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Chapter 1

Introduction

The traditional set of data refinement rules for Z are stated in [Spivey 1992, section
5.6]. These are sufficient to prove many data refinements that occur in practice,
but not all. In the late 1990s we performed the specification and full refinement
proof of a large, industrial scale application, that of an Electronic Purse [Stepney et
al. 2000]. In the course of this work we discovered that the traditional rules were
not sufficient to prove our particular refinement. In particular, the traditional
obligations assume the use of a ‘forward’ (or ‘downward’) simulation, which was
inappropriate for our application. We developed a more widely applicable set of Z
data refinement proof obligations, for use on our project. These obligations allow
both ‘forward’ and ‘backward’ simulations [Woodcock & Davies 1996, chapter 16],
and also allow non-trivial initialisation, finalisation, and input/output refinement
[Stepney et al. 1998].

This monograph, originally produced as part of the Electronic Purse development
project, provides the full derivation of these rules for refinement in Z. It covers
both the traditional forwards and the new backwards refinement proof rules, and
the input/output refinement rules.

The purpose of this monograph is threefold:

1. to make explicit the simplifying assumptions that go into deriving these rules
2. to provide enough working that the source of our derivations is clear

3. to provide enough working that other rules can more readily be derived when
making different assumptions

This monograph should be read in conjunction with [Woodcock & Davies 1996,
chapter 16]; wherever the detail of a derivation or an explanation of a step is given
there, it is only referenced here. We present the specific notations used as toolkit
definitions in appendix A.
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1.1 Structure of the derivations

We define our notion of refinement in terms of programs as sequences of operations,
where the operations are defined as relations between states. We then explain in
section 2 that this definition reduces to two sets of sufficient (but not necessary)
proof rules on individual operations, under the constraint that the operations,
initialisations, finalisations and retrieves are total. This is done in the relational
calculus.

In section 3 we derive modifications to these proof rules that allow us to relax
the constraint on totality of operations (although we still need total initialisation,
finalisation and retrieve).

In section 4 we consider special cases of relations where it is possible to identify
‘inputs’ and ‘outputs’, and preserve sequences of inputs yet to be consumed and
outputs already produced as part of the state. When the retrieves respect this
division, we derive further rules that unwind the sequences of inputs and outputs
and refer only to single inputs and outputs.

All this work is in the relational calculus. In section 5 we recast the proof rules in
the more familiar Z form. This yields the proof rules used in the Electronic Purse
case study [Stepney et al. 2000].

We have extracted some key lemmas and their proofs in appendix B. (When
referenced in the text, these appear in bold type.)



Chapter 2

The relational view of refinement

[Woodcock & Davies 1996, chapter 16] go into some detail explaining the origin of
refinement and the definition we use. We summarise here.

2.1 What is refinement?

Refinement is concerned with the circumstances under which one data type, A, can
usefully be replaced by another more concrete data type, C. The data types may
behave differently, but the theory of refinement gives us a tool to identify those
aspects of the behaviour to be regarded as important, and allows us to ascertain
whether two data types are equivalent in respect of these aspects.

The definition we use assumes that we have some ‘global” world G from which
we can move to either of our data types, then perform manipulations in the data
types, and then return to the global world. We compare the results achieved via
the two routes. We say that one data type is a refinement of another if the results
achievable with it are all allowable results achievable with the other.

We must have the global world and a way to move between it and the data types
so we can compare like with like. The map from global world to the data type is
called initialisation, and from the data type to the global world, finalisation.

We frequently have a series of refinements, towards progressively more concrete
data types. Near the top of a series of refinements, the global world is usually very
similar to the abstract world, and so the initilisation and finalisation operations
appear trivial. But as the refinement proceeds in a series of steps, the ‘abstract’
world of one step is the ‘concrete’ world of the preceding step, and the correspond-
ing initialisation and finalisation may be non-trivial.
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2.2 The definition of relational refinement

The property of interest is the total global to global relation gg : G < G captured
by the data types. The concrete data type will usually capture a smaller relation,
as it refines away non-determinism.

The global world is G, the abstract world is A, and the concrete is C. ai and ci
are the total abstract and concrete initialisation relations

at: G — A
ci: G- C

af and cf are the total abstract and concrete finalisation relations

af : A — G
cf . C— G

ao and co are the total abstract and concrete operation relations.

a0 A— A
co: C — C

So the data type A is the tuple (4, ai, af , a0), and C is (C, ci, cf, co).

A program is a sequence of operations, starting with initialisation, then a finite
number of operations, then a finalisation. The relation gg is that defined by all the
programs.

The concrete data type refines the abstract data type precisely when the corre-
sponding total global to global relation is a subset:

ALCC < ggc C gga

2.3 The rules of relational refinement

In order to prove refinement without having to reason over the space of all pro-
grams, [He Jifeng et al. 1986] show that two sets of unwound proof rules are suf-
ficient to prove refinement, the so-called forward and backward rules (sometimes
called downward and upward rules). They express these rules in the relational
calculus, with the constraint that all the relations are total.
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The rules from [He Jifeng et al. 1986] are as follows.

The forward rules use a retrieve relation r from abstract to concrete; r need not
be total. The backward rules use a retrieve relation s from concrete to abstract; s
is required to be total by the finalisation proof rule.

r: Ao C
s:C«— A

[He Jifeng et al. 1986]’s relation refinement proof rules are

Forward

Backward
c13s C ar
cf Csgaf
coys C sgao

In the following sections of this monograph we show how these rules can be ap-
plied to partial relations, incorporate structure into the state to model inputs and
outputs, and recast the rules in a 7Z state and operations style.



Chapter 3

Untotalising (relaxing)

[He Jifeng et al. 1986]’s rules are appropriate for total operations. This section gives
equivalent rules when this constraint is relaxed. Initialisation and finalisation are
still required to be total. A non-total initialisation can be made total by restricting
the global world to the domain of the initialisation. Finalisation needs to be total,
because it is always possible to ‘pull the plug’ on a computation.

The derivation is covered in detail [Woodcock & Davies 1996], so here we just state
the results.

3.1 Choice of totalisation

Various sets, X, are augmented with a distinguished element, 1, denoting unde-
finedness, to give sets X. The non-total operations are totalised by defining some
appropriate behaviour on the rest of their augmented domain. The retrieve rela-
tion is lifted to include this distinguished element. The totalised operations and
lifted retrieve relations are substituted into the [He Jifeng et al. 1986] rules, and,
after some algebra, rules appropriate to the non-total operations result.

The totalisation of the operations and lifting of the retrieve relation chosen in
[Woodcock & Davies 1996], and used throughout the rest of this monograph, are

(Xt x Y op

e
I

r=ruU(LxY?d)

So a partial relation is allowed any behaviour outside its domain, and the undefined
element retrieves to all elements. This interpretation of partiality leads to the
‘widening the precondition’, or ‘non-blocking’, refinement rules.
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Although this is the most common interpretation of behaviour outside the precon-
dition, other interpretations are possible. For example, [Bolton 1998] choses

(X x{Lhep
=rU(Lx 1)

v
p
v
’

Here a partial relation is allowed no behaviour outside its domain, and the un-
defined element retrieves to the undefined element only. This interpretation of
partiality leads to the different ‘firing condition’, or ‘blocking’, refinement rules.
We do not consider this form of refinement further here.

3.2 Untotalising forward simulations

From [Woodcock & Davies 1996, Table 16.1], we have the following rules.
Untotalising forward initialisation: when ai and ci are total, we have
ct Cargr
Untotalising forward finalisation: when af and cf are total, we have
rgcf € af
Untotalising forward correctness: when ao and co are partial, we have

(domao) <rgeco Caogr
A ran((dom ao) < r) C dom co

This is broken at the conjunction and treated in future as two rules, the first being
the correctness condition and the second the applicability rule.

3.3 Untotalising backward retrieval

From [Woodcock & Davies 1996, Table 16.1], we have the following rules.

Untotalising backward initialisation: when ai and ci are total, we have

c19s8 C ai
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Untotalising backward finalisation: when af and c¢f are total, we have
cf Csgaf
Untotalising backward correctness: when ao and co are partial, we have

dom(s & (domao)) S cogs C sgao
A dom co C dom(s & (dom ao))

This is broken at the conjunction and treated in future as two rules, the first being
the correctness condition and the second the applicability rule.



Chapter 4

Incorporating the computational
model (unwinding)

The rules expressed so far involve operations that relate some unstructured before
state to some unstructured after state. In this section we put structure on the
state space in order to model inputs and outputs (following [Woodcock & Davies
1996]). We show how the proof rules can be simplified to refer to the inputs and
outputs explicitly.

Z refinement is traditionally viewed as preserving the sequence of inputs and out-
puts, but not necessarily the individual states passed through. Also, inputs and
outputs are not traditionally refined, which leads to the proof rules expressed in
[Spivey 1992]. By going back to a more abstract definition we have the freedom to
allow more refinements than traditionally, but we are forced to make an explicit
choice of what is preserved and what is not.

We choose here to continue with the traditional approach of preserving the full
sequence of inputs and outputs. In addition we choose to preserve some properties
about the final state. Where we diverge from the treatment in [Woodcock & Davies
1996] is that we also allow inputs and outputs to be refined, which requires us to
specify the relation between the abstract and concrete versions.

4.1 State space structure

Our global, abstract and concrete state spaces must therefore be rich enough to
hold state, input sequences and output sequences. To avoid confusion over the
word ‘state’, we use state to refer to the traditional Z state, and world to refer
to the state space upon which the relations are defined. So, to preserve inputs
and outputs, we must embed the sequence of yet-to-be-consumed inputs and the
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already-produced outputs into the worlds, along with the actual Z state. Our
global world therefore consists of a global state of type GS, a sequence of global
inputs each of type GI, and a sequence of global outputs each of type GO. We
represent this as

G == GS x (seq GI x seq GO)
The abstract and concrete worlds have a similar structure:

A== AS x (seq AI x seq AO)
C == CS x (seq CI x seq CO)

We build up the full initialisation, finalisation, operation and retrieve relations from
relations defined on the separate parts of the worlds. Starting with the retrieve
relations, for the forward rules these are

p:AS — CS
v Al — CI
0: A0 «~ CO

For the backward rules these are (note the redefinition of « and o to be relations
the other way around)

o:08 «~ AS
1y CI — Al
op : CO «— AO

We also have relations that map between our global and abstract/concrete worlds:

gcs : GS — CS
gas : GS — AS
gci : GI — CI
gai : GI — Al
gco : GO « CO
gao : GO — AO

The abstract and concrete operations are built up from relations from state-and-
input to state-and-output (and hence are more Z-like)

a:AS x Al < AS x AO
v:CS x Cl < CS x CO
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We choose to model state initialisation with a relation that ignores its arguments,
thus in effect just defining a set of allowed abstract and concrete initial states.

cis == GS x { ¢s: CS | constraint on cs }
ais == GS x {as : AS | constraint on as }

We could allow cis and ais to pay attention to their arguments, and this is certainly
expressible in Z, but there seems little use in normal Z specifications, so we use
the above simplification here.

With these pieces, we can now write our definitions of the relations used in the
rules to date. The retrievals are different for the forward and backward rules. For
the forward rules the retrieval relation is

r==p| @] o)
(see appendix A for definitions of these operators) and for the backward rules is
s==o| (& o)
For both rules the remaining relations are
ci == cis || (gci || empty[GO, CO))
ai == ais || (gai || empty| GO, AO])
of == ges™ || (empty[CI, GI] || geo™)
of == gas™ || (empty[AI, GI| || gao™)
co == split g (v || id) g merge

ao == split  (« || id) g merge

We now incorporate these definitions into the proof rules from chapter 3, and
simplify the rules to refer to the sub-pieces only.

4.2 Assumptions

It is worth noting the nature of the assumptions implicit in all these definitions.
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1. Retrieval can be split into three independent parts: state, input and output.
This is why we describe the retrieve relation as the parallel composition of
three parts. This means that there must be sufficient information in each part
to do its own retrieval — outputs cannot be retrieved differently depending
upon state, for example.

2. Retrieval, initialisation and finalisation of inputs and outputs are point-wise
on the sequences. That is, despite the presence of a sequence of inputs or
outputs, each element is handled separately. This is the meaning of our use
of lifted relations.

3. Although future inputs and past outputs exist in the world, the operations
are defined only on the current state and current input, and lead to the new
state and new output only. This is captured by the use of the split and merge
in the definitions of the operations, and by the fact that the unused parts of
the input and output sequences are passed forward with an identity relation.

4. Initialisation ignores its state argument, so all ‘programs’ are non-determin-
istically started into one of a set of allowed states. Only the inputs to be
consumed are fixed. This is described by the form of cis and ais and by the
choice of empty in the definition of ¢i and a: to start the output sequences
off empty.

5. Finalisation preserves the whole sequence of outputs, but only the last state.
This is described by the use of empty in the definition of ¢f and af to discard
the input sequence, but the use of gcs and gas to preserve the state and gco
and gao to preserve the output sequences.

4.3 Computational model in forward simulation

4.3.1 Computational model in forward initialisation

The proof rule after untotalising for initialisation is
ct Cargr
We expand the definitions of the relations from section 4.

cis || (gei || empty[ GO, CO)) C (ais || (gai | empty[GO, AO]) 5 (p || (71| 9))
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Parallel and sequential composition abide [Woodcock & Davies 1996], so we can
reorder

cis || (gei || empty[GO, COI) C (ais s p) || ((gai || empty[GO, AO])5 (7] 9))
and again
cis || (gei || empty[GO, COI) C (ais 5 p) || ((gai 57) || (empty[GO, AO]57))

The three parallel strands can be extracted as individual predicates (from the
definition of ||)

cis C ais g p
gei C gai g
empty[|GO, CO| C empty[GO, AO] g0

The last of these is always true, because 0 takes the empty sequence to the empty
sequence (by the definition of lifting), and the range of empty is only the empty
sequence (in fact, this shows that equality holds), and so can be discarded. By
lemma lift we can un-lift the second, yielding two proof rules, one for state and
one for input:

cis C ais g p

gct C gai g

4.3.2 Computational model in forward finalisation

After untotalising, the finalisation proof rule is
rgcf Caf
We expand using the definitions from section 4.1.

(p Il @110)) 5 (ges™ || (empty[CI, G || geo™))
C gas™ || (empty[AI, GI| || gao™)

Parallel and sequential composition abide so we can reorder

(ps9es™) || (7110)5 (empty[CI, G | go™)
C gus™ || (emptyl AL, CI | gao")
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and again

(05 ge5) || (75 empty[CI, GI) | (33 525%)
C gas™ || (empty[AL, GI] || gao™)

The three parallel strands can be separated as three predicates

p3ges™ C gas™

rgempty[CI, GI] C empty[Al, GI|

9 gco~ C gao™
The second of these is always true, because, as empty maps all arguments to the
empty sequence, the sequential composition with 7 on the left hand side can only
reduce the domain of empty. This predicate can therefore be discarded. By lemma

lift the third can be un-lifted, yielding two proof rules, one for state and one for
output.

pgges™ C gas™

03§ gco™ C gao™

4.3.3 Computational model in forward applicability

When untotalising the correctness condition, an additional proof rule is generated,
which we call the applicability rule.

ran((dom ao) < r) C dom co
We start by writing these as set comprehensions. The left hand side can be written

ran((dom ao) < 1) =
ran{ sa : AS; ia : seq AI; oa : seq AO; sc : CS; ic : seq CI; oc : seq CO |
(sa, (ia, 0a)) — (sc, (ic,oc)) €
A (sa,(ia,0a)) € dom ao e
(sa, (ia, 0a)) — (sc, (ic, oc)) }

We can expand dom ao based on the definition of ao, making use of lemma
sequential-dom to push the domain through the sequential composition.

dom ao
= dom(split g (« || id) § merge)

= split™( dom((« || id) g merge) |)



4.3 Computational model in forward simulation 15

merge is total, so it can be dropped
= split™( dom(« || id) |)
Expand as a set
={sa: AS;ia:seqAl; oa :seq AO |
(sa, (ia, 0a)) € dom split
A split(sa, (ia, 0a)) € dom(a || id) @
(sa, (ia, 0a)) }
Expand the definition of split

={sa: AS;ia:seqAl; oa :seq AO |

ia # ()
A ((sa, head ia), (tail ia, oa)) € dom(« || id) @

(sa, (ia, 0a)) }
Drop the parallel branch, which adds no constraints

={sa:AS;ia:seqAl; oa:seqAO | ia # () A (sa, head ia) € dom« @
(sa, (ia, 0a)) }

Plugging this expression for dom ao into the expansion of the left hand side of the
original inequality, we get

ran((dom ao) < 1) =
ran{ sa : AS; ia : seq Al; oa : seq AO; sc : CS; ic : seq CI; oc : seq CO |
(sa, (ia, oa)) — (sc, (ic,o0c)) € T
Ada # () A (sa, head ia) € dom v e
(sa, (ia, 0a)) — (sc, (ic, oc)) }

Taking the range just alters the form of the constructing term

ran((dom ao) < 1) =
{sa: AS;ia :seqAl; oa : seq AO; sc : CS; ic : seq CI; oc : seq CO |
(sa, (ia, 0a)) — (sc, (ic,oc)) €
Nia # () A (sa, head ia) € dom« e

(sc, (ic,0c)) }
We do a similar thing with the right hand side, giving us

dom co =
{sc: CS;ic:seqCI; oc : seq CO |
ic # () A (sc, head ic) € domy e

(sc, (ic, 0c)) }
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We now write the fact that the left hand side is a subset of the right hand side by
quantifying over the elements of the left hand side, and showing that membership
of the left hand side set implies membership of the right hand side set.

Vsa: AS;ia :seq Al; oa : seq AO; sc : CS; ic : seq CI; oc : seq CO |
(sa, (ia, 0a)) — (sc, (ic,o0c)) €
Nda # () A (sa, head ia) € dom o @
ic # () A (sc, head ic) € dom~y

We expand out the definition of r.

Vsa: AS;ia :seq Al; oa : seq AO; sc: CS; ic : seq CI; oc : seq CO |
sa v sc € pAiar ic ETNA oa+— oc €0
Nda # () A (sa, head ia) € dom o @
ic # () A (sc, head ic) € dom~y

Because lifted relations always map empty sequences to empty sequences, the im-
plication concerning the non-emptiness of the input sequences is discharged auto-
matically.

Vsa: AS;ia :seq Al; oa : seq AO; sc = CS; ic : seq CI; oc : seq CO |
sar scEpNiaric ETN oar oc €0
A (sa, head ia) € dom« e
(sc, head ic) € domy

We discard the elements that are not referred to in the implication (oa and oc) and
add single elements of input to draw out the head of the input sequences explicitly
Vsa: AS;ia :seq Al sc: CS;ic :seq CI; a? : Al; ¢?: CI |
a? = head ia N\ c? = head ic
A sar— scEpNiar—icET
A (sa, head ia) € dom o e
(sc, head ic) € dom~y

We push the property that input sequences are related by ¢ down to a property on
the individual elements (unlifting 2’ in the process), and discard the input sequences
themselves.

Vsa: AS;sc: CS;a?: Al; c?: CI'|
sa—scEpNal—cler
A (sa,a?) € doma e
(sc, c?) € dom~y

We now write this back in the relational form

ran(doma < (p || ¢)) € dom~y
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4.3.4 Computational model in forward correctness

Untotalising the correctness proof rule yielded two parts, one of which is handled
above as the applicability rule, and the other is handled here as correctness.

(domao) <rgcoCaogr
from section 4.3.3, we write dom ao as a set comprehension

dom ao =
{sa: AS; ia:seqAl; oa :seq AO |
ia # () A (sa, head ia) € dom o e

(sa, (ia, 0a)) }

We expand all the terms using the definitions from section 4.1, and for dom ao
above.

{sa: AS;ia:seqAl; oa :seq AO | ia # () A (sa, head ia) € dom« e
(sa, (ia, 0a)) }

<(p | @]10)) s (split g (v || id) 3 merge)
-

(split s (a || id) g merge) 3 (p || (T 9))

We use the lemmas split-comm-io and merge-comme-io to shift the splits to the
left and the merges to the right.

{sa: AS;ia:seqAl; oa :seq AO | ia # () A (sa, head ia) € doma @
(sa, (ia, 0a)) }

< split g ((p [ o) || (W[10)) g (v || id) g merge
C

split g (a [ id) 5 ((p || o) || (]| 0)) § merge

The domain restriction can act on the first part only, leaving the merge at the ends
to be canceled (because merge is an injection).

{sa: AS;ia:seqAl; oa :seq AO | ia # () A (sa, head ia) € doma e
(sa, (ia, 0a)) }
< split 3 ((p || o) [ (11 0)) 8 (v [] id)

split g (e || id) s ((p || o) || (=] 0))

-
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We push the domain restriction through the split using lemma restrict-injection,
and the resulting image past the first composition using lemma sequential-restrict.
We can then cancel the splits.

So, the image of the set under split is

split(| { sa : AS; ia : seq AI; oa : seq AO | ia # () A (sa, head ia) € dom « e
(sa, (ia, 0a)) } |
={sa: AS;ia:seqAl; oa :seqAO | ia # () A (sa, head ia) € dom a @
((sa, head ia), (tail ia, oa)) }

={sa: AS;ia:seqAl; oa :seqAO; a?: Al | (sa,a?) € doma e

((sa, a?), (ia, oa)) }
={sa:AS;a?: Al | (sa,a?) € doma e (sa,a?)} x (seq Al x seqAO)
=doma X (seq AI x seq AO)

Using this, and canceling split, gives us

(dom v x (seq Al xseq AO)) < ((p || ) | (1] 0)) 8 (v [| id)
C (a | id)g((pll o) Il (1I0))

Using lemma parallel-restrict, we can push the restriction inside the first parallel
composition.

((doma <t (pl¢)) || ((seq Al x seq AO) < (¢']| 0))) 5 (v || i)
C (a |l d)g((pll o) Il (1I0))

Parallel and sequential compositions abide, so

(doma < (p ]| 1)57) || (seq AT x seq A0) < (7 | 3) 5 id)
C (as(pll o)) Il (id3 (71| 3))

We split the parallel strands into two independent predicates.

doma < (p | )5y S as(pl o)
(seq AI x seq AO) < (v]| 0)gid Cidg(z] 0)

The second of these is always true, leaving just
doma < (p || )s7 Cag(pll o)

This is the derived form of the correctness proof rule.
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4.3.5 Summary of forward rules after incorporating computational model

Forward initialisation (state) cis C aisgp
Forward initialisation (input) gci C gaige
Forward finalisation (state) pggcs™ C gas™
Forward finalisation (output) o§gco™ C gao™
Forward applicability ran(doma < (p || ¢)) € dom~y

Forward correctness doma < (p || ¢)sy Cag(p] o)

4.4 Computational model in backward simulation

4.4.1 Computational model in backward initialisation

The proof rule after untotalising for initialisation is
c13s C ar
We start by expanding the definitions from section 4.1.

(cis || (gei || empty[GO, COD) (o || (@ || 3))
C ais || (gai || empty[GO, AO])

Parallel composition and sequential composition abide, so we can reorder this:

(ciss o) || ((gei || empty[GO, CO) 5 (7 || 6b))
C ais || (gai || empty[GO, AO))

and again

(cisgo) || (geign) || (empty[GO, COl5 ;)
C ais || (gai || empty[GO, AO])

These three parallel strands can be separated as three independent predicates

cis 3o C ais

geigiy C gar

empty[|GO, CO] g o, C empty|GO, AO|
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The last of these is always true, as all lifted relations map sequences to sequences
of the same length, and hence map the empty sequence to the empty sequence.
So it can be discarded. The second can be unlifted (see lemma lift), yielding two
proof rules, one for state and one for input.

c1s g0 C ais

gcigLy C gai

4.4.2 Computational model in backward finalisation

The proof rule for finalisation is

cf Csgaf
Expanding the definitions given in section 4.1 we get

~ || (empty[CI, GIT || geo™) -
C (@ 1 @ Il 9)) 5 (gas™ || (empty[AL GI] || gao™))

Parallel and sequential composition abide, so we can reorder

~ | (empty[CI, GI | geo™)
C (03.9as™) || (@ || Gb) 5 (empty[AL, GI] || gao™))

and again

~ |

C (05 gas™

/\

(empty[CT, GI] || geo™) .
) I (@ mpty[Al GI) || (3 5 gao™))

The three parallel compositions can be separated into three independent predicates
ges™ C oggas”™
empty[CI, GI| C 1y, g empty[Al, GI]
gco~ C Gy g gao™

The second of these is always true as all lifted relations map the empty sequence
to the empty sequence. So it can be discarded. The third can be unlifted, yielding

ges™ C oggas™
geo™ € 0y § gao™

We can split this into two proof rules; one for state and one for outputs.
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4.4.3 Computational model in backward applicability

When untotalising the correctness condition, an additional proof rule is generated,
which we call the applicability rule.

dom co C dom(s & (dom o))

We follow a similar approach to that adopted for the forward rule in section 4.3.3,
but omit most of the detail. We can expand out the definition of co and ao in
terms of split, merge, a and . From these we can see that the left hand side can
be written

dom co = { sc: CS;ic : seq CI; oc : seq CO | ic = () V (sc, head ic) ¢ dom -y e
(sc, (ic, oc)) }
and the right hand side

dom(s & (dom ao)) =
{sc: CS;ic:seqCI; oc : seq CO; sa: AS; ia : seq AI; oa : seq AO |
(sc, (ic, oc)) — (sa, (ia, 0a)) € s
A (ia = () V (sa, head ia) ¢ dom «) e

(sc, (ic, oc)) }
Writing the proof rule with quantifiers gives us

Vsc: CS;ic:seqCI; oc :seq CO | ic = () V (sc, head ic) ¢ dom~ e
dsa: AS;ia :seq Al; oa : seq AO e
(sc, (ic, oc)) — (sa, (ia, 0a)) € s
A (ia = () V (sa, head ia) ¢ dom «)

We can split apart the definition of s

Vsc: CS;ic:seq CI; oc : seq CO | ic = () V (sc, head ic) ¢ dom~y e
dsa: AS;ia :seq Al; oa : seq AO e
scr sa €0 Nic ia €Ly A\ oc— oa € 0
A (ia = () V (sa, head ia) ¢ dom «)

Taking the independent parts of the implication, the quantification over oc and oa
can be discarded because oy, as part of s, is total.

Vsc: CS;ic:seqClI | ic= () V (sc,headic) ¢ dom~y e
dsa: AS;ia:seq Al o
sc sa € 0 N ic v ia € Ly
A (ia = () V (sa, head ia) ¢ dom )
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We split the disjunction in the antecedent into two parts
(Vsc: CS;ic:seqCl |ic={()e
Jsa: AS;ia :seq Al o
sc sa €0 N ic— ia € L
A (ia = () V (sa, head ia) ¢ dom «))
A (Vsc: CS;ic:seq CI | (sc, head ic) ¢ dom~y e
dsa: AS;ia :seq Al o
sc s sa €0 A ic— ia € L

A (ia = () V (sa, head ia) ¢ dom «) )

The first conjunct is true, because o is total, and so can be discarded. In the
second conjunct we introduce new variables into the quantifications as we did at
the end of section 4.3.3, unlifting the 7 relation.

Vsc: CS;c?: CI| (sc,c?) ¢ dom~y e
dsa: AS; a?: Al e
scr—sa €a N c?— a? €y
A (sa,a?) ¢ dom«

We can now write this in its relational form

dom~ C dom((o || ¢) & dom «)

4.4.4 Computational model in backward correctness

The proof rule derived for correctness is
dom(s & (domao)) S cogs C sgao
We expand the definitions of co, ao and s.

dom(s & (dom a0)) < split 3 (v || id)  merge s (o | (7 || 33)
C (o || G |l 63)) s split 5 (o | id) 5 merge

From section 4.4.3 the restricting set can be rewritten

dom(s & (dom ao)) =
{sc: CS;ic:seqCI; oc: seq CO; sa: AS; ia : seq Al; oa : seq AO |
(sc, (ic, oc)) — (sa, (ia, 0a)) € s
A (ia = () V (sa, head ia) ¢ dom ) e

(sc, (ic,0c)) }
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which we can write as the union of two sets (because of the disjunction):

dom(s & (dom ao)) =
{sc: CS;ic:seqClI; oc:seq CO; sa: AS; ia : seq Al; oa : seq AO |
(sc, (ic, oc)) — (sa, (ia, 0a)) € s
Nia={()e

(sc, (ic,0c)) }

U

{sc: CS;ic:seqClI; oc:seq CO; sa: AS; ia : seq Al; oa : seq AO |
(sc, (ic, oc)) — (sa, (ia, 0a)) € s
A (sa, head ia) ¢ dom v e

(sc, (ic, 0c)) }

The first of these is not in the domain of co (because co starts with split, which
needs an element in the input list to extract as the head) and so can be discarded
as it does nothing by being domain subtracted. We now have

{sc: CS;ic:seqCI; oc : seq CO; sa : AS; ia : seq Al; oa : seq AO |
(sc, (ic, oc)) — (sa, (ia, 0a)) € s
A (sa, head ia) ¢ dom« e
(sc, (ic, o)) }
< split g (v || id) g merge g (o || (2 || 0v))
C

(o || (& || 0v)) 5 split s (a || id) s merge

We use the lemmas split-comm-io and merge-comme-io to move the splits to
the left and the merges to the right.

{sc: CS;ic:seqCI; oc : seq CO; sa : AS; ia : seq Al; oa : seq AO |
(sc, (ic, oc)) — (sa, (ia, 0a)) € s
A (sa, head ia) ¢ dom« e
(sc, (ic, 0c)) }
asplits (v | id)5 (0 | o) || G | &) 5 merge
C split g ((o [ eo) || (o || 08)) 8 (e || id) § merge

We can cancel the merge from both sides (as merge is an injection).
{sc: CS;ic:seqCI; oc : seq CO; sa : AS; ia : seq Al; oa : seq AO |
(sc, (ic, oc)) — (sa, (ia, 0a)) € s
A (sa, head ia) ¢ dom« e
(sc, (ic, 0c)) }
< split g (v | id) s ((o || 00) || (2 [ 0v))
C split g ((o [ eo) || (2o || 08)) 8 (c || 2d)
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We push the domain anti-restriction through the split using lemma restrict-
injection, and the resulting image past the first composition using lemma sequential-
restrict. We can then cancel the splits.

So, the image of the domain restricting set under split is

split( { sc : CS;ic : seq CI; oc : seq CO; sa : AS; ia : seq Al; oa : seq AO |
(sc, (ic, oc)) — (sa, (ia, oa)) € s
A (sa, head ia) ¢ dom v e
(sc, (ic, 0c)) } )
={sc: CS;ic:seqCI; oc:seq CO; sa: AS; ia : seq AI; oa : seq AO |
(sc, (ic, oc)) — (sa, (ia, 0a)) € s
A (sa, head ia) ¢ dom v e
((sc, head ic), (tail ic, oc)) }
={sc: CS;ic:seqCI; c?: CI; oc : seq CO;
sa : AS;ia :seq Al; a? : Al; oa : seq AO |
scr—sa €0 Nicr ta €y Ac?— a? €y N\ oc— oa € 0p
A (sa,a?) ¢ doma e
((sc, ?), (ic, oc)) }
={sc:CS;c?:CI;sa:AS;a?: Al |
scrsa €a A cl? a? €y A (sa,a?) ¢ doma e

(sc,e?)}

X (dom i x dom oy)

= dom((o || tp) & doma) x (domz, x dom 0y)
So pushing this through and canceling the splits gives us

(dom((o [ 15) & doma) x (dom 5 x dom 6,)) < (v || id) 5 (& || o3) | (G || 3))
(o |lw) | Gl )3 (o] id)

Sequential and parallel composition abide, so distribute g through || on both sides

(dom((o [ 15) & doma) x (dom 5 x dom 6,)) < ((v8 (o | 00)) || (id 3 (5 || 6)))
C (o 1) ga) || (G 1] 6) 5 id)

We can split the restriction into two parts (see lemma parallel-restrict), and then
separate out the parallel compositions

dom((o || tp) B>doma) Q@yg (o || 0p) C (0] tp) s

(domzy x dom 0p) S id g (2 || 04) € (23 [| 0b) § id
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The second part is obviously true (because the sequential compositions with iden-
tity can be canceled, and we are left with just a domain restriction of a relation
being a subset of the relation itself), leaving just

dom(( || ¢4) & doma) <y (0 [ 0p) S (o || ) s

4.4.5 Summary of backward rules after incorporating computational
model

Backward initialisation (state) cisgo C ais
Backward initialisation (input) gcige, C gai
Backward finalisation (state) gcs™ C 0§ gas™
Backward finalisation (output) gco™ C o0, § gao™
Backward applicability dom~ C dom((o || ;) & dom «)

Backward correctness dom((c || ¢;) & doma) <9yg(o | op) C (o || )5



Chapter 5

Recasting the rules in Z

In this chapter we derive the familiar Z formulation of the proof rules.

5.1 Recasting Z schemas as relations

To do this, we first explain what a Z schema is in term of the relational calculus.
This is normally easy, as a schema that relates two sets of variables can be written
as a relation by using set comprehension. For example, a Z operation Op with no
inputs or outputs, which explains how before and after states are related (S and
S"), can be written as a relation between states thus

{OpefS+— 05}

We now give Z forms of the relations used so far, using common 7 schema names
for the state retrieve, initialisation, etc.

G,9?7:Gl,g': GO [global state, input and output]
C,c?:Cl,cl: CO [concrete state, input and output]
A,a?: Al a!: AO labstract state, input and output]

The state, input, and output retrieves:

R =[A; C | constraint |
RIn = [a?: AI; ¢? : CI | constraint |
ROut = [a!: AO; c!: CO | constraint |

The concrete and abstract operations:
COp=[C; C" c?: CI; ¢! : CO | constraint |

26



5.1 Recasting Z schemas as relations 27

AOp = [A; A'; a? . AI; ! 2 AO | constraint |
The concrete and abstract state and input initialisations:

ClnitState = [ C' | constraint |
AlnitState = [ A" | constraint |
ClnitIn = [¢?: CI; g7 : GI | constraint |
Alnitln = [a? : AI; g7 : GI | constraint |

The concrete and abstract state and output finalisations:

CFinState = [ C; G | constraint |
AFinState = [ A; G | constraint |
CFinOut = [c!: CO; g!': GO | constraint |
AFinOut = [a!: AO; g!': GO | constraint |

For forward retrieval we have

p=={RelHA—0C}
t=={RInea?+— c?}
0o =={ROut e al — c!}

and for backward retrieval

oc=={RefC — (A}
1ty =={RInec?— a?}
0, == { ROut e c! — al}

For both retrievals, we have

gcs == { CFinState e 0G — 0C }
gas == { AFinState @ G — 0A }
gci == { CInitln e g7 — c?}

gai == { Alnitln e g7 — a7}

gco == { CFinOut ® gl — ¢!}

gao == { AFinOut e g! — a!}
v=={COpe (C,c?)— (6C", ¢c!)}
a=={A0p e (0A,a?)— (A" a!)}

In section 4.1 we discussed how initialisation is typically expressed in Z. Note
that here we define the set comprehension with the dashed variables, because
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traditionally the Z initialisation is regarded as an ‘operation’ that delivers the
initial state from nothing, and hence is a predicate on the after-state.

cis == G x { CInitState @ 0C" }
ais == G x { AInitState 0 A’ }

5.2 Recasting forward simulations

5.2.1 Recasting forward initialisation

From section 4.3.1 we have the following two proof rules
cts C aisgp
gct C gai g

The first rule is the state initialisation, and the second is the input initialisation.

5.2.1.1 State initialisation
cis C ais g p
We substitute in the definitions in Z of these relations and obtain the following.

(We have chosen to use dashed variables in the set comprehension for R to make
the equations simpler later. The choice of names does not change the meaning.)

G x { CInitState « 0C" }
C (G x { AInitState e A’ }) s { R’ @« 0A" — 0C" }

As explained in the appendix in B.9 we can write this using quantifiers:

YV G; C"| ClnitState o
JA e (0G,0A") € (G x { AlnitState e 0A" }) N R’

=

V G; C'| CInitState @ 3 A’ o AlnitState N R’
=

vV C"| CInitState @« 3 A" ® AlnitState N\ R’

This can be written as a theorem

CInitState - 3 A’ o AlnitState N R’
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5.2.1.2 Input initialisation

gct C gai g
We substitute in the definitions of these relations in Z.

{ Cnitln e g7 — c?} C{ Alnitin ® g7 +— a? } 3{ RIn ® a? +— 7}
Write as quantifiers

Vg?: GI; ¢?: CI| Clnitin @ 3a? : AI o AlnitIn A RIn
Write this as a theorem

Clnitin =3 a? : AI o Alnitin N\ RiIn

5.2.2 Recasting forward finalisation

From section 4.3.2 we have two parts of the proof rule

psges™ C gas™

03§ gco™ C gao™

The first rule is the state finalisation, and the second is the output finalisation.

5.2.2.1 State finalisation
pgges™ C gas™

Expand the definitions of these relations in 7

{Re0A— 0C}3{ CFinState « 0G — 6C }~
C { AFinState  0G +— 0A }~

As described in the appendix in B.9, we can write these as quantifiers. The fact
that the relations are written as inverses does not affect the translation.

VA; C; G| R A CFinState ® AFinState
We can then write this as a theorem

R; CFinState = AFinState
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5.2.2.2 Ouput finalisation
03 gco™ C gao™
Expand these relations using their definitions in Z

{ROut e a! +— ¢!} 3{ CFinOut e g! — ¢!}~
C { AFinOut e g! +— a! }™

As explained in the appendix in B.9 we can write this in quantifiers
Val: AO; c!: CO; g!: GO | ROut A CFinOut o AFinOut
As a theorem this is

ROut; CFinOut = AFinOut

5.2.3 Recasting forward applicability

From section 4.3.3 we have the proof rule
ran(doma < (p || ¢)) C dom~y

The parallel composition of the relations p and ¢ can be represented as a set com-
prehension in which the two part are combined in a tuple.

ran(doma < { R; RIn e (AA, a?) — (6C,c?)}) C domvy

Domain restricting this is equivalent to adding a constraint into the set comprehen-
sion. The constraint is that the tuple is in the domain of the abstract operation,
which in Z is represented by pre AOp.

ran{ R; RIn | pre AOp e (A, a?) — (0C,c?)} C dom~
Taking the range of this set only alters the form of the constructing term.
{R; RIn | pre AOp & (0C,c?)} C dom~

We now convert to quantifiers as described in B.9. The domain of 7 is exactly the
set of all those pairs (6C, ¢?) that allow the concrete operation to proceed. This
is captured in the Z predicate pre C'Op.
VA; C;a?: Al; ¢?: CI | R A RIn A pre AOp
o (0C,c?)e{C;c?:CI|pre COpe(0C,c?)}
-
VA; C;a?: Al ¢?: CI | R A RIn A pre AOp e pre COp
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We write this as a theorem

R; RIn | pre AOp + pre COp

5.2.4 Recasting forward correctness

From section 4.3.4 we have the proof rule
doma < (p || ¢)s7 Cag(p]l o)

We write this as set comprehensions, making use of the ideas used in the derivation
above, 5.2.3.

doma <{R; RIn e (A, a?) — (0C,c?)}3{ COp e (0C,c?) — (0C", ")}
C{AOpe (0A,a?)— (A, a!)}s{ R'; ROut @ (A", a!) — (0C", ) }

We can replace the domain expression with a set comprehension, too

{AOp | pre AOp & (0A,a?)}
<{ R; RIn e (AA,a?) — (0C,c?)}s{ COp e (0C,c?)— (6C', ")}
C{AOpe (0A,a?)— (A, a!)}s{ R; ROut @ (A", a!) — (0C", ") }

We can push the domain restriction into the definition of the first relation in the
composition as a predicate

{R; RIn | pre AOp e (A, a?)— (0C,c?) }3{ COp e (0C,c?)— (0C", c!)}
C{AOpe (0A,a?7)— (A, a!)}s{ R; ROut @ (A", al) — (0C", ) }

Write this using quantifiers

VA;a?: AI; C; c?: CI; C'; ¢! CO| RN RIn A\ pre AOp A COp o
JA;al: AO @ AOp N R’ N\ ROut

which can in turn be written as a theorem

R; RIn; COp | pre AOp 3 A’; al: AO @ AOp AN R' A ROut
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5.3 Recasting backward retrievals

5.3.1 Recasting backward initialisation

From section 4.4.1 we have two parts of the proof rule
cts §o C ais
gei gLy C gai

The first rule is the state initialisation, and the second is the input initialisation.

5.3.1.1 State initialisation

cts §o C ais

We substitute in the definitions in Z of these relations and obtain the following.
(We have chosen to use dashed variables in the set comprehension for R, to make
the equations simpler later. The choice of names does not change the meaning.)

(G x { CInitState @ 0C" }) s { R' ¢ 0C" — A" } C
(G x { AInitState @ 0 A’ })

As explained in the appendix in B.9 we can write this using quantifiers.

VvV G; C'; A" | CnitState N R’ o
(0G,0A") € (G x { AlnitState @ A’ })

~

vV G; C'; A" | CnitState N R' o AlnitState
=4

v ' A" | CInitState N R’ o AlnitState

This can be written as a theorem

CInitState; R' = AlnitState
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5.3.1.2 Input initialisation
gei gLy C gai
Substitute in the definitions for these relations.
{ CInitin e g7 +— ¢?}s{ RIn  ¢? +— a?} C { Alnitln e g7 — a?}
With quantifiers this is
Vg?:GI; c?: CI;a?: Al | ClnitIn A RIn e Alnitln
which can be written as a theorem as

ClInitIn; RIn = Alnitln

5.3.2 Recasting backward finalisation

From section 4.4.2 we have two parts of the proof rule
ges™ C oggas™
gco™ C oy § gao”™

The first rule is the state finalisation, and the second is the output finalisation.

5.3.2.1 State finalisation
ges™ C oggas”™
Expanding with the definitions of these relations

{ CFinState @ G — 0C }~
C{Re0C+— 0A}3{ AFinState G — OA }™

As explained in the appendix in B.9, as the sequential composition is on the right
hand side, it doesn’t go away, and instead becomes an existential quantification.
The fact that these are the inverses of relations gets lost when they are converted
to quantifiers —it is only important in deciding which variable is quantified over
on the right hand side.

V G; C | CFinState « 3 A @ R N\ AFinState

which is written

CFinState - 3 A ¢ R A AFinState
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5.3.2.2 Output finalisation

geo™ C oy § gao™
Expanding the definitions of the these relations

{ CFinOut @ g! +— ¢!} C{ ROut ® ¢! — a!} s { AFinOut e g! — a! }~
Writing as quantifiers

Vgl:GO;c!': CO| CFinOut e 3a!: AO @ ROut N AFinOut
and then as a theorem

CFinOut +3da!: AO ¢ ROut N AFinOut

5.3.3 Recasting backward applicability

From section 4.4.3 we have the proof rule
dom~y C dom((o || ¢ty) & dom «)

The parallel composition of the relations ¢ and ¢, can be represented as a set
comprehension in which the two parts are combined in a tuple

dom~ C dom({ R; RIn e (0C, c?) — (AA,a?)} & doma«)

Range restricting this is equivalent to adding a constraining predicate to the set
comprehension. In this case, the constraint is that the elements are not in the
precondition of the abstract operation, which is captured in the predicate pre AOp.

dom~y C dom({ R; RIn | — pre AOp e (0C, c?) — (0A,a?)})

Taking the domain alters only the form of the constructing term in the set com-
prehension.

dom~y C{R; RIn | —pre AOp & (0C,c?) }

We now convert the relational inclusion to a universal quantification (as described
in B.9), and the complement of the domain of the ~y relation to a constraint on the
universal

VC;c?:CI|—pre COpe3A;a?: AT e RN RIn A (- pre AOp)
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We now shuffle these quantifiers around to get it into the traditional form
VC;c?:Cle—pre COp= (3FA;a?: Al « RN\ RIn A (— pre AOp) )
=
VC;c?:Cle—(3A;a?: Al « RA RIn A (— pre AOp) ) = pre COp
=
VC;c?:Cle(YA;a?: Al = (R A RIn) V pre AOp) = pre COp
=
VC;c?:Cle(VA;a?: Al ¢ (R A RIn) = pre AOp) = pre COp
=
VC;c?:Cle(YA;a?: Al | (RN RIn) e pre AOp) = pre COp
=
VC;c?:Cl|(VYA;a?: Al | (R A RIn) e pre AOp) e pre COp

We write this as a theorem

C;c?:CI|(YA;a?: Al | (R A RIn) epre AOp) F pre COp

5.3.4 Recasting backward correctness

From section 4.4.4 we have the proof rule
dom((o [| vp) & doma) < (ys(a [l o)) C (o || )50

From the derivation above (section 5.3.3) we can replace the set used for domain
subtraction to yield

{ & Rin | ~pre AOp e (0C, c?) } < (v5(o [l 0p)) € (o || o) g

As we did in section 5.3.3, we construct set comprehensions from the parallel
composition of relations, and expand the definitions of all the relations. We choose
to use R’ for the second relation on the left hand side, as this makes the equations
easier.

{R; RIn | - pre AOp & (0C, c?) }
<({COpe(0C,c?)— (0C", c!) }s{ R'; ROut @ (0C’, c!) — (64", a!) })
C{R;RIne(0C,c?)— (0A,a?) }3{AOp e (A, a?) — (A, a!)}
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We can slide the domain subtraction inside the definition of the first relation in
the composition, expressing the subtraction as a negative predicate

{COp|—(3A4;a?: Al « RN RIn AN - pre AOp) e (8C,c?) — (0C", c!) }
s{R'; ROut & (C", c!) — (0A";a!) }
C{R;RIne (0C,c?)— (0A,a?) }3{AOp e (A, a?) — (A", al)}

We now expand this out using quantifiers as described in section B.9

VC;Cce?:Clycl: CO; Al al s AO |
COp AN—(3A;a?: Al e RN RIn AN —pre AOp) A R" A ROut e
dA;a?: Al e RN\ RIn N AOp

We take the negation inside the existential quantifier, converting this to a univer-
sal. We then convert the predicates that are disjoined within the universal to an
implication, and hence to a constrained universal. This yields

VO, Cc?: Cl;cl: CO; Ay al 2 AO |
COp AN (YA;a?: Al | RN RInepre AOp) AN R' AN ROut
dA;a?: Al e RN\ RIn N AOp

We can now shuffle this to the traditional form by putting this constraining uni-
versal as early as possible

VC;c¢?:CI|(VA;a?: AI| RN RInepre AOp) e
Vel CO; A al: AO | COp A R A ROut o
dA;a?: Al e RN\ RIn N AOp

This cannot be simplified by being written as a theorem, so the theorem form just
has the turnstile () before it.



Appendix A

Toolkit

A.1 Lifting to sequences

We ‘lift” relations on sets to relations on sequences of sets as follows

—[X, Y]
(X~ Y) = (seqX o seqY)
Vr: X< Ye
T={s:seq(X x Y) |rans C r e s3 first — s 3 second }

The result of lifting r is a relation between pairs of sequences of equal length. For
every pair of sequences in 7, every pair of corresponding elements belong to r.

(X, Y]r: X < Y;s:seqX;t:seqY | s—teT
|_
#s = #1

A(Vn:domsesn—tner)
Consider 7 restricted to singleton sequences. It is clear that

(X, Y]r: X YH{z: X;y:Y|z—ycre(z)—(y)} CT

A.2 Split and Merge

We adapt the definitions of split and merge from [Woodcock & Davies 1996, section
16.5], which manipulate the worlds to extract individual inputs and outputs.

split extracts the first input from the sequence of inputs and the state, packaging
them up for delivery to the Z-like operations o and ~ introduced in section 4.1.

37
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5,1, 0]
split = S x (seq; I x seq O) — (S x I) x (seq I x seq O)

Vs:S;1:seq,l;0:8eqO o
split(s, (i, 0)) = ((s, head i), (tail i, 0))

merge does the opposite, taking an output and concatenating it to the end of the
sequence of outputs.

—[S.1,0]
merge : (S x O) x (seqI xseqO) — S x (seq x seq O)

Vs:8,0:0;1:seql;0s:seqO e
merge((s, 0), (i,0s)) = (s, (i, 05 ™ (0)))

A.3 Parallel composition and Copy

We also use the definition of ‘parallel composition’ and ‘copy’ from [Woodcock &
Davies 1996, section 16.5].

Parallel composition || converts a pair of relations into a relation between pairs.

(W, X,Y,Z]
(W YV)x(X—=Z2) - WXxXeYXxZ
Vr:eWeYis: X Ziw:Wyax:X;y: Y, 2:Ze

(w,2) = (y,2)€r||sew—yerNz—zes

cp copies its argument

—=[X]
ep: X — X xX

Vi:Xecpr=(z,z)
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A.4 Empty sequencies and identity realtion

We have use for an implict generic set that comprises a pair of empty sequences:
empty[X, Y] == seq @[ X] x seq @[Y]

We have use for an implict generic identity relation:
WdX]=={z: Xezxr—uza}

Where the type can be deduced from context it is permissible to omit the generic
argument. For clarity’s sake, however, we sometimes choose to include the argu-
ment explicitly in these cases.



Appendix B

Lemmas and their proofs

B.1 Commuting split around sequential composition

Lemma 1 (split-comm-io) Even in the presence of input/output refinement,
split can ‘commute’ around sequential composition.

= (p |l (“110)) 8 split = split 5 ((p || o) | (]| 0))

Proof: This proof follows the one given in [Woodcock & Davies 1996], which used
a simpler form in which some of the relations were the identity. We make use of
the definition of split given in [Woodcock & Davies 1996] using cp.

(o |l (] 0))  split
id || (first g head)

=l @l0o)s|crs [def]
second g (tail || id)
Pl (@] 0) id || (first s head)
=cps | | s |l [prop of cp]
pll @] 0) second § (tail || id)
(o I @1l ) (id || (first s head))
=cps | |l [abide]

(o | @1l 0)) 5 (second g (tail || id))

(pgid) || (]| 0) g first g head)
cps || [abide]
(p |l (|l 0)) g (second g (tail || id))

(id g p) | (]| 0) g first § head)
=cps| | [id commutes]
(o [l @[10)) g (second g (tail || id))

40
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(id5.9) || (1| 0) 3 first 3 head)
=cpg| | [(R|| S)gsecond = second || S]
second g (v || 0) g (tail || id)

(id g p) || first 378 head)
=cps| | (R || 8) s first = first || R]

second g (v || 0) g (tail || id)

(id g p) || first g head g 1)
=cpg | |l [unlift to commute with head]
second g (v || 0) g (tail || id)

(id || (first g head)) g (p || )
=cps | | [abide]

second § (]| 0) g (tail || id)

(id || (first  head)) 5 (p || ¢)
=cps| | [tail || id commutes]

second g (tail || id) g (v || 0)

(id || (first g head)) plle

=cpg | | s{ [abide]
second g (tail || id) |0

=split3((p || v) | || 0)) [def]

HB1

B.2 Commuting merge around sequential composition

Lemma 2 (merge-comm-io) Even in the presence of input/output refinement,
merge can ‘commute’ around sequential composition.

=merges (p || (0] 0)) = (o || o) | (]| 0)) 8 merge

Proof: Very similar to the proof of split-comme-io.
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B.3 dto V conversion

Lemma 3 (3-V-convert) An existential quantifier as part of the declaration in a
universal quantifier can be brought out into the universal.

Ve: X[ (Jy:YeQ(z,y))e Plx)FVz: X;y:Y | Q(z,y) e P(x)

Proof:
Vr:X|(Jy:YVeQ(zy))eP(z) [hyp]
Vi:Xe(3y:YeQy))= P [decl = =]
Vi:X e (3y:Y eQz,y))V Pz) [def of =]
Vi:Xe(Vy:Y e Qz,y))V Px) [def of - 3]
Vi:XeVy:Ye-Qz,y)V Pz) [move brackets]
Vo:X;y:Y e Q(z,y) V P(z) [combine V]
Ve:X;y:Y eQ(z,y) = P(x) [def of =]
Vi:X;y:Y|Qz,y)e Pz) [decl = =]

N B3

B.4 Lifting whole expressions

Lemma 4 (lift) Sequential composition and set inclusion can be lifted.

§0 =750

|_
I_

A S

CoepCo

Proof: Directly from the definition of lifting.
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B.5 Pushing restriction into parallel composition

Lemma 5 (parallel-restrict) Domain restriction or subtraction with a cross prod-
uct of a parallel composition can be broken into its parts.

(W, X, Y, 7]
a: Wi;b: Xor: WY, s: X Z
|_

(axb)y<(r]s)=(a<r)] (b<s)
ANaxb)y<da(r|s)=(a<qar)]| (bdgs)

Proof:
(axb)<(r| s)

=(axb)<{w:Wi;z:X;y:Y;2: Z|w—yeErNzrzeEse

(w,z) = (y,2) } [def of ]

={w: Wiz : X;y:Yiz:Z|lw—yerNz—zesAN(w,z)Eaxbe
(w,z) — (y,2) } [def of <]
={w:Wi;z:X;y:Y;z2: Z|w—yeErNcz—zEsNweEaNre€be
(w,z) — (y,2) } [def of x]
=(a<r)| (b<s) [def of || and <]

We argue similarly for <.

BB5

B.6 Pushing restriction through an injection

Lemma 6 (restrict-injection) Domain restriction of an injection is the same as
range restriction by the relational image.

(X, Y]
r:X+~Y,a: X
l_

adr=r>r(al
Nadr=rer(al
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Proof:
r>r(al
={z: X;y:Y|z—yernyer(al)} [defn |
={z: X;y:Y|z—yer
Nye{n : Xsp: Y| m—ypernacaoy }} [defn ()]

={z,n: X;yp:Y|z—yerAm—mpmernmncany=muy

ez —y} [simplify]
={z:X;y:Y|z—yernzeca} [hyp r € X = Y]
=adr [defn <

We argue similarly for <.

W B6

B.7 Pushing restriction through sequential composition

Lemma 7 (sequential-restrict) Restriction (pseudo-)distributes through sequen-
tial composition.

(X, Y, 7]
r:XeY;s:Y—Z;a:Y
l_

r>ags=rga<s
ANreags=r3ads

Proof:
r>ags
=(rgida)gs [[Spivey 1992, p98g]]
=rg(idags) [[Spivey 1992, p97]]
=rga<s [[Spivey 1992, p98g]]

We argue similarly for <.

mB7
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B.8 Pushing domain through sequential composition

Lemma 8 (sequential-dom) Domain of a sequential composition can be pushed
past the first relation in the composition using inverse relational image.

(X, Y, 7]
r: XY, s: Y7
l_

dom(rgs) =r~( doms |
Proof: This is a law stated in [Spivey 1992, page 101], but we prove it here for
completeness.

dom(r g s)

=dom{zr:X;y:Y;2:Z|z—yeErANyr—z€sexsz}

[def of g
={z: X;y:Y;2: Z|z—yernNy—zcsez} [def of dom]
={z: X;y:Y|z—yernyecdomseoz} [def of dom]
=r~( dom s | [def of image]

B B3

B.9 Converting relational inclusion to quantification

While recasting proof rules written in the relational calculus into the equivalent
form in Z, we frequently encounter sequential composition and relational inclusion.
In this section we show how to recast these in general.

Consider four relations on three sets, defined using some general schema predi-
cates.

r=={z:X;y:Y|R}
s=={y:Y;2:Z|S5}
t={z:X;y: Y| T}
v=={y:Y;2:Z|U}
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B.9.1 Converting a composition

Consider the case where the following general combination holds
rgsCtsu

We recast this in quantified form.

First, the definition of subset is that all elements on the left hand side are also
elements on the right hand side. The elements are the result of the sequential
composition of relations, so are pairs drawn from the set (X x 7).

rgsCtsu
<~
Ve:X;z:Z |z z€E€rgsex—zetsu

The sequential composition in the bar part is, by definition, the existence of an
intermediate value in Y that acts as a stepping stone for the two relations.

=
Ve:X;2:Z|(dy:Yer—yerAyr—zeEs)e

rT—zE€L3uU

As we have schema predicates that capture the property of a pair being in a relation,
we can replace the set membership with these predicates.

=
Ve:X;2:Z|(dy: YeRANS)ez—zEtgu

We do an analogous thing with the composition in the dot part.

=
Ve:X;2:Z|(3y:YeRANS)e(Jy:YeTAU)

Using lemma 3-V-convert this becomes

=
Ve:X;y:Y;2:Z|RANSe(Jy:YeT ANU)

Note that the y in the existential (and referred to in 7" and U) is different from
the y in the universal.
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B.9.2 Handling inverses

If any of the predicates are inverses, these disappear when converted to set com-
prehensions or quantifiers. For example, consider

~

sTegr~ Cu~gt

written using quantifiers. We still use the predicates S, R, U and T, which define
the forward relations. The first step looks the same, but with the universal over
pairs the other way around.

sTerY CuvgtT

~
Ve:X;z:Z|z—aze(svgrv)ez—uze (ugtr)

We continue as before

=
Ve:X;z2:Z|(Jy:Yez—yes"ANyr—zery)e
z—zecu~gt”

Given the definition of the inverse of a relation, we can swap the variables in the
pairs

=
Ve :X;2:Z|(Jy:Yeyr—zeEsNzryer)e
Zzr— T Eeu"gt”

and continue as before, giving

=
Ve:X;2:Z|(3y:YeSAR)e(Jy:YeUANT)

and hence

=
Ve:X;y:Y;2:Z|RANSe(Jy:YeT ANU)

exactly as before.



Appendix C

Summary of derived proof rules

The Z proof rules derived in this monograph are as follows.

C.1 Forward

Forward initialisation (state)

ClnitState - 3 A" o AlnitState \ R’
Forward initialisation (input)

Clnitin =3 a? : AI o Alnitin N RIn
Forward finalisation (state)

R; CFinState = AFinState
Forward finalisation (output)

ROut; CFinOut = AFinOut
Forward applicability

R; RIn | pre AOp + pre COp
Forward correctness

R; RIn; COp | pre AOp 3 A" al: AO @ AOp AN R' N ROut

48



C.2 Backward

C.2 Backward

Backward initialisation (state)
CInitState; R’ = AlnitState
Backward initialisation (input)
ClnitIn; RIn = Alnitln
Backward finalisation (state)
CFinState - 3 A o R A AFinState
Backward finalisation (output)
CFinOut F3a! : AO e ROut AN AFinOut
Backward applicability
C;c?:CI|(YA;a?: Al | (R A RIn) epre AOp) F pre COp
Backward correctness

FYC;c?:CI|(VA;a?: Al | RN RInepre AOp) e
V' el CO; Al al - AO | COp A R A ROut o
JA;a?: Al e RN\ RIn N AOp

49
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