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Abstract. We present a comprehensive refinement calculus for the devel-
opment of sequential, real-time programs from real-time specifications. A
specification may include not only execution time limits, but also require-
ments on the behaviour of outputs over the duration of the execution of the
program.

The approach allows refinement steps that separate timing constraints
and functional requirements. New rules are provided for handling timing
constraints, but the refinement of components implementing functional re-
guirements is essentially the same as in the standard refinement calculus.

The product of the refinement process is a program in the target pro-
gramming language extended with timing deadline directives. The extended
language is a machine-independent, real-time programming language. To
provide valid machine code for a particular model of machine, the machine
code produced by a compiler must be analysed to guarantee that it meets
the specified timing deadlines.

Key words. Refinement calculus — machine-independent — real-time spec-
ification — real-time refinement — real-time programming — deadline com-
mand — timing constraint analysis — time-invariant properties.

1 Introduction

Our goal is to provide a method for the stepwise refinement of sequential,
real-time programs from real-time specifications. We follow the refinement
calculus approach [1,2,18,19] of devising a wide-spectrum language that
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encompasses both real-time programs and real-time specifications, and the
spectrum in between. Of course time is the all important additional dimen-
sion in our language. The motivation for our work comes from the real-time
refinement calculus of Mahony [12], which allows not only the specifica-
tion of real-time systems, but the refinement of a specification into a set
of truly parallel processes. In this paper we address the task of refining an
individual process to sequential code, using the foundations developed by
Utting and Fidge [22].

The remainder of this section overviews the real-time, wide-spectrum
language and introduces the mechanism for dealing with real-time con-
straints in the target code. Sect. 2 gives the details of the wide-spectrum
language and a comprehensive set of refinement laws. Sect. 3 summarises
the extended real-time programming language. Sect. 4 addresses the issue
of feasibility in the real-time calculus. Sect. 5 gives an example specifica-
tion, timing analysis and refinement for a message receiver example.

1.1 Wide-spectrum language overview

A key change from the standard refinement calculus is our treatment of
variables; they are modelled as functions from time to their value at that
time. This allows a real-time specification command to constrain not only
the final value of variables, but also their values over time. We also intro-
duce a number of time-related commands, such as a delay command and
a deadline command. The deadline command is novel to our approach and
allows timing constraints to be expressed abstractly in an extended pro-
gramming language. A separate program analysis is required to guarantee
that the deadlines are met by the machine code generated for the program
by a compiler.

Inputs, outputs and local variablesln a real-time system there are both
external inputs, whose value may vary independently of the direct control of
the program, and outputs, whose value over time is to be controlled by the
program. Of course, by controlling an output, the program may indirectly
control a related input. In addition to inputs and outputs, there are also
variables local to the program.

In order to capture the time-varying nature of variables, they are mod-
elled as functions from time to their value at that time [12,14, 15]. For ex-
ample, a variable representing the level of water in a mine, and a boolean
variable to control a mine pump, are modelled as

level: Time— Depth
pump: Time— boolean

(1)
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where the type$imeandDepthare modelled by the nonnegative real num-
bers ¢eal). To distinguish betweefiimeandDepthwe make use of di-
mensions of measuremeimitmehas dimensiof (for time), andDepthhas
dimensionL (for length).

Time=real; © T
Depth=real, ©L

The operator®’ takes a magnitude and a dimension and forms a dimen-
sioned type [7].

Although our underlying model treats variables as functions of time, it
is convenient to abbreviate the declaration of a variable by just giving the
type of the range of the variable; the type of the domain is always
Additionally, we distinguish between inputs, outputs and local variables
via the keyworddgnput, output andvar, respectively. In all cases the
variables are implicitly functions of time. For example, instead of (1) we
write the following.

input level: Depth
output pump: boolean

For many purposes outputs and local variables are treated similarly because
their values are under the direct control of the program. We refer to outputs
and local variables collectively ggogram variablesBecause external in-

puts vary independently of the direct control of a program, it cannot be
assumed that they will remain stable just because the program does not
modify them. Hence we treat external inputs quite differently to program
variables. For example, the guard of a loop cannot access an external input.
That ensures that the evaluation of the guard is independent of the order of
access to variables and how long it takes to evaluate the guard. Such restric-
tions greatly simplify reasoning about programs. Access to external inputs
is restricted to a special read command.

Constants do not vary over time. Hence their definition is standard. For
example, limits on the water level (in metres) in the mine and the minimum
rate of change in the level (in metres of depth per second) may be defined
as follows.

const limit = 1 m; minlevel= 0.1 m; minpumprate= 0.01ms ™"

Assumptions. In the standard refinement calculus, assumptions allow state-
ments about the state of the program at the point at which they occur. In the
real-time refinement calculus assumptions are generalised to allow proper-
ties about variables over time, as well as at the point at which they appear
within the program. For example, the following assumption states that at
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any time, if the pump has been turned on for one second, then the water
level in the mine is decreasing (its rate of change is negative) at a rate of at
leastminpumprate

Vt: Timee 5
{pumpJEt —1s...t4) = {true} = (slevel(t) < —minpumprat(} 2)

whereft — 1s...t] is the closed interval of real numbers framminus one

second td, inclusive;pumg9) is the set of all values gfumpgXx) forx € S,

ands levelis the derivative otevelwith respect to time. In this paper we

prefix constructs in the real-time language byxato differentiate them

from the corresponding constructs of the standard refinement calculus.
Assumptions allow one to state properties about the behaviour of vari-

ables in the environment. That restricts the range of behaviours that a pro-

gram has to cope with.

Specifications. A real-time specification commanex: [P, R]|, consists

of a set of variablesx, called theframe that may be modified by the com-
mand; a predicaté®, giving theassumptionthe command may make about
the environment; and a predicat, giving the effectthe command is to
achieve. A command can modify only program variables, and not external
inputs. Hence the frame must be completely contained within the pro-
gram variables. The special variablgof type Time is introduced to refer

to thecurrenttime. Within the assumptions, refers to the start time of the
command, and within the effect; andr refer to the start and finish times,
respectively; the assumptions may not refergoFor example, in the con-
text of the assumption (2) the following is a specification of one activity of
a mine pump controller.

levelT) < limit A

*pump |levelr) > limit, (Vt: Fro ... 7] e levelt) > minleve)

(3)
In this case, no time bounds are specified for the execution time, but exam-
ples later in the paper show how this can easily be done.

The predicates used as assumptions and effects may refer to both ex-
ternal and local variables of the program. Such variables are modelled as
functions of time. To reference the value of variablat timet one simply
indexesv by t, i.e., v(t). Because many references to variables, especially
program variables, within the assumptions refer to values of the variables at
the start time of the command, we introduce a convention that an unindexed
occurrence of a variableg, in a context where an indexed occurrence is ex-
pected, stands for(7), i.e., the value o¥ at the start time of the command.

For example, the assumption in (3) may be abbreviatdéeMid > limit.

A similar convention is used within the effect where an unindexed oc-

currence of a variable also stands fow(7), where in this case is the
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finish time of the command. For example, the first conjunct in the effect of
(3) can be abbreviated tevel < limit. Within the effect there may also be
references to the initial values of variables. Hence we introduce the con-
vention thatvy stands fov(r), i.e., the value of/ at the start time of the
command. This convention is consistent with that used by Morgan [18].

As well as constraining the value of variables at termination time, the
effect may constrain the value of variables over time. For example, the sec-
ond conjunct in the effect of (3) requires that the water level be maintained
above a minimum level for the entire duration of the command. The as-
sumptions may also include predicates over the values of variables over
time, typically stating assumptions about the properties of external inputs.

The effect of a specification command defines the possible range of be-
haviours required. In achieving that effect only variables in the frame may
be modified, and it may be assumed that the environment satisfies the as-
sumptions of the specification command.

1.2 Real-time constraints

The program development process begins with a specification and refines
it step-by-step until a program written in the target programming language
is reached. Real-time specifications can include timing constraints. Hence
it is essential that the refinement process handles timing constraints.

A fundamental problem with developing real-time programs is that the
actual timing performance of a program is determined by both the com-
piler for the language and the particular model of machine on which the
generated code executes. No analysis of just the higher-level program can
take into account low-level aspects such as register allocation and code op-
timisation within a compiler, or instruction pipelining and cache memories
within processors, which together can affect the timing characteristics of a
program by an order of magnitude.

By definition, specification commands achieve their stated effect, in-
cluding any real-time constraints. However, the executable subset of the
wide-spectrum language does not include general specification commands.
The objective of our real-time refinement process is to derive program
code that satisfies a given specification, including any real-time constraints.
There is an obvious gap between a specification command, which by def-
inition meets its real-time requirements, and program code, which may or
may not meet the real-time requirements depending on the compiler and
target machine.

To tackle this incompatibility we introduce an intermediate program-
ming language that extends the target programming language to allow real-
time constraints to be expressed within program code. The program devel-
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opment process is then split into two phases: refining a real-time specifica-
tion to code in the extended programming language; and performing a tim-
ing analysis on the code generated by a compiler to ensure that it meets all
the real-time constraints. The extended programming language enjoys the
advantage of being both machine and compiler independent, which is one
of the most significant advantages claimed for high-level programming lan-
guages in general. This allows the formal refinement process to be treated
in a machine/compiler independent fashion.

However, there is a catch: there is no guarantee that one can compile
a program in the extended language so as to guarantee all the real-time
constraints are met. The compiled program must be analysed to determine
whether it meets all the timing constraints. If the program passes the tim-
ing analysis phase, it is a valid implementation, but if it fails, it should be
rejected. Logically the timing analysis phase can be viewed as part of a
compiler for the extended real-time programming language. Note that we
refer to three different levels of language in this paper:

— the target programming languagewvhich is a standard programming
language that does not include timing deadlines;

— theextended programming languatiet includes timing deadlines; and

— thewide-spectrum languag&vhich includes all languages features, in-
cluding specification commands.

The extended programming languag&o allow timing constraints to be
expressed we make a minimal extension to an existing programming lan-
guage. The main extension is a novel command of the fdemadline D,
which on ‘execution’ guarantees to terminate by tileThis command
allows timing constraints to be incorporated into programs, but the dead-
line command can not be directly implemented by a compiler. Consider the
following fragment of a program, in whicthis a program variable of type
time.

*x{T <d}; 4)
delay until d; (5)
“commands which do not updati; (6)
deadlined + 1 ms @)

The assumption (4) states that the code is assumed to begin execution by
time d. The delay command (5) guarantees to terminate after dinfde
deadline directive (7) adds the constraint that the time at which it completes
is before timed plus one millisecond.

To determine whether the above fragment meets its deadline, one needs
to analyse the machine code generated for the delay command (5) and the
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other commands (6). The delay command is guaranteed to terminate after
time d, but it may overrun past timd. The maximum time by which it

may overrun is referred to as itstenessif the lateness of the delay plus

the maximum execution time of the machine code generated for the other
commands (6) is guaranteed to be less than or equal to one millisecond,
then the deadline is guaranteed to be met for all executions for which the
initial assumption (4) holds.

The deadline command can be viewed as a directive to the compiler for
the programming language. If the compiler can determine by analysing the
machine code generated for (5) and (6) that they will always take less than
one millisecond to execute on the target machine, then the compiler will
successfully generate machine code for them. In that case the deadline is
guaranteed to be met, and hence it can be discarded. On the other hand, if
the compiler cannot guarantee that (5) and (6) will always take less than one
millisecond, then it cannot guarantee to satisfy (7). In that case the compiler
should reject the program because it is unable to guarantee its timing cor-
rectness on the given target machine; the compiler can also supply details
indicating which deadline cannot be met, and by what margin it is missed.
Note that a deadline directive defines a hard deadline that must be met. Itis
not acceptable to generate code that tests whether the deadline was reached
in time and raises an exception if it was missed. Timing analysis is exam-
ined in more detail in Sect. 3 and in the example in Sect. 5.2.

The combination of a delay until command and a deadline directive al-
lows one to add quite detailed timing constraints to a program, and thus
provides an effective real-time programming language. Given the extended
programming language, our goal is to develop programs from specifications
that include timing requirements, using a process of stepwise refinement.
For the purposes of this paper we have chosen Dijkstra’s guarded com-
mand language [3] as our base programming language, because that has
been used as the basis for other refinement calculus work. However, the
real-time extensions introduced here could equally well be applied to other
programming languages, such as Ada. Interestingly, the nondeterministic
language constructs found in Dijkstra’s language are not problematical with
the approach taken here.

1.3 Related Work

We concentrate our comparison with related work on approaches that de-
velop real-time programs from abstract specifications. The two approaches
we consider are Scholefield’s Temporal Agent Model (TAM) [20,21], and
Hooman’s assertional specification and verification of real-time programs
[9]. Both these approaches also support concurrency, but because our focus
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in this paper is just sequential programs, we ignore the concurrent con-
structs in this comparison.

All the methods introduce some form of time variable that allows ref-
erence to the start and finish times of commands, and that can be used to
specify timing constraints and relationships. The two main features that dis-
tinguish our work are the addition of the deadline command, and the use of
timed traces for inputs, outputs and local variables.

TAM provides a real-time refinement calculus. If we compare the se-
guential aspects of TAM with our approach, the main difference is in the
treatment of deadlines. In TAM, deadlines are specified as a constraint on
the execution time allowed for a command. This restricts deadlines to the
command structure of the TAM language. In comparison, we express dead-
lines via a separatdeadline command. This allows more flexibility in
specifying timing constraints. In addition to being able to specify con-
straints that match the structure of the language, one can also specify con-
straints on execution paths that cross the boundaries of language constructs,
e.g., a path that begins before an alternation command and ends within one
branch of the alternation, or a path from a point within the body of a loop
back around to a point within the body of the loop on its next iteration.

A consequence of the TAM approach to deadlines is that it is necessary
to specify a constant representing the evaluation time for all guards of an
alternation, even though in practice the guard evaluation time is different
for different branches of an alternation. In our approach there is no need for
such a constant: guard evaluation is just considered to be part of the exe-
cution time of each path on which the guard appears. The real constraints
are the overall constraint on each path. There is no necessity to have an
additional, more restrictive, constraint on the guard evaluation.

Another difference is in the treatment of inputs and outputs. TAM pro-
vides shunts for communication between processes and for communication
with the environment. Our approach treats inputs and outputs as traces over
time. One of the main application areas we see for our work is in the spec-
ification and refinement of systems with continuous variables, such as the
levelof water in the mine shaft. In order to be able to give a top-level spec-
ification of such systems, we need to use timed traces. Within this paper
we define a simpleead command, that samples an input, but because we
use timed traces, more complex input commands, such as analog-to-digital
conversion can be handled within the same framework.

Hooman'’s work [9] on assertional specification and verification extends
the use of traditional Hoare logic triples to real-time systems. The real-
time interface of the program with the environment can be specified using
primitives denoting the timing of observable events. The interpretation of
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triples has been adapted to require the postcondition to hold for terminating
and non-terminating computations.

Each of the atomic commands in Hooman'’s language has an associated
constant representing its execution time, and the compound commands,
such agf-then-else have constants representing the time to evaluate the
guard. For example, Hooman [9, page 126] introduces a con3tamep-
resenting the execution time of an assignment command. An obvious prob-
lem is that not all assignments take the same amount of time, but further,
given a single assignment command, its execution time may vary greatly
(due to the effects of pipelines or caches) depending upon the preceding
commands on the path. Timing constraints on program components must
be broken down into timing constraints on the individual commands. The
overall approach is similar to that used in TAM and suffers in the same
ways in comparison to the use otdeadline command to specify timing
constraints on paths. Hooman also provides non-terminating loops, which
we have not attempted within this paper.

The seemingly small addition of thdeadline command in our work
has had a significant impact on the whole development method, and im-
portantly, has allowed developments to treat real-time constraints in a more
realistic and practical manner than in the other approaches.

— During the refinement procesdeadline commands can be used to
separate out timing constraints, leaving behind a requirement to be met
that does not explicitly contain timing constraints. The standard refine-
ment calculus can be used to develop such components.

— The timing constraints are on execution paths through the program and
are not necessarily constrained to the phrase structure of the program-
ming language. This allows more realistic timing constraints to be de-
vised.

— Atiming constraint is on a whole execution path rather than each com-
mand in the path, and hence is less restrictive in terms of allowable
implementations.

A deadline command could be added to the standard refinement calcu-
lus extended with a time variable, but not using timed traces for vari-
ables. Such an extension would provide the benefits listed above. However,
it would not allow the top-level specification of systems involving continu-
ous inputs within the same framework.

Sect. 2 contains a comprehensive presentation of definitions of real-time
programming constructs and associated refinement laws. A reader wishing
to get an idea of how the calculus is used may prefer to skip directly to
Sections 3 and 5 and refer back to Sect. 2 as needed.
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2 Semantics and laws for language constructs

Because we treat variables as functions from time to their value at that
time, we cannot directly use the standard refinement calculus [1,2,18,19]
for real-time refinement. However, Utting and Fidge [22,23] introduced a
way to encode the real-time refinement calculus as a standard refinement
calculus that changes only time. In the encoding, variables in the real-time
calculus are explicitly declared as functions of time in the standard calculus;
a special standard variable, (not itself a function of time) is introduced

to stand for time; and all the constructs in the programming language are
replaced with their real-time equivalents. The encoding should not be seen
as a way of implementing the real-time language, but rather as a device for
showing the relationship between the standard and real-time calculi. It also
allows the reuse of the existing standard theory to build the new real-time
theory.

In the encoding, program variables are created with their value initially
unconstrained over all time, except that the value is of the declared type.
The ‘execution’ of commands in the language may constrain the values of
variables. At the specification level, arbitrary constraints are allowed, but
at the level of executable code, the primitive commands of the language
can only constrain the value of program variables during the time period
over which they execute. Without this constraint it would not be feasible to
implement such constructs [23]. (See Sect. 4 for more details.)

2.1 Environment

An environment defines finite and disjoint sets of inputs, outputs and local
variables. Identifier names for variables are chosen from thieleet and
F Identstands for the set of all finite subsetsldént

__Env
in,out local : F Ident

inNout=outNlocal=localNin =9

Such an environment could be extended to include the type of each variable,
but because the typing aspects are not novel, we have chosen to elide them
in this paper. It is useful to be able to determine the set of all variables in
an environmentyar(p), and the set of program variables: variables that are
either outputs or local variables (but not inpugsjar(p).
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var : Env— F Ident
pvar: Env— F Ident

var(p) = p.inU p.outU p.local
pvar(p) = p.outU p.local

As an abbreviation we writg for pvar(p).

2.2 Predicate transformers and refinement

As for the standard refinement calculus, the semantics are given in terms of
predicate transformer® Tran, which are monotonic functions from predi-
cates (effects) to predicates (assumptions):

PTran= {PT : Pred— Pred |
VP,Q: Prede (P= Q) = (PT(P) = PT(Q))}

where =’ is the universal quantification over all states of the correspond-
ing implication, as used by Morgan [18]. However, we need to take into
account the environment of the command being defined. Hence we define a
meaning functionM, that given an environment and a command, defines
a predicate transformer,

M : Env— (Command+ PTran)

whereCommands the set of syntactic commands. We write the environ-
ment parameter td1 as a subscript. Refinement is defined with respect to
an environmentp,

CL,C'=M,(C)EM,(C) ®
where T is standard refinement:
SCS = (VG:Prede SG) = S(G)) 9)
Refinement equivalence is defined by
cg,C'=(Cg,C'ACL,C) (20)

2.3 Unindexed variables in predicates and expressions

The assumption and effect predicates in a specification may include unin-
dexed references to variables using the conventions outlined in Sect. 1.1.
In an effect, unindexed variables of the forrstand forv(r), and unin-
dexed variables of the form, stand forv(7y). We introduce the notation

R@ (rp,7) to stand for the predicate with every unindexed occurrence

of a variabley, replaced by/(7) and every unindexed occurrencewgfis
replaced by(r). In fact, we generalise this notation so thgtandr are

just parameters. We make use of the same conventions for expressions.
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Definition 1 (at times). Given a predicate or expression, RAR(X,y) is

defined to be R with all unindexed occurrences of the foymeplaced by
v(x) and all unindexed occurrences of v replaced ky)vand as well, all
occurrences ofy andr in R are replaced by x and y, respectively.

When the @’ operator is used in the forR @ (1, 7), the replacements of

79 andr have no effect. Note th& may contain explicit indexed references

to variables at times other than these are not affected by th@" oper-

ator. The operator@’ has a lower precedence than all the normal logical
operators, but a higher precedence thahdnd ‘='. For predicates, such

as assumptions, that do not contain any zero-subscripted variables, we use
the notatiorP @ x.

Definition 2 (at time). Given a predicate or expression, P@X is defined
to be P with all unindexed occurrences of a variable v replaced (&y, v
and any occurrences afreplaced by x.

If there are no occurrences a@f or zero-subscripted variables mithen
P @ (79, 7) = P @ 7. The operator@’ distributes over logical operators.
For example, the following identities hold.

(PAQ@x)=(P@x) A (Q@Xx)
(PvQa@ax)=(P@x) Vv (QQ@x)
(-P@x)=-(PQx)

Aside: One interesting approach to proving properties of predicates us-
ing the conventions outlined above, is to prove entailment between predi-
cates treating unindexed variables as variables of their range type. This al-
lows simpler proofs of properties that do not involve explicit time indices.
For example, from

X=y=x-y=0
we may deduce that
X=yQr=x—-y=0Qr

also holds. We note that this allows one to treat proof obligations that do
not involve time indices in a manner very close to the proof obligations in

Morgan’s calculus [18]. This lifting property is not essential to the calculus

presented in this paper; it is treated in more detail in [6].

In the remainder of this section we introduce the constructs in the wide-
spectrum language along with related refinement laws. On the first reading
the proofs of laws may be skipped over unless the reader is uncertain about
a given law.
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2.4 Specifications

A real-time specification command can be defined in terms of a standard
specification command using the conventions introduced by Utting and
Fidge [22]. The equivalent standard specification command allows time to
increase, and insists that all program variables that are not in the frame
remain stable (unchanged) for the duration of the command.

Definition 3 (stable).Given a variable, v, and a set of times, S,
stablev, S) = (Vt,u: Se v(t) = v(u))

Within this paper we allow a set of variables to be used as the first parameter
to stable with the meaning that every variable in the set is stable over the
set of times. The notatiorx, stands for a vector of variables; we allow a
vector to be used where a set is expected, with the meaning that it stands
for the set of variables contained in the vector.

The assumptions of a specification command determine the range of
possible values of variables over time, as well as the start time of the com-
mand. The effect further constrains the values of variables over time, as
well as constraining the finish time of the command.

Definition 4 (specification).A specification commandx: [P, R], is well
formed in an environmenp, provided

—the framey, is a vector of program variableg, C 5 (remembep is an
abbreviation for the program variables pf,

— P is a predicate involving the variables in the environment pilusnd

—R is a predicate involving variables in the environment pigisT and
zero-subscripted versions of variables in the environment.

The meaning of a well-formed specification command is given by the fol-
lowing

M, (xx: [P, R]) =
:[P@Q7, RQ (19,7) A 79 <7 Astablep\ x,Frg ... 79)]

wherep \ x stands for the sei with any elements in the frameremoved.

Note thatr, unlike other variables, is not itself a function of time. The
frame of the real-time command, does not appear in the frame of the
equivalent standard command. Instead, those program variables that are not
in the frame are constrained to be stable for its duration, and the program
variables in the frame are only constrained by the effect of the specification,
R. The use of traces, and their exclusion from the frame, leads to interesting
feasibility issues, which are discussed in Sect. 4. In the assumption and
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effect of a specification command it is permissible to include both explicitly
indexed references and unindexed references to the same variable.

The definitions of many of the remaining commands can be given in
terms of equivalent specification commands. The environment used for the
equivalent command is usually the same as that for the command being
defined. Hence, we introduce the abbreviation

c=,C
to stand for
M, (C) = M, (C))

We use the abbreviation that the default assumption in a specification
command idrue.

Definition 5 (default assumption).Given an environment, providedx is
contained in the program variableg, and R is a predicate as defined in
Def. 4 (specification), then

*x: [R] =, #x: [true, R]

For the remainder of the paper, we assume that the frame and the predicates
in the assumptions and effects of specification commands satisfy the well-
formedness constraints outlined in Def. 4 (specification). In addition, we
make use of Def. 5 (default-assumption) without explicit reference to its
definition.

The refinement rules for weakening an assumption and strengthening an
effect carry over to the real-time refinement calculus.

Law 6 (weaken assumption)Given an environment of variables, pro-
videdP@ 7= P Qr,

*xx: [P, R C,*x: [P, R].

When applying this law we can use the fact that frem= P’ one can
deduce thaP@r = P’ @7. That gives a special case of the law for dealing
with properties that are not time dependent. This special case is identical to
the weaken-precondition law of Morgan’s calculus [18].

Proof. The law follows from the equivalent standard refinement calculus
law.

M, (xx: [P, R])
O Def. 4 (specification)

T:[P@Q7, RQ (19,7) A 79 <7 Astablep\ x,Fr ... 79)]
C Standard weaken precondition

m:[PP@Qr, RQ(r9,7) Ao <7 Astabl€p\ x,Frp ... 79)]
O Def. 4 (specification)

M, (xx: [P, R]) O
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Law 7 (strengthen effect).Given an environmenp, provided

(P@m) Ao <7 Astabldp\x,Fro ... 73) A (R @ (10, 7))
= RQ (7, 1)

then

*xx: [P, Rl C,*x: [P, R].
This law is often used to replace an eff@ivy anothelR that is equivalent
under the assumptiorid In that case the refinement is an equivalence. In

the case where the properties are not time dependent, a special case of the
proviso is the following

PhAR=R

wherePy stands for the predicate with all occurrences of replaced by
79, and all unindexed occurrences of every variatehat is in the frame
or is an external input, replaced by. This corresponds to the equivalent
law in Morgan’s calculus [18].

Proof. The law follows from the equivalent standard refinement calculus
law.

M, (»x: [P, R])
O Def. 4 (specification)
T:[P@Q7, RQ (19,7) A 79 <7 Astablep\ x,Frg ... 79)]
C From the proviso using standard strengthen postcondition
r:[P@r, RQ (r9,7) A 19 <7 Astabldp\ x,Frp ... 79)]
O Def. 4 (specification)
M, (xx: [P, R]) O
A requirement that a variable in the frame remains stable for the du-

ration of a command can be achieved by removing the variable from the
frame.

Law 8 (contract frame). Given an environmenp, and disjoint vectors of
program variablesx andv,

*x,v: [P, RA stablex, [ ... 79)] L, xv: P, R
Proof.

M, (*x,v: [P, RA stablgx, Frg ... 79)])
O Def. 4 (specification)

~lpar, RQ (19, 7) A stablex, Frp ... 79) A

’ " 1o < T Astablep\ (x,v),Fro ... 7])

O As x is stable andk andv are disjoint

:[P@Q7, RQ (19,7) A79 <7 Astabldp\ v, ... 79)]
O Def. 4 (specification)

M, (xv:[P, R]) O
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A variable can always be removed from the frame.

Law 9 (remove from frame). Given an environmenp, and disjoint vec-
tors of program variablesx andv,

*xx,v: [P, R C,*v: [P, R]
Proof.

*x,v: [P, R|
C, Law 7 (strengthen-effect)

*x,v: [P, RA stablex, [ ... 79)]
O, Law 8 (contract-frame)

*xv: [P, R O

2.5 Assumptions

Assumptions may state properties of the variables at the point at which
they occur. Hence in an assumption, an unindexed reference to a variable,
v, is interpreted as(7). Assumptions can also state properties of the value
of variables at other times by using explicit indices. Assumptions take no
time, and hence there is no needfgor zero-subscripted variables, within
assumptions.

Definition 10 (assumption). An assumptionx {P}, is well-formed pro-
vided P does not refer t@, or zero-subscripted variables. Given an en-
vironment,p, an assumption is equivalent to a specification command that
takes no time and has the assumption as its precondition.

*x{P} =, % [P, 10 =]
From this definition we can deduce

M, (x{P})

O Def. 10 (assumption)
M, (* [P, 10="1])

O Def. 4 (specification)
r[PQr, 70 =r1]

O Standard contract frame
[P@r, true]

O Standard refinement calculus
{Par}

The last line above represents a standard refinement calculus assumption,
while the first line is an assumption in the real-time refinement calculus.

For the remainder of this paper we assume that all assumptions are well-
formed, i.e., they do not refer tg or to zero-subscripted variables.
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Law 11 (weaken assumption command)Given an environmenp, pro-
videdPar= P Qr,

x{P} &, x{P}

Proof. The law follows directly from Def. 10 (assumption) and Law 6
(weaken-assumption).O

2.6 Sequential composition

The definition of sequential composition carries over from the standard re-
finement calculus, provided we assume that the start time of the second
component is identical to the finish time of the first component.

Definition 12 (sequential composition)Given an environmenp,
M, (C; D) = (M, (C)) o (M, (D))

where‘o’ is used here to represent standard sequential composition, i.e.,
functional composition of the predicate transformers.

Law 13 (separate assumption)Given an environmenp,
*xx:[UAP, RO, *{U}; x: [P, R
Proof.

M, (xx:[UAP, R])
O Def. 4 (specification)

r:[UQ@r APQ7, RQ(79,7) A9 <7 Astablgp\ x,Fr ... 79)]
O Standard refinement calculus

) R@ (9, 7)

{V@rfor |PAr, 1 "7 A stablep\ x,Emo ... 73)
O Def. 10 (assumption); Def. 4 (specification)

M, (+{U}) o M, (xx: [P, R])
O Def. 12 (sequential-composition)

M, (*{U}; xx:[P, R]) O

Law 14 (establish assumption)Given an environmenp, and a predicate
V, such that neithery nor zero-subscripted variables occur in V, provided
RQ (19,7) = V @7 then

*xx: [P, R O, *x: [P, R]; «{V}

For time independent properties, we can use the prd¥ispV as a special
case of this law, because from that we can deduceRbgtr, 7) = VQr.
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Proof.

M, (xx: [P, R])
O Def. 4 (specification)

T:[P@Q7, RQ (19,7) A 79 <7 Astablep\ x,Erg ... 79)]
O Standard refinement calculus

. R@ (TOa 7—)

T |P@r, N1y <71 Astabldp\ x,Fro ... 7
O Def. 4 (specification); Def. 10 (assumption)

M, (xx: [P, R]) <?./\/lp (* {V})
O Def. 12 (sequential-composition)

M, (xx: [P, R; x{V}) O

) o{V@T}

2.7 Doing nothing

The identity of sequential composition is the command that changes no
variables and takes no time.

Definition 15 (skip). For any environmenty,
xskip =, x [1p = 7]

In terms of a standard specification commaxikip has an empty frame,
and hence is equivalent #kip in the standard refinement calculus.

M, (xskip) O 7: [1p = 7] O [true] O skip
Law 16 (skip identity). For any environmenty,
xskip; CO, C O, C; xskip
Proof.

M, (xskip; C)

O Def. 12 (sequential-composition)
M, (xskip) o M, (C)

O Def. 15 (skip)
skip o M, (C)

O Standard refinement calculus
M, (C)

O Standard refinement calculus
M, (C) o skip

O Def. 15 (skip)
M, (C) o M, (xskip)

O Def. 12 (sequential-composition)
M, (C; xskip) O
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An assumption may be removed by refining itkkip and then using
Law 16 (skip-identity).

Law 17 (remove assumption)For any environmenty,
* {P} C, xskip
Proof.

*{P}
0, Def. 10 (assumption)
* [P, 10 =T]
C, Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
* [0 = 7]
O, Def. 15 (skip)
*skip O

A command that does nothing, but may take timédie.

Definition 18 (idle). For any environmenty,
idle =, * [true]

In terms of a standard specification command we have
M, (idle) O 7: [1p < 7 A stabldp, Frp ... 79)]

Henceidle O, x [1p < 7

—

Law 19 (skip idle). For any environmenty,
idle C, xskip
Proof.

idle
O, Def. 18 (idle)
* [true]
C, Law 7 (strengthen-effect)
* [0 = 7]
O, Def. 15 (skip)
*skip O
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2.8 Invariant properties

Many properties are invariant over the execution of particular commands.
Two interesting cases are predicates that are invariant over the execution of
anidle command, and predicates that are invariant over the execution of a
specification command with frame We refer to these adle-invariantand
frame-invariantpredicates, respectively. In fact, idle-invariant predicates
are the special case of frame-invariant predicates when the frame is empty.

Definition 20 (frame invariant). Given an environmenp, a predicate, P,
that contains no references t@ or zero-subscripted variables, feame-
invariantwith respect to frame, if and only if

(PQmy) Ao <71 Astabldp\ x,Fr...7]) = PQr

Definition 21 (idle invariant). Given an environmenp, a predicate, P, is
idle-invariantif and only if P is frame-invariant with respect to the empty
frame.

For both types of properties there are syntactic checks that are sufficient
(but not necessary) to ensure that the properties are invariant. A property,
P, is idle-invariant if it is invariant over the execution of a&lle command.
During the execution of aidle command, the program variables (outputs
and local variables) are stable. Hence, if the property only refers to program
variables, it is invariant. If the property referstpthe property may be in-
validated because thidle command may take time. For example, the prop-
erty 7 < D is not invariant if theidle command executes until after time
D. For this reason our syntactic check disallows references Smilarly,
references to external inputs are not guaranteed stable over time. Hence we
exclude unindexed references to external inputs as well. For frame-invariant
properties we add the restriction that there are no unindexed references to
variables in the frame.

Law 22 (frame-invariant property). Given an environmengp, a frame,

x, such thatx C p, and a predicate, P, then P is frame-invariant with
respect to the frame, provided P does not involvg, 7 or zero-subscripted
variables, and has no unindexed references to program variables that are
in the framex, or to external inputs.

Proof. According to Def. 20 (frame-invariant), becal®éoes not contain
T, P @ 79 is P with every occurrence of an unindexed variablereplaced
by v(7y). However, every such is a program variable that is not in the
frame, and hence is stable, o) = v(7). ThereforeP @ 7y = PQ 7 as
required. O
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Law 23 (idle-invariant property). Given an environmenp, and a predi-
cate, P, then P is idle-invariant, provided P does not invalyer or zero-
subscripted variables, and has no unindexed references to external inputs.

Proof. The proof follows directly from Def. 21 (idle-invariant), and Law 22
(frame-invariant-property) with an empty frameld

Law 24 (frame invariant). Given an environmenyp, a frame,x, and a
predicate, P, that is frame invariant with respectdpthen

*xx:[PAQ, PAR O, *x:[PAQ, R

Proof. The refinement from right to left is a trivial application of strength-
ening the effect. The refinement from left to right is also an application of
strengthening the effect. The proviso for the latter is

(PAQ@Ty) A (RQ (79,7)) Ao <7 Astablgp \ x,Frp ... 79)
= (PARQ (7,7))

but asP is frame invariant with respect to,
(PQmy) Ao <7 Astabldp\ x,Frg...7J) = PQ@r
and hence the proviso holdsO

Idling only changes time so any property invariant over time is main-
tained byidle.

Law 25 (idle invariant). Given an environmeng, if P is an idle-invariant
predicate, then

x [P, P| C,idle

Proof. If P is idle-invariant, then by definition it is frame-invariant for the
empty frame. Hence, we use Law 24 (frame-invariant) with an empty frame
andQ andR bothtrue.

* [P, P]
8, Law 24 (frame-invariant)
* [P, true]
C, Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
* [true]
O, Def. 18 (idle)
idle O

Assumptions that are invariant over time and do not depend on variables
in the frame are invariant over the execution of a specification command.
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Law 26 (frame-invariant assumption).Given an environmeng, a frame,
x, and a predicate, P, that is frame-invariant with respeckfahen

*{P}; »x:[Q, Rl O, x{P}; »x:[Q, R|; % {P}
Proof.

*{P}; »x:[Q, R]

O, Law 13 (separate-assumption)
*x: [PAQ, R

O, Law 24 (frame-invariant)
*xx: [PAQ, PAR|

O, Law 14 (establish-assumption)
*xx: [PAQ, PAR]; «{P}

O, Law 24 (frame-invariant)
*x: [PAQ, R]; «{P}

O, Law 13 (separate-assumption)
*x{P}; »x:[Q, R; »{P} O

Law 27 (idle-invariant assumption). Given an environmenty, and an
idle-invariant predicate, P, then

«{P};idle O, x {P}; idle; * {P}

Proof. The law follows from Law 26 (frame-invariant-assumption) with an
empty frame and Def. 18 (idle).O

Definition 28 (frame-stable expression)Given an environmenp, and a
frame,x, then an expression, D, that contains no references t@r zero-
subscripted variables, same stablavith respect ta, if and only if

70 <7 Astablgp\ x,frp...7]) = (DQ7) = (DQr7)

Law 29 (frame-stable expression)Given an environmenp, and a frame,

x, an expression, D, is frame stable with respeck t@rovided D contains

no occurrence ofy, 7, or zero-subscripted variables, and has no unindexed
references to variables in the frame, or unindexed references to external
inputs.

Proof. BecauseD does not contain, D @ 7y is D with every unindexed
variable,v, replaced by(r), but becaus® does not contain unindexed
references to variables in the frame or external inputs, eachvdactable,
sov(rp) = V(). HenceD@Qry =D @7. O

Definition 30 (idle-stable expression)Given an environmenfy, an ex-
pression, D, isidle stable if and only if D is a frame-stable expression
with respect to the empty frame.
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Law 31 (idle-stable expression)Given an environmenp, an expression,
D, is idle stable, provided D contains no occurrencergf v, or zero-
subscripted variables, and has no unindexed references to external inputs.

Proof. The proof follows from Def. 30 (idle-stable-expression) and Law 29
(frame-stable-expression) with an empty framel

There is a difference between a predicate being idle-invariant and a
(Boolean) expression being idle-stable. For an idle-invariant predicate, if
it is true before an idle, then it must be true after the idle, but it may be
false before the idle and become true on executing the idle. However, for
an idle-stable (Boolean) expression, it must have the same value before and
after the idle. For example, B is an idle-stable expression, thBn< 7 is
idle-invariant, but not idle-stable becaude< 7 being false at- does not
preclude it being true at some later time.

2.9 Assignment
Because the evaluation of the expressions in an assignment takes time, we
require that the expressions in assignments are idle-stable.

Definition 32 (assignment)Given an environmenp, a frame x, such that
x C p, and a vectorD, of idle-stable expressions, where the lengths of
and D are the same and the types of the corresponding elemestsui
D are assignment compatible

x:=D =, xx:[(xQ7) = (D Q)]

For all assignment commands in the remainder of this paper we assume that
the lengths of the vectossandD are the same, and that the corresponding
elements are assignment compatible.

Law 33 (assignment).Given an environmenp, a frame,x, and a vector,
D, of idle-stable expressions, provided

(PQ@m) A(x@Q7)=(DQ@m) AT9 <7 ASstablgp\ x,Frp...79)
= RQ@ (19, 7)

then

*xx: [P, R C,x:=D.
If the properties do not involve time then the following special case of the
proviso can be used

PoAx=Dy=R

wherePy and Dy are the same aB and D, respectively, but with every
unindexed occurrence of a variablethat is in the frame or is an external
input, replaced byy.
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Proof.

*x: [P, R]

C, Law 7 (strengthen-effect) using proviso; Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
*x: [(x Q1) = (D Q)]

O, Def. 32 (assignment)
x:=D 0O

2.10 Reading an external input

An external input may change without the action of the program directly
causing the change. For example, an input buffer register may change when
an input is received. The commanrd read(v) reads the external variable

v and places its value in the program variakld he value selected is any

of the values that takes during the execution of the command. In practice,
one often requires thatis stable for the duration of the command, so that
the value read is uniquely defined.

Definition 34 (read). Given an environmenp, provided x is contained in
the program variablesp, and v is an external input (& p.in),

x:read(V) =, xx: [x € V(F7p ... 7])]

where \{F7p ... 7)) is the image of the sétry ... 74 through v, i.e., all the
values of v during the closed interval fromto 7.

2.11 Reading the clock

Thegettime command returns the current time. The value returned is be-
tween the start and finish times of the command. Because we use real num-
bers to model time, we cannot have a type in the programming language
corresponding exactly fiime To overcome this we introduce the program-
ming language typé&me , wheretime C Time(althoughtime may be
represented within the implementation as an integer in some appropriate
units, e.g., nanoseconds).

Definition 35 (gettime).Given an environmenp, provided X is a program
variable (xe p) of typetime ,

X : gettime =, *x: [X € Frp ... 7]

Note that we assume a perfect clock with no drift, or perhaps we should
say that the time base of our system is that provided by the implementation
of gettime, rather than some more global time, such as Universal Time

Coordinated (UTC).
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Also note that we assume that a clock tick will occur during the exe-
cution of thegettime command, so that there exists an elemerttroé
in the rangg-7y ... 7. This is a reasonable assumption provided the clock
resolution is fine enough — close to the machine instruction time — but for
a larger clock resolution the definition may have to be modified to take the
clock resolution into account. In that case we could degietime by

X : gettime =, *x: [x € 7y — resolution... 7]

whereresolutionis the time between clock ticks. For the remainder of this
paper we assume the simpler definition.

There is also the problem of the finite bound on the implementation
of typetime . We assume that the implementation of typee is suffi-
ciently large (at least well beyond the year 10,000) that this will not be a
problem in practice. In practice, an implementation only guarantees to meet
the specification until the end @ifme , not until the end offime

2.12 Delay until

A delay command guarantees that its completion is after the specified time.

Definition 36 (delay). Given an environmentp, provided D is an idle-
stable time-valued expression,

delay untilD =, x [D < 7] .

2.13 Deadline

The deadline directive allows a time deadline to be specified. It is the com-
piler's responsibility to ensure the deadline is met by the generated code. If
the compiler cannot, it must report a compile-time error.

Definition 37 (deadline).Given an environmenp, provided D is a time-
valued expression, which may include references to logical constants but
no references tey, or zero-subscripted variables,

deadlineD =, x [ =7 A 7 < DJ.

Because theleadline command takes no time, there is no need to require
D to be idle-stable. From the definition of the specification command we
have

M, (deadline D)
Or:[ro=7AT<DQ7T AT <7 ASstablp,Frp ... 79)]
OAskm...7{={7}

Ti[ro=7AT<DQT]
O[r<D@r]
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In refinement calculus terms, a deadline directive is a coercion. A tim-
ing path analysis is required to show that the deadline directive is always
reached before its deadline. In that context the directive can be eliminated.
Otherwise the program cannot be successfully compiled. For more discus-
sion on the deadline directive see Sections 1.2, 3 and 5.2.

2.14 Logical constants

Logical constants carry over from the standard refinement calculus. Note
that, unlike variables, logical constants are not implicit functions of time.
The definition of a logical constant block is given in terms of a predicate
transformer, whose goal may not contain free occurrences of the introduced
name. To account for this, the definition also includes the ability to system-
atically change the name of a logical constant to some fresh name.

Definition 38 (logical constant).Given an environmenp, provided u does
not occur free in G or vap),

M, (|[conu:TeC])(G)=(Ju:TeM,(C)(G))
and provided y does not occur free in C,
[conu:TeC] O, |[cony:TeC[¥]]

Law 39 (logical constant).Given an environmenjp, provided u does not
occur in C orvafp),and(Ju: Te P @),

CO,|[conu:Tex{P};C]||

Proof. Assumeu does not occur free i (otherwise changa to a fresh
name).

M, (J[conu: T ex{P};C]|)(G)

= Def. 38 (logical-constant)
(Ju:TeM, (x{P};C)(G))

= Def. 12 (sequential-composition); Def. 10 (assumption)
(Ju:TeP@T AM,(C)(G))

= u does not occur free i@ or G or var(p), and henceV,, (C) (G)
(Ju:TeP@r)AM,(C)(G)

= from assumption
M, (C)(G) O

Law 40 (remove logical constant).Given an environmenjp, provided u
does not occur in C or vdp), and T is non-empty,

[conu:TeC]|O,C

Proof. This is a special case of Law 39 (logical-constant) viAtthe pred-
icatetrue. 0O
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2.15 Refinement to a sequential composition

The refinement of a specification command to a sequential composition of
specification commands follows the same approach as in the standard re-
finement calculus. One must devise an intermediate prediz#tat holds

on termination of the first component, and hence also for the assumption of
the second component. Because we have assumed that there is no time de-
lay between the execution of the two commands) the effect of the first
component refers to the same timeram the assumption of the second
component. We would also like to allow referencesgavithin the effect

of the first component. However, referencesrgaare not allowed within

the assumptions of the second component. To cope with this we use the
approach used by Morgan [18] to handle zero-subscripted variables within
a sequential composition and introduce a logical constémtstand for the

start time of the first component, and replace all occurrencesg by u

within the assumptions of the second component. In the desired overall ef-
fect,R, my refers to the commencement of the whole sequential composition
(not the commencement of the second component). Hence the references to
79 in the effect of the second component are also replacad by

Law 41 (sequential composition)Given an environmenp, provided u is
a fresh name,
*x: [P, R

p][conu :Timee xx: [lu=7 AP, Q]; »x:[QQ (u,7), RQ (u,7)]]|

C

Q may contain unindexed references to variables. For example, a reference
to v is treated aw(7). Becauser is the finish time withinQ in the first
command as well as being the start time witfiiin the second command,
references te within the two occurrences @ refer to the value of at the

same time.

Proof.

*x: [P, R
O, Law 39 (logical-constant)y fresh
[conu:Timee x{u=r7}; xx: [P, R

We proceed by refining the body of the block.

M, (x{u=71}; «x: [P, R])
O Law 13 (separate-assumption); Def. 4 (specification)
T:lu=7APQ@Q7, RQ(19,7) AT9 <7 Astablep\ x,Frg ... 7])]
O Standard strengthen postcondition
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T:lu=7APQ@7, RQ(u,7) Au<rT Astablep\ x,fu...79)]

C Standard sequential composition
QQ(u,7) AusTA
i stablep \ x, Fu... 73)] °
[Q@(u,r)Au<7TA RQ(UT)AUZSTA
7' | stablgp\ x,Fu...73)’ stablgp\ x,Fu... 73)]
C Standard strengthen postcondition (twice)
[ QQ (1o, 7)) Ao < T A

i stabldp \ x, Ep ... 73)] °
Q@ (u,7) A\u<TA RQUT)ATISTA
| stablgp \ x,Fu...7)’ stablep\ x,Fp ... Tﬂ)]
C Def. 4 (specification); standard weaken precondition

M, (xx:[u=17AP, Q])o

) RQ (u,7)Q (19, 7) Ao < T A

T {Q@ ()@, stabl(e(ﬁ\x, ETO ...)73) ]
C Def. 4 (specification)

M, (x:[u=7AP, Q])oM,(*x:[QQ (u,7), RQ (u,7)])
O Def. 12 (sequential-composition)

M, (xx:[lu=7AP, Q; xx:[QQ (u,7), RQ(u,7)]) O

If Q andR do not involver, or zero-subscripted variables, the above
rule can be simplified.

T lu=TAPQT,

T lu=7TAPQT,

T:

Law 42 (simple sequential composition)Given an environmenj, pro-
vided Q and R do not involvg or zero-subscripted variables,

*xx: [P, RIC,*x: [P, Q]; »x:[Q, R
Proof.

*x: [P, R

C, Law 41 (sequential-composition); Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
[conu: Timee xx: [P, Q]; *x:[Q@ (u,7), RQ (u,7)]]|

O, from provisoQ @ (u, 7) = Q@ (79, 7) and similarly forR
[conu: Timee xx: [P, Q]; xx:[Q, R|]|

C, Law 40 (remove-logical-constant)
*xx: [P, Q]; »x:[Q, R O

A timing deadline in the effect of a specification command may be sep-
arated out into a deadline command.

Law 43 (separate deadline)Given an environmenty, provided D is a
time-valued expression, which may include references to logical constants
but no references t@, or zero-subscripted variables,

*xx: [P, RAT < D] C,#x: [P, R; deadlineD
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Proof.

*xx: [P, RAT < D]
C, Law 41 (sequential-composition); Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
|[conu: Timee
*xx: [P, R; »x:[RQ(u,7), (RAT<D)@(u,7)] ]
O, astp does not occur iD; Law 9 (remove-from-frame)
[conu: Timee xx: [P, R]; x[R@ (u,7), RQ (u,7) A7 <D]]|
C, Law 7 (strengthen-effect)
|[conu: Timee
*xx: [P, R; x[RQ(u,7), RQ(u,7)A19o=7AT7<D]]
C, Law 7 (strengthen-effect); Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
[conu: Timee xx: [P, R]; x[ro=7 AT <D]]
C, Law 40 (remove-logical-constant); Def. 37 (deadline)
*xx: [P, R]; deadlineD O

2.16 Prefix and postfix idle commands

In this section we examine the properties required by specification com-
mands in order to be able to prefix (postfix) them withidke command.

To prefix a specification by awlle command, the assumption of the speci-
fication must be idle-invariant, and additionally, the effect of the specifica-
tion must be able to tolerate the prefix of lake command. We refer to an
effect with this property as beingre-idle-invariant

Definition 44 (pre-idle-invariant). Given an environmenp, a predicate R
(which may involve and zero-subscripted variables)pse-idle-invariant
if and only if for any u not occurring in R or vép),

R@ (19,7) Au< 79 A stabl€p, Fu... 99) = RQ (u, 1)

Law 45 (pre-idle-invariant property). Given an environmenp, if a pred-
icate R has no references tp and all references to zero-subscripted vari-
ables in R are to program variables, then R is pre-idle-invariant.

Proof. As R does not contairny, R@ (u, 7) is R with every occurrence
of a zero-subscripted variable,, replaced by/(u), but all such variables
are stable over the interval ... 7y, and hence/(u) = v(7y). Therefore,
RQ (r9,7) = RQ (u,7). O

Law 46 (idle before).Given an environmeng, provided P is idle-invariant,
and R is pre-idle-invariant, then

*xx: [P, R] O, idle; xx: [P, R
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Proof. The refinement from right to left is a straightforward application
of Law 19 (skip-idle) followed by Law 16 (skip-identity). The refinement
from left to right follows.

*xx: [P, R]
C, Law 41 (sequential-composition); Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
[conu: Timee xx: [P, P A7y <7 Astabl&p, Fr...79)];
*xx: [P@Q (u,7) Au< T Astabl€p, Fu...79), RQ (u,7)]]|
C, Law 9 (remove-from-frame); Law 7 (strengthen-effect);7pan P
|[conu: Timee
*x [P, P]; *x:[PAu<TAstablg€p,Fu...7), RQ (u,7)] ]
C, Law 25 (idle-invariant)
|[conu: Timee
idle; xx: [P Au <7 Astablgp, Fu...794), RQ (u,7)]]|
C, Law 7 (strengthen-effectR pre-idle-invariant
[conu: Timee idle; xx: [P Au< 7 A stablgp, Fu...74), R]||
C, Law 6 (weaken-assumption); Law 40 (remove-logical-constant)
idle; xx: [P, R O

An idle command may be postfixed to a specification command pro-
vided the effect of the specification tolerates tHée command. We refer
to effects with this property as beimpst-idle-invariant

Definition 47 (post-idle-invariant). Given an environmenp, a predicate
R ispost-idle-invariantf and only if for any u not occurring in R or vép),
R@ (u, 7) is idle-invariant. That is,

R@ (u,79) A0 < 7 A stabldp, fFro... 74) = R@ (u, 1)

Law 48 (idle after). Given an environment of variables, provided R is
post-idle-invariant,

*xx: [P, R O, +x: [P, R];idle

Proof. The refinement from right to left follows from Law 19 (skip-idle)
followed by Law 16 (skip-identity). The refinement from left to right fol-
lows.

*x: [P, R
C, Law 41 (sequential-composition); Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
[conu: Timee xx: [P, R|; xx:[R@Q (u,7), RQ (u,7)]]|
C, Law 9 (remove-from-frame)
[conu: Timee xx: [P, R]; x[R@ (u,7), RQ (u,7)]]|
C, Law 25 (idle-invariant)R post-idle-invariant
[conu: Timee xx: [P, R];idle]|
C, Law 40 (remove-logical-constant)
*xx: [P, R];idle O
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2.17 Local variables

The definition of a local variable block in the real-time language involves
expanding the set of program variables for the command within the block.
Hence we need to give the definition in terms of the meaning fungtibn
introduced in Sect. 2.2, instead of using the abbreviated form of definition.
Because allocating and deallocating a local variable may take iibhe,
commands are used to represent possible time delays. In the definition of
AddVar below, a fresh variable nam#,, is used in place of the name

in order to allow the local variable to have the same name as an existing
variable. The renaming is necessary because the local variable block must
ensure the stability of the existing variable. Of course,iiself is a fresh
name, the renaming is unnecessary.

Definition 49 (local block). Given an environmentp, provided that the
type T is nonempty,

[varv:T e C]| O, idle; AddVay.t(C); idle

where AddVayt is defined as follows: provided is a fresh name (v¢
var(p)), and v does not occur free in the goal predicate, G,

M, (AddVaiT(C)) (G) = (¥V : Time—T o M,/ (C[%]) (G))

v

wherep’ is the environmenp with its local variables extended by, ¥hat
is, p’ = p +1V where

_ -+ _: Envx ldent— Env

(p+hV=p)e
(p'.in = p.in A p'.out= p.out A p’.local = p.localU {V'})

An alternative approach is not to treat local variables as timed traces,
but as standard refinement calculus local variables. With the alternative ap-
proach one can only useandv; to reference the value of local variables,
but it does allow an expand frame law [18].

Law 50 (introduce variable). Given an environmentp, and a variable
name, v, provided v does not occur free within P or RpT is nonempty,
P is idle-invariant and R is both pre- and post-idle-invariant, then

*xx: [P, Rl O, |[varv: T exv,x: [P, R]]|

Proof. First we introduce thédle commands in Def. 49 (local-block).
*xx: [P, R]

O, Law 46 (idle-before); Law 48 (idle-after)
idle; xx: [P, R];idle
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Next we show thaAddVar.t(xv, x: [P, R]) is equivalent toxx: [P, R].
Letp’ = p + vV and assum& does not occur free iG.

M, (AddVart(xv,x: [P, R])(G)
= Definition of AddVar, v does not occur if?, Randx
(VV : Time—T e M, (xV,x: [P, R])(G))
= Def. 4 (specification)
(VV :Time—=TeP@Q7 A
(V7T e RQ (19,7) A 79 < 7 A stabld(p,V) \ (V,x),Fr0 ... 79)
= G))
= asV does not occur i, R, G or x; V' is disjoint fromp; T nonempty
Par A (V7TeRQ (19,7) Ao < 7 Astabldp\ x,F7p ... 7]) = G)
= Def. 4 (specification)
M, (+x: [P, R])(G) O

Example: Relative delayA relative delay of lengtlb, whereD is an idle-
stable time-valued expression, can be specified by the following command.
*[10+D < 7]
It can be implemented by getting the current time and then using an (abso-
lute) delay until command to delay until the current time gdlus
*[10+D < 7]
C, Law 50 (introduce-variable}y + D < 7 pre- and post-idle-invariant
[varc:time exC:[rg+D <7]]
C, Law 41 (sequential-composition)
|[varc:time e | conu: Timee
*xC:u=7, 1o <cl; xc:[u<c, u+D<7]]]
C, Law 7 (strengthen-effect); Law 9 (remove-from-frame)
|[varc:time e | conu: Timee
*xC:U=7, ce€frp...74]; x[usc, c+D < 7] ]|
C, Law 6 (weaken-assumption); Law 40 (remove-logical-constant)
[varc:time exc:[ce fFr...79]; x[c+D < 7] ||
C, Def. 35 (gettime); Def. 36 (delay)
|[varc:time e c: gettime; delay untilc+ D ||

2.18 Outputs

Like local variables, outputs are program variables, but they differ from
local variables in that they are externally visible.
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Definition 51 (output). Given an environmentp, provided v ¢ var(p),
then for all goal predicates, G, whiahayinclude references to v,

M, (outputv: T eC)(G) = (Vv:Time—T e M, (C)(G))
where

_+o—: Envx ldent— Env

(p+ov=p) <
(p'.in = p.in A p'.out= p.outuU {v} A p'.local = p.local)

Note that, unlike local variables, it is not possible to change the name of
an output, and that the go#&, may refer to the output;. The only other
difference between local variables and output variables is that output vari-
ables are global (not stack-allocated), so we assume that no time is needed
to allocate or deallocate them.

2.19 Inputs

External inputs are not under the control of the program. Hence they are
not considered to be program variables. In addition, external inputs are ex-
ternally visible. The only way a program can affect the value of an external
input is by modifying an output, that indirectly controls the value of the
input, via the environment.

Definition 52 (input). Given an environmenp, provided v¢ var(p), then
for all goal predicates, G,

M, (inputv: T eC)(G) = (ve Time—T) A M, (C) (G)
where

_+i_:Envx ldent— Env

(p+iv=y) <=
(p'.in = p.inU {v} A p'.out= p.out A p'.local = p.local)

The purpose of declaring inputs is to introduce them as part of the name
space, as well as declare their type. Note that, unlike local variables, it is
not possible to change the name of an input, and that the @paiay refer

to the inputyv.
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2.20 Alternation

An alternation is defined in terms of a standard alternation. The guards
are required to be idle-stable expressions so that they are stable during
their evaluation. For the definition we use their value at the start time of
the whole alternation. The time taken to evaluate the guards and to exit a
branch of the alternation is accounted for by includide commands at

the beginning and end of each branch of the alternation. Althougidilee
commands are defined to allow an arbitrary detdgadline commands
placed elsewhere in the program ensure that they cannot take too long.

Definition 53 (alternation). Given an environmenp, provided B, .. ., By
are idle-stable Boolean-valued expressions, then

*if By — Cy if B @ 7 — M, (idle; Cy; idle)

-~ "

H Bn — Cn [I Bn @ T — Mp (i(ile7 Cn, idle)
fi fi

M,

Introducing an alternation is similar to the standard refinement calculus
rule.

Law 54 (alternation). Given an environmentp, provided P is an idle-
invariant predicate, B, ..., B, are Boolean-valued idle-stable expressions,
and R is a predicate that is both pre- and post-idle-invariant, then

*xx:[PA(BgV...VBn), R
C

«if By — +x: [PA By, R |...[Bn— #x:[PABn, Rfi

Proof. The introduction of the standard alternation relies on the equiva-
lenceofP A (By V...V By)@rand(PQr) A ((Bp@Q7) V...V (By@T)).

M, (+x: [PA(By V...V By), R])
O Def. 4 (specification)
RQ (79, 7) }

& {PA Bo Vi VB @, T A stablep\ x, Ero ... 7])
C Standard alternation introduction

. . R@(T07T)
ifBy@Q71 — 7: {P/\ By @, ATy < T/\Stab|qlﬁ\x7ETo...T—])}

| Bhn@Q71 — 7 {P/\Bn@T

fi
O Def. 4 (specification)

R@ (19, 7)
" N1 <7 Astabldp\ x,F7p ... )
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ifBy @71 — M, (*x: [P A By, R])

[Bn@7 — M, (xx: [P ABn, R])
fi
O Law 46 (idle-before); Law 48 (idle-after)
if By @7 — M, (idle; »x: [P A By, R];idle)

| Bn@r — M, (idle; *x: [P A By, R];idle)
fi
O Def. 53 (alternation)
M, (xif By — *x: [PABy, R |...[ By — xx:[PAB,, Rfi) O

2.21 lteration

An iteration is defined in terms of a standard iteration. The guard is re-
stricted so that it is stable during its evaluation. To account for the delay to
evaluate the guard and iterate or exit the loee commands are intro-
duced. To allow for loop exit overheads, including the case when the guard
is initially false, anidle is added after the loop.

Definition 55 (iteration). Given an environmenp, and a Boolean-valued
idle-stable expression, B, which does not contain references ¢o zero-
subscripted variables,

M, (xdoB — C od)

~

doB @7 — M, (idle; C; idle) od oM, (idle)

A multi-branch iteration may be defined in a similar manner. Introducing
an iteration is similar to the standard refinement calculus rule.

Law 56 (iteration timing). For the introduction of a loop one needs to sup-
ply a Boolean-valued guard expression, B, an invariant, INV, and a variant
expression, V, which evaluates to an element of a well-founded set with or-
dering <, provided INV and B hold. Given an environmemtprovided B

and V are idle-stable expressions, and INV is idle-invariant, and none of
B, V and INV contain references tg or zero-subscripted variables, and u

is a logical constant,

*X: [lNV Au=rT1, = BA |NV/]
Cp
xdoB — *x: [BAINV', INV' AV < V] od
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where INV = INV A u < 7 A stablep \ x,Fu... 79) and \§ is V with
every unindexed reference to a variable, v, replacedyand every oc-
currence ofr replaced byr.

Proof. As the first step in the proof, we introduce titHe command at the
end of Def. 55 (iteration). The introduction relies enB A INV’ being
post-idle-invariant.

wx: [INVAU=7, =BAINV
O, Law 48 (idle-after)
*xx: [INVAu=7, =BAINV'];idle

We now proceed to refine the first component.

M, (+x:[INVAu=7, =BAINV])
O Def. 4 (specification)

T: [INV/\UZT@T

C Definition of INV/

T [INV @7, =BAINV Q7]
C Standard iteration with variasM Q 7

doB@r —7:[BAINV @7, (INV@QT)A(V@QT <V@1)] od
C Definition of INV’; strengthen withry < 7

~BAINV' Q (79, 7)
" ATo < T Astabl€p\ x,Fr9 ... 79)

doBQr1 —
) , |NV//\V-<VQ@(T(),T)
T BAINVI@r, < - A stabldp )\ x, Frp ... )
od

O Def. 4 (specification)
doB@T — M, (x: [BAINV/, INV' AV < V]) od

We now concentrate on the body of the loop. The following step relies on
the fact thaB A INV' is idle-invariant, and thaNV’' A V < V is both
pre- and post-idle-invariant.

*xx: [BAINV/, INV AV < Vg
O, Law 46 (idle-before); Law 48 (idle-after)
idle; xx: [BAINV', INV' AV < V] ; idle

Combining the above together we get the following.

doBQr —
M, (idle; xx: [BAINV/, INV' AV < V] ; idle)
od oM, (idle)
O Def. 55 (iteration)
M, (xdoB — xx: [BAINV', INV' AV < V] od) O
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A simpler rule for iteration does not involve timing aspects.

Law 57 (iteration). For the introduction of a loop one needs to supply a
Boolean-valued guard expression, B, an invariant, INV, and a variant ex-
pression V, which evaluates to an element of a well-founded set with order-
ing <, provided INV and B hold. Given an environmemtprovided B and

V are idle-stable expressions, and INV is idle-invariant, and none of B, V
and INV contain references t@ or zero-subscripted variables,

wx: [INV, =B A INV]
[

+doB — xx: [BAINV, INV AV < V] od

where \§ is V with every unindexed reference to a variable, v, replaced by
Vp, and every occurrence afreplaced byr.

Proof. We letINV' = INV A u < 7 A stablgp \ x, Fu... 79), whereu is
a fresh logical constant, and make use of Law 56 (iteration-timing).

xx: [INV, =B A INV]
C, Law 39 (logical-constant); Law 13 (separate-assumption)
[conu: Timee xx: [u=7 AINV, = BAINV]]|
8, Law 7 (strengthen-effect)
[conu: Timee xx: [u=7 AINV, = BAINV] ]
O, Law 56 (iteration-timing)
[conu: Timee xdoB — xx: [BAINV', INV' AV < V;] od ]|
O, Law 7 (strengthen-effect); Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
[conu: Timee xdoB — xx: [BAINV, INV AV < V] od]|
O, Law 40 (remove-logical-constant)
xdoB — *xx: [BAINV, INVAV <Vy]od O

Example: Absolute delayAs an example of a real-time refinement using
a loop we give an implementation of a delay until command in terms of an
iteration involving thegettime command and a primitive delay command,
tick, that delays for at least some fixed time- 0.

tick =, x [19 + € < 7]
We begin from the specification of an absolute delay.

*[D < 7]
O, Law 50 (introduce-variable); Law 7 (strengthen-effect)
[varc:time exc:[D<c<r7|]
C, Law 42 (simple-sequential-composition)
[varc:time exc:[c<7]; xc:[c<7, D<c<7]]
C, Law 7 (strengthen-effect); Def. 35 (gettime)
[varc:time ec:gettime; xc:[c<7, D<c<7|]
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The remaining specification command refines to an iteration, with invariant,
¢ < 7, and variant, % . For this refinement we make use of the fact

that the loop introduction rule only requires the variant to be a member of
the well-founded set (in this case the natural numbers) provided both the
invariant and the loop guard hold.

xc:[c<7, D<c< 7]
C, Law 57 (iteration)
*doc < D — «C: {C< DAac<rt, c<TA {DfCJ < [D—COJ:| od

€

The body of the loop can be refined as follows.

*C: [c<D/\c§7, c<TA {%J < {D‘ECOH
C, Law 41 (sequential-composition); Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
[conu:Timeexc:[c<DAC<T, Cog<ToAT)+€<T];
+Clo(u) Sunu+e<T, c<r A |B=E| < | B
C, Law 9 (remove-from-frame); Law 7 (strengthen-effect)
[conu:Timeex[c<DAC<T, 9+€<T7]|;
xC:[c(u) SuAu+e<T, c€fry..7q]]
C, Law 6 (weaken-assumption); Law 40 (remove-logical-constant)
*x[ro+e<7]; xc:[cefr... 7]
C, Definition oftick; Def. 35 (gettime)
tick; c: gettime

The collected code for the absolute delay follows.

[ varc:time ec: gettime;
xdoc < D — tick; c: gettime od ||

The refinement of an absolute delay has been given here as a simple, but
interesting, example of a real-time refinement involving a loop. In practice,
the explicit use of the commartdick is unnecessary because the time taken
by the loop overhead is bounded below by some constan®. One could

allow for such overheads in Def. 55 (iteration) by replacing the fd$é¢
command by aick, and developing a more complex refinement rule. This
has been done for the development of a loop introduction rule that uses a
fixed deadline to guarantee termination [8].

2.22 Procedures

A procedure call may involve delays due to the overheads of entering and
exiting the procedure.
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Definition 58 (procedure call). Consider a procedure C defined via
C = procedure S

where S is the specification of C. A call on the procedutal]l C, is defined
to be equivalent to executing some implementation of the procedure, but
with delays before and after to allow for calling overheads.

idle; S idle C, »callC

Law 59 (procedure call). Given an environmenty, provided P is idle-
invariant, and R is both pre- and post-idle-invariant, then, if a procedure C
is defined via

C = procedure *x: [P, R]
then

*x: [P, R] C, callC
Proof.

*x: [P, R

O, Law 46 (idle-before); Law 48 (idle-after)
idle; xx: [P, R];idle

C, Def. 58 (procedure-call)
*xcallC O

Parameters to procedures can be handled in the same way as in the
standard calculus [17] (the timing analysis must account for any additional
overhead).

3 The extended programming language

The extended programming language contains all the commands in the
wide-spectrum language, except for the specification command. In addi-
tion, the extended language has the following restrictions:

— the variables in the frame of an assignmentead, or agettime com-
mand should be program variables, not external inputs;

— the variable being read byr@ad command should be an external input;

— expressions appearing in assignments, guards and delays should be pro-
gramming language expressions, that is, they may only reference pro-
gram variables (outputs and local variables) but may not reference exter-
nal inputs orry or 7 or logical constants or zero-subscripted variables;
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— the expression in a deadline command should be a programming lan-
guage expression, except that it may also reference logical constants
(but recall that deadline directives must be removed by a timing analy-
sis process before the program is finally code);

— the program may contain logical constants, provided the only references
to logical constants are in assumptions and deadline commands.

The deadline command is quite different from the other primitive com-
mands because, if the deadline has already passed when the command is
reached, it is infeasible. In general, such a command cannot be considered
part of the executable subset of the language. However, if one can show that
the deadline command is always guaranteed to be reached before its dead-
line passes, then it can be eliminated. In standard refinement calculus terms
the deadline commandleadline D, is a coercion of the formir < D] .

The standard refinement calculus rule for removing an assumption-coercion
pair can be applied to a deadline command.

{r <D}; [r <D] C skip

That allows a deadline command to be eliminated, provided the time at
which it is reached is before its deadliri,

For the purposes of real-time refinement we retain the deadline com-
mand as a primitive command in our extended programming language.
We rely on a timing analysis being performed on the machine code gen-
erated for the program. If the analysis guarantees that all deadlines will
be reached in time, the deadlines may be elided and the resulting program
is executable, but if the timing analysis fails, the program is rejected. The
failure of the analysis could either be because the program contains unmet
deadlines, or because the analysis is not sophisticated enough to determine
that all deadlines are met. In the latter case the program, although correct,
is still rejected because it has not been shown to met all deadlines. Timing
analysis is discussed in more detail in the example in Sect. 5.2.

In order to specify some deadlines it is advantageous to allow the dead-
line command to refer to logical constants. For example, the following
specifies that the assignmenrt,= 3, takes at most 10 attoseconds to exe-
cute.

[cons: Timee x {7 = s} ; X := 3; deadline s+ 10attosecond§ (11)

Logical constants are not code, but they may be removed provided there are
no references to them within the program. In the above example the timing
analysis, if successful, will remove the deadline command and hence one
reference to the logical constant. The other reference to the logical constant
is in the assumption, but assumptions can always be removed. Hence a
successful timing analysis of the above fragment allows all references to
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s to be removed, and hensscan be removed. In order to accommodate
fragments such as that above, we allow the extended language to include
logical constants, provided the only references to logical constants are in
assumptions and deadline commands.

In some cases the timing analysis fails because the code generated for
the target machine takes too long and fails to meet the deadline. In such
cases a faster machine or a better compiler or a combination of both may
be able to meet the deadline. In other cases it may be impossible to generate
code to meet the deadline for any machine. For example, the sequence

delay until d;
deadlined — 1s

has a timing constraint of minus one second. It is impossible to meet this
deadline on any machine. For our refinement theory we do not need to
distinguish whether deadlines are impossible or not, but we hope that the
vigilant programmer will not generate code with impossible deadlines. Of
course, the analysis process can be applied to detect intrinsically impossible
deadlines before the program is even compiled. That form of analysis can
be applied to partially refined programs at any stage to check for impossible
deadlines. Indeed, analysis of partially refined programs may be used at
any stage to assist the engineer to determine the timing constraints on the
partially refined code, and hence determine whether an implementation is
likely to meet its deadlines. It may highlight the paths with the tightest
constraints, where the most care needs to be taken.

4 Feasibility

The reader may be familiar with the notion of feasibility and Dijkstra’s
law of the excluded miraclizom the standard refinement calculus [3]. The
definition of feasibility for the standard refinement calculus is not appro-
priate for the real-time calculus. In this section we develop a definition of
real-time feasibilityand show its relationship to standard feasibility. This
section may be skipped by those readers more interested in the application
of the refinement calculus; the following sections do not rely on it.

An unusual feature of our semantics (Def. 4 (specification)) is that each
command operates by updatingly the special time variable. All other
program variables are timed traces and are sirophstrainedoy the com-
mand. This means that most of our commandsrdeasiblein the standard
refinement calculus. For example,

*Vv: [1 <9, 7<10AV(T) = 3]
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is equivalent to the standard specification command

T<10AV(T)=3

: < N
THT S0 (T <7 A stablep\ v, Ero ... 7)

(12)
which is only feasible if the trace already has the constant val@gat

least up to time 10) in the initial state, because the tradees not ap-

pear in the frame of the equivalent standard specification command, so the
specification cannot update it. Yet according to our refinement laws, this
specification can be implemented by the assignment 3, plus a deadline

of one second, so intuitively the specification should be feasible.

It is quite common in the standard refinement calculus for valid de-
velopments to include some infeasible program fragments [16]. They typ-
ically appear in some context that avoids the infeasible part of their be-
haviour, so that the whole surrounding program remains feasible. However,
according to the standard te®ijkstra’s Law of the Excluded Miracle:
S(false) = falsé), virtually all commands are infeasible with our seman-
tics. The standard test is inappropriate for our calculus for the following
two reasons:

1. We designed the semantics to exclude program output and local traces
from the frame. This means that most of our refinements are done in
the ‘magical’ portion of the predicate transformer lattice, but it allows
us to use total traces (avoiding undefinedness issues), and gives a more
elegant semantics than alternative approaches, where each comxnand
tendsor overwritesa segment of the traces [23].

2. Our real-time variables are modeled as traces over time, and most pro-
gram fragments constrain only a small segment of the traces, typically
in the rangeg(t : Time| 7p < t < 7}, which we shall write a¢ 7 ... 7.

We want programs that constrain traces outside this range of times to be
treated as infeasible. We view output traces as being observable (up to
the current time7), from outside the system, so do not want programs
to be able to change history! That is, any program that constrains an
output tracer at timet < 7y should be infeasible, because it is attempt-
ing to further constrain an output that may have already been observed.
Similarly, programs that attempt to make time go backwards should be
infeasible.

The standard feasibility test is too coarse to make these distinctions that
we want for our real-time calculus. So we now propose a more suitable
feasibility test.

For an environmentyp, recall thaty stands for the program variables
(i.e., the outputs and local variables) @fWe would like to quantify over
(partial) traces over the variables grandp. We use ¥ p : Time— T,’ to
stand for quantification over traces of all variablesjnT, stands for the
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type of the variables ip. Similarly, 'V p : £19 ... 7{ — T’ stands for the
quantification over partial traces from to 7 of all program variables.

We define a test for identifying predicates that depend upon traces of
program variables only up to time, not on the future portion of those
traces [23].

Definition 60 (Future-Independent). Given an environmeni, a predi-
cate Q on the variables ¢fis future independerdccording to the follow-
ing definition.

FuturelndependeptQ) =
(Vp:Time— Ty 10,7, 7" : Timee 70 <7 < 7/ =

(Vﬁ’:GT...T’{{%TﬁOQ@Q[ﬁ%ﬁ})))

wherep ¢ p’ stands for the tracg overridden by the partial tracg’ in the
interval for whichp' is defined, i.e.t7 ... 7.

All of our real-time commands are defined in terms of conjunctive pred-
icate transformers with frame. From relational-decomposition results in
the standard refinement calculus [13] we know that every conjunctive com-
mandC (in an environmenp) is equivalent to a specification command

7: [assump(C), effect(C)]

where

= M <><true>
(= M, (C) (r # 7)) [Z2]

The assumption of the specification command is just the condition under
which it is guaranteed to terminate. In general, for a predicate transformer,
PT, - PT(—~ R), characterises those states from wH#dhis not guaranteed
to achieve- R, that is, it characterises those states from which it is possible
for PT to achieveR. The definition ofeffect,(C), characterises those states
from which there exists a timg such that it is possible fd€ to terminate
with 7 equal tor’. The renaming is used to convert the predicate in terms
of 7 for the start time anda’ for the finish time, into a predicate with for
the start time ane for the finish time. See [13] for more detalils.

Hence for a conjunctive command,

assump(C)
effect,(C) =

M, (C) (R) = assump(C) A (V7 : Timee effect,(C) = R) [Tlo}

For example, in the case of a real-time specification commandA, E],
theassump(. . .) andeffecj,(. . .) terms can be derived fromandE.
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Theorem 1.For any specification commanéy: [A, E], in an environ-
mentp, we have:

assump(xv: [A, E])=AQ@rT
effect(xv: [A, E]) =
AQry=EQ (19,7) Ao <7 Astabldp\ v,Frp...7])

Proof. The theorem follows from Def. 4 (specification) plus the definitions
of assump(C) andeffect,(C) above. O

The assumption of a real-time feasible command should depend on the
value of the program variables only up to the start time of the command,
and the effect of a command should depend on the value of the program
variables only up to the completion time of the command. In addition, for a
command to beeal-time feasiblgfor any tracep, of program variables that
satisfies the assumption of the command, there must exist a partialdrace,
of the program variables over the execution interval of the command, such
that the effect of the command holds for the traegdated over the interval
€70 ... 7 with the partial tracgy’, i.e., the effect should hold fgr @ 5’

Definition 61 (RTFeasible).Given an environmeng, and a conjunctive
command, C,

RTFeasiblg(C) =
Futurelndependeptassump(C)) A
Futurelndependepteffec),(C)) A
(V1o : Timg p: Time— T, o

assump(C) [2] =

(37 :Time j': 70 ... 73 = T, » effect(C) [22£])

Applying RTFeasiblgo example (12) above (within = {}, p = {v}), we
see that the assumption and effect are both future-independent, so we get:

RTFeasible(xv: [T <9, 7 <10 A V(1) = 3])
=1 :Timev: Time—Ner; <9=
(3r:TimeV:frp..7]—Ne
(T<1I0AV(T)=3AT0<T) {@}))
= true

Itis interesting to look at hoRTFeasiblgudges other simple specifica-
tions. Assume that the environmenhas a single input variabkeand two
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output variablesx andy, and that the predicateis future independent.

L. RTFeasible(xx: [false E]) = tru

2. RTFeasiblg(xx: [true, true]) = tru

3. RTFeasible(xx: [true, fals€) :false
4. RTFeasiblg(xx: [true, 7 =79 —1]) = false
5. RTFeasible(xx: [true, 7 < 9]) = false
6. RTFeasiblg(xx: [r < 8, 7 < 9]) =tru

7. RTFeasible(xx: [true, y( )= ):false
8. RTFeasiblg(xx: [true, x(7) = 2]) = true ()
9. RTFeasiblg(xx: [true, x(7) = y(7)]) = true (x)
10. RTFReasiblg(xx: [T < 8, 7 <9 A X(1) = €(10)]) = true (x)
11. RTFeasiblg(xx: [T <8, 7 <9 AX(T) = e(9)]) = true ()
12. RTFeasiblg(x [true, 7p =7 < 9] = false

The starred lines show wheR Feasiblaiffers from standard feasibil-
ity. Note that in all the exampleg,is not in the frame, so is required to be
stable during-7y ... 7. Specifications 8, 9 and 10 are feasible because
is in the frame, so thd in the definition ofRTFeasibleallows thex trace
to be updated during timgsr, ... 7. Specification 8 could be refined to
x := 2 and 9 could be refined to:= y (no deadlines are required, since the
specifications do not give any upper bound for the finish time,

It is interesting to note that specification 10 passes the feasibility test
even though it refers to the inpatat time 10, which is in the future, since
it terminates withm < 9. This illustrates that our feasibility test allows
some non-causal specifications (where information may need to flow back-
wards in time) to be treated as feasible, even though it may not be possible
to generate code for such specifications. In our experience, specifications
often refer to future input values to express assumptions about how those
inputs change over time, and there is no simple test that distinguishes such
innocuous future references from those that imply non-causal behaviour.

Although example 11 passes the feasibility test, in practice it cannot be
refined to our target language. One reason for this is that our target language
does not provide any command for reading an input value at an exact time
(only sometime betweery andr) — such a command would be impossible
to implement without knowing more about how the valuesoiries over
time. Even if there were such a command, specification 11 requires the read
of eto be done at time, which would leave no time to store the value into
X (this problem would be detected when the code is submitted to the timing
analysis phase of our methodology).

This again illustrates that our feasibility test provides only an approxi-
mation to practical feasibility. Any program that is rejected by our feasibil-
ity test is definitely not implementable. However, some programs that pass
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the feasibility test may still not be implementable, because the specification
language can express relationships and properties (like references to future
input values, or other non-causal effects) that are not expressible in the tar-
get programming language or because timing requirements are too tight.
This is as expected, we want specification languages to be more expressive
than implementation languages and the analysis of code timings is deferred
to a later stage. The ultimate assurance of feasibility comes only when a
specification has been refined to code and all the timing requirements of
that code have been checked.

In the final example, 12, the command is equivalentitaadline 9.
As expected, this fails the real-time feasibility test, but that does not mean
that programs that contain deadline commands are infeasible. The extended
programming language allows deadline commands, but in order to get to
code in the target programming language, all deadlines must be removed
by a timing analysis phase that shows that the generated code will reach
each deadline command before its stated deadline.

The next theorem relatd®TFeasiblg(C) to the standard feasibility of
an entire process. Any top-level process can be written as a conjunctive
command,C, within a block that declares the inputs and outputs for the
process]| inputx : S outputv : T e C ||. If the body of a process
satisfiesRTFeasible then the whole process is feasible in the traditional
sense. Intuitively, this result validates our definitiorRi¥fFeasible

Theorem 2 (Process-Feasibility)Given a conjunctive command, C, if C
is real-time feasible then the top-level process containing just C, with all
the inputs and outputs in C’s environment explicitly declared within the
process, is (standard) feasible.

RTFeasiblg(C) =
My ([inputx: S outputv: T e C]|) (false) = false

whereg is the empty environment, apd= ¢ +; X + V.
Proof. AssumeRTFeasiblg(C).

My (][ input X : S outputv: T e C]|) (false)
= Def. 52 (input); Def. 51 (output)

x € Time— SA (Yv: Time— T e M, (C) (false))
= drop first conjunct

(Vv:Time—T e M, (C) (false)
= SinceC is conjunctive

(Vv: Time— T e assump(C) A (V7 : Timee — effec,(C)) [l})

70
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= distributingV over A
(Vv:Time— T e assump(C)) A

(Vv:Time— T e (V7 : Timee — effec)(C)) [l}

70
= Rewritingassump(C) using definition ofRTFeasiblg(C)
(Vv:Time—Te

(37:TimeV : ¢7 ... 7] — T e effect(C) [V@V’]) H) A

\'

(vVv: Time— T o (¢7 : Timee - effect(C)) [Z])

70

= Using last conjunct (witlv beingv & V) to rewriteeffecy,(C) [@} :

(Vv:Time—Te (I7:TimeV : (1p...7] — T e false)
= false O

In conclusion, the definition dRTFeasiblgrovides a useful check that
can be applied to detect most infeasible specifications, even though it is
more complex than the standard feasibility test. Fortunately, it is not essen-
tial to check real-time feasibility when developing a program by refinement.
If the refinement process ends with code, then because code, with the no-
table exception of the deadline command, is real-time feasible, there is no
need to check feasibility except for the deadline commands. Feasibility of
deadline commands comes down to ensuring that the deadline command is
reached at a time before its deadline. To check this we need to check the
actual execution time of the code leading up to the deadline via a timing
analysis process. The role of the deadline command is discussed in more
detail in Sections 3 and 5.2.

5 An example specification and refinement

In this section we illustrate the use of sequential real-time refinement on
the simple example of a message receiver.

5.1 Specification of a message receiver

The environment.Before giving the specification of the operation to be
performed, we need to set up the environment of the receiver. The receiver
takes input from an input buffer registén, that is assumed to hold the
characters of the message over time. The message is to be assembled and
placed in the local variablensg which is a sequence of characters with
indices starting from one.

inputin : char; var msg: seqchar
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Each character of the message is available in the input buffer for only 80
microseconds and the characters appear in the input buffer at intervals of
100 microseconds.

const chsep= 100 4 s; chdef=80 s

The receiver begins execution at tirsart, which corresponds to the time

at which a start-of-text character was identified in the input stream. The
characters of the message follow the start-of-text character at regular inter-
vals of duratiorchsep

con start: Time

Theith character of the message is therefore available in the input buffer
during the interval fronstart 4+ chsepx i until start+ chsepx i + chdef.

let interval =

(Ai:nat e [start+ chsepxi ... start+ chsepxi + chdef]) (13)

Thelet construct introduces a syntactic abbreviation.

We would like to state that the input buffer is stable over every interval
up to the first interval that contains an end-of-texT¥K) character. How-
ever, in general there may be more than one character in the input buffer
during an interval. Hence we first introduce the relatabvin, that relates
each indexj, to every character in the input buffer during fitle interval.
(Later we will see thathinis a function up to the first end-of-text charac-
ter.)

let chin= {i : nat ; ch: char |che in(interval(i)) ei+— ch} (14)

The receiver assumes that an end-of-té&XTX) character appears in the
input stream.

x{3Ji:nat ei#0AETXe in(interval(i))} (15)

This assumption does not dependoiWe state it once as an assumption,
rather than including it explicitly in the assumption of the specification (i)
below and numerous specification commands within the refinement. Be-
cause the assumption is frame-invariant, it can be distributed through the re-
finement using Law 26 (frame-invariant-assumption), but we do not bother
to show these steps explicitly.

The message to be received consists of all the characters in the input
stream up until the first end-of-text character. We introduséo stand for
that position.

let mx=min{i : nat |i# 0 A ETX € in(interval(i)) } (16)
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The receiver also assumes that the input buffer is stable (with the appro-
priate character of the message) for each character time up until the first
end-of-text character.

*x{Vi:1..mxe stablgin,interval(i))} 17)

From the above properties we can deduce that the stream of input characters
up to the first end-of-text character is uniquely defined, that is, the relation
chin, with its domain restricted to indices in the range 1 througimto
inclusive, relates each such index to a single character, and hence it is a
sequence of characters.

((1..mx) < chin) € seqchar (18)

The binary operator<’ takes a set and a relation and returns the relation
with its domain restricted to the elements in the set.

The specification. Given the above environment, the receiver should ex-
tract the characters from the input stream up to, but not including, the first
end-of-text character, and place them in the variatdg The receiver pro-
cess is assumed to start at tistart, and is required to complete within one
character time of the first end-of-text character.

msg= (1..mx— 1) <chinA

*Msg |start = 7, 7 < start+ chsepx (mx+ 1) 0

5.2 Final program and timing analysis

In order to give the reader an idea of the way in which the delay and dead-
line commands are used in practice, we present the final code for the re-
ceiver (Fig. 1) before detailing the refinement of the receiver specification.
The receiver program determines an (upper bound) approximation to the
start time in the variablet, and then proceeds to read all the characters of
the message until an end-of-text character is found. The program in Fig. 1
is not the most efficient implementation of the specification. Its form was
chosen to make the relationship between the original specification and the
refined program as simple as possible.

The final program includes deadline commands. These cannot be com-
piled to machine code, and an analysis of the program is required to de-
termine whether the deadlines are met. The analysis is performed in two
phases. Firstly, paths of the program that end at a deadline command are
analysed to determine the timing constraint on each path. In the second
phase the machine code generated for each program path is analysed to de-
termine whether or not it meets the constraint on the path. In this section we
concentrate on the first phase of determining the paths and their associated
timing constraints.
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A {start: 7'} ;
|[ varst: time e
B :: st: gettime;
C:: x {start < st} ;
[[varn: nat ; ch:char e

msg= (1..n—1) <chinA )

let INV = (1 < n < mxA start < st A ch = chin(n)

n,msg:= 1, ();
D :: delay until st+ chsep« n;
ch: read(in);
E :: deadline start+ chsep« n 4 chdef;
xdoch+£ ETX —
n,msg:= n+ 1,msg" (ch);
F :: delay until st+ chsep« n;
ch: read(in);
G :: deadline start+ chsep« n + chdef
od;

*{n=mx}

II;
H :: deadline start+ chsep« (mx+ 1)

Fig. 1 The receiver program (without procedusadchaj

Determining timing path constraintsTo make life simpler in the analysis,

we require that delay commands are reached before their specified delay
times. That allows delays to be used as the starting point of paths. This is a
stricter requirement than necessary and, although it simplifies the analysis,
it may lead to a valid program failing the analysis.

The first path we consider is the path fréxrio D in Fig. 1. It consists
of the allocation of the local variablgt, reading the current time intst,
allocatingn andch, and assigning initial values toandmsg The starting
time of the path istart, and the path should finish befose+ chsepx n,
if the delay is to be reached before its specified delay time. In the path
n is assigned the value 1. Hence the deadline is actsalychsep The
time available to execute the path is the difference between the starting and
finishing times:st + chsep— start This expression contains the variable
st, which contains the retrieved clock time. The minimum, and hence most
pessimistic, value for the path time is whehis minimal. The smallest
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feasible value okt is start plus the minimum execution time for the path
A-B. Hence we can express the time constraint for the pafhas

start+ min(A-B) + chsep— start = min(A-B) + chsep

Aside: A better bound on the minimum value sifcan be determined at
the level of machine code, where the internals of the implementation of
gettime are available. We do not consider such refinements of the path
analysis techniques in this paper.

Having determined the constraint on pa@hD in order to ensure that
D is reached before its delay time, we may assivis reached before its
delay time for the analysis of the remainder of the program. The next path
we consider is fronD to E. It includes the lateness of the delay command
(D), and the read command. Execution must reableforestart+ chsepx
n + chdef. Hence the time constraint for this path is

start+ chsep« n + chdef— (st+ chsepx« n) = start+ chdef— st

Again this contains the variabl, but this time the constraint is minimal
whenst is maximal. An upper bound on the value sifis start plus the
maximum execution time of the pa#+-C. Hence the time constraint on the
pathD-E is

start+ chdef— (start+ maxA-C)) = chdef— maxA-C)

For our analysis we require the delay commaridiatbe reached before
its delay time. Hence we consider the path frbnto F, which consists of
the lateness of the delay @t the read command, evaluating the loop guard
(to true), and updating the values mfindmsg The starting time for the
path isst+ chsep« n. The finishing time is alsst + chsepx n, but along
the pathn has been incremented. To allow for the increment we express
the finishing time in terms of the values of the variables at the start of the
path; that gives the finishing time as+ chsep« (n+ 1). Hence the time
constraint on the path is

st+ chsep« (n+ 1) — (st+ chsepx n) = chsep

The path fronF to G has the same time constraint as the [tk.

The next path we consider is from the delayathrough the remainder
of the body of the loop, looping back to the start of the loop, and then back
down toF. Its starting and finishing times are bttt chsepr n, but along
the pathn has been incremented. Hence the timing constraint for this path
is the same as for pafb—F.

The next path we consider beginsFatexecutes the remainder of the
body of the loop, loops back to the start of the loop and evaluates the guard
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(to false) and exits the loop; it then exits the two local variable blocks,
deallocating the associated variables, before reacHinghe path has a
starting time oft+chsep<n and a finishing time oftart+ chsep< (mx+1).

That gives a constraint start+ chsep: (mx+ 1) — (st+ chsep:n). On exit

from the loop we know that = mxfrom the assumption just after the loop.
That assumption was generated as part of the refinement (Sect. 5.3) in order
to allow the timing analysis access to that information. The assumption,
n = mx allows the constraint to be simplified to

start+ chsep« (n+ 1) — (st+ chsep« n) = start+ chsep— st

As with the pathD-E, this is minimal wherstis maximal. This gives the
time constraint

start+ chsep— (start+ maxA-C)) = chsep— maxA-C)

The final path we need to consider is fr@o H. It corresponds to the
case when the loop guard is false on its first evaluation, and the body of the
loop is never entered. The constraint on the path is

start+ chsepx (mx—+ 1) — (st+ chsepx n)

This is the same constraint as for the peth.

Timing analysis of machine code pathslaving determined constraints on
every timing path in the program, the final phase is to analyse the machine
code generated by the compiler for each path to determine whether it meets
its time constraint. In order to perform the analysis, the timing points in the
high-level language program need to be mapped by the compiler to points
in the generated machine code. In addition, any optimisations performed
by the compiler need to take into account the position of timing points;
code involving accesses or updates to external inputs or outputs may not be
moved across a timing point. These issues are discussed in more detail in
[10], and timing analysis of machine code sequences is discussed in [11].

Timing path constraints and refinemenhote that determining the tim-

ing constraints on paths is, in general, a non-trivial process. Finding all the
deadline directives and extracting their deadline times is straightforward,
but determining a suitable corresponding starting point for the path requires
some intelligence. In addition, simplifying the timing constraint on a path
may require the use of non-trivial properties of the program. These prop-
erties need to be passed from the refinement process to the timing analysis
process via assumptions in the program code. For example, in the receiver
program the property that= mxon termination of the loop is required to
simplify the timing constraints on paths exiting the loop. The assumptions
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on a path give a collection of constraints that can be used to simplify its
timing constraint. Timing constraint determination can be automated pro-
vided the programs being analysed are of a sufficiently simple form. See
[5] for a more detailed discussion of timing constraint analysis and [4] for

preliminary work on automation of constraint determination.

The integration of refinement and timing analysis into the one develop-
ment process makes it possible to use higher-level program properties to
assist in the timing analysis, and hence simplify constraints that could not
be resolved using just the program code. That may require modification of
the refinement of a program in order to include assumptions that enable
timing path constraints to be simplified.

In the receiver example all the timing constraints can be simplified to
constant values. This is because we have taken care to generate a program
with sensible timing constraints. The refinement process does not preclude
the generation of non-constant timing constraints, such as data dependent
time constraints. However, it is possible for a refinement to generate time
constraints that are so complex that an automated timing analysis process
cannot resolve them. In such cases, the timing analysis process should fail,
and identify the reason for failure.

In the receiver program, the analysis of timing constraints has been sim-
plified by the fact that there is a timing point inside the loop, which effec-
tively cuts the cycle in the loop. Without a cut point in a loop, the whole of
the loop becomes part of a path. One would not expect the timing constraint
on a path containing a loop to be constant. Instead it would be an expres-
sion involving a variable that corresponds to the number of times the loop
is executed. In such a case, determining the timing constraint expression is
no different to a path that does not involve a loop, but the analysis of the
time taken by the machine code for the loop also needs to take into account
the number of times the loop is executed.

5.3 Refinement

In the refinement we do not generate exactly the code given in Fig. 1, in-
stead we introduce a procedureadchar which corresponds to the task
of reading a single character. The code including the procedure is given in
Fig. 2. We return to timing path analysis with procedures in Sect. 5.5.

For the refinement we assume the environment described in Sect. 5.1.
The refinement begins from the specification (i) from Sect. 5.1, which we
repeat here.

msg= (1..mx— 1) <chinA

xMSg S@a="7, " start+ chseps (mx+ 1)

(i)
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readchar= procedure * ch: [Stal’t <st ch= chin(n)]
E, [ |: delay untilst+ chsept n;
ch: read(in);
J :: deadline start+ chsep« n + chdef
]
K {start=r};

|| varst: time e

L :: st: gettime;

M ::  {start < st} ;

|[varn:nat ; ch:char e

msg= (1..n— 1) < chinA >

let INV = (1 <'n < mxA start < stA ch = chin(n)

n,msg:= 1, ();
N :: xcall readchat
*doch# ETX—
n,msg:=n+ 1,msg" (ch);
O :: xcall readchar
od;

*«{n=mx}

II;
P :: deadline start+ chsep+ (mx+ 1)

Fig. 2 Message receiver program with procedure

Separate out the finishing deadlinéd’he second conjunct of the effect of
the specification is clearly a time deadline. This can be separated out.

0]
C, Law 43 (separate-deadline)
xmsg [start= 7, msg= (1..mx— 1) < chin; (ii)

deadline start 4 chsepx (mx+ 1)

At this stage of the refinement, one can perform a trivial timing analysis of
the partially refined program. It gives a timing constraintiefep: (mx+1)

for the whole receiver process. As this is linear in the number of characters
to be read, it does not raise any alarms.

Capture the starting time.The starting time of the program is given by
the logical constanstart. Although deadline directives may make use of
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logical constants, other commands in the final program code, such as de-
lays, may not reference logical constants. The next few refinement steps are
done with the foresight that the varialdtis required as an (upper bound)
approximation to the value dftart (The obvious initial refinement is to
usestartinstead ofst, but then to get code one needs to then eliminate all
references tatart) The application of Law 50 (introduce-variable) relies

on the fact that the predicatgtart < 7, is idle-invariant, and the predicate,
msg= (1 .. mx— 1) < chin, is both pre- and post-idle-invariant.

(ii)
C, Law 13 (separate-assumption); Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
*{start=7}; +msg [start < 7, msg= (1..mx— 1) < chin|
C, Law 50 (introduce-variable) fost
* {start= 1} ;
[ varst: time e
xSt msg [start < 7, msg= (1..mx— 1) < chin| (iii)

Jl

We separate out the capture of the start time via a sequential composition.

(iii)

C, Law 42 (simple-sequential-composition)
xSt msg [start < 7, start < sf] ; (iv)
xSt msg [start < st, msg= (1.. mx— 1) < chin| (v)

Reading the current time gives an upper bound on the start time.

(iv)

C, Law 9 (remove-from-frame) omsg Law 7 (strengthen-effect)
xst [start < 7, ste frg... 7]

C, Law 6 (weaken-assumption); Def. 35 (gettime)
st: gettime

Set up for loop. To read in the characters of the message, a loop that se-
guences through the characters is required. Local variablesdn are
introduced to keep track of the current character and index in the message.
The following makes use of the fact that the predicatart < 7, is idle-
invariant, and the predicateysg= (1 .. mx— 1) < chin, is both pre- and
post-idle-invariant, for the application of Law 50 (introduce-variable).
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(v)
C, Law 9 (remove-from-frame) ost, Law 50 (introduce-variable)
[varch:char ;n:nat e
xch, n, msg [start < st msg= (1.. mx— 1) < chin| (vi)

Jl

The loop invariant indicates that the characters up to positienl have
been placed in the message and tttats the next (ith) character in the
input stream. In additionn remains within the range 1 tox andst is
an (upper bound) approximation start A sequential composition corre-
sponding to the loop initialisation and the loop itself is introduced.

(vi)
C, Law 7 (strengthen-effect)

msg= (1..n—1) <chinA
1 < n<mxA start < st A ch= chin(n)

xch,n, msg [start < st INV A n=mx

C, Law 42 (simple-sequential-composition)
xch, n, msg [start < st, INV]; (vii)
xch,n,msg [INV, INV A n=mx (viii)

let INV = (

Initialisation. The initialisation for the loop is performed via a sequential
composition, which first establishes the first three conjunctiNdf, and
then establishes the last conjunct.

(vii)
C, Law 42 (simple-sequential-composition)

msg=(1..n—1) <chinA .
< :
xch, n, msg {start St | Zh < mxA start < st ; (ix)
msg=(1..n—1) <chinA

*Ch,n, msg {1 < n < mxA start < st

, INV} (x)

The initialisation ofn and msgestablishes all but one requirement of the
loop invariant.

(ix)
C, Law 9 (remove-from-frame) oah; Law 33 (assignment)
n,msg:= 1, ()
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Read one character.The final requirement of the loop invariant is to read
the first character intoh.

(x)
C, Law 9 (remove-from-frame) on andmsg

msg= (1..n—1) <chinA msg= (1..n—1) <chinA

: <n< <
*Ch: l<n<mxAstart<st ° 1<n __mx/\ start < st A
ch = chin(n)
C, Law 24 (frame-invariant); Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
xch: [start < st ch= chin(n)] (xi)

At this point rather than perform the refinement of the above specification
command, we introduce a procedure corresponding to the command. The
introduction of this procedure is done with the foresight that we need it
again later in the refinement.

readchar= procedure x ch: [start < st, ch= chin(n)] (xii)

Now the specification command can be implemented by a call on the pro-
cedure. The introduction of the call makes use of the fact that the predicate,
start < st, is idle-invariant, and the predicateh = chin(n), is both pre-

and post-idle-invariant.

(xi)
C, Law 59 (procedure-call)
*call readchar

Loop guard. The obvious termination condition for a loop refining (viii)

is n = mx However,mxis an abbreviation which, if expanded, contains a
reference to the external inpat That is not permitted in a guard. However,
mxcorresponds to the position of the first end-of-text character in the input
stream. From the loop invariantis less than or equal tmx Hence, from
(16),n = mxif and only if chin(n) = ETX However, from the invariant

ch = chin(n). Hencen = mxif and only if ch = ETX Because the assump-
tion x {n = mx;} is required for the timing analysis performed in Sect. 5.2,
it is separated out before being replacecchy= ETXin the effect.

(viii)
C, Law 14 (establish-assumption); Law 7 (strengthen-effect)
xch,n,msg [INV, INV A ch=ETX]; (xiii)

*{n=mx}
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Introduce loop. The variant expression for the looprisx— n. Because the
loop invariant bounds by mx, this expression is always a natural number
(a well-founded set). The introduction of the loop makes use of the fact
that the predicatéNV is idle-invariant, and the expressiocis # ETX and
mx— n are idle-stable.

(xiii)
C, Law 57 (iteration)
xdoch£ ETX —
xch,n,msg [ch# ETXA INV, INV A mx—n < mx—ng] (xiv)
od

Loop body. The body of the loop must make progress by increasirig

must also maintain the loop invariant. We introduce a sequential compo-
sition, in which the first component establishes all the required conditions
exceptch = chin(n). The latter is re-established by the second component.

(xiv)
C, Law 41 (sequential-composition)
[conu: Timee

chn [u=17A msg= (1..n—1) <chinA
"Vl chZETXA, 1<n<mxAstart<stA |; (xv)
msg
L INV mx—n < mx—ny
msg= (1..n—1) < chinA
ch,n, 1<n<mxAstart<stA INVA (xvi)
msg mx— n < mx— n(u)
| MX— N < mx— n(u)

Jl

In the application of Law 41 (sequential-composition), the logical constant
u is introduced to represent the start time of the sequential compaosition.
Hence in the effect of the first componemt = n(7y) = n(u), and in the
second componemi(u) is used throughout to refer to the valuerodt the
commencement of the whole composition.

The next character of the message is alreadynjbhis can be appended
to the message. When that action is combined with incrememtirige
first two conjuncts of the effect, as well as the decrease of the variant are
established. Becauseis not modified, the conjunstart < stis invariant.

(xv)
C, Law 9 (remove-from-frame) oah; Law 33 (assignment)
n,msg:=n-+1,msg” (ch)
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The remaining conjunct of the invariant that needs to be re-established is
ch = chin(n).
(xvi)
C, Law 9 (remove-from-frame) on andmsg
msg=(1..n—1) <chinA
1 < n<mxA start < stA
’ mx—n < mx—n(u) A
ch = chin(n)
C, Law 24 (frame-invariant); Law 6 (weaken-assumption)
xch: [start < st, ch = chin(n)]
C, Law 59 (procedure-call)
xcall readchar

msg= (1..n—1) < chinA
*Ch: | 1 < n<mxA start < st A
mx—n < mx— n(u)

That completes the refinement of the receiver, except for the refinement
of the procedureeadchar

5.4 The procedure to read a single character

We start from the specification of the procedtgadchar which we repeat
here.

readchar= procedure * ch: [start < st ch= chin(n)] (xii)

A delay is required until the start of the time interval corresponding to the
nth character. From definitions (13) and (14) in Sect. 5.1, the start of the
nth character istart + chsepx n.

(xii)
C, Law 42 (simple-sequential-composition)
xch: [start < st start+ chsep«n < 7] ; (xvii)
xch: [start+ chsep«n < 7, ch= chin(n)] (xviii)
In order that the delay is code, it must not reference logical constants. Hence
the (upper bound) approximatiost, to startis used.
(xvii)
C, Law 9 (remove-from-frame); Law 7 (strengthen-effect)
* [start < st st+ chsepsn < 7]
C, Law 6 (weaken-assumption); Def. 36 (delay)
delay until st+ chsep« n
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The character must be read before the end of the interval corresponding to
thenth character, which from (13) start + chsep« n + chdef.

(xviii)
C, Law 7 (strengthen-effect)

chein(fr...74) A
T < start+ chsep« n + chdef

C, Law 6 (weaken-assumption); Law 43 (separate-deadline)
xch: [che in(fFr ... 79)] ; (xix)
deadline start+ chsep« n + chdef

*ch: |start+ chsep«n < T,

The external inpuin can only be accessed via thead command.
(xix)
C, Def. 34 (read)
ch: read(in)

The final program is collected in Fig. 2. We note that the program still
includes references to the logical constatart, but becausstart is only
referenced in assumptions and deadline directives, we have a valid program
in our extended programming language.

5.5 Timing analysis with procedure calls

The timing analysis of the program containing the procedeaglcharis
similar to that for the program without the procedure. We illustrate the dif-
ference by examining a few corresponding paths. We use the nobdtion
to refer to position in the procedure called from positidhin the program.
The pathA-D in Fig. 1 corresponds to the pals-N:l in Fig. 2. The latter
path consists of the allocation of the variaBlethe command to get the
current time, allocation afi andch, initialisation ofn andmsg and the call
entry overhead of procedureadcharat N. Both paths have the same time
constraint.

The pathl-J in the version with procedures corresponds to both the
pathsD-E andF-G. These paths all contain the same code and have the
same time constraint. The pdii-F in the version without procedures cor-
responds to the patki|—O:l in the version with procedures. That is the path
starting froml that reads a character, exits the call on proceckadcharat
N, evaluates the loop guard (rwme), updatesi andmsg and enters the pro-
cedurereadcharfor a second time &. The timing constraint on this path
is the same as fdb—F. The remaining paths in the version with procedures
are analysed in a similar fashion. The only differences are the overheads for
entering and exiting the procedure.
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6 Conclusions

The main advantage of the sequential real-time refinement calculus pre-
sented here is that, to developers, it appears to be a straightforward exten-
sion of the standard refinement calculus. Although it has a different un-
derlying semantics, most of the standard refinement laws carry over, and
the real-time extended programming language is a superset of the standard
target language.

Our conventions of using andxy as abbreviations fox(7) andx()
are intended to make refinements of functional components (i.e., not in-
volving time) as close to Morgan’s calculus [18] as possible. In practice,
a development in the real-time calculus is similar to standard refinement
calculus development, but with the addition of steps to separate out tim-
ing constraints and refine them into real-time language constructs. It is the
ability to partition refinements into components dealing with time and those
dealing with functional requirements that allows conventional refinement of
the functional requirements [6].

The specifications provided by our approach are quite general. Not only
do they allow time limits to be specified, but they also allow the detailed
specification of the behaviour of outputs over time, as well as assumptions
about the behaviour of inputs over time.

Real-time specifications may contain timing deadlines, both explicitly
and implicitly. To be able to refine such specifications to code in a real-
time programming language, it too must include mechanisms for specifying
deadlines in the code. The approach we have taken is to extend a real-time
programming language with the deadline directive. This extension provides
amachine-independesequential real-time programming language. An ad-
vantage of our approach is that deadlines are associated with paths through
the code. This is more flexible and realistic than over specifying deadlines
by requiring each language construct to have a maximum execution time.

Of course to compile a program in our extended programming language,
we must ensure that the compiled code meets all timing deadlines. This
requires a sophisticated timing analysis procedure. Hence our seemingly
simple extension of adding a deadline directive leads to a more complex
‘compilation’ process. However, such analysis is essential to any approach
to ensuring deadlines are met by the machine code of a hard real-time sys-
tem.

In general, the analysis may need to make use of quite general properties
of a program. For example, in the analysis of the exit path from the loop
in the receiver example, the assumption= mx generated during the
refinement, was essential to be able to simplify the timing constraint on
the exit path. The combination of refinement and timing analysis within
one framework, allows such properties to be passed from the refinement to
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the timing analysis as assumptions in the code. Even so, resolving timing
constraints is non-trivial. Details of techniques for extracting timing path
constraints are given in [5]. Analysing machine code to determine worst-
case execution time bounds is dealt with by [11].

In this paper we have developed a refinement calculus for a real-time
extension of Dijkstra’s language. Interestingly, the techniques are able to
cope with the nondeterministic constructs in the language. We believe that
the techniques may be applied to develop a real-time refinement calculus
for other sequential, real-time programming languages, such as Ada. Of
course, we only consider the sequential subset of Ada, and additional re-
search is required to cope with Ada exceptions, etc. Another construct that
is common in real-time programming languages is the time-out; that is an
area for future work.

The motivation for the definition of the specification command comes
from Mahony’s real-time refinement calculus [12]. That calculus allows
specification of system behaviour over all time, and allows refinement of
a specification to a set of truly parallel processes. The sequential real-time
refinement calculus could be used to refine each such process to sequential
code, but more work is required to properly integrate concurrency into our
calculus.
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