ATOMIC and FUPD-MONO, we can get rid of the fancy
update modality, resulting in the sequent

jetva(K'[t])*wpg e {v. A | T e K] St: 7} Fwpge {v. Tefwp 0y (K)[v] {ve. I, j = K'[v'] * [[T]]A(vo,v’)}}
Finally, we can apply wp-mono, and the result follows from the definition of

AT Ee Kv) St 7. O
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LR-STEP-R

Vp j K', spec_ctx(p) = (j & K'le] =ke v, (j & K'[v]) * &(v))

Rules on the right hand side.

Lemma 6.8. The proof rule LR-PURE-R i$ sound.

Proof. Unfolding the definitions, we see that we have to show
TBEwp (1) {v.30, j = K'[v] % [T]a(v,v')}

from A | T e t 3 Kle'] : 7, O[T]«A(0), and j = K'[0>(K[e])]. The latter
resource can be rewritten as

j = K'[U2(K)]e]]
since e is closed. By FUPD-TRANS it suffices to show
i KU (K)e]) F Bt Tefwp i (t) {v. 3, j = K'W] « [r]a(v,v))}

Then, by sTEP-PURE, we can update this resource to B+ j = K'[U2(K)[e']], and
cancel the fancy update modality on both sides of the turnstile to obtain

e KK F TR wp g (t) {v. 3, j e K'[V] * [r]a(v,0))}

The result then follows by instantiating A | T' ¢ ¢ 3 K[e/] : 7 with the
appropriate resources. O

Using the notation of Section 6.1 we can formulate a general rule for per-
forming symbolic execution on the right hand side of the refinement judgement.

Yo, P(v) « A | T Egt I K] : 7

closed(e)

A|TEet3Kle]:T

Using LrR-STEP-R we can derive all stateful symbolic execution rules for the right
hand side (Section 3.1).

6.4 Soundness

The proof that our logical relation is sound w.r.t. contextual refinement follows a
fairly standard strategy, and it relies on the adequacy of the weakest precondition
calculus in Iris [1].

Definition 6.9. A program e in an initial state o is adequate for a pure
predicate ¢ : Val — Prop if for any thread pool T and a state o’ such that
(le},0) =% (T, 0"):

1. (Safety) For any e’ € T either €' is a value, or (¢',0") is reducible;
2. (Result) If v € T is a value, then p(v) holds.

Note that adequacy itself is a pure statement, formulated outside separation
logic.
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Theorem 6.10 ([1, Theorem 6]). If ¢ is a pure predicate, and wpe{v. p(v)"}
is derivable in Iris, then e is adequate for p w.r.t. any initial state o.

Lemma 6.11. If closed(domT,e) and [C] : T F 7) = (I' F 77), then
closed(domI",Cle]).

Proof. By induction on the derivation of the context typing, using the fact that
if A+ t: o, then closed(dom A, t). O

Lemma 6.12 (Precongruence). If closed(dom(I"),e) and closed(dom(I),e’),
and [C]: T'F7') = (C'F 7) then

OVA, ATV EeZe )« (VA, AT ECle] 3C[]:7)

Proof. By induction on the context typing derivation. Most of the cases are
trivial. For those context typing judgements that contain typing assumptions
we need to use the fundamental property (Lemma 3.2). For instance, for one of
the cases in which [C]: (I"F o) = (I' 7/ — 7) we have to show

A|TECle ea 2Cle' ea: T
from the assumptions that I' - e : 7/ and the induction hypothesis
A|TECle 3CE]: T —T.

For this we apply the fundamental property to obtain A | T = ez S e : 7/ and
then use LR-APP.
The most tricky case is the context typing rule

[C]:(I"+o)= (x:7, f:(r—7),TFT)
[recfa=C]:T"Fo)=TkF1—171")

The goal is
A|lTErecfz=Cle]3rec fz=Cle]: 71— 71
and the induction hypothesis then gives us
Al(@ir fi(r —7),0) Cle] 3Cl¢] : 7

with the assumption
OVA, AT EeZSe 7).

To reduce the goal we apply the rule Lr-rEC. We than have to show some
closedness conditions, which are discharged using the closedness assumptions
on e and ¢’ and Lemma 6.11. The reduced goal that we get is

OA | (z:7, f:(r = 7),T) ECle] 2C[¢] : T")

which can be obtained from the induction hypothesis. Note the presence of the
O modality in the reduced goal — that is the reason why the assumption for the
lemma had to put under the [J modality. O
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Lemma 6.13 (Adequacy of logical relations). If A |0 e 3¢ : 7 is derivable
in logic, then e is adequate w.r.t. any initial state for the predicate

p(v) =31 o'V, ([¢'],0) =% (W] 4 T",0") A (ObsType(r') — v =)

One immediate implication of the adequacy lemma is the type safety of the
target language.

Theorem 6.14 (Type safety). If ) e : 7, then e is safe, i.e. if ([e],0) =7,
(T,o') and €' € T, then either ¢’ is a value or it is reducible.

Proof. By the fundamental property of logical relations (Lemma 3.2) we obtain
that 0| D e ZSe:T.

Then, by Lemma 6.13, it is the case that e is adequate for some predicate
w.r.t any initial state. Adequacy trivially implies safety. O

Theorem 6.15 (Soundness). If closed(dom(T),e) and closed(dom(T"),¢’), and
(VA, A |T e € 1) is derivable in logic, then T F e Zep € 1 7

Proof. 1. Suppose that VA, A |[T'EeZe :m)and [C]: (THT)= (D7)
for some observable type 7’

2. Furthermore, suppose that ([Cle1]],0) —f, ([v] # T,0). We are to show:
T’ o', ([Clezl], 0) =5, ([v] 4 T",07).

3. By precongruence (Lemma 6.12), (VA, A | 0 =Cle] S Cle'] : 7).

4. The result the follows by adequacy (Lemma 6.13) and the two previous
points.
O

Notes on formalisation

The encoding presented in this section has been initially formalised by Amin
Timany, Robbert Krebbers, and Lars Birkedal [3, 6]. The main difference is
that we have extended the interpretation with masks, allowing the users of the
logic to open invariants around the refinement judgements.

The ghost thread pool construction and its basic properties are described
in logrel/threadpool.v. The rules for the ghost thread pool are proved in
logrel/rules_threadpool.v. The encoding of the value and expression in-
terpretations is located in logrel/semtypes.v. The refinement judgement is
defined in logrel/logrel_binary.v. Symbolic execution rules (and some other
primitive rules) are proved in logrel/rules.v. Lemma 6.12 and Theorem 6.15
are proved in logrel/contextual_refinement.v and logrel/soundness_binary.v
resp.
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7 Further examples

In this section we present some further examples demonstrating various features
of the system.

7.1 Representation independence

In this example we will demonstrate how to prove refinement of two represen-
tations of the same abstract data type. We are going to consider an abstract
data type which interface is provided by the following type

TBit £ Ja.a x (o — a) x (a — 2)

This is a simple type representing a bit, which consists of the initial state of the
bit, the function that flips the bit, and the function that converts the bit to a
boolean value.

Boolean bit. Perhaps, the simplest implementation of the bit interface is the
one that uses booleans for the internal state.

bitbool £ pack(true, \b. b @ true, Ab.b) : TBit

Natural numbers bit. Our second implementation models a bit by a natural
number from a set {0,1}.

flipnat £ An.ifn =0Othenlelse0: N — N
bitnat £ pack(1, flipnat, \n.n = 1) : TBit
Refinement. Let I', A be arbitrary. We are to prove the following refinement.

Theorem 7.1. The following judgement is derivable.

A | T | bitbool 5 bitnat : TBit

Proof. (We ignore the liftings of I" since it is not really important). In order to
prove the refinement, we appeal to LrR-PACK. Thus, we have to pick a relation
7; that would link the underlying types of the two representation. A good
candidate is

7;(b,n) £ (b=true An = 1)V (b= false An = 0).
It remains to show
(15, A) | T = (true, Ab. bbtrue, Ab.b) 3 (1, flipnat, An.n =1) : ax(a = a)x(a — 2).

By repeatedly applying LR-PATR we get three new goals
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e (5,A) | T E true 3 1 : «, which amounts to showing 7;(true,1) by

~

LR-VAL; this holds trivially.
o (15,A) | T = Ab.b @ true 3 flipnat : @ — «; by LR-CLOSURE and LR-REC-
L,LR-REC-R it suffices to show
(b =trueAn =1)V(b = falseAn =0) F (1;,A) | T = bdtrue T ifn =0thenlelse0: a.
That statement is proved by case analysis on b and n, appealing to LR-VAL.

o (7;,A) [T E XD 3 Anon =1: «a — 2; similar to the previous item, it
suffices to show

(b=trueAn=1)V(b=falseAn=0)F (,,A) [ TEbbIn=1:2.
This is proved by case analysis and LR-LITERAL.

O

“Heapification”. Given a module m : TBit that implements a bit interface,
we can construct a module heapify(m) we implements the bit interface by holding
a value of the underlying type of bit from m in a reference, and performing all
the operations on that reference. This is done by the following function.

heapify(m) = unpack m as (init, flip, view) in
let x = init in
let 1 = newlock () in
let flip’ () = acquire 1; x ¢ flip (!x); release 1 in
let view’ () = view (!x) in
pack (O, flip’, view’)

Theorem 7.2. For any A and T,
A | T = heapify(bitbool) 3 heapify(bitnat) : TBit
Proof. Note that T' F; heapify(—) : TBit — TBit. Hence, by the fundamental

property, A | I' |= heapify(—) 3 heapify(—) : TBit — TBit. The result then
follows by Lr-apP and Theorem 7.1. O

7.2 Irreversible state change

Consider the following Pitts and Stark’s “awkward” example [4]:
e; :=1letz =ref(0)inAf. (x + 1;f ();!x)

es :=letx =ref(1)in Af. (f ();!x)
ez = Af.(f ();1)
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All the functions have the type (1 — 1) — 1 and are contextually equivalent.
We will show it through a chain of refinements: e; < ey X e3 = e; and use the
transitivity of contextual refinement. Intuitively, the reason why those functions
are equivalent is because the variable z is local and f can only affect the value
of z if it invokes the closure itself.

Notably, the following program is not equivalent to any of the above:

¢ :=letx =ref(0)in\f. (z + 0; f ();2 + 1;!x)

The reason for that is that the callback f can spawn another thread invoking
the closure. Then, depending on the scheduler, this thread can enter the callback
directly before the !z operation of the original thread commences. Specifically,
consider the following program context K:

let g = [+] in
let £ = fun ) => fork { g (fun O => O) }
g f
Then Kes] always terminates with 1 as the value; on the other hand there
is an execution of K[e'] which terminates in 0:

1. €' f starts executing, assigning value 0 to z;

2. it then spawns a thread ¢ which is going to execute (€’ id);
3. the main thread continues its executing assigning 1 to z;
4

. the main thread then yields control to thread ¢ which enters the body of
(¢’ id) and assigns 0 to x;

5. thread ¢ yields to the main thread which performs !z and returns 0.

Lemma 7.3. For any I' and A it is the case that
A|lTEe Zes:(1—-1)—= N
Proof. After applying Lr-ALLOC-L we are left with the goal
e LEATEM(f Oite) IAL(FO;D): (1T —=1) = N,

At this point we would like to prove the refinement of closures using LR-ARROW.
However, the only resources that are going to be available for the refinement
proof are the persistent ones. Intuitively, the reason for that is a closure can
be stored somewhere and invoked at an arbitrary point in the future, when we
might or might not have some non-persistent resources.

For that purpose we are going to put the resource x +; 1 in an invariant

N
, which amounts to saying that each atomic operation has to ensure
that the invariant is still maintained after the execution. Formally, we are to
show

1 F AT EA(f Ol2) SAL(F 051): (1= 1) 5 N
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After applying LR-ARROW and LR-REC-L, LR-REC-R we are to show

1]V FAITE(f Oila) 3 (£ 0:1) (1 —1) 5 N

under the assumption
AITEiZf:1—1

Using LR-sEQ we decompose our goal into two:
LA TEAQOZLO:L
2. A|TE!221:N.

The former goal follows from the assumption on f; and f; and the compat-
ibility lemmas LR-APP, LR-VAL.

The later goal is established as follows. First, we apply LR-LOAD-L resulting
in

Nl— T'ET\NH’U,DZW—NU*D(JZ*—N’U—*A‘F':T\NUjI:N)
This allows us to open the invariant to get to
cexre LR privsn(@ v+ A Eryv v 31:N)
which we can reduce to
exzlFAITERV1Z1:N

at this point we have no other choice but to close the invariant (using rupD-
LoGreL) and end up with

N
FAITE1Z1:N
which is an instance of LR-VAL. O

Lemma 7.4. For any I and A it is the case that
A|lTEe; Ze:(1—-1)—=N

Proof. The proof is similar to the previous one, using a different invariant:

N
[(z = 0 % pending V & +; 1 % shot) x y = 1] .

O
Lemma 7.5. For any I’ and A it is the case that
A|lTEe;sZe:(1—-1) =N
Proof. The proof is similar to the previous one, using a different invariant:
‘a: —s 0% pending V x — 1 * shot ‘N.
O
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Notes on formalization

The representation independence example is formalized in examples/bit.v.
The irreversible state change example are refinement1, refinement2 and refinement25
in examples/various.v.

42



8 Notes on logical atomicity

8.1 Logically atomic symbolic execution rules for com-
pound commands

To facilitate composability, we would like to provide free-standing rules for sym-
bolic execution of compound statements on both sides of the refinement judge-
ment. Let’s return to the counter example from Section 4.2. For instance, in
order to prove Equation (4), we would like to have rules for symbolically exe-
cuting read on the LHS and on the RHS, and then use those rules for proving
the refinement. However, consider what happens if we write a lemma for sym-
bolically executing read on the left hand side, in the style of the rules from
Section 3.2.

COUNTER-READ-L

Ci—n A|ITEKn| 3t:T

A|TEKfread ¢; )] St T

Such rule, albeit sound, is not going to be helpful with proving Equation (4): in
order to apply the rule we need to obtain ¢; —; n; for that we have to open up
the invariant. However, once the invariant is open, we are left with a masked
logical relation of the form A | T' =g\4ar € Tt : 7. Hence, the COUNTER-READ-L
is not applicable. Furthermore, we cannot write down a sound rule for read that
would worked for arbitrary masked refinement judgement. The same argument
applies to a seemingly standard rule for inc;:

FG-INCREMENT-L
Tn x—=i(n+1) «A|TEK[)]It:T

AT EKl[inc; z] St 7

The reason for this is neither read nor inc; are atomic, as they are compound
expressions. However, the expressions are logically atomic, i.e. it behaves “as
if” it is physically atomic. In a sense both of those functions have a single deter-
mined linearisation point. To provide sensible reusable rules we take inspiration
from the encoding of logically atomic Hoare triples. The proposed rules are
thus:

COUNTER-READ-ATOMIC-L
O("B 3n, 2 — nx R(n)x

(z i nx R(n) €=k’ True) A (z=inxR(n) +«A|T Eg Kn] 3t:7))
A|TEK[eadxz )] St: T

FG-INCREMENT-ATOMIC-L
O( "B 3n, & i nx R(n)*
(z =i n* R(n) €=k True) A (x—=i(n+1)*xRn) «A |l =c Kn] Zt:7))

A|T EKlinc; z) Zt:T

Consider the inc; rule. Informally, the reason why inc; x is logically atomic is
because it does only two things with the heap: it either reads the value of x (this
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cannot break any invariants or resources held by other threads), and it either
succeeds in incrementing the counter (in an atomic fashion, using compare-and-
swap) or it fails to do so, and starts over. In order to understand the logically
atomic rule we must think of a way of (symbolically) performing those three
steps whenever the resources that we need are shared between threads.

First of all, instead of requiring the resource x +; n, we require a way of
obtaining such a resource. One such a way of obtaining x +; n is by opening
an invariant; however, an invariant will typically contain more resources then
needed. In order not to throw those resources away we collected them in a frame
R(n).

Secondly, the atomic compare-and-swap can either succeed or fail. If it
succeeds then we have managed to update our resources to & —; (n + 1), and
we can proceed with proving A | T’ =g K[n] 3 ¢ : 7 with that information. This
explains the (z —; (n+ 1) * R(n) « A | T =¢ K[()] 3 t: 7) clause.

If, however, the compare-and-swap fails, then we need to be able to restart
the whole computation. For that we must be able to return x +»; n to the
invariant. Hence the (z —; nx R(n) =k T True) clause.

Finally, we know that the computation either succeeds or has to be restarted
— but not both. Hence the last two clauses described here are connected by an
intuitionistic conjunction (A), instead of the separating conjunction (k).

Symbolic execution of compound statements on the right hand side.
There is no need of writing a logically atomic rule for the right-hand side of
a logical refinement. The reason for that is that we can always make multiple
steps on the right hand side for each single step on the left hand side, even under
an opened invariant. The following rule is thus provable using LR-ACQUIRE-R,
LR-RELEASE-R:

CG-INCREMENT-R
T l—s false (x—s(n+1)xl—sfalse «x A |TEgt 3 Kn]:7)

A|TEst2K[incgzl]: 7

Using the logically atomic rule. We can now use FG-INCREMENT-ATOMIC-L
to actually prove refinement (3).

Tescic) | F A0 A incs ¢ S A().incy ¢s 1:1— N

Since the expressions on both sides are functions, we can apply LR-CLOSURE and
LR-PURE-L, LR-PURE-R to reduce the goal to:

N
Ieni(l, ciyc5) F A | 0 E ing ¢¢ 3 incg ¢s I+ N

At this point we apply FG-INCREMENT-ATOMIC-L with R(n) = isLock(¢, false)x
cs —rs . After getting rid of the persistence modality, we get a new goal:

N
In(l,ciyes)| F TET\M/HTL,Q —inxli— falsexcg —en*...
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At this point we can open up the invariant, thus getting rid of the fancy update
modality. The contents of the invariant provides us with a witness for the
existential quantifier and allows us to frame the first three conjuncts. We are
left with showing the conjunction
(ci i nxlrs falsexcs s n T\TNEKT True)A
(cirri(n+1)xl s falsexcsrsn =+ AT Eryarn ...t N)
from the invariant closing formula

> Ient T\TNEKT True.

The former conjunct follows direction from the invariant closing formula. It
thus remains to show A | T' Er\yar n Zincg ¢ 2 N from the resources

(> Ient T\TNBKT True) x ¢; i (n+ 1) x [ ¢ false * ¢ g n.
The proof then proceeds as usual, by symbolically executing the right hand

side and closing the invariant.

8.2 General form of a logically atomic relational specifi-
cation

The general form of logically atomic rules for logical refinements is thus the
following:

Ry,  0O("B°3z, P(z) * Ry (2)x
(P(x)* Ry(x) €=k True) A (Vo, Q(z,v) * Ri(z)* Ry + A | T g K[v] 2t:7))

A|TEK[ISt:T

where P : X — iProp is a predicate describing consumed resources and
Q : X x Val — iProp is a predicated describing produced resources. In this
version, in addition to having an invariant frame Ry : X — iProp that comprises
the persistent resource P(z) *x Ry (z) together with the “precondition”, we add
an ephemeral frame Ry containing all the non-persistent resources we had prior
to applying the rule. We get access to those resources once again when we are
ready to prove the new goal A |T ¢ K[v] St: 7.

The reason for including this frame is mainly technical: the other premise
of the rule resides behind the persistently modality. In order to prove such a
premise we have to give up all the ephemeral resources. However, we don’t
really want to throw away all the non-persistent resources that we have, so we
give them up only temporarily. Such resources might be required, for example,
to close the invariant once the new goal is obtained.

8.3 Atomic triples

Recall the general form of symbolic execution rules and relational triples from
Section 4.1. The idea here is that in Iris one defines Hoare triples through
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weakest precondition. In a similar way we define relational triples through the
general for of a symbolic execution rule.

A|ITE{P}e{Q}&2VKtr,OP* Vv, Qv) * A|TE K] Zt:7) «A|TEKle] Zt:7)

We would like to take the same approach to define a relational version of logi-
cally atomic triples (see [2, Section 7] and the documentation for iris-atomic?).
Moreover we would like to have something similar to Lemma 4.1 allowing us to
reuse proofs of regular atomic triples.

Atomic triples. The following is the definition of logically atomic triples from
iris-atomic.
For o : A — iProp and 8 : A x Val — iProp and masks &;, €, define
(z.a(z)) e (v, B(z,v))e, e, = VPQ,
(P fo=k® Ju: A afx)*

((az) F=k® P) A (v, B(z,v) =k Q(v)))) + {P}e{Q)T
Relational atomic triples.

AT e (z.a(z)) e (v, B(x,v)) £ VK tT Ry R,
(Ry » O( "% 32 ¢ A, a(x) * Ry (2)
(a(z) * Ry(x) =k True)A
(Vv, B(x,v) * Ry(z)* Ry « A | T g K[v] 3t:7))) «*A|TEK[e] 3t: 7
Some differences with the regular/unary version:
e We explicitly have two types of frames R; and Ro;

e We can close the invariant (in case the computation is unsuccessful, or
access the state without changing it);

e When we succeed we do not close the invariant directly — rather, we get
a masked logical relation as a goal. This is needed in case we have to
perform some executions on the right hand side before we can close the
invariant.

It is the last point that actually prevents us from lifting atomic Hoare triples
to relational Hoare triples inside the logic. However, we can prove such a lifting
inside the model:

Theorem 8.1. Given (x.a(z)) e (v, B(z,v))e, T one can obtain A; T g (z.a(x)) e (v, B(x,v))
for any AT

Proof. After unfolding the definitions, we get the resource j = K'[t] for the
RHS. Then we apply the logically atomic triple with P £ Ry % j = K'[t]. The
viewshifts can be provided directly. O

Thttps://gitlab.mpi-sws.org/FP/iris-atomic
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