2303.15020v3 [cs.LO] 13 Jul 2024

arxXiv

A Generalized Hybrid Hoare Logic

NAIJUN ZHAN, Peking University& Institute of Software, Chinese Academy of Sciences, China
XIANGYU JIN, Institute of Software, Chinese Academy of Sciences& University of CAS, China
BOHUA ZHAN", Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd., China

SHULING WANG?, Institute of Software, Chinese Academy of Sciences& University of CAS, China
DIMITAR GUELEV, Institute of Mathematics and Informatics Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Bulgaria

Deductive verification of hybrid systems (HSs) increasingly attracts more attention in recent years because of its power and scalabil-
ity, where a powerful specification logic for HSs is the cornerstone. Often, HSs are naturally modelled by concurrent processes that
communicate with each other. However, existing specification logics cannot easily handle such models. In this paper, we present a
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verify two case studies to illustrate the power and scalability of our logic.
CCS Concepts: « Theory of computation — Logic and verification; Hoare logic; Timed and hybrid models.
Additional Key Words and Phrases: Hybrid systems, hybrid Hoare logic, Hybrid CSP, proof system, relative completeness

ACM Reference Format:
Naijun Zhan, Xiangyu Jin, Bohua Zhan, Shuling Wang, and Dimitar Guelev. 2024. A Generalized Hybrid Hoare Logic. 1, 1 (July 2024),
41 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/nnnnnnn.nnnnnnn

1 INTRODUCTION

Hybrid systems (HSs) exhibit combinations of discrete jumps and continuous evolution. Applications of HSs are ev-

erywhere in our daily life, e.g. in industrial automation, transportation, and so on. Many of these applications are
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safety-critical. How to design correct and reliable complex safety-critical HSs so that people can bet their life on them
becomes a grand challenge in computer science and control theory [68].

There have been a huge bulk of work on formal modeling and verification of HSs, e.g., [3, 21, 30, 39-41], most
of which are automata-based. In automata-based approaches, HSs are modeled as hybrid automata (HA) [3, 21, 41],
and verified by computing reachable sets. Unfortunately, as shown in [21, 22], reachability for most of these systems
is undecidable, except for some special linear [4, 30] and non-linear [14] ones. Therefore, in practice, people mainly
focus on how to over- and under-approximate reachable sets by using different geometric objects to represent abstract
states like Ariadne [8] and CORA [2]. The advantages of automata-based approaches are twofold: a HA describes the
whole behavior of the system to be developed, and therefore it is very intuitive; and the verification is fully automatic.
However, their disadvantages are also twofold: HA is analogous to state machines, with little support for structured
description, and it is thus difficult to model complex systems; moreover, existing techniques for computing reachable
sets are not scalable, particularly, most of them can only be used to compute reachable sets in bounded time or in
unbounded time with constraints, for example with an invariant region in SpaceEx [13].

Deductive verification presents an alternative way to ensure correctness of HSs. Several formalisms for reasoning
about HSs have been proposed, including those based on differential dynamic logic (d£) [49, 52], extended duration
calculus [74], and hybrid Hoare logic (HHL) [18, 35, 66]. For d£, an initial version of the proof system [49] is stated
in terms of explicit solutions to ODEs, and is proved to be relatively complete with respect to first-order logic of dif-
ferential equations (FOD), with the assumption that any valid statements involving ODEs can be proved. The ensuing
work [54] gives equivalent discrete versions of ODE rules using Euler approximation. Further work [51, 53, 58] dis-
cusses additional rules, such as differential invariants, differential cut, and differential ghosts for reasoning about ODEs.
d.L does not provide explicit operators for concurrency and communication, requiring these characteristics of HSs to
be encoded within its sequential hybrid programs, meaning that a complicated HSs with communication and parallel
composition cannot be specified and reasoned about in an explicit and compositional way with d.£.

Process algebras such as Communicating Sequential Processes (CSP) [25] provide a natural compositional way to
model systems with concurrency and communication. Extending classical Hoare logic [23] to CSP has been studied
by Apt et al [5, 6] and by Levin and Gries [34]. In both works, Hoare triples for input and output statements are
essentially arbitrary when reasoning about sequential processes. Then, for each pair of input and output commands in
a parallel process, a cooperation test is introduced to relate the global state before and after communication. As with
Owicki-Gries’ method for shared-memory concurrency [45-47], these initial proof systems are not compositional,
in the sense that there are proof obligations involving every pair of processes that communicate with each other.
Moreover, auxiliary variables are usually needed to keep track of progress within each sequential process. The work
by Soundararajan [62] proposes a compositional proof system for CSP. The main idea is to explicitly introduce a trace
recording the history of communications, and allow assertions to also depend on traces. For stating the rule for parallel
processes, a compatibility condition is defined, characterizing when the records of communications in different traces
are consistent with each other.

For modelling HSs, CSP was extended to Hybrid CSP (HCSP) by introducing ordinary differential equations (ODE) to
model continuous evolution and interruptions to model interactions between continuous and discrete evolution [20, 75].
Because it has a rich set of algebraic operators, complicated HSs can be easily modelled in an algebra-like compositional
way in HCSP. Like CSP, it is desired to invent a specification logic for HCSP in order to specify and reason about
HSs with concurrency and communication in a compositional way. There are several attempts to extend Hoare logic

to HCSP based on duration calculus (DC) [73] in the literature. [35] first extended Hoare logic to HCSP, in which
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postconditions and history formulas in terms of DC that specify invariant properties are given separately; however it
fails to define compositional rules for communications, parallelism and interruptions, let alone its logical foundations.
Later, [66] proposed an assume-guarantee proof system for HCSP, still based on DC. [66]’s proof system supports
compositional reasoning, but it cannot handle super-dense computation well, nor its logical foundations. Super-dense
computation assumes that the computers are much faster than other physical devices and computation time of a control
program is therefore negligible, although the temporal order of computations is still there. Super-dense computation
provides a comfortable abstraction of HSs, and is thus commonly adopted in most models of HSs. To solve this problem,
[18] proposed another DC-based proof system for HCSP by introducing the notion of infinitesimal time to model
computation cost of control events, that changes the semantics slightly in a counter-intuitive way. In a word, the

disadvantages of existing DC-based HHL include:

e it cannot deal with all important features of HSs very well, such as compositionality and super-dense computa-
tion;

e DC-part complicates the verification very much, as it involves too much details of a system, lacks of abstraction.
Our case studies demonstrate this point, particular, related to the implementation of theorem proving;

e it lacks of logical foundations, specifically completeness.

In this paper, we re-investigate the proof theory for HCSP by providing a compositional proof system with con-
tinuous and discrete relative completeness. In order to deal with communication and parallelism in a compositional
way, inspired by Soundararajan’s work [62] and Hoare and He’s work [26], we explicitly introduce the notion of trace.
Different from [62] and [26], to deal with continuous evolution, in our setting traces record not only the history of
communications and readiness of communication events, but also continuous behavior, which are uniformly called
generalized events. So, unlike existing proof systems for HCSP based on DC, the assertion logic of our proof system is
first-order logic with assertions on traces. For expressing rules about parallel processes, we define a synchronization op-
erator on traces. Thus, our proof system can be seen as a weakest liberal precondition calculus for sequential processes
and a strongest postcondition calculus for parallel processes, together with rules for reasoning about synchronization
on traces.

Clearly, our proof system can be seen as a generalization and simplification of existing DC-based hybrid Hoare

logics in the sense:

o first, discarding the DC part in the assertion logic simplifies the proof system in both theory and implementation;

e second, the notions of generalized event, trace and trace synchronization provide the possibility that parallelism,
typically, communication synchronization and time synchronization, can be coped with uniformly in a compo-
sitional way;

e finally, super-dense computation is well naturally accounted by allowing that a trace can contain many discrete

events happening at the same instant, ordered by their causal dependency.

Our proof system is also essentially a conservative extension of Hoare logic for concurrent programs (including CSP)
by allowing continuous events (wait events, the definition will be given in Section 3) and by introducing traces and
trace synchronization so that non-interference in Owicki/Gries’s logic [45-47] and cooperativeness in Apt et al.’s logic
[5, 6] can be reasoned about explicitly.

The completeness properties of the proof system are analogous to continuous and discrete completeness results for
differential dynamic logic d£ shown in [49, 54]. However, the situation in HCSP is different in several ways.
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e First, for relative continuous completeness with respect to first-order logic of differential equations (FOD [54]),
we need to consider the encoding of the trace assertions involved with communications and continuous evolu-
tion.

e Second, for discrete completeness, the semantics for continuous evolution is different in HCSP compared to d £,
for termination, in HCSP only the state along the continuous evolution at the boundary is considered, whereas
all reachable states along it inside the boundary are considered in d.£. This gives rise to extra difficulties for the
detection of reaching the boundary, which we have to address in this paper.

e Finally, for both continuous and discrete completeness, we need to consider the additional constructs in HCSP,

e.g., interruptions and parallelism.
In summary, our main contributions are as follows:

e We present a generalized Hoare logic for HCSP using assertions about traces recording communications, readi-
ness, and continuous evolution.

e We show both continuous and discrete completeness of the proof system.

e We implement the proof system, including the semantics of HCSP and the soundness of all proof rules, in
Isabelle/HOL. We have applied the logic to verify two case studies: the simplified lunar lander control system,
which involves ODE dynamics, interrupts and parallel composition; and a scheduler controlling tasks executed

in parallel, involving communications, interrupts, and complex control logics.

All the Isabelle code can be found at https://github.com/AgHHL/gHHL.git, including the implementation of our prover

and case studies.

1.1 Related Work

Inspired by the success of Floyd-Hoare logic [12, 23] in the verification of sequential programs, several extensions
of Floyd-Hoare logic to concurrent programs were proposed in the 1970s- 1980s. Owicki and Gries established a
complete proof system for concurrent programs with shared variables in [46], in which an important notion called
non-interference was introduced in order to deal with parallelism. Owicki proved in [45] the completeness of the proof
system in the sense of Cook [10]. To this end, she introduced two types of auxiliary variables, traces and clocks, to show
an interference-free property between any two component processes. In another direction, Zhou and Hoare [24, 72],
and Apt et al. [5, 6] studied proof systems for concurrent programs with message passing (i.e., CSP). Particularly, the
notion of cooperative, similar to interference-free in [46, 47], was introduced in [6]. In [5], using a similar technique to
[45], Apt proved the completeness of the Hoare logic for CSP. Lamport and Schneider unified Hoare logics for sequen-
tial programs and different models of concurrency within a single paradigm, called generalized Hoare logic [31-33].
Cousot and Cousot proved the relative completeness of generalized Hoare logic in [11].

In [27], Hooman extended Hoare logic to timed CSP. Extension of Hoare logic to HCSP was first tried by Liu et
al. [35]. They established hybrid Hoare logic (HHL). In HHL, a hybrid Hoare assertion consists of four parts: pre- and
post-conditions, a HCSP program, and a history formula in terms of DC [73] to specify invariants during continuous
evolution. A compositional proof system of HHL using assume/guarantee is presented in [18, 66], then [17] shows the
relative completeness of the proof system w.r.t. DC by exploiting the notion of negligible time to cope with super-dense
computation. In [67], a theorem prover for HHL was implemented in Isabelle/HOL. However, reliance on DC compli-
cates and prevents practical applications of these proof systems, as DC is not able to cope with general continuous
behaviours of HSs.

Manuscript submitted to ACM



A Generalized Hybrid Hoare Logic 5

In the literature, there are many other proof-theoretic approaches to verification of HSs, e.g., d£ [49, 56], hybrid
action systems [7], and Hybrid Event-B [1]. As mentioned, d £ extends dynamic logic [60] to HSs by allowing modal-
ities over hybrid programs, that extend classical sequential programs with ODEs to model continuous evolution. To
deal with more complex behaviours of HSs, several variants of d£ were established, e.g., stochastic differential dy-
namic logic [52] and differential game logic [55]. [37] proposed differential refinement logic to cope with refinement
among different levels of abstraction for a given HS; [61] investigated how to apply d £ to define architecture of CPSs.
Recently, component-based verification methodologies developed in d.£ [43, 44] introduced composition operators to
split verification of systems into more manageable pieces. A temporal logic for d £ based on trace semantics is proposed
in [48]. However, as we argued, d £ cannot handle communication and concurrency in an explicitly compositional way,
although there have been some attempts e.g. [38].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Sect. 2 recalls HCSP and Sect. 3 defines its operational semantics;
Sect. 4 defines our notion of HHL, its continuous and discrete relative completeness are proved in Sect. 5&6; Sect. 7

provides implementation and the case studies, and Sect. 8 concludes this paper.

2 HCSP

Hybrid CSP (HCSP) [20, 75] is a formal language for describing HSs, which is an extension of CSP by introducing timing
constructs, interrupts, and ODEs for modelling continuous evolution. Exchanging data among processes is described
solely by communications, so no shared variable is allowed between different processes in parallel and each program
variable is local to the respective sequential component.

The syntax for HCSP is given as follows:

c = skip|x:=e|ch?x|chle|ciUca]|cizea | ™|
if B then c; else ¢y | (¥ = 8&B) | (X = &B) &> [;cr(chi*x — c;)
pe u= c|perllespez

where ¢ and ¢; are sequential processes, and pc and pc; are parallel processes; x is a variable over reals in a process, x
stands for its derivative w.r.t. time, X (resp. €) is a vector of variables (expressions) and its i-th element is denoted by
x; (resp. e;); ch is a channel name, ch;+ is either an input event ch;?x or output event ch;le, and I is a non-empty set of
indices; B and e are Boolean and arithmetic expressions, respectively; cs is a set of channel names.

The meaning of skip, assignment, internal choice, sequential composition, and conditional statement are as usual.

We explain the intuitive meaning of the additional constructs as follows:

e ch?x receives a value along the channel ch and assigns it to variable x. It may block waiting for the corresponding
output to be ready.

o chle sends the value of e along ch. It may block waiting for the corresponding input to be ready.

o The repetition c* executes ¢ for a nondeterministic finite number of times.

e (¥ = @&B) is a continuous evolution, which evolves continuously according to the differential equation =2
as long as the domain B holds, and terminates whenever B becomes false. In order to guarantee the existence
and uniqueness of the solution of any differential equation, we require as usual that the right side € satisfies the
local Lipschitz condition on the interval at least up to the boundary of the ODE. This is necessary to guarantee
that the ODE has a unique solution before escaping the boundary.

o (X = 8&B)> licr(chix — c;) behaves like (% = é&B), except it is preempted as soon as one of the communication
events ch;* takes place, and then is followed by the corresponding c;. Notice that, if the continuous evolution
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terminates (reaches the boundary of B) before a communication in {ch;*};er occurs, the process terminates
immediately.

o pcy|lespez behaves as pey and pey run independently except that all communications along the set of common
channels cs between pcj and pcy are synchronized. We assume pcj and pea do not share any variables, nor does

the same channel with the same direction (e.g. ch!) occur in pcy and pca.

When there is no confusion in the context, we will use c to represent either sequential or parallel process below. The

other constructs of HCSP in [20, 75] are definable, e.g., wait d, external choice, etc.

3 OPERATIONAL SEMANTICS

In this section, we define a big-step semantics for HCSP, and prove that it is equivalent to the existing small-step
semantics [70]. Both semantics are defined using the new concept of generalized events, in order to fit better with the
trace-based development later.

We begin by defining some basic notions. A state for a sequential process is a mapping from variable names to real
values. A state for a parallel process pcil|cspez is a pair (s1, s2), where s; is a state for pcq and sy is a state for pc.
This enforces the requirement that pcq and pcz do not share variables. A ready set is a set of channel directions (of the
form chx), indicating that these channel directions are waiting for communication. Two ready sets rdy, and rdy, are
compatible, denoted by compat(rdy,, rdy,), if there does not exist a channel ch such that ch? € rdy; A ch! € rdy, or
ch! € rdy; A ch? € rdy,. Intuitively, it means input and output along the same channel cannot be both waiting at the
same time, that is, as soon as both channel ends are ready, a communication along the channel occurs immediately.
This is consistent with the maximal synchronization semantics as in CSP [25] and Calculus of Communicating Systems
(CCS) [42].

A generalized event defines an one step execution of observable behavior for a (sequential or parallel) HCSP process.

There are two types of generalized events:

o A communication event is of the form (ch»,v), where » is one of ?, !, or nothing, indicating input, output, and
synchronized input/output (IO) event, respectively, and v is a real number indicating the transferred value.

e A continuous event, also called a wait event, is of the form (d, p, rdy) representing an evolution of time length
d > 0. Here p is a continuous function from [0, d] to states, that is the unique trajectory of the considered ODE
starting with the given initial state, and rdy is the set of channels that are waiting for communication during

this period. We allow d = oo to indicate waiting for an infinite amount of time.

We will use s[X > €] to stand for another state, which is the same as s except for mapping each x; to the corresponding
e; and s(e) (resp. s(B) for Boolean expression B) for the evaluated value of e (resp. B) under s. Given a formula ¢ (resp.

expression e), ¢[€/X] (resp. e[€/X]) denotes substituting all x; occurring in ¢ (resp. e) by e; simultaneously.

3.1 Trace-based Big-step Semantics of HCSP

A trace is an ordered sequence of generalized events as the result of executing a (sequential or parallel) HCSP process.
We denote the empty trace by €, the trace for a deadlocked process by §, and use the operator ~ to denote concatenating

two traces.

Trace synchronization: Given two traces tr, try and a set of shared channels cs, we define the relation to synchronize
try and try over cs and result in a trace tr, denoted by tri||cstra || tr. The derivation rules defining synchronization

are given in Fig. 1. Rule SynclO defines that when the two parallel traces start with the compatible input and output
Manuscript submitted to ACM



A Generalized Hybrid Hoare Logic 7

checs trillestra | tr ché¢cs trillestra | tr

SynclO NoSyncIO
(ch!,0) " tr1||cs{ch?,0)"try || {ch,0)" tr yne (ch>,v) " try||estre | {(ch>,0) " tr oSyne
ch € s SyncEmpty1 SyncEmpty3
— ncEm ——  SyncEm
(choo) trillese 16 TP ellge e Y
t t
= — Millese U tr -~ — SyncEmpty2
(d, p1, rdy) " trillese U {d, p1, rdy )" tr
trillestro | tr compat(rdy;,rdy,) d >0 .
— — — — = = — SyncWait1
<dﬂp15 rdY1> tr1||CS<dsp23 VdJ/z> trz U <dsp1 WPZ, (rdyl U rdyz) - CS) tr
di>dy >0 {(di—- dz,ﬁl(- +dz), rdy )" trillestra | tr - compat(rdy,, rdy,) )
SyncWait2

(d1, P1, rdyy) " trilles{da, P2, rdy,) " tra || {da, B1 W Pa, (rdy; U rdy,) —cs) " tr

Fig. 1. Trace synchronization rules

events along the same channel ch (that belongs to the common channel set cs) with same value v, then a synchronized
event (ch,v) is produced, followed by the synchronization of the remainders of the traces. Rule NoSynclO defines the
case when an external communication event occurs on one side. Rules SyncEmpty1-3 deal with the cases where one
side terminates earlier than the other side. As in CSP and CCS, a parallel process terminates only if all subprocesses in
parallel terminate. Rules SyncWait1-2 define the cases when both sides are wait events, i.e. waiting for a communication

or evolving w.r.t. an ODE, then the wait events of the same length will synchronize if they have compatible ready sets.

Big-step semantics. A big-step semantics for HCSP is presented in Fig. 2. This leads naturally to the trace-based
Hoare logic in Sect. 4. For a sequential process c, its semantics is defined as a mapping, denoted by (c,s) = (s, tr),

which means that ¢ carries initial state s to final state s’ with resulting trace tr !.

o For output chle, there are three cases depending on whether the communication occurs immediately, waits for
some finite time, or waits indefinitely. Input ch?x is defined similarly. I; represents a constant mapping from
[0, d] to the initial state s.

e ¢* can be understood in a standard way.

e The execution of (¥ = 8&B) produces a trajectory of X = & with the given initial state, represented as a wait
event. B must become false at the end of the trajectory, while remaining true before that. During the evolution,
the ready set is empty.

o For interruption (; = é&B) > [Jjer(chi* — c;), communications have a chance to interrupt up to and including
the time at which the ODE reaches the boundary.

o The semantics of parallel composition is defined by the semantics of its components. Given s; for ¢; and sz for

c2, $1 W s denotes the pair of states (s1, s2) as a state for ¢1]|csca.

Example. A possible trace for (wait 1; ch!3) is tr1 = (1,15, 0)~ (ch!, 3) (here we use I; to denote a constant trajectory
that maps each time point in the interval to state s). A possible trace for ch!3 is try = (1, I, {ch!})"(ch!, 3). A possible

trace for ch?x is tr3 = (1,15, {ch?})"(ch?,3). Traces tr{ and tr3 can synchronize with each other, and form the trace

!t can also be defined as a mapping from an initial state and trace to a final state and trace. The two definitions are equivalent.
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SkipB AssignB
(skip, s) = (s,€) P (x:=¢e,5) = (s[x > e],e) ssign

(ch'e,s) = (s,{ch!,s(e))) OutB1 (ch'e,s) = (s,{d, Is,{ch!})"{ch!,s(e))) OutB2

(chle.s) = (s (oo Lo (i) "B (s = Glx o o] (chtoy) 0!

(ch7xs) = GLx o o] A L 7D (cht.oy) o2 “htxs) = (5. (oo Iu. {ch7}) B3

RepB1 (c:s) = (s tr) (¢, s1) = (sp,tr2)
(c*,s) = (s,€) (c*,s) = (s2, tr " try)

s1(B) (c1,51) = (52, #7) CondB1 —s1(B)  (c2,51) = (s2,7)
(if B then c; else cg,s1) = (s2, tr) (if B then ¢ else c2,s1) = (s, tr)

(c1,51) = (s2,11) . (c2,51) = (s2,t1)
IChoiceB1
(c1Uca,s1) = (s2,tr) (c1Uez,s1) = (s2,tr)

RepB2

CondB2

IChoiceB2

(c,51) = (s2,tr1) (c2,82) = (s3,1r2) SeaB ~B(s)
e -
(cr:c251) = (s3,tr1"tr2) P (GF=2&B)s) = (s.€)

ContB1

7 is a solution of the ODEX =& d >0
p(0)=s(X) Vte[o.d).s[¥m p(1)](B) —s[X - p(d)](B)

((% = €&B),s) = (s[% = p(d)], (d, . 0))
i €I chijx=chle (cis1) = (s2,1r)
(X = €&B) > [Jer(chix — ci),51) = (s, {chl,s1(e))"tr)

ContB2

IntB1

P is asolution of the ODEX =& 5(0) =s1(%) d>0
Vt € [0,d).s1[¥ = p(t)](B) i€l chi==chle (cis1[X+ p(d)]) = (s, tr)

((% = 8&B) > [ier(chix — ci),51) = (s2,(d, p, {Uierchix}) ™ (chl,s1[% — p(d)](e)) " tr)

i€l chix=ch?y (ci,s1ly > v]) = (s2,tr)
(% = 8&B) & [lier(chix — ci), s1) = (s2, (ch?,0)"1r)

IntB3

pis asolution of the ODEX =& 5(0) =s1(%) d>0
Vt € [0,d).s1[X — p(t)](B) i€l chpx=ch?y (c;s1[X+— p(d),y— v]) = (s, tr)

((% = €&B) > [Jier(chi* — ¢i),51) = (s2,{d, p, {Uierchi=}) ™ (ch?,0)"tr)
—|Sl (B)
(% = €&B) > [Jer (chix — ci),51) = (s1.€)

IntB4

IntB5

P is asolution of the ODEX =& 5(0) =s1(%) d>0
vVt € [0,d).s1[X = p(H)](B) —s1[X = p(d)](B)

(X = €&B) > Jier(chix — i), s1) = (s1[X = p(1)], {d, P, {Uerchix}))

(c1,51) = (s),tr1)  (c2,82) = (s, tra) tryllestrz | tr

(cillesca s1 W s2) = (5] W sy, tr)

IntB6

ParB

Fig. 2. Big-step operational semantics

Manuscript submitted to ACM



A Generalized Hybrid Hoare Logic 9

(1,15, W, {ch?})"(ch,3). However, tr and tr3 cannot synchronize with each other, as the ready sets {ch!} and {ch?}

are not compatible.

3.2 Equivalence with Small-step Semantics

We now rephrase the existing small-step semantics in [70] using generalized events. Each transition in the small-step
semantics is of the form (c,s) 5 (¢’,s”), meaning that starting from process ¢ and state s, executing one step yields
an event e (either 7 or a communication event or a wait event) and ends with process ¢’ and state s’. 7 represents an

internal discrete event. The full semantics is in Fig. 3.

We use (c,s) —t:* (¢’,s’) to indicate that starting from process ¢ and state s, a sequence of small-step transitions
results in process ¢’ and state s’, and tr collects the events that occurred in between, ignoring any 7 events. Also, we
use {r ~», t to mean tr can be obtained from tr by combining some of the neighboring events that can be joined
together like connecting two continuous events as one.

The following theorem asserts the equivalence between big-step and small-step semantics.

tr tr
THEOREM 1. i) (¢,s) = (s',tr) implies (c,s) —* (skip,s’). ii) (¢,s) —* (skip,s’) implies tr ~, ' and (¢,s) =

(s’, &) for some tr'.

Before stating the equivalence between big-step and small-step semantics, we need some preliminary concepts. The

tr
transitive closure of small-step semantics is defined as follows. We use (¢,s) —* (¢, s”) to indicate that starting from
process ¢ and state s, a sequence of small-step transitions results in process ¢’ and state s’, and tr collects the events
that occurred in between, ignoring any 7 events. The formal definition is given by the following set of rules.

tr tr
(C,S) i) (C/,S/) (C/,S/) L (CH,SU) (c,s) i) (cl,s/) (C/,S/) Ly (C”,SN)

€ tr e tr
(¢,s) =" (¢,5) (c,s) =% (",s") (c,s) = (c”,s")
The following lemma will be useful later.

(d,p,rdy) (d,p,rdy)
LemMA 1. If (c,s) AT, (c’,s"), and 0 < d’ < d, then there exists ¢’ and s’ such that (c, s) Rk il (c”,s”)

(d—d' p(-+d"),rdy)
and (¢”,s") et )y, (c’,s").

. . (d.p,rdy)
PRrOOF. By case analysis on the small-step rules used to derive (c, s) A2PTy, (c’,s"). O

The theorem going from big-step to small-step semantics is then stated as follows. For the parallel case, we use a

single skip to stand for the parallel composition of skip programs.

THEOREM 2 (BIG-STEP TO SMALL-STEP). For any big-step relation (c,s) = (s’,tr), we have the small-step relation

tr
(c,s) =" (skip,s’).

Proor. First prove the result where ¢ is a sequential program, by induction on the derivation of (c,s) = (s, tr)
using big-step semantics. We focus on the operations special to HCSP. The cases for skip, assign, sequence, conditional,

internal choice, and repetition are standard.

o Input: there are three rules InB1, InB2 and InB3 in big-step semantics. InB1 corresponds to applying InS1, InB2
corresponds to applying InS2 followed by InS1, InB3 corresponds to applying InS3.
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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(c1,8) = (c},s")

- AssignS Z SeqS1 - SeqS2
(x :=e,s) — (skip,s[x > e]) (c15¢2,8) — (cfs¢2.8") (skip; c,s) = (c,s)
b —s(b
s(b) = CondS1 s(b) - CondS2
(if b then ¢q else c2,5) — (¢, s) (if b then ¢ else c2,s) — (c2, )
(ohLs(e)) OutS1 FTREDT OutS2
(chle,s) RSN (skip, s) (chle,s) R LN (chle,s)
OutS3 InS1
(0o,I5,{ch!}) . (ch?,0) .
(chle,s) ——— > (skip, s) (ch?x,s) —— (skip, s[x +— v])
ETRET InS2 T InS3
(ch?x,s) Rl L LN (ch?x,s) (ch?x,s) Rl LN (skip, s)
€ ’
" RepS1 (e.5) e_) (c,5') RepS2
(c*,s) — (skip, s) (c",s) = (/5¢%,5")
-s(B
- IChoiceS1 - IChoiceS2 " s( )T ContS1
(c1Uczs) = (c1,9) (c1Ucz,5) = (c2,9) ({(x = €&B),s) — (skip, s)

p is a solution of the ODE $=¢ p(0) =s(X) Vte[0,d).s[Xx— p(t)](B)

- ContS2
- . dp0) - .
((x = €&B),s) —— ((x = €&B),s[x — p(d)])
7 is a solution of the ODE ¥ =&  5(0) = s(¥) Vi € [0,d).s[% — p(1)](B)
(d.p,{Vicrchix})

IntS1
((X = €&B) > [Jier(chi* — i), s) ((X = 8&B) > [lier(chix — c;),s[X = p(d)])

. o
-s(B) i€l chix=chle IntS3
2 . IntS2 ™ (chls(e))

((x = €&B) > [Jier(chi* — c;),s) — (skip,s) ((x = é&B) > [Jier(chi* — c;),s) —— (ci,s)

. T
i€l chix=ch?x IntS4 (c1,51) = (cf,87)
(ch?,v

> o )
({(x = €&B) & [lier(chix — c¢i),s) —— (ci,s[x > 0]) (cillesca, 51 52) 5 (c}llescz s W s2)

ParTauS

(d,p1,rdy, (d,p2.rdy,

compat(rdy,, rdy,) (cl,sl)—>> ¢1,57)  (c2,52) ) (c5,53)

ParDelayS
(d.p19pa,rdy,Urdy,)
(ctllesca, s1 W s3) ——————— (c]llescs, 7 W s3)

(ch!,v) (ch?,0)
chees (ci,51) — (cf,s)) (ca,82) — (c3,53)

ParPairS1

(ch,v)
(c1llesca, 51 W s2) —— (Ci”cscé,si ¢ sé)

(ch?,0) (ch!,0)
chees (ci,51) — (cf,s]) (2, 82) — (c3,53)

(eho) ParPairS2
ch,o

(c1llesca, 51 W s2) —— (Ci”cscé,si ¢ sé)

(ch>,0) (ch>,0)

ché¢ces (c1,s1) — (¢, s ché¢cs (cos9) — (ch,sh
( ) (er. 1) ParUnpairS1 ( ) (c2.%2) ParUnpairS2

(ch>,0) , , (ch>,v) ’ ’
(c1llesczs s1 W s2) —— (] llesc2, 57 W s2) (c1llesca, s1 W s2) —— (c1llescy. 51 W s5)

Fig. 3. Small-step operational semantics for sequential and parallel processes
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e Output: there are three rules OutB1, OutB2 and OutB3 in big-step semantics. OutB1 corresponds to applying
OutS1, OutB2 corresponds to applying OutS2 followed by OutS1, OutB3 corresponds to applying OutS3.

o Repetition: there are two rules RepB1 and RepB2 in big-step semantics, corresponding to the cases that c executes
for zero or more than one times respectively.

e Continuous: there are two rules ContB1 and ContB2 in big-step semantics. ContB1 corresponds to applying
ContS1, ContB2 corresponds to applying ContS2 followed by ContS1.

o Interrupt: there are six rules in the big-step semantics. IntB1 corresponds to applying IntS3, IntB2 corresponds
to applying IntS1 followed by IntS3, IntB3 corresponds to applying IntS4, IntB4 corresponds to applying IntS1
followed by IntS4. IntB5 corresponds to applying IntS2, IntB6 corresponds to applying IntS1 followed by IntS2.

Next, we prove the result when c is a parallel program. Hence, we assume (c1,s1) = (s7,tr1), (¢2,52) = (53, tr2) and

try try
trillestra | tr. By induction, we have (c1,s1) —* (skip, s7) and (c2,s2) —* (skip, s7). We now induct on the derivation

of tri||cstra | tr. The cases correspond to the rules in Fig. 1.

e SynclO: We have ch € cs, tr1 = (chl,0)"tr], tra = (ch?,0)"try, tr = {(ch,0)"tr’ and tr{|lcstr; | tr’. From

try
(c1,51) —™ (skip, s7), we obtain ¢, ¢{’,s{’,s{"” such that

16155155
E* ’ 7" ’ 7" <L‘h!,ﬂ> 17 24 17 24 tr;* : ’
(c1,81) =7 (c1,87),  (cf,57) — (c{,s”) and (cf,s]") —* (skip,s]).

try
Likewise, from (c2,s2) —™ (skip, sé), we obtain c?, cé’, sé’, sé’ ’ such that

tr)
€ (ch?,0) 2 .
(ca,82) =" (c5,87),  (ch85) —— (cy,sy") and (cj,s5”) —* (skip,s)).

Now by applying rule ParTauS repeatedly, rule ParPairS1 and the inductive hypothesis, we obtain

(C1llescarst W 5) =7 (€] llesc s’ W),
(cillesey, 7 Wsy) @) (cf llesey sy W),
(7 llescy . s Wsy'”) ir)* (skip||csskip, s7 ¥ 57).
tr
They combine together to give (c1lcsc2, s1Ws2) —™ (skipl|esskip, s]Ws;), as desired. The other direction SyncIO’
is similar, where the small-step rule ParPairS2 is used.
o NoSynclO: the proofis similar to the SynclO case, except we only need to work on the left side. The correspond-
ing small-step rule is ParUnpairS1.
e SyncWaitl1: the proof is similar to the SyncIO case. The corresponding small-step rule is ParDelayS.
e SyncWait2: We have di > da, try = (d1, p1, rdy,)"tri, tra = (d2, pa, rdy,)"try, tr = (da, 1 W P2, (rdy; U rdy,) —
cs)"tr’, compat(rdy;, rdy,) and

(dy — d2, p1(- +d2), rdy;) " trillestra | tr

try
From (¢,s1) —* (skip, s{), we obtain ¢/, c¢”’,s”’, s!”” such that

291291
S it ’ (di.prrdy,) N "o tr{* P
(c,;s1) =" (c/,s7),  (c/,s]) ——— (¢",s{") and (c”,s]"”) =" (skip,s]).
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By Lemma 1, we obtain ¢’”/, s’””” such that

<dz,f>1,rdy1 <d1—dzf71('+dz),rdy1

)
(Cl, s//) (C,”,S””) and (C/N,SNN)

> (C// s///).
The rest follows as before, by applying rule ParTauS repeatedly, rule ParDelayS, and the inductive hypothesis.

[m]

To state the theorem going from small-step to big-step semantics, we need to define the concept of reduction from
one trace to another. We use ir ~», tr to mean that # can be obtained from #r by combining some of the neighboring
blocks that can be joined with each other. Note reduction is not unique: there is no obligation to perform all possible

joins. The formal definition is as follows:

hi(d1) = h2(0)

n n ReduceMerge
———— ReduceEmpty (d1, p1, rdy)~(da, p2, rdy) " tr~p
€~ e S o -
(d1 +da, p1 - pa, rdy) " tr
tr1 ~>p tr: tr1 ~>y trg tro ~>p tr
Hl—r}ReduceCons L 277r 703 ReduceTrans
e try ~p e try try ~>p tr3

A key lemma states that the synchronization of traces respects the reduction relation. More precisely:
LEMMA 2. Giventry ~sy try, tra ~, try andtry|lcstra | tr, then there exists tr’ such that tr~, tr' and tr{||cstry | tr'.

The theorem going from small-step to big-step semantics is as follows.

tr
THEOREM 3 (SMALL-STEP TO BIG-STEP). For any small-step relation (c,s) —* (skip,s’), there exists tr' such that
tr~sp tr' and (c,s) = (s', ).
tr
Proor. First, we prove the result when c is a sequential program. Induction on the derivation of (c,s) —* (skip,s”)

gives three cases. The first case corresponds to tr = ¢, ¢ = skip and s = s’, and the result follows immediately. In the

tr
second case, we have (c, s) 5 (c’,s’) and (c’,s”) —* (skip,s”). From the inductive hypothesis, there exists 7’ such
that tr ~» tr’ and (¢/,s’) = (s”,tr’). It then suffices to show (¢,s) = (s”/,tr’). The proof is by a further induction

on the derivation of (c, s) 5 (c’,s’). We omit the details here.

In the third case, we have (c,s) 5 (¢’,s’) and (c’,s”) —t>* (skip,s”) for some event e # 7. From the inductive
hypothesis, there exists tr’ such that tr ~», tr’ and (¢’,s’) = (s”,tr’), and we need to show there exists some
tr” such that e"tr ~», tr” and (¢,s) = (s”,tr”’). As in the second case, the proof is by a further induction on the
derivation of (c,s) 5 (c’,s”). In some of the cases where e is a wait block, it is necessary to apply the ReduceMerge

rule to merge e with the initial block of ¢r.
tr
Next, we prove the result when c¢ is a parallel program. Again, induction on the derivation of (c,s) —* (skip,s”)

results in three cases. In the third case where the first step generates an event e # 7, we need to consider each of the
small-step rules ParDelayS, ParPairS1, PairPairS2, ParUnpairS1 and ParUnpairS2, making use of Lemma 2. The details

are omitted. m]

PrROOF FOR THEOREM 1. Theorem 1 can be proved directly from Theorem 2 and Theorem 3. O
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4 HYBRID HOARE LOGIC

In this section, we introduce our version of hybrid Hoare logic, still denoted by HHL, including the syntax, semantics

and proof system.

4.1 Basic Notions

Let N, N*, R, R* and [Rar be respectively the set of natural, positive natural, real, positive real and non-negative real
numbers. For a vector ¥ € R™, x; refers to its i-th component and ||%|| denotes the £2-norm. Let R[¥] be the polynomial
ring in X over the field R. A polynomial h € R[X] is sum-of-squares (SOS) iff there exist polynomials g1, . .., g € R[¥X]
such that h = Zle g%. We denote by 3[¥] € R[] the set of SOS polynomials over .

Differential Dynamical Systems. We consider a class of continuous dynamical systems modelled by ordinary differ-

ential equations of the autonomous type:

-

= f(®) M
where ¥ € R" is the state vector, % denotes its temporal derivative dx/dt, with ¢ € [Rar modelling time, and f :R? —
R™ is a polynomial flow field (or vector field) that governs the evolution of the system, which is local Lipschitz. A

polynomial vector field is local Lipschitz, and hence for some T € R* U{co}, there exists a unique solution (or trajectory)

ddz,

5;0 : [0,T) — R™ originating from any initial state Xy € R™ such that (1) Z,;O (0) = X, and (2) YVt € [0,T): T lp=r =

f (62550 (7)). We assume in the sequel that T is the maximal instant up to which E 3, exists for all Xo.

Differential equations is a very important branch of mathematics, particularly, ordinary differential equations is well-
studied in mathematics with well-established theories, please refer to [15, 16, 64] for the details. Following Platzer [50],
we call the first-order theories of (ordinary) differential equations FOD in this paper. Clearly, In order to axiomatize
HCSP, it is inevitable to deal with continuous evolution as well the interaction between continuous evolution and

discrete jumps. So, we will use FOD as part of our assertion logic.

DEFINITION 1 (LIE DERIVATIVE [28]). Given a vector field f: R™ — R"™ over X, the Lie derivative of a polynomial
function p(X) alongfoforderk € N, written as ij?p: R™ — R, is inductively defined by

p(), k=0,

k=)=
pr(x) = <a_3££]];—1p(55),f(55)>, k>0

where (-, -) is the inner product of vectors, i.e., (i,3) = YT, ujv; forii,7 € R".

The Lie derivative .E]k?p (X) is essentially the k-th temporal derivative of the (barrier) function p(X), and thus captures
the change of p(X) over time.

An inductive invariant ¥ C R" of a dynamical system is a set of states such that all trajectories starting from ¥

never transverse it. Formally,

DEFINITION 2 (INDUCTIVE INVARIANT [50]). Given a system (1), a set ¥ € R™ is an inductive invariant of system (1)
if and only if
VEg € Y.Vt € [0,T): I, (1) € ¥ )

In the sequel, we refer to inductive invariants simply as invariants. In [36], a sufficient and necessary condition on
being a polynomial invariant is proposed:
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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THEOREM 4 (INVARIANT CONDITION [36]). Given a polynomial p € R[X], its zero sub-level set {X | p(X) < 0} is an

invariant of system (1) if and only if ?

N = i—1 . . N = .
rf J = i of Pl —
ps0 = \/i=0 ((/\j:o pr B 0) A pr < 0) v /\i:O pr =0 ®)
where NPJ; € N is a completeness threshold, i.e., a finite positive integer that bounds the order of Lie derivatives, which

can be computed using Grobner bases.
Theorem 4 can be extended to general semi-algebraic sets, please refer to [36] for the details.
4.2 Assertion Logic and Hoare Triples
In this subsection, we introduce our assertion logic, which implicitly contains FOD for dealing with ODEs.

4.2.1 Syntax. We first present the syntax for terms. The language consists of terms of several types.

val = xj|clo+w|o-w]|---
time = d|oco|di+dy|di—da] -
vector = (x1,...,xn) | X | p(t)
state_traj = Iy, |i)§0’g [ p(-+d) | p1 ¥ P2
generalized_event = (ch>,val) | (time, state_traj, rdy)
trace = €| generalized_event |y | trace;” tracep

Here val are terms evaluating to real numbers, including state variables x;, constants c, as well as arithmetic operations.
time evaluates to time lengths, either a positive real number or co. vector evaluates to vectors. We use the special symbol
X to denote the vector consisting of all variables in the state of a sequential process in a pre-determined order. Note
that this is viewed as an abbreviation, so that substitution for a particular variable x; will replace the corresponding
component in X. state_traj evaluates to solutions of ODEs, guaranteed by FOD. Here I3 denotes the constant state
trajectory with value Xy, i.e., for any ¢, I(t) = Xy (by convention, we use Xy for the initial values of all state variables).
ﬁ);o,g denotes the trajectory of X = € starting from %y according to FOD. The second subscript & may be omitted if it
is clear from context. p(- + d) denotes a time shift by d units, p; ¥ py denotes merging two state trajectories for two
sequential processes with disjoint sets of state variables, and p(t) denotes extracting the state at time ¢ from the state
trajectory p. The syntax for generalized events and traces are as before. As in Hoare and He’s Unifying Theories of
Programming (UTP) [26], we introduce a system observational variable, denoted by y, to stand for the current trace of
the considered process, which never occurs in any process syntactically.

Our assertion logic is a first order logic of differential equations with generalized traces, that is an extension of
FOD with predicates over generalized traces given above, denoted by FODr. FODr formulas are constructed from
atomic formulas of the form 0; > 6, and atomic formulas of FOD with Boolean connectives and quantifications, where
D> € {=,#,>,2>, <,<}. All assertions of HHL of interest are of the form {P} ¢ {Q}, still called Hoare triple, where P and
Q are FODr formulas, and c is a HCSP process.

Additionally, if we only allow expressions in FODr polynomial, FODr is an extension of Tarski algebra [63] with
trace predicates. If we allow more expressive expressions with Noetherian functions [29], i.e., so called analytic terms,
2In (3), A'Zb £%.p = 0iis true for i = 0 by default. This applies in the sequel.

3Nm; is the minimal i such that Lfii'lp is in the polynomial ideal generated by [;._p, L}p, RN L}p. The ideal membership can be decided via Grobner

basis. See [36] for the details.
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FODr is called semianalytic algebra together with trace predicates. For the latter, it is unclear whether Theorem 4 holds.

See [58] for detailed discussions on semianalytic terms and formulas.

4.2.2 Semantics. The terms and formulas are defined over a triple (s, h, L), where s is a state, h a trace, and £ a
valuation assigning values to logical variables. The evaluation of val, time and vector is defined with respect to s and
L, denoted by [[val]] SL [[time]]f and [[vector]] SL respectively. Their definitions are routine, so we omit them here.

The evaluation of state_traj with respect to s and £, which returns a function mapping from time to state, is given as

follows:
15 @) = s[F o ]
[Pz, &) = s[Ze 0]
where P is the solution of ¥ = € with initial state s(%), i.e., Z,;O

[F(+d)E ) FIE(t+d)
(51w B2l (t) [B11E (1) w[p21E(t)

Given a state s, a trace h and a valuation £ of logical variables, the semantics of trace expressions [[e]] sLh is defined

as follows:
[[(ch a5, = (che, [[valll )
[[(time, state_traj, rdy}]]s’h = ([time]l £, [[Stateij]]sL|[o,”timeﬂﬁ],rdY>
ylg, = »

[[trace;” traces ]| fh [[tracet]] fh ~[[tracez ]| fh

We can see that each trace expression is interpreted to a trace value defined in Sect. 3.1. Especially, the state trajectory

L

state_traj in each continuous event is restricted to the time interval [0, [[time]]~], i.e. [[state_traj]| SL | (o[l £y Based

timel]]
on the semantics of terms, the semantics of formulas can be defined as usual.
Given a (sequential or parallel) process ¢, we say a Hoare triple is valid, denoted by £ {P} ¢ {Q}, if for all s1, by such

that [[P]] f j, holds, and big-step relation (¢, s1) = (s2, hz), then [[Q]] f -, Bolds.

4.3 Proof System

A proof system for HHL is intended to derive all valid Hoare triples syntactically. Our proof system of HHL consists
of three parts: the proof system for FOD?, axioms and inference rules for timed traces and readiness, and axioms and
inference rules for HCSP constructs. The first two parts form a proof system for FODr.

As said above, FOD is a well-studied mathematical branch, we will not discuss the proof theory for FOD in this
paper, please refer to [15, 16, 64] for the details.

4.3.1 Axioms and inference rules for traces and readiness. Here we give a set of inference rules shown in Fig. 4 for
concluding properties of trfrom those of try and try, given a synchronization operation try||¢str2 || tr. We omit obvious
symmetric versions of rules.

This set of rules can be categorized by the types of initial events on the two sides. For each combination of types of
initial events, there is exactly one rule that is applicable, which either produces a synchronization operation where at
least one of try and try is reduced by one event, or produces a deadlock. The initial event has three cases: communication
event where the channel lies or does not lie in cs, and continuous event. We only explain some cases because of space

limit. If both sides are communication events, where the channel lies in cs, then the two events must synchronize with

4When we consider the discrete relative completeness, FOD will be replaced by the first-order theory of real arithmetic.

Manuscript submitted to ACM



16 Naijun Zhan, Xiangyu Jin, Bohua Zhan, Shuling Wang, and Dimitar Guelev

(ch1>1,01) " tr1l|es{(chopo,v2) "tra || tr chi € ¢s chy € cs .
; — -~ SyncPairE
A’ . chy = chy Aoy =03 A (b1,52) € {(1,?), (D} A tr={ch,0)" tF Atry||cstra | &
(chi>1,01) " tr1l|es{chopo,v2) " tra | tr chy € cs cha € cs

3tr . tr={chip1,01) "t Atry|les(chara,v2) try || t

(chip1,01) " tr1lles(chopa,v2) tro Y tr chi écs chy ¢ cs
(3t . tr={chip1,01) "t Atri|les{chora,v2) " try | tr) Vv

(3t . tr = {chyp2,v2) "t A {chi>1,01) " tr1|lestra | t7)

ch ¢ cs {(che,0)"tr1|les(d, p, rdy) "try | tr

SyncUnpairE1

SyncUnpairE2

. p = — —~ SyncUnpairE3
At tr=(che,v)" tr Atrilles{d, p, rdy) " tra | t¥
checs .
— — — SyncUnPairE4
(ch>,0) " trilles{d, p, rdy) "tra | 6
- compat(rdy,, rd
pat(rdyy. rdy;) SyncWaitE1

(d1,p1, rdy;) " trilles{dz, pa, rdy,) "tr2 |L &
(d, p1, rdy;) " trilles(d, Do, rdy,) "trz || tr compat(rdy,, rdy,)
3’ tr={d, p1 ¥ Py, (rdy; U rdy,) —cs) "t Atrillestra | o
di <dy ({dy,p1,rdy;) " trilles(dz, p2, rdy,) " tra | tr compat(rdy;, rdy,)
3 tr={d1, p1 ¥ P2, (rdy; U rdy,) — cs)"tr A tri|les{dz — d1, p2 (- + d1), rdy,) " try || 7
€llcs€ U tr
”tc: :Ue SyncEmptyE1 (d, p, rdy) " tri|lcse § tr
(ch,0)"tr1||cs€ § tr
ch ¢ cs A3tr' . tr = (chx,0)"tr’ Atry||cse | tr

SyncWaitE2

SyncWaitE3

SyncEmptyE2

-~ SyncEmptyE3

Fig. 4. Inference rules for timed traces and readiness

each other, and they have the same channel and value (rule SyncPairE). If both sides are continuous events, then the two
ready sets must be compatible (rule SyncWaitE1). Moreover, if the two durations are equal, they can be synchronized
with each other (rule SyncWaitE2); otherwise, the shorter one synchronizes with the initial part of the longer one first
(rule SyncWaitE3).

Note that these rules above are essentially the same as the ones in Fig. 1, except that the rules in Fig. 1 compose a
synchronized trace for a parallel process from the traces of its component processes, while these rules above decompose
the trace of a parallel process into the traces for its component processes in order to split a complicated proof obligation

into several smaller ones.

4.3.2  Axioms and inference rules for HCSP constructs. The axioms and rules for the constructs of HCSP are presented

in Fig. 5. We explain them in sequence below.

o The axioms for skip and assignment, and rules for sequential composition, conditional statement and internal
choice are as usual.

e For communication events, we need to consider when a communication event can happen, as it may need
to wait for its dual from the environment for synchronization, which could be one of three possibilities, see
axioms Output and Input. These axioms also provide a way to compute the weakest precondition w.r.t. a given
postcondition.
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——F  Ski ssign
Q) skip (01 P QLo x=e o) 8

O[y~{chlLe)/yl A
Vd > 0.Q[y~(d. Iy, {ch!})~(chl.e)/y] A } chle {Q}
Oly~ (oo, Iz, {ch!})/y]

Output

Input
Vo.Qlov/x,y~(ch?,v)/y] A
¥d > 0.¥0.Q[o/x,y"(d, Iz, {ch?}) " (ch?,0) [y] A | ch?x {Q}
Qly~ (oo, I, {ch?}) [y]

Cont

(=-B— Q) AVd > 0. R
(Vt € [0,d). Blpz, (1) /X] A =Blpz,(d)/X] ¢ (% = €&B) {Q}
- Qlpz,(d) /X,y (d. Pz, 0)/y])

Vi € Lif chj* = chle then {Q;} ¢; {R} and P — Q;[y~(chle)/y] A
P —Vd >0.(Vt € [0,d). B[pz, (1) /X]) —
Qils, (d)/%, v~ (d, Pz, {Uscrchis}) ™ (chl, e[ ps, (d)/Z1)/y]
elif chj* = ch?x then {Q;} ¢; {R} and P — Vu.Qj[v/x, y~ (ch?,0)/y] A
P — Vd > 0.Vo. (Vt € [0, d).B[ﬁ);o(t)/?c] —
Qilpz, (d)/%,0/x, v {d. Pz, {Uierchi=})~(ch?,0) /y]
P — (=B — R)
P — (Yd > 0.(Vt € [0,d). B[pz, (t)/X] A ~Blpg, (1)/X]) — Rlpz, (d)/X,y"(d, pz,, {Uierchi*})/y1)

S Int
{P} (x = 8&B) > [Jier(chix — ¢;) {R}
{P1} c1 {O1} {P2} c2 {Q2} Par
{P1[e/y] A Pzle/y]} cillescz {Ttry, tra. Qultr1/y] A Q2ltra/y] Atrillestra U v}
(PreifQ) (QteafRy ( -~ (PAbyai{Q} {PA-blea{Q) .
(P} c1s¢2 (R} 9 TPy if b then ¢; else ¢ {Q}
{P1} c1 {Q} {P2} 2 {Q} . (Pye{P} o
(PiAP) e Ue (Q) 0 pye py
{P}c{0Q} {P}c{R} Conj free(P) N (var(c) U {y}) =0 Inv PP Q,—> o’ : {P} c{Q} Conseq
{P}c{QO AR} {P} ¢ {P} {P'} c{Q"}

Fig. 5. Axioms and inference rules for HCSP constructs

e The axiom for ODE (; = €&B) considers two cases: when the domain B is initially false (and the process
terminates immediately), or when the ODE evolves for some positive amount of time d (axiom Cont). In Cont,
Pz, is the unique solution of % =  starting from X.

e For interrupt (rule Int), precondition P should imply the weakest precondition derived from each of the possi-
bilities. Here Q; is a family of predicates indexed by i € I.

o The rule for repetition is defined with the help of a loop invariant.

e Moreover, for completeness, several general rules including invariance, conjunction and consequence are added

(rules Inv, Conj and Conseq).

We now turn to the rule for parallel processes (rule Par). Any state s of c1||csc2 can be written in the form s1 W s3,
where s1 and s; are states of ¢1 and ¢y, respectively. Here P; and Q1 are predicates on the state for c1, and P, and Q3 are

Manuscript submitted to ACM



18 Naijun Zhan, Xiangyu Jin, Bohua Zhan, Shuling Wang, and Dimitar Guelev

predicates on the state for ;. In the postcondition, we require that the trace of the parallel program is a synchronization
of the traces of ¢1 and ca.
For any HCSP process c, if {P} ¢ {Q} is derived by the above inference rules, we write + {P} ¢ {Q}. The following

theorem indicates that the proof systems given in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 are sound.

THEOREM 5 (SOUNDNESS). If+ {P} ¢ {Q}, then £ {P} ¢ {Q}. Furthermore, reasoning about try||cstry || tr according to
the rules of Fig. 4 is valid according to the rules in Fig. 1.

ProoF FOR THEOREM 5. Suppose (¢, s) = (s’,h’) and Pn<

o Ve need to prove [[Q]]sL’h" e We show this by induc-

tion on the structure of program c.

e Assign: From [[Q[e/x]]]L

it follows [[Q]] £ pe 1tis also clear that Q[e/x] is the weakest precondition.

s[xe],
e Output: Assume

Qly~(chLe)/y] A

vd > 0.Q[y"(d, Iz, {ch!})~(chl,e)[y] AQly~(eo, Iz, {ch!})/y]
holds in (s, h). The three parts of the conjunction correspond to the three big-step rules for output. Since the first
part holds, we get [[Q]] sL,h" (chls(e))’ showing Q holds after following the semantic rule OutB1. Since the second
part holds, we get [[Q]] th W where b’ = (d, I, {ch!})"(ch!,s(e)) for any d > 0, showing Q holds after following
the second semantic rule OutB2. Since the third part holds, we get [[Q]] fh, iR
Q holds after following the third semantic rule OutB3. The above analysis also shows that the precondition is

where b’ = (o0, I, {ch!}), showing

in fact the weakest liberal precondition.

Input: Assume

Yo.Qlv/x,y~(ch?,0)/y] A
Vd > 0.Yo. Qlo/x,y"(d, Iz, {ch?})"(ch?,0) [y] A Qly~ (oo, Iz, {ch?})/y]
holds in (s, h). The three parts of the conjunction correspond to the three big-step rules for input. Since the

first part holds, we get [[Q]] flx._m for any v, showing Q holds after following the semantic rule InB1.

1,h~ (ch?,0)
Since the second part holds, we get [[Q]] SL[xi—)uJ b where b’ = (d, I, {ch?})"(ch?,0) for any d > 0 and o,
showing Q holds after following the semantic rule InB2. Since the third part holds, we get [[Q]] s£h" W where

R = (o0, I, {ch?}), showing Q holds after following the semantic rule InB3. The above analysis also shows that
the precondition is in fact the weakest liberal precondition.

e Sequence: By induction, we have £ {Q} c2 {R}. According to the semantics rule SeqB, there must exist (s1, h1)
such that (c1,s) = (s1,h1) and (ca,s1) = (s’, hp) and K’ = h;~hy. The Hoare triple for ¢; gives [[Q]]Sf,h”hl’

which is equal to [[R]] £

then the Hoare triple for ¢z gives [[R]] TR

£

s’,(h"hy)"hy’

o The proofs for conditional rule and internal choice are as usual.

o Repetition: By induction, we have £ {P} ¢ {P}. According to the operational semantics, there are two cases. The
first case is i’ = € (rule RepB1). Then [[P]] fh holds directly. In the second case, there exist s1, k1 and hy such
that

(¢,8) = (s1,h1), (c",51) = (s, h2)
and h’ = h1~hy (rule RepB2). From the Hoare triple for ¢, we have [[P]] s£1 by then by induction on the number

which is equal to [[P]] L

of iterations, we get the [[P]] T

L
S',(h"hl)"hz’
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e Continuous: Assume

(=B — Q) A

vd > 0. (Vt € [0,d). B[Pz, (1) /%]) A BBz, (d)/%] — QlFz, (d)/%.y" (d. Bz, 0) /]
holds in (s, h). There are two parts of the conjunction, corresponding to the evaluation of B on s. If B is false in
s, according to the operational semantics (rule ContB1), s’ = s and A’ is ¢. From the first part of the conjunction,
we get [[Q]] fh, which is equal to [[Q]] sL’,hAh” as desired.
Now suppose B is true in s, according to the operational semantics (rule ContB2), suppose d > 0 and the solution
p of the ODE starting from s satisfies V¢ € [0, d). s[X ﬁ;o (£)](B) and s[X +—> 5}0 (d)](=B), then the final state
and trace are s’ = s[X — 5}0 (d)] and 1’ = (d, p, 0). From the second part of the conjunction, with [[5,;0 lsh =0
we get [[Q]] sL',h" (dj0)’ as desired. The above analysis also shows that the precondition is in fact the weakest

liberal precondition.

Interrupt: There are four parts in the precondition of the rule Int. The first two parts are for interrupt by output
and input communication, respectively. The third part is for the case that violation of B holds initially, and the
fourth part is for the case that after some time d > 0, B violates. Here we give the proof for the case of interrupt
by output communication. The input case is also similar.

Assume the semantic rule IntB2 is applied, suppose d > 0 and the solution p of the ODE starting from s satisfies
Vt € [0,d).s[X — p(t)](B), and there exists chle € ch;* and (c;, s[X — p(d)]) = (s2, hz). Then the final state

and trace of the interrupt command is

(52, p, {Uierchix}) ™ (chl,s[X = p(d)](e)) " ha).
From the assumption
P — Vd >0.(Vt € [0,d). B[pz, (1) /X]) —
Qilpz, () /X,y (d, Pz, {Vierchix}) ™ (ch!, e[pz, (d) /X])/y]
plus that P holds for (s, h), we have the right side of the entailment holds for (s, k). Then the assumptions on d
and p gives
Qilpz, (d) /%y~ (d, pz,» {Vierchix}) ™ (ch, e[pz, (d) /X])/y]
must hold for (s, h). Thus Q; must hold for s[X — f),;o (d)], h1) with

h1 = h™(do, p. {Uierchix})~(chl,s[X — p(d)](e)))

By the inductive assumption on c;, we have [[R]] Sf Iy~ which is

£

R - - o
I ]]Sz,hA(do,P,{UieIChi*}>A<5h!,s[x'_>P(d)J(3)>Ah2

The above proof shows the case where the output interrupt occurs after time d > 0. There is another simpler

case without waiting time, we omit the details here.

Parallel composition: Assume P [e/y] A Pz[€/y] holds in (s; W s2, h), and (c1[lescz, 51 ¥ s2) = (s] W s, B'), so
that there exist hj and hy such that (c1,51) = (s}, h1), (c2,52) = (s, h2) and hyllcshz | B’ hold, according to

the semantic rule ParB. We need to prove

Jtrytra. Q1ltri/y] A Qzltra [yl Atrillestrz Uy
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holds for (s; W s7, h™h’). From the assumption that Pi[e/y] A P2[€e/y] holds in (s; W s2,h), we have h = ¢,
[[P1]] SLI , and [[P2]] Sf ;- By induction on ¢ and ¢z, we get [[O1]l f; Iy and [[Q2]] f; Iy’ On the other hand, we also
have [[tr1]] 1;’ = hy and [[tr2]] f = hy.

Thus the existence condition holds for (s] ¥ s;, h’) by taking try and try to be hy, h2, respectively. This analysis
also shows that the postcondition is in fact the strongest postcondition.

e The proof for the soundness of the rest rules are as usual.

We now prove that each rule in Fig. 4 is valid according to the rules of Fig. 1. Selection of the proofs of the rules are

given due to similarity.

o Rule SyncPairE: Since ch; € cs and chy € cs, the assumption can only be derived from rule SyncIO, and the
result follows.
item Rule SyncUnpairE1: Since ch; ¢ cs, the assumption cannot be derived from rule SynclO, so only NoSyncIO
can be used, and the result follows. Derivation for its symmetric counterpart is similar.

e Rule SyncUnpairE2: the assumption can be derived using NoSynclO or its symmetric case. These two cases
correspond to the two cases of the disjunction, respectively.

e Rule SyncUnpairE3: only rule SyncUnpairE1 can be used to derive the assumption, and the result follows. Deriva-
tion for its symmetric counterpart is similar.

o Rule SyncUnpairE4: the negation of the conclusion cannot be derived using any rule. Note SyncUnpairE1 cannot
be used since ch € cs.

o Rule SyncWaitE1: this rule states that two processes cannot be waiting for two sides of the same communication
at the same time. The negation of the conclusion can be derived using only one of SyncWait1, SyncWait2 and
its symmetric case. However, all these rules require the condition compat(rdy,, rdy,).

o Rules SyncWaitE2, SyncWaitE3 and its symmetric case: the assumptions of the three rules only be derived from
SyncWait1, SyncWait2 and its symmetric case, respectively, so the result follows.

o Rule SyncEmpE1: the assumption of the rule can be derived only using SyncEmpty3.

o Rule SyncEmpE2: there is no introduction rule that can derive the negation of the conclusion.

o Rule SyncEmpE3: the only introduction rule that can derive the assumption is NoSynclO. This rule requires that

ch ¢ cs, so the result follows. Derivation of its symmetric counterpart is similar.

4.4 Incompleteness and Undecidability

Obviously, |= {T} while B do S {L} if and only if while B do S does not terminate. As argued in [10], in order to
specify termination, an assertion logic should be at least as expressive as Peano arithmetic, which is not complete
according to Godel’s Incompleteness Theorem [19]. So, the proof system of HHL is not complete. Moreover, its valid-
ity is not decidable either, even not semi-decidable, as multiple-path polynomial programs (MPP), whose termination

problem is even not semi-decidable [9], can be easily modelled with HCSP.

THEOREM 6 (INCOMPLETENESS AND UNDECIDABILITY). The proof system of HHL is incomplete, and the validity of HHL

is undecidable, even not semi-decidable.

Additionally, as we pointed out before, in order to deal with communication and concurrency, we introduce gen-

eralized events, traces and trace synchronization. Thus, the execution of a process may start with some history trace,
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but the following theorem indicates that our proof system can guarantee any execution of a process itself is indeed

independent of any history trace, which is in accordance with the healthiness condition given in UTP [26].

THEOREM 7. If+ {P Ay = €} ¢ {Q Ay = h}, then for any trace b’ with free(h’) N wvar(c) = 0, we havet {P Ay =
h'} ¢ {Q Ay = W'~ h}, where wvar(c) stands for the variables that are updated by c.

PrROOF FOR THEOREM 7. We give a proof sketch for this theorem by structural induction on c. For all the cases,
suppose F {P Ay = €} ¢ {O Ay = h} holds, we need to prove + {P Ay = I’} ¢ {Q Ay = h’"h} holds when

free(h’) N wvar(c) = 0. Next we use = to represent that two assertions are equivalent.

Rule Skip: we have P = Q and h = ¢, the fact holds trivially.

Rule Assign: we have (P Ay =€) = ((Q Ay = h)[e/x]), then P = Q[e/x] and h = €. By applying rule
Assign, {P Ay = h'} ¢ {Q Ay = k'~ h} holds when x does not occur in A’. This is guaranteed by the restriction
free(h') N wvar(c) = 0.

Rule Output: According to the rule, P A y = € is equivalent to

(QAy=hly (chle)/y] A

Vd > 0.(Q Ay =h)[y (d Iz, {ch!})~(chle}/y] A(QAy=h)[y (o Iz, {ch!})/y]
Then by replacing h by #’~h in the above formula, and denoting the resulting formula as Pre’, then we need
to prove that Pre’ is equivalent to P A y = K’. The proof is given below. In fact, there are three cases for the
conjunction depending on whether and when communication occurs. If the first case occurs, we have (P Ay =
€) = ((QAy =h)[y"(chl e)/y]), then P = Q and h = {ch!, e). Then by applying the same rule for postcondition
Q Ay = h'"h, we get the precondition P = y = I/, the fact is proved. If the second case occurs, we have
(PAy=¢€)=Vd>0.((Q Ay =h)[y {d Iz, {ch!})"(chle)/y]), then P = Q and h = (d, I3, {ch!})"(chle) for
any d > 0. Then by applying the same rule for postcondition Q A y = A’ h, we get the precondition P = y = h’,
the fact is proved. The third case can be proved similarly and we omit it.
Rule Input: The proof can be given by combining the proofs for output and assignment. We omit the details
here.

Rule Cont: According to the rule, P A y = € is equivalent to

(=B — (Q Ay =h)) AV¥d>0.(Yt € [0,d). B[pg, (t)/X]) A =B[pz,(d)/X] —

(Q Ay =h)[pz, (d)/Z,y(d, p,. 0)/y]
There are two cases depending on whether B holds or not initially. If B does not hold, we have h = €. By replacing
hby W'~ h, it is equivalent to P A y = h’, which completes the proof. Otherwise if B holds, then h = (d, 5}0, 0).
By replacing h by A" h, it is equivalent to P A y = h’, as X do not occur in #’.
Rule Int: There are six cases for the interrupt. Consider the two cases for output interrupt, some c; executes
after the communication occurs. Then by induction, the trace history independence holds for ¢;: if we have
{Pc Ay =hc} ci {Q Ay = h} for some h, then for any A’ that the variables of ¢; do not occur in, there must be
{Pc ANy = K" h¢} ¢i {Q Ay = h’"h}. Continuing the proof by considering the communication, we can obtain
{PAy=Hh}c{QAy=Hh"h},as X does not occur in h’.
Rule Par: For parallel composition ¢ ||cz, the initial traces for both ¢; and ¢ are always €, so the fact holds
trivially.
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e Rule Seq: By induction, for ¢; and cz, we can get the two facts: {P Ay = W'} ¢c1 {Om Ay = K" hy} and
{Om Ay =h"hm}ca {Q Ay =Hh"h;,h,} such that h = h;, hy. The fact holds by applying Rule Seq.

e Rules Cond, IChoice, Repetition, Conj, Inv, Conseq can be proved easily by induction.

4.5 Differential Invariant Rules

Axioms and rules for ODEs and communication interruptions are based on explicit solutions of ODEs in the previous
subsection. According to FOD, explicit solutions to many ODEs do not exist, even exist, it is not easy to manipulate as
they are too complicated. So, in the literature, it is common to use (differential) invariant to specify and reason about
continuous evolutions [35, 36, 58]. So, we also provide a set of differential invariant rules as alternatives below in order
to provide a practical way to cope with continuous evolution, which are similar to [36, 58].

To the end, we introduce the following notation first.

trinv(d, Inv, rdy) = 3p. y = {d, p, rdy) AVt € [0,d]. Inv[p(1)/¥]
Here Inv is a Boolean formula on states, and the assertion states that Inv is satisfied along the entire trajectory, we
omit rdy if it is an empty set.
[58] proposes a complete version of differential invariant rule in terms of higher-order Lie derivatives, which is
quite similar to Theorem 4, adapted to the case of HCSP as follows (below cl(B) stands for the closure of B including
B and its boundary):

BAInvA .E;(B) — L;(Inv) BA=InvA -Cig(B) - .Cig(—-lnv)

{Inv A P} (¥ = €&B) {cl(B) A cl(=B) A Inv A P @ trinv(d, Inv)}

where B= V;(A;pij = 0) and Inv= V;(A;qij > 0) are both semi-analytic formulas, with p;; and g;; being the

analytic terms with orders of Lie derivatives less than upper bound N, and

L£3B) = VA Lpi) 2 0)

L) = V(A Li(gi) > 0)

(@20 A (g=0—L(q) 20)A
Li(@>0 = | (g=0AL;(9)=0 — Li(g) 2 0)A

A (@=0A- ALY (@ =0 LN (g) > 0)
Li@ 20 = (Lig>0) V(AL L9 =0)

The above rule is complete for semi-analytic invariant, in the sense that Invis a semi-analytic invariant for the ODE,
iff the arithmetic premise holds. The premise states that, for the positive case of Inv (i.e. g;;), there must exist some
i such that i < N and the i-th Lie derivative is greater than 0 and the lower Lie derivatives than i are 0, and for the
non-negative case (i.e. p;;), it is weaker that all the Lie derivatives less than N can be 0. Moreover, the Lie derivatives
of —Invwith respect to the backward ODE % = —Z have the similar constraint. At termination, the escaping point must

belong to the boundary of domain B (defined by the conjunction of the closures of B and —B) and also satisfies Inv.

THEOREM 8. For semi-analytic formulas Inv and Q, {Inv A P} (% = é&B) {Q AP @trInv(d, Inv)} can be derived from
the proof system of HHL, iff the premise conditions on Inv as shown in the above differential invariant rule holds, and
cl(B) A cl(=B) A Inv — Q holds.
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Proor. The specification defines that Inv holds initially, and during the execution of ODE, Inv is maintained as an
invariant, indicated by trinv(d, Inv); moreover, the postcondition Q holds for the final state if cI(B) A cl(=B) AInv — Q
holds. For the first part, it is equivalent to the corresponding specification of [58], and we can directly inherit the proof
of [58] here. The proof of [58] is given based on the lemmas on continuous existence, uniqueness, and differential
adjoints etc. All these lemmas also hold in our case as we require that all ODEs satisfy the local Lipschitz condition.
Thus the proof of [58] still holds for our case. We can get the fact that Inv holds for the whole evolution, including the
final state at termination.

For the second part, according to the semantics of (; = €&B), when it terminates, the final state must be at the
boundary of B, thus both cI(B) and c/(—B) hold for the final state. Plus the fact that Ino holds for the final state, from
cl(B) A cl(=B) A Inv — Q, Q holds for the final state. O

For continuous interrupt, the ODE part with explicit solutions can be replaced by differential invariants similarly.

BAInvA LL(B) — Li(Inv) BA-InvA L*(B) = L _(=Inv)
cl(B) A cl(=B) A InvA P @ trinv(d, Inv, {U;crchix}) —> R
chi* = chjle = {cl(B) A Inv A P @ trinvOut(d, Inv, {U;crchi*}, ch;*,e)} ci {R}
chi*x = chi?x — {Jov. (cI(B) A Inv)[v/x] A P @ trinvin(d, Inv, {U;echi*}, chix,v)} ¢; {R}

{Inv A P} (% = 8&B) > [Jie (chi* — ¢;) {R}

where trinvOut and trinvin are defined as:

trinvOut(d, Inv, rdy, ch,e) = 3p.y = (d, p, rdy) " {ch!,e[p(7)/X]) A V7 € [0,d]. Inv[p(7)/X]
trinvin(d, Inv, rdy, ch,0) = 3p.y = (d, p, rdy) " {ch?,0) AV € [0,d]. Inv[p (1) /%]

Some Derived Rules. In the following, we discuss some derived differential rules, which could be applied to prove
some complicated properties on continuous evolution more efficiently, as they provide sufficient conditions for being
an invariant of an ODE, but not necessary.

The following differential invariant rule says that whenever the Lie derivative of an expression g w.r.t. the ODE

within domain B is zero, then q = c keeps invariant.
B— Li(g) =0
{g=cAP} (F=28&B) {g=cAP@trinv(d,q=c)}

DiffInv

here Lz(q) denotes the Lie derivative of g w.r.t. the vector field €. This rule could be useful when the differential
equation cannot be solved exactly, and all we need is to prove some invariant property. Moreover, we prove both the
positive and negative cases for the above invariant rules, by changing the premise to be Lz(g) > 0, and the conclusion
tobe g > c or g > ¢; symmetrically, the premise £z(q) < 0, with the conclusion g < cor g <c.
Likewise, we can prove a version of Darboux equality rule [58]:
_ B— Li(9)=9g-4 Dbx
{g=0AP}{(x=€&B) {g=0AP@trinv(d,q=0)}

where g is a continuous function. The intuition is that, when the first Lie derivative of g is a product between a

continuous cofactor g and g, then its all higher Lie derivatives can also be written as a product between some cofactor
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and itself. Thus, when q is 0 initially, all its derivatives are 0, ¢ = 0 will stay invariant along the evolution. Similarly,
we have also proved the positive and negative cases for Darboux inequalities and here will not list them.
We can also prove the invariant property of ODE with the idea of barrier certificate [59]:
B q=0- Ls(q) <0
{g<O0AP}(Z=28&B){g<0AP@trinv(d,q < 0)}

Dbarrier

Whenever q reaches 0 along the trajectory, the negative Lie derivatives push q to decrease, thus it can never exceed 0

within B. The case with g > 0 can be proved in a similar way.

4.6 Discussion on Partial Correctness, Total Correctness, Deadlock, Livelock and Invariants

Partial correctness vs total correctness.
If we focus on partial correctness, our proof system needs to add the following inference rule for deadlock:
{P} c {y =6} Q isany formula of FODr
{P} c{0}

Rule Deadlock says that a deadlocked behaviour can imply any property, as it never terminates. If we investigate total

Deadlock

correctness, we need a rule for variant as in classical Hoare logic. We will address this issue together with livelock in
future work.
Deadlock and livelock. Deadlock can be handled in our proof system with the rules on trace synchronization and the
above rule, but livelock is not considered. Livelock could be handled by proving/disproving its existence/absence like
program termination analysis, or by allowing recording internal action in traces and checking whether there are infin-
itely many internal actions in a finite time horizon. As said above, we will address this issue in future work.
Loop invariant and differential invariant. Reasoning about repetition needs invariants. Just as discussed in Sect. 4.5,
although continuous evolution can be reasoned about by explicitly using its solution as indicated in rule Cont, differ-
ential invariants can ease the reasoning very much as obtaining a solution of an ODE is mathematically difficult. As
in classical Hoare logic, invariant generation plays a central role in deductive verification of HSs. But in HSs, one has
to consider to synthesize global invariants (for loops and recursions) and local (differential) invariants (for ODEs, as
shown in Sect. 4.5) simultaneously. As discussed in [57], synthesizing global invariants can be achieved by combining
invariant generation techniques for discrete programs and differential invariant generation techniques for ODEs. As
we will see in the case study section, we verify the second case study using both the notions of global invariants and
local differential invariants. In the literature, there are various works on differential invariant synthesis for dynami-
cal systems. [36] gave a necessary and sufficient condition for a semi-algebraic set to be a differential invariant of a
polynomial system. Based on which, [65] proposed an efficient approach for synthesizing semi-algebraic invariants for
polynomial dynamical systems by exploiting difference of convex programming. [58] presented a complete axiomatic
system for reasoning about differential invariants based on a similar condition to [36].

Alternatively, reasoning about continuous evolution can be conducted by discretization, e.g., [69] presented a set of
refinement rules to discretize HCSP, further refined discretized HCSP to SystemC. [37] presented a refinement logic

which investigates the inverse direction to reduce verification of discrete systems to verification of hybrid systems.
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wip(skip, Q) = Q  wip(x :=¢,Q) = Qle/x]
wip(chle,Q) = Q[y~(chl.e)/y] AVd >0.Q[y"(d, Iz, {ch!})"(chle)/y] A Qly™(eo, Iz, {ch!})/y]

wip(ch?x,Q) = VYou.Qlv/x,y”{(ch?,0)/y] A
Vd > 0.0, Qlo/x, 1~ (d, Iz, {ch?})~(ch?,0)fy] A Qly™ (w0, g, {ch?}) /1]
wip(c1;¢2,Q) = wip(cl, wip(c2,Q))
wip(if b then ¢ else ¢z, Q) = if b then wip(c1, Q) else wip(cz, Q)
wip(e1 U ez, Q) = wip(c1, Q) A wip(cz, Q)
wip((X = 8&B),Q) = (=B — Q) AVd > 0. (¥t € [0, d).B[ﬁ,;O(t)/ic'])/\
—Blpz, (d)/X] — Qlpz, (d) /%,y (d. pz,. 0) /Y]
wip((3 = &B) > [lier(chix — ¢). R) =
(Vi € I.if chj* = ch'e then wip(ci, R) [y~ (ch!,e)/y] A
vd > 0.(Vt € [0,d). B[pz, (1)/X]) —
wip(ci, R) [Pz, (d) /%, v~ (d, pz,, {Uierchix})~ (chl e[pz, (d) /X])/y]
elif chj* = ch?x then Vo. wip(c;, R) [v/x, y~{(ch?,v)[y] A
Vd > 0. (Vt € [0, d)B[ﬁfo(t)/;'c']) —
wip(ci, R) [Pz, (d) /%, 0/x, vy~ (d, Pz, {Uierchix}) ™ (ch?,0) [y]) A
(=B — R) AVd > 0.(Vt € |0, d).B[ﬁ,—Cvo(t)/y_c'])/\
-B[pz, (d)/%] — Rlpz, (d) /%y~ {d, px,, {Vierchi*})/y]

Fig. 6. The weakest liberal preconditions for HCSP processes

5 CONTINUOUS RELATIVE COMPLETENESS

In this section, we show continuous relative completeness of HHL w.r.t. FOD. This is done in two steps. First, we show
that the proof system is complete if all weakest liberal preconditions/strongest postconditions can be expressed in
FOD and all valid entailments between predicates can be proved. Second, we show that all required predicates can be
expressed as formulas of FOD. Following the form of the proof system given above, weakest liberal preconditions are

used in the sequential case, and strongest postconditions are used in the parallel case.

5.1 Weakest Liberal Preconditions and Strongest Postconditions

For the sequential case, given a process ¢ and postcondition Q, the weakest liberal precondition wip(c, Q) is a predicate

on state and trace pairs, defined as:
wip(c, Q) = {(s,tr) | V', tr" .(c,s) = (s, tr") — Q(s', tr tr')}

Thus, the computation of weakest liberal preconditions is straightforward from the definition of big-step semantics.
Most of them correspond directly to the Hoare rules in Fig. 5. The only wip rule that does not allow direct computation

is that for repetition. Instead it satisfies the following recursive equation:
wip(c*, Q) = wip(c;c*, Q)

The recursive equation is not solvable in general, but it provides a way to approximate wip(c*, Q) according to provided
invariants for ¢*. So, as in the verification of programs with classical Hoare logic, invariant generation plays a central
role in the verification of HSs with HHL. The computation of weakest liberal precondition is given in Fig. 6. Justification
of this computation is given as part of the soundness proof in previous section. Regarding wip, we have the following
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result.
LEMMA 3. For any sequential process c, - {wip(c,Q)} ¢ {Q}.

ProoF FOR LEMMA 3. The proofis by induction on the structure of program c. For most statements, the result follows
directly by comparing the wip-rule with the corresponding Hoare rule. We explain the more interesting cases in detail.

For the case of repetition, we wish to prove + {wip(c*, Q)} ¢* {Q}, given the inductive assumption + {wip(c, Q")} ¢ {Q"}
for any Q’. For this, we make use of the following property of wilp(c*, Q): wip(c*, Q) — Q, which follows from the
equation satisfied by wip(c*, Q). This allows us to reduce the goal to proving + {wip(c*, Q)} ¢* {wip(c*, Q)}, and using
the repetition rule, to proving + {wip(c*, Q)} ¢ {wip(c*, Q)}.

By the inductive assumption, we have F {wip(c, wip(c*, Q))} ¢ {wip(c*, Q)}. Hence, it suffices to show

wip(c*, Q) — wip(c, wip(c*, Q)),

which also follows from the equation satisfied by wip(c*, Q).

Next, we consider the case of interrupt. We need to show

F{wip((X = 8&B) > [Jier (chix — i), R)}
(% = 8&B) > lier(chix — c)
{R}
given the inductive assumption that + {wip(c;,R)} ¢; {R} for any index i. Apply the rule Interrupt, with the indexed
family of assertions Q; given by wip(c;, R). By the inductive hypothesis, each Hoare triple in the assumption is provable.
Moreover, each entailment in the assumption holds by the definition of wlp((;c = €&B) > [Jjer(chi* — ¢;),R). This

finishes the proof for the interrupt case. m]

Next, we consider the case of parallel processes. Here we make use of strongest postconditions. Given a parallel
process ¢ w.r.t. a given precondition P on the global state, the strongest postcondition sp| (c, P) is a predicate on state
and trace, such that sp| (¢, P)(s’, t) holds iff there exists s satisfying P, such that it is possible to go from (c,s) to
(s’, t) under big-step semantics.

The strongest postcondition can be recursively computed for preconditions P in the form of conjunctions of pred-
icates on individual processes. For a single process, it is equivalent to the strongest postcondition for sequential pro-
cesses. For the parallel composition of two processes, define P; W Py by (P; W P2)(s1 Ws2) = P1(s1) A Pa(s2), then we

have:
spyj(c1llescz, P1 W P2)(s1 W sz, tr) =

(3try tra.spy (c1, Po)[try/tr] A spy(ca, Pa) [trz/tr] A trillestrz  tr)

From this, we get the following lemma:

LEMMA 4. For any parallel process ¢, and precondition P in the form of conjunction of predicates on individual processes
of ¢, we have + {P} ¢ {spH (¢,P)}.

ProOF FOR LEMMA 4. The proof'is by induction on the structure of c. For the base case of sequential processes, this
follows from Lemma 3 and the definition of wip. For the parallel composition of two processes, this follows from the

rule (Par) and the computation of sp|| (c1llesc2, P1 W Py). m}

From Lemma 3 and Lemma 4, we get the following theorem, under the assumption of expressibility of predicates

and provability of entailments in the underlying logical system.
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THEOREM 9. Every valid HHL goal {P} ¢ {Q} is provable in the above system given an oracle for FOD.

ProoF FOR THEOREM 9. For sequential case, if {P} ¢ {Q} is valid, P — wip(c, P) holds, and by assumption provable.
Combining with Lemma 3, we have {P} ¢ {Q} is provable. For parallel case, if {P} ¢ {Q} is valid, then Py (¢,P) - Q
holds, and by assumption provable. Combining with Lemma 4, we have {P} ¢ {Q} is provable. m]

5.2 [Expressing Predicates in FOD

By Theorem 9, in order to prove the continuous relative completeness, the only remaining step is to show expressibility
of traces and trace assertions in FOD. We follow Platzer’s approach in [54] to encode trace-based assertions in FOD
using the standard Godelisation technique of Cook. For simplicity, we use Xy (¥ = &% to mean that starting from

vector %, following the differential equation ¥ = &, ¥; can be reached.

5.2.1 Encoding traces. First, we discuss how to encode traces that appear in the previous sections in FOD. Using
the R-Godel encoding in [54], it is possible to encode any sequence of real numbers of fixed length as a single real
number. The basic idea (for two real numbers) is as follows. Suppose real numbers a and b are written as ag.aias . ..
and bg.b1by ... in binary form, then the pair (a, b) can be represented as apbg.a1b1azbs . . .. In fact, we can extend this
encoding to a sequence i of real numbers with arbitrary length, by encoding § as the R-encoding of the pair (1, y),
where [ stores the length of , and y is the R-Gédel encoding of 3. From now on, we will make implicit use of this
encoding, allowing us to quantify over sequences of real numbers of arbitrary length, and adding to the language the
function len(x) for the length of sequence x, and x; (with 1 < i < len(x)) for the i’ h component of x.

Given an HCSP process, we can fix a mapping from the channel names appearing in the process to natural numbers.
Hence a communication event of the form (ch>,v) can be encoded as a real number. Encoding a continuous event
of the form {(d, p, rdy) requires more care. The ready set can be encoded as a natural number since the total number
of channels is finite. The main problem is how to encode the state trajectory p in the continuous event. We make the
restriction that any state trajectory p appearing in a continuous event of the trace must be either constant or a solution
of an ODE appearing in the HCSP process. This restriction is reasonable since any other state trajectory cannot possibly
appear in the behavior of the process. We number the ODEs appearing in the process as (X = é1),.. ., (¥ = é}.), and let
(% = €y) be the ODE (% = 0) (for the case of constant state trajectories).

First, we consider the sequential case. Then a state trajectory p in a continuous event can be encoded as a triple
(d, po, i), where d is its duration, py is the initial state, and 0 < i < k is the index of the differential equation satisfied
by p. We can then define p for ¢ < d, the state of the state trajectory at time ¢, as the unique state satisfying the FOD
formula

(F=poAt=0)(i=¢et' =1)(X=pc At=0¢).
For the parallel case, the state is eventually divided into component states for sequential processes, so that each com-
ponent state follows one of the ODEs % = &;. Hence, it can be encoded as a binary tree where each leaf node contains
a tuple of the form (d, py, i). For example, if we have a parallel of two sequential processes, with a path starting from
state po and following ODE i on the left, and starting from state gy and following ODE j on the right, then this state
trajectory is encoded as ((d, po, i), (d, o, j)).

With this encoding, it is clear that given representations of state trajectories p; and py, the state trajectory p1 ¥ po
can be represented. For the purpose of encoding synchronization below, we also need to encode p(-+d’). With p given
as (d, po, i), this is simply (d — d’, pgr, i).
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Hence, we can encode any general event as a single real number. Then a trace can also be encoded as a single real

number. So, we can also encode operations on traces such as the join operation.

5.2.2  Encoding synchronization. A key relation that needs to be encoded is the synchronization relation trq||cstra || tr.
We note that each of the synchronization rules (except SyncEmpty) produces an extra general event in tr. Hence, the
derivation of trq||cstr2 || tr consists of exactly len(r) steps plus a final SyncEmpty step. We encode the relation by
encoding the entire derivation using two sequences of traces Ty and Ty, intended to represent intermediate traces for
tr1 and try:

trillestrz | tr= 3T, To.len(Ty) = len(try) + 1A

len(Tz) =len(tr) + 1ATiy =tri ATo1 = tra ATy jeyy = Tojyg = €

AV1 < i < k. Step,o(Tii, Th i1, Toi, To,iv1s tr[i])

where Step,.(tr1, tr{, tro, tré, e) means one step in the derivation of the synchronization relation, reducing trq to tr{

and tr to try, and producing event e. It is obtained by encoding the definition of synchronization in Fig. 1.

5.2.3 Encoding the predicates. We now show that using the above encoding, each of the weakest liberal precondition
formulas can be rewritten in the language of FOD. For the sequential case, the only tricky case is encoding the continu-
ous evolution using the method above. As an example, consider the second conjunct of the weakest liberal precondition
for ODEs:
vd > 0.(Vt € [0,d). B[pz, (1)/X] A =B[pz, (d)/X]) —
Qlpz, (d)/X.y~(d. pz,. 0)/y].
Suppose the differential equation % = 7 is numbered as ¥ = &, then the condition can be written equivalently as

follows, unfolding the encoding of ﬁ,;o as (d, Xy, i):

Vd > 0. (Vt € [0,d). B[(d, %o, 1): /%] A ~B[(d, %0, 1)q/X]) —
Ql(d, Xo, ))a/X, y™(d, (d, X0, ), 0) /y].

For repetition, define by induction on natural numbers:

wipy(c*, Q) = true, wlpy,,(c*, Q) = wip(c;c*, Q).
Then we can write: wip(c*, Q) = (3k > 0. wipi(c*, Q)).

This concludes the case of sequential programs. For the case of parallel programs, the only extra relation is the

synchronization relation, whose expressibility is shown in the previous subsection.

6 DISCRETE RELATIVE COMPLETENESS

In this section, we prove the discrete relative completeness of our proof system in the sense that all continuous evo-
lutions can be approximated by discrete actions with arbitrary precision, which is similar to the discrete relative com-
pleteness for d.£ in [54].

We say two generalized events are within distance € if

e they are both wait events, of the form (dy, p1, rdy;) and (da, p2, rdy,) respectively, and |d; — dz| < €, ||p1(¢) —
Da(t)|| < eforall 0 <t < min(dy,dz), and rdy; = rdy,; or

e they are both communication events, of the form (chi>1,v1) and {(chg>2,v2), and chi>1 = cho>y and |v1 —v2| < €.

Two traces trq and trp are within distance €, denoted by d(tr1, tr2) < €, if they contain the same number of generalized

events, and each pair of corresponding generalized events are within e. Two states s; and sy are within distance e,
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denoted by d(s1,s2) < €, if |s1(x) — s2(x)| < € for all variables x. The e-neighborhood U, (s, tr) of a pair (s, tr) of state
and trace is defined as:

U (s, tr) ={(s', t7) | d(s,s") <end(tr,tr) < €}.
Similarly, we define the e-neighborhood of a state s. The —e neighborhood of a predicate Q on pairs of state and trace

is the set of pairs for which their e-neighborhoods satisfy Q. That is,
U-c(Q) ={(s,t) | V(s', tF) € U (s, t1). Q(s", 1) }.

Similarly, we define U_(B) for a predicate B on states only. A predicate Q is open if for any state s and trace tr
satisfying Q, there exists € > 0 such that Q(s’, #) holds for all (s’, t) € U (s, tr). For discrete relative completeness,
we consider the case for open pre- and post-conditions first, then show the general case in Theorem 13.

Next, we define the Euler approximation to the solution [)go of an ODE % = & w.r.t. an initial vector %. Given a step
size h > 0, a discrete solution starting at Xy is a sequence (Xo, . .., Xn,...) wWith Xj41 = X; + h - €(X;), for i = 0,1,.... We
define the continuous approximation by joining the discrete points with straight lines. Define a function fgo’ hiRT—>S

by ]?J?o,h((i +t)h) = X;j + (Xj+1 — X;)t for any integer i > 0 and fractional part 0 < ¢ < 1.

6.1 Discretization Rule for Continuous Evolution

We first define assertions equivalent to those appearing in the rule for ODEs with the assumption that B is open. This
assumption will be dropped later when proving the final theorem for discrete completeness. The original precondition
on the continuous solution is
vd > 0.(Vt € [0,d). B[pz, (1)/X]) A —B[pz,(d)/X] —
Qlpz, (d)/%,y™(d, p,. 0)/v]

Note that there is at most one value of d for which the precondition holds, which is the maximal duration that the

(CP)

ODE can continuously evolve subject to B. d may not exist in case the ODE has an infinite-time-horizon trajectory on
which B always holds.

The discrete version of the assertion, without mentioning solutions to ODEs, is as follows:

VT >0.(V0<t<T.3ey >0.Y0 < € < €.
3ho > 0.Y0 < h < ho. fz (1) € U-c(B)) —
(Jep > 0.Y0 < € < €.y > 0.Y0 < h < hy.
Farn(T) € ~U-_c(B) = (fay w(T).y (T oy 0)) € U_c(Q))

(DP)

where f;o’h is the continuous approximation defined above. As stated by (DP), the continuous approximation of the
solution at time ¢, i.e. ﬁ?o’ (1), is within B and moreover the distance between it and the boundary of B must be at least
€, and if the continuous approximation of the solution at exiting time T is no longer within the —e neighborhood of B,
then the corresponding state and trace pair at time T must be within Q and the distance between it and the boundary
of postcondition Q must be at least €.

To justify the equivalence between the predicates CP and DP, we first need to estimate the global error of Euler

approximations. According to [54], we have the following theorem.

TueoReM 10. Let p(t) be a solution of the initial value problem % =¢ p(0) = Xy on the time interval [0,T]. Let L
be the Lipschitz constant of the ODE % =& thatis, for any compact set S of R™, ||€(g1) — €(F2)|| < Lllg1 — 2| for all
1,92 € S. Then there exists a step size he > 0 such that for all0 < h < h and alln with nh < T, the global discretization
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error between p(nh) and the discrete solution Xp, = Xp—1 + h - €(X¥p—1) satisfies

. . h 425 | €T -1
— < - P
Ip(nh) = nll < 7 o3 || 322 O —

Using Theorem 10, we can always find a sufficiently small time step h such that the error between the exact solution
and the discrete approximations is arbitrarily small. Next, we state a version of Theorem 10 that is better suited for the

following proof.

LEMMA 5. Let p(t) be a solution to the initial value problem =8 p(0) = Xo on the time interval [0, T], and let L be
the Lipshitz constant as before. Given any € > 0, there exists hg > 0 such that for all0 < h < hy, the difference between

the actual solution p and its continuous approximation fy, is at most € on the interval [0, T].

Proor. First, from Theorem 10, take h; such that for all 0 < h < h; and all n with nh < T, we get
2 -

2 0)

a2

LT _ 4
L

e

S . h
lp(nh) - %ull < o max

€
< -,
0e[0,T] 3

This bounds the difference between the actual solution and the discrete approximation. For the continuous approxi-
mation, we further need to consider the intermediate points between nh and (n + 1)h. Hence, take t € (nh, (n+ 1)h),

by the mean value theorem, there is a 6 € (nh,t) such that

Ip(t) = p(nh)|l = (t = nh) -

dp
E(H)H

Since || Z—f (0)| is bounded along the path p, we can take h; sufficiently small so that for any 0 < h < hy, ||p(t) — p(nh)||

is bounded above by . Likewise, since

dp

1 (8) = Fnll = Ifn(£) = fu(nh)ll = (t = nh) -

>

we have any 0 < h < hy, also ||ﬁ,(t) — ¥p|| is bounded above by £. Take hy = min(hy, h2) and combining, we have for
any 0 < h < ho,
B = fi @
< NIB() = B(nh) || + (15 (nh) = Znll + 1| fir (1) — Znll
<€

as desired. m]
THEOREM 11. |= CP < DP.

PrROOF FOR THEOREM 11. (CP) — (DP): Assume (CP) is true in state s and trace tr. This means for any d > 0, suppose
Vt € [0,d). B[pg, (t)/X] and —~B[pz, (d)/X] hold, where pz is the unique solution of § = & with the initial value
Xo = s(¥), then
ol SLlJ?Hf’&O (@)Lt (s, 0) also holds. For ease of presentation, we will abbreviate the latter to Q(ﬁ);o (d), tr-(d, ﬁ,;o, 0))
below.

Fix T > 0in (DP), there are three cases depending on whether the assumptions —B [13550 (t)/X] and Vt € [0,T).B [13550 (t)/%]

hold or not.

If both assumptions hold, then we get Q(f)}o (d), tr~{d, f)fo’ 0)) holds. From the assumption that Q is open, we can
take 1 > 0 such that Q(s’, #) for all (s, ') € U, (ﬁfo (d), tr{d, f)fo’ 0)).
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Take g = % Then, by Lemma 5, there exists hg > 0 such that for all 0 < h < hy, the distance between 15)?0 (t) and
fgo’ (t) is bounded above by € along the interval t € [0, T]. With this choice of €y and kg in the conclusion of (DP), we
get for any € < ¢ and h < hyg, the distance between (f,—go’h (T), tr (T, f:'c'o,h’ 0)) and (ﬁfo (T), tr (d, 15)?0’ 0)) is at most €.
Then, any pair within distance ¢ of (J?;?O,h(T)s tr (T, ﬁ?o,h’ 0)) is within distance € + €y < €1 of (16550 (T), tr (d, ﬁ,—go, 0)),
and hence satisfy Q. This shows

(Feph(T). 07 (T gy 0)) € U-e(Q)
as desired.

Now, we consider the case where Vt € [0,T). B[ﬁgo (¢)/X] does not hold. Intuitively, this corresponds to the case
where T is greater than the time length of execution. Choose ¢ € [0, T) such that —=B [159?0 (t)/X]. We claim that the first
assumption in (DP) fails for this value of ¢. That is,

—(Jep > 0.Y0 <€ <€.Thyp >0.YO< h < ho.f;oyh(t) € U_¢(B))

Suppose otherwise, then take €y, € < €y and hg so that for all 0 < h < hg the condition ]?J?o,h(t) € U_¢(B) holds. Take
h sufficiently small such that the difference between ﬁ?o,h (t) and ﬁ);o () is bounded above by € for all t € [0,T). Then
ﬁ);o (t) € Ue(fz, 1 (t)), so that =B [ﬁ;o(t)/a?] and fz 5 (t) € U-c(B) together gives a deadlock.

Finally, we consider the case where ﬁB[ﬁfo (t)/X] does not hold, in other words 5}0 (T) satisfies B. Intuitively, this
corresponds to the case where T is less than the time length of execution. We claim that for sufficiently small € and h,
the condition J?io,h(T) € =U_¢(B) is false, that is j_f;o,h(T) € U_¢(B), hence the implication is vacuously true. Since
15)?0 (T) satisfies B and B is open, we can take €; > 0 so that U, (15)?0 (T)) C B. Take ¢y = % and take hg so that for
any 0 < h < hy, we have the distance between [)go (T) and J?;?O,h(T) is less than €. With this choice of €y and hy, for
any € < € and h < hg, we know that any state within € of fio, »(T) is within € + ¢y < €1 of 16550 (T), and hence satisfy
B. This shows ﬁ?o,h (T) € U-¢(B) as required.

We have now examined all three cases of T > 0, and so have derived (DP) from (CP).

(DP) — (CP): Assume (DP) is true in state s and trace tr. We need to show that (CP) holds in state s and trace
tr. That is, given d > 0 and a solution ﬁfo satisfying Vt € [0, d).B[ﬁfo(t)/;c] and —B [ﬁfo (d)/X], we need to prove
Q(pz, (d), tr{d, Pz, 0)).

From (DP), take T = d. First, we show that the first assumption in (DP) holds, that is:

YO <t<T.3de >0.Y0 < € < eg.Thy > 0.
VO < h < ho. fz, (1) € U_c(B).

Fix some t € [0, T). Then we have B[ﬁ;o(t)/a?] holds, and since B is open, we can take €; such that U, (ﬁ);o(t)) CB.
Then take €y = %, and take hg such that for all 0 < h < hy, the distance between f);o (t) and ];;?o,h( t) is bounded by €.
Then for any € < €, we know that any state within € of f; () is within € + 9 < €1 of [);0 (t), and hence in B. This
shows J?;?O,h(t) € U-¢(B), as desired. This proves the first assumption in (DP) holds.

Next, we show that for any sufficiently small €, there exists hg such that for any 0 < h < hy, the condition j_f;o,h(T) €
—U_¢(B) holds. Given € > 0, take hgy such that for any 0 < h < ho, the distance between 15)?0 (T) and J?;?o,h (T) is
bounded by €. But from ﬂB[ﬁfo(t)/JT:] this implies f:'c’o,h(T) € =U_¢(B) as desired.

From this, we have shown that for any sufficiently small ¢, there exists hy > 0 such that for any 0 < h < hy, the
condition (fic'o,h (T), tr (T, f:'c'o,h’ 0)) € U-¢(Q) holds. Take such €y and € < €y. Then take hy such that the distance
between f)go(t) and ]?J?o,h(t) is bounded above by ¢ along the interval ¢t € [0,T]. Then for h < min(hg, h1), we get
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that (16550 (T), tr (T, J?;?O,h’ 0)) is within distance € of (f,—go)h (T), tr (T, J?;?O,h’ 0)), and the latter belongs to U_¢(Q). This
implies (16550 (T), tr (T, J?;?O,h’ 0)) satisfies Q, as desired. This finishes the proof of (CP) from (DP). m}

6.2 Discretization Rule for Continuous Interrupt

An approximation to the rule for continuous interrupt can be presented similarly. There are three occurrences of
solutions to ODEs in the rule. The third occurrence deals with the case where the ODE exits without performing a
communication, which has the same form as the rule for continuous evolution, so it can be handled in the same way.
The other two occurrences deal with the cases where the ODE is interrupted by an output and input communication,
respectively. They can be handled similarly, so we only show the output case. The corresponding assertion in the

weakest precondition is
vd > 0. (Yt € [0,d). B[pz, (1) /X]) — Qlpz,(d)/X,

g - R ~ (cn
Y~ {d. pz,» {Vierchix})~(ch!,e[pz, (d)/X])/y]
The discrete version of the assertion is:
VT >0.(V0<t<T.3e >0.Y0 <€ < €.
Tho > 0.Y0 < h < ho. f3 p(t) € U-(B)) — o)

Jep > 0.Y0 < € < €9.Thg > 0.Y0 < h < hy. (f,—c»o)h(T),
Y AT, fry o (Vierchix})~(chl e[ fz, o (T)/X])) € U-£(Q)

The following theorem is proved.
THEOREM 12. | CI <> DI

PROOF FOR THEOREM 12. (CI) — (DI): Assume (CI) is true in state s and trace tr. Fix T > 0 in (DI), then there are
two cases, depending on whether V¢ € [0,T). B[ﬁgo (t)/x] holds or not.
If it holds, then from (CI), with d = T, we get

Q(pz, (d), tr(d, pz,, {Vierchix})~(chl,s[¥ = pz, (d)](e)))
holds. From the assumption that Q is open, we take €; > 0 such that Q(s’, t’) for all (s’, {r’) in the set

Ue, (Pz, (d), tr{d, pz,. {Vierchi=}) ™ (ch!,s[X = pz (d)](e))).

Since e is expressed in terms of arithmetic operations, it is a continuous function of its argument. Moreover, since the
path 15)?0 on the interval [0, T] is compact, we get that e is uniformly continuous on a closed neighborhood of the path.
Hence, we can take €y > 0 such that e < 5, and [|§o — 31/lco < €0 implies [e(go) —e(71)| < 5 on the ey-neighborhood
of the path pz ([0,T]).

For this choice of €y, there exists hy > 0 such that for all 0 < h < ho, the distance between ﬁ,—go(t) and f:'c’o,h(t) is
bounded above by € along the interval ¢ € [0, T]. With this choice of €y and hg in the conclusion of (DI), we get for

any € < €y and h < hy, the distance between
(B (D), tr7 (T, foy o {Uierchis}) ™ (ehl s[% > fz (D] (e)))

and
(Pz, (D), tr (T, pz,, {Uicrchix}) ™ (ch!,s[X > pz, (T)](e)))
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is at most % This shows

(faph (T, (T, o o {Userchis}) ™ (chl,s[Z o fz 5 (T)1(e)) € U-e(Q)

by the same argument as in the continuous evolution case.

Now suppose the condition V¢ € [0, T). B[ﬁ,—cvo(t) /%] does not hold. Intuitively, this corresponds to the case where
T is greater than the maximum possible length of execution of the interrupt command. Choose t € [0, T) such that
-B [f)}o(t) /X]. Then the first assumption of (DI) fails for this value of ¢, as shown in the proof of the continuous
evolution case. This means (DI) holds vacuously.

We have now considered both cases of T > 0, and so have derived (DI) from (CI).

(DI) — (CI): Assume (DI) is true in state s and trace tr. We need to show that (CI) also holds. That is, given d > 0
and a solution 5}0 satisfying V¢t € [0,d). B[ﬁ;o (¢)/X], we need to prove Q(ﬁfo (d), tr-{d, f);o, {Uierchix})~{ch!,s[X —
P, (@1(e)).

From (DI), take T = d. The assumption in (DI) holds by the same argument as in the continuous evolution case.

Therefore, for any sufficiently small €, there exists g > 0 such that for any 0 < h < hy, the condition

(foy (D). (T, foy o {Userchin}) ™ (chLs[E = fo 5 (T)](0))) € U-e(Q)
holds. Take such € and € < €. Next, take €’ sufficiently small so that ||go—41]|c < €’ implies |e(gp) —e(y1)| < € on the
€’ -neighborhood of the path px ([0, T]), and take h; such that the distance between ﬁ);o (t) and f;;o, (1) isbounded above
by €’ along the interval t € [0, T]. Then for h < min(ho, h1), we get that (169?0 (d), tr-{d, 15)?0’ {Ujerchix})"{ch!,s[¥ —
Pz, (@)](e))) is within distance € of (fz, 4(T), tr (T, fz, p {Uierchix})~(chl, s[% + fz n(T)](e))). Since the latter
belongs to U_¢(Q), this implies the former satisfies Q, as desired. This finishes the proof of (CI) from (DI). m}

Now we present the discrete relative completeness theorem.

THEOREM 13 (D1sCRETE RELATIVE COMPLETENESS). The proof system presented in Sect. 4, plus CP <> DP and CI < D],

are complete relative to the discrete fragment, without referring to solutions of differential equations.

ProOF FOR THEOREM 13. The hybrid Hoare logic presented in Sect.4 inherits the continuous completeness relative
to the first-order theory of differential equations (i.e. FOD). All that remains to be shown is that we can then prove all
those valid FOD formulas from valid formulas of discrete fragment plus the added formulas CP <> DP and CI < DI.
The only question that remains to consider is that, the restriction that we put when proving CP < DP and CI < DI:
the predicates occurring in the precondition of ODEs (i.e. Q1 and Q2 mentioned in the above proofs) are open, should
be removed.

Without loss of generality, we assume all predicates are first-order formulas of real arithmetic, > which can be

reduced to the equivalent formula of the following form (denoted by S):

n

(\/Pi,j >0V \/qi,k >0)

i=1 j=1 k=1

3

Clearly, Vﬁ':l pi,j > 0 corresponds to an open basic semi-algebraic set, say O;, and V}_ q;x > 0 corresponds to a
closed basic semi-algebraic set, say C;. Being a closed set, C; is equivalent to Ye; > 0. U, (C;) so S can be reformulated
5If a formula contains analytic terms, according to the theory of real analysis, these analytic terms can be approximated by polynomials with respect to
arbitrary precision [29].
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by
m
J\ Vei > 0.D; v U, (Cy)
i=1
For each D; V U, (C;), denoted by @, it is an open set, or say open predicate. Using the two formulas CP <> DP
and CI & DI, ®; can be equivalently represented as a discrete formula, denoted by D(®;). By m uses of the two
formulas, S can be represented by an open predicate, and thus can be derived with respect to the discrete fragment of

the logic. O

In the proof of Theorem 13, we exploit the fact that any set can be represented as the intersection of an open set
and a closed set, while a closed set can be represented as the intersection of a sequence of (possibly infinitely many)
open sets.

Using the same method as for proving the continuous relative completeness of the full HHL, we can show that the
proof system without rules of the continuous operations is relatively complete for discrete HCSP. The statement of the

theorem is as follows.

THEOREM 14 (RELATIVE COMPLETENESS OF THE DISCRETE FRAGMENT). The counterpart of the proof system corre-
sponding to the discrete HCSP, i.e., without rules SyncUnpairE3, SyncUnpairE4, SyncWaitE1-3, Cont and Int is relatively

complete in Cook’s sense.

7 IMPLEMENTATION AND CASE STUDIES

Implementation. The HHL logic is implemented in Isabelle/HOL. The whole implementation contains the syntax,
semantics and inference rules of HHL. Especially, it formalizes the inference rules and allows to perform proofs in HHL
within Isabelle. In the formalization, we used shallow embedding to represent the ODEs of the logic and employed the
corresponding library on ODE in Isabelle for defining semantics and inference rules of ODE. Both kinds of inference
rules of continuous evolution based on explicit ODE solutions and differential invariants are proved to be valid. The
soundness of HHL is proved in Isabelle, to make sure that the logic is correct and thus it can be applied for verification
of hybrid systems.

Next, to show the use of HHL, we apply it to verify two case studies: lunar lander control system, and a scheduler
that controls the execution of parallel tasks. The former one involves ODE dynamics for modelling continuous plants,
and is proved based on a differential invariant; while the latter one involves communications, interrupts, and complex
control behavior with many if-else branches, and is proved with existence of many different execution cases and their

parallel composition.
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Before the demonstration, we first introduce the following abbreviations used in our proofs:

in(Xo,ch,v,rdy) % y={(ch?,0)v3d>0.y={d, I,;O, rdy)
“{ch?,0) Vy = (oo, I3, rdy)
y={(chLo) v Id > 0.y =(d Iz, rdy)
~(chl,0) vy = (o0, I, rdy)

trout(d, p, ch, v, rdy) Y = {d, p, rdy)~{ch!,v)

10(ch,u) = y=/{chv)
traj(d, pz, rdy) =y =(d,pz, rdy)
emp = y=¢€

P@Q 3try, tra. Pltri/y] AQltra/y] Atri"tra =y

Without losing information, we abbreviate out(X, ch, v, {ch!}) as out(Xo, ch,v) and in(Xo, ch, v, {ch?}) as in(Xo, ch,v).

1>

out(Xo, ch, v, rdy)

13

Il>

Case 1: Lunar lander. First, we demonstrate how the HHL prover is used to verify a simplified lunar lander example
adapted from [71]. In this example, a lander descends to the surface under the descent guidance control with the goal
to maintain a stable downward velocity of the lander. The continuous evolution is defined by: ¢ = F—n; —gm,h = —%,
where v represents the velocity of descending, m is the mass of the lander, F, is the thrust imposed on the lander; gy

and I are constants of gravity acceleration and mass loss rate. The thrust is updated according to:

F,
F.=m- (gpm - c1(v —vs) —CZ(EC —9m))

where v; is the target velocity we want to maintain, i.e. -1.5m/s here. Since the origin ODE is non-polynomial, we
replace % by a new variable w. After the substitution, the whole process is modelled as a parallel composition of plant
and ctrl, where
plant £ ((0=w—3.732,w = %, i = 1&true) > [
(chvlv — chw!w; chc?w;t == 0))*
The process plant models the continuous behavior of the lander, for which it will be interrupted by a communication,
sends the value of v and w to the controller in sequence, and then receives a new w from the controller and resets time
t. The control part is given by:
ctrl £ (wait T; chv?o; chw?w; chel (f (v, w)))*

The controller updates the thrust every period T = 0.128s. After receiving the current velocity and thrust from plant,
it updates the thrust according to f (v, w) £ —(w — 3.732) % 0.01 + 3.732 — (v + 1.5) * 0.6.

We define the trace invariant of plant given the initial value of v, w, and a list of w inputs, and then prove the

following Hoare triple:
plant_block (o, wo, []) =emp
plant_block(vo, wo, (d1, w1) - ws") =3 Pl w016 trOut(d, Pog w,01,6 €AV Plag w0],6 (A1) [0], {chv]}) @
ot (Ppap, w01, (A1) AW, By 01,6 (@) [W]) @ In(Pyy 1y 01,2(d1)s che wi) @

plant_block(ﬁlz,o,%,oj,g (d1)[0], w1, ws")

{v =09 Aw =wp At =0Aemp}plant{Iws. plant_block(vg, wo, ws) }
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where € represents the dynamics in plant and ﬁ[vo,wo,o],é' is the solution of this ode starting with the initial vector
[Uo, wo, 0] .
Similar for ctrl, it follows
ctrl_block(vg, wo, []) =emp
ctrl_block(vg, wo, (01, w1) - vws") =traj(T, oo, 1> @) @ in([v0, o], chv, 01) @
in([v1, wo], chw, w1) @ out([v1, w11, che, f(v1, w1)) @ ctrl_block (v, wi, vws”)
{v =09 A w=wy A emp}ctri{Tows. ctrl_block(vg, wo, vws)}
Synchronizing the two traces, it derives a system trace invariant of the whole system as
system (v, wo, 06, wé, 0) =emp
system(og, o, 0), Wy, n + 1) :35[00,%,()],5. traj(T’ﬁ[vo,%,OJ,E C} I[U(/)’Wé], {cho!}) @
1O(ch, Py, 01,6 (T [2]) @ 1O(chw, Py 1y 01.6(D [W]) @
IO(chc,f(ﬁ[vo’Wo,O]’g(T) [U],ﬁ[uo,%,o],é’(T)[W])) @
SyStem(ﬁluo,u)O,OJ,E(T) [U]a f(ﬁ[z}o,uzo,OJ,E(T) [U]a 5[00,\4)0,0J,E(T) [W])s
Bron 01,6 (D) B w01, (D W] m)
However, the solution of the ODE, i.e. [’[uo,wo,o],é' occurring in system, does not have an explicit definition. Therefore,
to prove the final goal of this example, i.e., the velocity of the lander keeps within a safe range (—1.45, —1.55), we use
the differential invariant rule (Dbarrier) proposed in Section 4.5 instead. Assume Ino(t,0,w) = q(t,u,w) < 0 is an
polynomial invariant on variables ¢, v, w, then we have:
0<t<T—>q=0—- Lz(q <0
A q(0,-1.5,5670/1519) < 0
A q(T,0,w) <0 — q(0,0, f(v,w)) <0
A (0<t<TAq<0)— (v+145) % (v+1.55) <0
where the formulas of four lines represent: the hypothesis of Rule (Dbarrier) to be the invariant of the ODE; the
invariant holds for the initial values; the invariant is preserved by the discrete update on the time and acceleration
of each round; the invariant is strong enough to imply the final goal. These four constraints constitute a sufficient
condition for Inv(t,0, w) to be a global invariant of the whole system [57]. With these four constraints, we invoke

the ODE invariant generation tool [71] and obtain a differential invariant Ino(t, 0, w). We finally prove the following

specification for the whole system:
{(v=-15Aw=5670/1519 At =0) W (v =0l A w=wl) Aemp}

plant | {chv,chw,che} ctrl
{3n.system(-1.5,5670/1519,01, w1, n)}

where the invariant system is strengthened with Ino(t,v, w), thus it obviously guarantees the goal —1.55 < v < —1.45.
Compared to the proof in [71] based on Duration Calculus, the above proof for the parallel composition of plant
and ctrl is compositional, and furthermore more rigorous, as the derived differential invariant rules are all formalised

and proved to be valid in the Isabelle implementation of current HHL prover, while proved manually for [71].
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Case 2: Scheduler with two tasks. Next, we apply HHL to verify a scheduler process controlling two task modules
executed in parallel. We focus on the interactions of the modules with the scheduler, and prove the correctness of the
scheduler, i.e., at any time, the running module is always with the highest priority among the modules that are in ready
state.

We consider the case where two module processes are in parallel with a scheduler. In module, state stands for the
state of a module ranging over { WAIT, READY, RUN}, prior for the module priority, period for the period, and cost for

the module execution time, T for the system time, and ent indicates whether the module starts to execute in this period.

module := (
if state = WAIT then (T = 1&T < period); T := 0; ent := 0; state :== READY
else if state = READY then req_ch!prior;
(T = 1&T < period) > [|(run_ch?x — state :== RUN);
if state # READY then skip
else(run_ch?x; state := RUN Ll exit_ch!0; state := WAIT)
else (if ent = 0 then C := 0; ent := 1 else skip);
(T =1,C = 1&T < period A C < cost) > [|(pr_ch?x — state := READY);
if state # RUN then skip
else(pr_ch?x; state := WAITU free_ch!0; state := WAIT))*

In each round, depending on the value of state, the following execution occurs: if it is WAIT, the module waits for
period time, then resets T and ent, turns to READY; if it is READY, the module first sends a request to the scheduler
with its priority req_ch!prior, then waits for a running command run_ch?x until the end of this period. Once a running
command is received, performs skip and turns to RUN; otherwise, checks again if the running command is enabled
and turns to RUN if it can occur immediately, or sends an exit command and turns to WAIT; if it is RUN, C will be
reset if this module is not executed. Then the module starts running and can be preempted at any time by pr_ch and
turns to READY until T reaches period or C reaches cost. Once it turns to READY, it skips; otherwise, checks again if
the preemption command pr_ch is enabled and turns to WAIT if it can occur immediately, or sends a free command
and turns to WAIT.

Below defines process scheduler for the scheduler:

scheduler := ((req_ch;?p;
if rp > p then L := L}(i, p) else (if ri # —1 then pr_ch,;!0 else skip;
run_ch;!0; ri == i;rp := p)) U (free_ch;?g;
iflen(L) > 0 then (ri rp) := max(L); L := del(L, ri); run_ch,;!0
else (ri,rp) := (—1,-1)) U (exit_ch;?g; L := del(L, i)))*

The scheduler uses a list variable L to record the list of modules waiting for a running command, and ri and rp
to record the index and priority of the running module (we use —1 to represent that no module is running). If the
scheduler receives a priority p from module i, it will compare p with the priority (rp) of the running module (ri). If rp
is greater than or equal to p, then the pair (i, p) will be added into the list L, otherwise scheduler will send a preempt
command to riand a running command to i; if the scheduler receives a free command, it will remove the pair with the
maximum priority from L and set it as new ri and rp, sending the running command; if the scheduler receives an exit

command from module i, it will remove the pair with index i from L.
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We prove trace assertions of each module and scheduler independently. Then synchronize these assertions and
obtain an assertion f parameterized by states of the modules, that specifies the behavior of the whole process. Part of

the synchronization is shown below:

F(READY;, RUN,)
— 10(req_chy, p1) @ 10(pr_ch,,0) @ 10 (run_chy,0) @ f(RUN1, READY>)
— (10(req_chy, p1) @ 10(pr_chy, 0) @ 10(run_ch;, 0) @ f(RUN;, WAIT3))
V(10(free_ch,,0) @ f(READY,, WAIT))
if min(period, — T>, costy — enty * C2) = 0
F(RUNy, READY,)
— f(WAITy, READY?) if min(period; — Ty, cost; — ent; * C1) =0
— 10(req_chy, p2) @ traj(min(period, — T, cost; — enty = C1), p, rdy)
@ 10(free_chy,0) @ O (run_chy, 0) @ f(WAIT1, RUN;)
if min(period; — Ty, cost; — ent; * C1) < period, — Ty
— 10(req_chy, p2) @ traj(period, — T, p, rdy) @ 10(exit_chy,0) @ f(RUN;, WAIT,)
if min(period; — Ty, cost; — ent; * C1) > period, — Ty
f(RUNi, RUN,) — FALSE

where rdy = {run_chy?, pr_ch1?,req_ch1?,req_chy?, free_chi?, free_chy?, exit_ch1?, exit_chy?}. The first case states
that when module1is in READY and module2is in RUN, the operation of module2is immediately interrupted by modulel.
The second case states that when modulel is in RUN and module2is in READY, module2 cannot enter RUN until the for-
mer is finished. The last case states that two modules can never run at the same time, as is required for the scheduler. The

overall theorem is the following Hoare triple proved in Isabelle (wWhere A; = {req_ch;, free_ch;, exit_ch;, run_ch;, pr_ch;}):

{(L=[]Ari=-1Arp=-1) W state]l = WAITW state2 = WAIT A emp}
(scheduler|| 4, modulel)|| o, module2

{f(WAIT,, WAIT,)}

The postcondition f( WAIT;, WAIT5) records the execution trace of the whole system, that starts from an initial state
that both modules are in wait states. From the above transition rules held by assertion f, it satisfies the safety require-
ment of the system that at any time the running module is always with the highest priority and it is not allowed to
have more than one modules in running state simultaneously.

The proof needs to consider each combination of states produced during execution for the scheduler and modules
(54 cases in total), due to the complex control logics. For instance, during synchronization when both processes are
waiting, we need to consider three cases depending on the comparison of waiting time on the two sides. Some global
invariants need to be shown during the proof: the values of T and C in the module will not exceed period and cost
respectively, ri indeed represents which module is running, and so on. Our proof system is able to deal with these
complexities, and completes the entire proof in around 11,000 lines of code.

This case study can hardly be proved using the DC-based HHL [35], as it is not compositional with respect to parallel
composition and thus needs to define specific inference rule for each case of parallel composition. Other DC-based

logics [18, 66] are compositional but too complicated to have any implementation support.
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8 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we present a hybrid Hoare logic for reasoning about HCSP processes, which generalizes and simplifies
the existing DC-based hybrid Hoare logics, and prove its soundness, and continuous and discrete relative completeness.
Finally, we provide an implementation of this logic in Isabelle/HOL and verify two case studies to illustrate the power
and scalability of our logic.

For future work, we will consider to specify and verify more properties including livelock and total correctness in

HHL.
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