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Abstract

In the algebraic specification of software systems, it is desirable to have freedom in the implemen-
tation process, namely for the software reuse. In this paper we will discuss two issues in order
to achieve this freedom: we study the observational stepwise refinement process and we propose
an alternative formalization of the refinement concept based on the logical translation from the
abstract algebraic logic. In the first topic, we go beyond the traditional assumption of maintaining
the set of observable sorts during the refinement process by the possibility of changing it between
the process steps, i.e., we analise the stepwise refinement with encapsulation and desencapsulation
of sorts during the process. In the second topic, we suggest a formalization of the refinement con-
cept where an equation may be mapped into a set of equations, against the refinements based on
signature morphisms, where an equation is mapped into another one.

Keywords: Algebraic specification, observational equality, observational refinement, refinement
via translation.

1 Introduction

The use of mathematical formalisms in the development and verification of
software systems has been widely research over the times, being the algebraic
specification an important topic of this study. In this context, software ob-
jects are viewed as algebras and the computations executed over them seen
as terms. The algebraic specification of a software object consists of a sig-
nature together with a class of algebras that satisfy the requirements of the
system. Algebras in this class are called correct realizations of the specifica-
tion, and they model the possible programs that satisfy the requirements of
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the intended system. In the implementation process of a software component,
we start with an initial specification of the system, and then we enrich it with
implementation decisions in order to get a complete description of the desired
program (desired algebra). This gradual process of successive refinements is
known as stepwise refinement process (cf. [24,23,17,22]). Clearly, the size of
the model class of the initial specification decreases as it is being enriched
with new requirements since we progress from a more abstract case to a more
concrete one. In this work, we use the modeling concept defined according
to the standard satisfaction relation, with the equational logic as the under-
lying logic. However, software designed according to the object orientation
paradigm requires other tools, more appropriate for this process. In these
software systems the data are split in the internal data (or encapsulated) and
external data (or desencapsulated): the user has access to encapsulated data
only via computations and has direct access to the other ones. On the user’s
point of view, two elements are considered indistinguishable if they produce
the same output over the same computations, and two implementations may
be considered as equivalents if they return the same observable result over the
same computations. Therefore, this partition induces an adaptation of the
modeling concept, in which, a program only needs to satisfy the specification
requirements from the outside of the system’s point of view, i.e., in its ob-
servable behavior. To adequate this paradigm to the algebraic approach to
software development, we split the sorts of signature specification: we con-
sider the observable sorts to represent the data which we have direct access,
and the non observable sorts, to represent the encapsulated sorts. A compu-
tation of observable result is seen as an observable term. In order to achieve a
precise semantics for programs with encapsulated data, this approach, named
observational approach, suggests replacing the strict equality relation by the
observational equality relation, in which two non observable elements are con-
sidered indistinguishable if they have the same observational behavior when
executed over the same program of observable result. The study of methods
for observational verification of properties can be found, for example, in works
of M. Bidoit and R. Hennicker, of J. Goguen, G. Malcolm and G. Rosu, of
A. Bouhoula, of R. Diaconescu, of K. Futatsugi, of P. Padawitz among others
(cf. [1,15,13,12,21,7,9,20]).

The adjustment of the stepwise refinement process to this new perspective
has been studied by several authors (cf. [17,14,3]). In all the above mentioned
works, it is presumed the observational preservation of sorts between refine-
ment steps, in the sense that, encapsulated data in one determined refinement
step, are still encapsulated in the pursuing of the process. However, the change
of non observable into observable sorts and vice-versa, can be useful in various
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situations. Specifically, on the one hand, for security and efficiency reasons
in upgrades of protected software, can be necessary, sometimes during the
implementation process, to encapsulate some data sorts. On the other hand,
to desencapsulate sorts during the refinement process, can be advantageous
in the application of proof methods (for example, when we are able to des-
encapsulate all sorts the observational equality relation can be interpreted by
the strict equality relation). An important issue of this topic is how to control
the vertical composition of observational refinements made by different obser-
vational equality relations, i.e., how to guarantee that the composition of two
observational refinements made by different observational equality relations
continues being an observational refinement. In the first part of this paper we
study the stepwise refinement process, in which changes over the observable
sorts are allowed, i.e., the observational stepwise refinement process with the
variation of the set of observable sorts. Initially, is examined the data desen-
capsulation in the refinement process. It is characterized a class of morphisms
that desencapsulate data and preserve the property of vertical composition.
Let SP’ be an observational refinement of SP with respect to a set of observ-
able sorts Obs. Clearly, SP’ is an observational refinement with respect to all
subsets of Obs. However, the converse it is not true. We present a result that
allows build from SP’ a specification which is an observable refinement of SP
with respect to a smaller relation, namely with respect to the set Obs U {v}.
Part of this study is done exclusively for the equational specifications case.

Following the recent works which apply some tools and results of the ab-
stract algebraic logic to the specification of software systems (cf.[19]), in the
second part of the paper, we suggest an alternative formalization of the re-
finement concept called refinement via translation. This concept is based on
the logical translation concept, a central entity of the abstract algebraic logic
(see [5,4,6]). The definition of translation appears in [4] formulated for the
k-logical systems. In this context, the translations are defined as (k — [)-
mappings, which translate a k-dimensional logical into another [-dimensional
one, over the same signature. A paradigmatic example of a translation of this
kind is the translation of the classical propositional calculus into the equational
theory of boolean algebras (cf. [4, Example 4.1.2]). An interesting aspect of
the refinements via translation, with respect to the implementation freedom,
is the fact that in this formalization, a formula may be mapped into a set of
formulas, against the formalizations based on the signature morphisms, where
a formula is mapped into another one.

We formalize the refinement via translation exclusively at the non observ-
able case, i.e., to the case where Obs = S. However, the generalization of the
concept to the observable case may be done in the natural way.
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1.1  Preliminaries
1.1.1  Universal (sorted) Algebra

In this Section, we recall some notions of wuniversal sorted algebra. A pre-
sentation of these concepts may be found in [24] (or in [8] for the one-sorted
case).

1.1.2 Definitions

Let S be a non empty set whose elements are called sorts. An S-sorted set is a
S-indexed family of sets A = (As)ses. We say that a S-sorted set A is locally
finite if, for any s € S, A, is a finite set, and we say that A is a globally finite
if A is locally finite and A, = () except for a finite number of sorts. Observe
that if S is finite, then local implies global finiteness.

Definition 1.1 [Multi-sorted binary relation] Let A = (A)ses be a S-sorted
set. A binary S-relation R C A x A consists of a S-family of relations R, C
Ay x A,

Given an element a € A, and an equivalence relation R, we define the
equivalence class of a modulo R as the set a/R; = {b € AslaRsb}. The
quociente A by R is the S-sorted set A/R = (A/R)ses such that (A/R)s =
{a/Rs|a € A}.

Definition 1.2 [Signature] A signature 3 is a pair (5, ), where:
* Sis a set (of sorts names);
e Qisa (9% x S)-sorted set (of operation names);

where S™* is the set of the finite sequences of S elements.

Example 1.3 [21] Consider a cell of a computer memory where we may write
and read values. This software system may be specified using the signature
Yoprn = (5,9Q) with S = {elt, cell}, where elt represents a sort of the val-
ues to write and cell the sort of the cell representation, and Q2 = {put, get},
where put and get are used to represent write and read functions of a value
in a cell:

[GEN]
elt;
cell;
[OP]
put: elt,cell -> cell;
get:cell > elt;
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Definition 1.4 [Y-algebra] Let ¥ = (5,) be a signature. A Y-algebra A
consists of

o an S-sorted set A = (Ag)ses, where for all s € S, A, denotes the carrier set
of s.

o for any f € (), s, s, a function fAT AL XX A, — A

Example 1.5 [21] Consider an S-sorted set B such that Bg1t = N, Bcg1] =
N* and the functions:
get”(e) = 0;
get?(nw) = n;
put?(m,w) = mw,
where € represents the empty list and w € N* a list of natural numbers. We
have that B is a Y¢gpr-algebra.

Definition 1.6 [Congruence relation] Let ¥ = (5, ) be a signature and A be
a X-algebra. A X-congruence in A is an S-family of symmetric, transitive and
reflexive non empty relations ~?= (~%),cs, such that, for any function f €
Qsy..5n,s and for all a;,b; € Ay, 1 <@ < nif a; =2 b, then f4(ay, ..., a,) =2

FAbre by, )

Definition 1.7 [Quociente Y-algebra] Let A be a Y-algebra and ~* a ¥-
congruence in A. The quociente of A by ~* is the L-algebra A/ ~* defined
as follows:

o (A) =), = A,/ =4, for all s € S;
A

e for any f : s1,...,5, — s € X, and for all a; € A,/ =~ ,...,a, €
A,/ %fn,f"‘/“‘q(al/ A R = flar, .. a)) R

Given a signature ¥ = (.5,€2), we assume that there is an associate S-
family V' = V,cg of pairwise disjoint infinite sets. An element of V; is called
variable of sort s, and a S-family X C V is called a set of variables for 3.
It is required that the elements of V' and the elements of {2 have different
denotations.

Definition 1.8 [T%(X)] Let ¥ be a signature and X a set of variables for

Y. For each s € S, we define (T (X)), the set of X-terms of sort s, as the

smaller set 75 (X) such that:

e For any s € S and z € X, we have z € (Tx(X))s

o If thereis a f :— s, then f € (Tx(X))s;

e Forany f:sy,...,8, — s €X, and for all term ¢; € Tx(X),,,1 <7 <n, we
have f(th s 7tn) S TE(X)Sa
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It is well know that 7%(X) is a X-algebra with the operations defined in
the usual way [24].

Definition 1.9 [Valuations and interpretations| Let ¥ = (5,) be a sig-
nature, X be a set of variables for ¥ and A be a X-algebra. A waluation
a: X — Ais a S-family of mappings (as : Xs — Ag)ses. Any valuation «
uniquely extends to a ¥-homomorphism 1, : T5(X) — A as follows:

() o, (7) =des as(z), 7w € X
(ii) forany f:s1,...,s, — s €3, forallt; € T5(X)s,, Lo, (f(t1,--.,t0)) =des
fA(]asl (tl)a T Iasn (tn))
The mapping I, is called the interpretation induced by c.

An endomorphism o : X — Tx(X) is called a substitution. A 3-equation
is a triple (X, ¢,t') where X is a set of variables for ¥, and ¢,t' € T5(X); for
some s € S. Usually, we represent a Y-equation (X,¢,t') by (VX).t = t'. A
Y-conditional equation has the form (VX).ty = th A---At, =T, =t~ 1,
where ¢,t',t;,t, € Tx(X), 1 < i < n. Observe that any Y-equation may be
seen as a Y-conditional equation without premisses. We denote the set of the
Y-equations by Eq(X) and the set of the X-conditional equations by C'Eq(X).
We define the set of formulas over a signature ¥, in symbols Fm(X), as the
set of the Y-equations and Y-conditional equations.

Definition 1.10 [Satisfaction relation] Let ¥ be a signature, A be a X-
algebra, (VX).t ~ t' be a Y-equation and (VX).t; =~ t) A---ANt, = t, —
t ~ t' be a Y-conditional equation. The Y-algebra A satisfies the -
equation (VX).t ~ t', in symbols, A = (VX).t ~ t' if for all valuations
a: X — A we have that I,(t) = I,(t'). The X-algebra A satisfies the -
conditional equation (VX).t; ~ t) A--- ANt, =~ t,, — t ~ t/, in symbols,
AEti=t) N ANt,=t, >ttt ifforany a: X — A, I,(t;) = 1.(t),
1 <i <mnimplies I,(t) = I,(t').

Given a class of Y-algebras C, a set of Y-equations {t; ~ t}|i € I} and
a Y-equation t ~ t', we write C' =t ~ t' when for all A € C, At ~
and we write {t; &~ t}|i € I} =4 t =~ t' when for all valuations « : X — A,
{I.(t;) = 1,(t))]i € I} implies 1,(t) = I,(t'). When I is finite, we have that
{timtilic I} Foct=t ifandonlyif F¢ t; )N At, =t — t~t. The
relation =¢ is finitary if {t; = t;ji € I} =t~ implies {t; = tllic J} Ft~
t’ for some finite J C I.

The following proposition states some properties of the relation |=¢ which
are well known for the one-sorted case (cf. [6]):

Proposition 1.11 Let Y be a signature and C' be a class of ¥-algebras. Then,
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(i) Fotrt foranyt~te Eq(Y);
(i) Fotmt -t =t foranyt =t € Eq(X);
) Fotmt! AN =t" > t=t foralt=t ' =t"e FqX);
)

(iii
cti = tyN- Nty =t — f(ty,...,tn) = f(t},...., 1)) for ever
1 n 1 n Y
appropriated f € Q;

(iv

Moreover, it can be proved that, if C' is the class of ¥-algebras axiomatized
by the set of Y-equations and Y-conditional equations ®, then the relation
[=c is finitary (cf.[6] for the one-sorted case). This relation can be seen as the
consequence relation over the set of ¥-equations (in sense of [5]) considering
by the set of Y-equations of ® as the axioms in |=¢, and considering the
Y-conditional equations in ¢ as the inference rules of .

Proposition 1.12 [6] Let ® be a set of X-equations and X-conditional equa-
tions, and C' be the class of X-algebras ariomatized by ®. We have that ® ¢
t =~ t' if and only if, there is a finite sequence of equations t; =~ t\,... t, ~t,
such that t, ~ t, ist ~ t' and for every i = 1,...,n one of the following
conditions holds:

(i) t; =t € @;
(i) there is a ¢ = ¢' € ® and a substitution o such that o(¢p ~ ¢') ist; = t);
(iii) there is a conditional equation ¢ = Py N -+ N, = ¢, — o = ¢ € P,
and a substitution o such that t; =t} is o(¢ = ¢') and {o(¢; = ¢})|i <
n} € {t; ~ 1] < i)

Definition 1.13 [Signature morphism| Let ¥ = (5,Q) and ¥’ = (5,) be
signatures. A signature morphism o : ¥ — X', is a pair 0 = (0gort, Oop),
where ogortg S — S and oop : Q@ — @, is a family of functions
respecting the sorts of operations names in €, that is, 0, = (0us

Q"’”S - Q;;orts(w)va'sorts(s))UJES*,SGS (Where for w = s1...s, € 5", 0 (w) =

sorts
Usorts(sl) cee Usorts(sn))-

Definition 1.14 [Reduct Algebra] Let A’ be a ¥'-algebra, and o : ¥ — ¥/
be a signature morphism. The o-reduct of A’ is the Y-algebra A’ [, defined
as follows:

o forany s € S, (A" [,)s = A;(S), and

e forall f:s1,...,8, > s€X,

A e A ey o x Al g, — A o, = oop(f)* CAG s X XA (sn) = Abgen(s)-

Sn



110 A. Madeira / Electronic Notes in Theoretical Computer Science 214 (2008) 103—129

Let 0 : ¥ — ¥’ be a signature morphism where ¥ = (5,Q), ¥’ = (5", ).
Let V and V' be the families of sets of variables associated with ¥ and Y
respectively. It is assumed that for any s € S, V,; C Vof(s). Hence, if X =
(Xs)ses is a set of variables to 3, then X' is defined to be the following set of
variables to ¥': for any s" € S', X, = U, (y=y Xs (cf. [24,17]). By this way, we
define in the natural way an extension of o from T (X)) into T/ (X’) (see [24]).
Given a equation ¢ ~ ', we write o(t &~ t') for o(t) ~ o(t’). For each valuation
o+ X' — A, the reduct valuation of « is the valuation (o/ [,) : X — A [,,
defined by (o [5)s(2 1 8) = ag(e) (2 : 0(s)) (see [24,16]).

Lemma 1.15 (Satisfaction Lemma [11]) Let X, ¥/ be signatures, A’ be a
Y -algebra and ¢ be a Y-equation. Then,

Ak o) iff A & 6.

Lemma 1.16 [16] Let ¥ and X' be signatures, o : ¥ — ¥’ be a signature
morphism, X be a set of variables for ¥ and X' a set of variables for Y’
constructed as bellow. For any valuations §: X' — A ea: X — A’ |, such
that B [,= «, we have a(t) = B(o(t)).

1.1.3 Algebraic specification

When we want to specify a software system, we should define an adequate
signature, taking account the sorts and functions of the intended system, and
we should express the desired functional behaviour of the signature operations,
in a given logical system by axioms.

An algebraic specification SP is a pair (X, Mod(SP)) where ¥ is a signa-
ture, denoted by Sig(SP) and Mod(SP) is a class of X-algebras. This class
of ¥-algebras is called model class of SP, and a Sig(SP)-algebra of Mod(SP)
by model of SP. When a formula ¢ is satisfied by all the models of S P, we say
that S P satisfies ¢, and we write SP |= ¢. The specifications SP and SP’ are
semantically equivalents, if Sig(SP) = Sig(SP’') and Mod(SP) = Mod(SP’).
When Mod(SP) is axiomatized by a set ® of ¥-equations and »-conditional
equations, we represent the specification SP = (X, Mod(SP)) by the pair
SP = (X,®), where Mod(SP) = {A € Alg(¥)|A = ®}. When & is
a set of equations, the specification SP = (X, ®) is called an equational
specification. Given two specifications SP and SP’ we define SP + SP’
as the specification such that Sig(SP + SP’) = Sig(SP) U Sig(SP’) and
Mod(SP + SP') = Mod(SP) N Mod(SP’).

Example 1.17 [Adapted from [21]] The following expression specifies the
memory cell system of Example 1.3:
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Spec Cell =
[SORT]
elt;
cell;
[0P]
put: elt,cell -> cell;
get:cell -> elt;
[AX]

(Ve:elt) (Vc:cell)get (put(e,c)) = e;

It is not difficult to see that the .. -algebra defined in Example 1.5 is a
model of CELL.

1.2 Observational equality

The strict equality relation is often showed as too strong for algebraic spec-
ification of software with encapsulated data (Section 1). It is presented, in
this section an adaptation of the usual concepts of validity satisfaction, etc.,
which are more appropriate to the semantic treatment of this kind of systems.
As stated, the sorts of a signature are split into observable sorts and non
observable sorts. This division is at the base of observational equality. The
observable sorts are also known as wvisible sorts and non observable sorts as
hidden sorts.

As suggested in Section 1, in the observational approach, two elements
are considered as observational equal if they are indistinguishable when ex-
ecuted over the same computational experiments. In our framework, these
experiments are formalized by observable contexts:

Definition 1.18 [Contexts and observable contexts] Let ¥ = (5,2) be a
signature, Obs C S be a set of observable sorts, X be a set of variables for ¥
and Z = ({2s})ses be a S-sorted set of singular sets. An s-context over ¥ is a
term ¢ € T (X U {zs})s, where the variable z; is called contextual variable of
c. When s' € Obs, an s-context is called an observable s-context over ¥ (with
respect to Obs). Cx(s) denotes the set of s-contexts over 3 and o C8% denotes
the set of observable contexts over 3.

Given a context ¢, a set of non contextual variables of ¢ is denoted by
Var(c), and c[t] denotes the term obtained by replacing z, by a term t €
Te(X)s.

Definition 1.19 [Contextual equality, Observational equality and Behaviour]
Let ¥ = (5, Q)be a signature, Obs C S be a set of observable sorts, C be an
arbitrary set of contexts over ¥ and A be a ¥-algebra. Two elements a,b € A;
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are contextually equal with respect to C, denoted by a zé‘ b, if for any context
c € C(s), for all valuation «, 5 : X U {Z;} — A such that a(z) = G(x) for all
r € X, and a(zs) = a and ((zs) = b, we have I,(c) = Iz(c). The contextual
equality in A with respect to the set C{% is called observational equality and
is denoted by ~g,.. The Y-algebra A/ ~3,_ is called the behaviour of A with
respect 10 ~ops-

Given a class C' of Y-algebras, C'/ ~¢ps denotes the class of ¥-algebras
{A) ~§,. |A € C}, and given a specification SP, SP/ ~pp, denotes the class
Mod(SP)/ ~ops-

Definition 1.20 [Observational satisfaction relation] Let ¥ be a signature,
Obs C S a set of observable sorts, (VX).t ~ ¢ be a X-equation and
(VX)tg = ty A+~ At, = t, — t =~ t' be a X-conditional equation. A
Y-algebra A observationally satisfies the equation (VX).t ~ t' with respect
to Obs, in symbols, A =~ , (VX).t = ¢/, if for any valuation o : X — A,
Io(t) =4, Io('). A S-algebra A observationally satisfies the conditional equa-
tion (VX).tg =ty N---Nt, =t — t =t with respect to Obs, in symbols,
Aag,, VX))t =tgN---Nt, =t — t =t if for any valuation o : X — A,
Io(t;) =8, In(th), 1 <i <n, implies I,(t) ~4,, I.(t).

Remark 1.21 The previous adaptation (generalization) of the satisfaction
relation, is made by replacing the strict equality by the observational equality.
However, there are some other works in the literature where this generalization
is made at a more abstract level, obtained by replacing the strict equality by
an arbitrary parcial congruence relation, called such a context by behavioural
equality (cf. [15,1]). Observe that this approach includes the one presented
here, since the observational equality is a congruence relation (cf. [15, Fact
3.1.8]).

Example 1.22 Let CELL1 the following specification:

Spec CELL1= enrich CELL by
[AX]

(Ve,e’:elt) (Vc:cell) .put(e,put(e’,c))) ~ put(e,c);
We have that the Xoppr-algebra B (example 1.5) that is not a strict model
of CELL1, since, given a w € N* and e,e’ € N we have that

put? (e,put?(e’,w)) ~ ee’w

and ew =~ put?(e,w). However, it is not difficult to see that B Fx,,.
put(e,put(e’,x)) =~ put(e’,x), and hence, we have that B is an observable
model of CELL not being in the strict sense.
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Theorem 1.23 [1| Let X be a signature and Obs C S a set of observable
sorts, A be a X-algebra and C' a class of Y-algebras. Then:
(1) A ):%Obs ¢ Zﬁ A/ %ébs): QS;
(11> C ):zom ¢ Zﬁ[ C/ %Obs): ¢;.
where C | ~= {A/ ~3,, |A € C}.

1.2.1 The observational behaviour operator

Definition 1.24 [Observational behaviour class| Let ¥ = (S,Q) be a signa-
ture, Obs C S be a set of observable sorts and C' be a class of ¥-algebras. The
observational behaviour class of C' with respect to Obs is the class

Behxg,, (C) =der {A € Alg(D)|A/ =5p.€ C}.

This definition give rise the definition of an important specifications oper-
ator: the operator behaviour.wrt.. Let BehFEq be the class of observational
equalities:

e Sintax:
behaviour.wrt. : Spec, BehEq — Spec

e Semantics:
Sig(behaviour SP wrt ~,s) =45 Sig(SP)

Mod(behaviour SP wrt ~ops ) =45 Beh Mod(SP))

Hence, the model class of Mod(behaviour SP wrt = ) is the class of all
the X-algebras which observable behaviours belongs to Mod(SP), i.e., the op-
erator behaviour SP wrt ~ specifies the class of Y-algebras of the “desired

observational behaviours”, that is, the “observational correct realizations” of
SP.

Theorem 1.25 Let SP = (3, ®) be a specification and Obs a set of observable
sorts to 2. Then:

RObs (

Mod(behaviour SP wrt =y, ) = {A € Alg(X)|A Fxp,, P}

Proof. By definition of behaviour, we have that for any »-algebra A, A €
Mod(behaviour SP wrt ~ ) if and only if A/ ~§,.€ Mod(SP). Since SP =
(%, ®), we have that A/ ~§,.€ Mod(SP) if and only if A/ ~&,,F ®, and
therefore, by Theorem 1.23 A = ,. . O

A specification SP is observationally closed with respect to Obs when
Mod(SP) C Mod(behaviour SP wrt =~¢;). Given a signature ¥ = (S, Q)
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and a set of observable sorts Obs C S, the specification SP = (X, ®) is ob-
servationally closed with respect to Obs if for any ¢ : sy =] 151 A+ Aty :
Sptl s, —t:sx~t ised s; € Obsforall 1 <i<n. In particular, an
equational specification is observationally closed with respect to any Obs C S

(ct. [15]).

2 The Observational Stepwise Refinement Methodol-
ogy

2.1 Strict refinements

Given a specification SP of a software system, the implementation process
consists in constructing a correct realization (a program) of SP, i.e., of con-
structing an algebra P such that P € Mod(SP), or at least a class of Sig(SP)-
algebras SP’ such that Mod(SP’) C Mod(SP ), small enough for the desired
work. Hence, in this process, we enrich SP with implementation decisions,
in order to obtain a complete description of the intended program (desired
algebra).

The stepwise refinement process (see [24,23,17]) is the systematic process
by which, from an initial specification S F, are successively built more restric-
tive specifications by introducing of new requisites:

SPOWSP1WSP2W-"WSPn,1WSPn,

where for all 1 <¢ <mn, SP,_; ~ SP, is a refinement.

Note that if SP ~» SP" and SP' ~ SP” then SP ~» SP” since
Sig(SP) = Sig(SP') = Sig(SP") and Mod(SP") C Mod(SP") C Mod(SP).
This transitivity, named vertical composition, assure that SFPy ~~ SP,.

Example 2.1 Consider the specifications CELL and CELL1 of Examples 1.17
and 1.22. We have CELL ~» CELL1.

As it was mentioned, during the refinement process, the specification to
refine is enriched with new requirements, being natural the need to modify
the signature of the initial specification, by the introduction of new sorts and
functions, renaming, etc.. This can be done by a signature morphism. Based
on Satisfaction Lemma (Lemma 1.15), we have the following generalization of
refinement concept:

Definition 2.2 [o-Refinement| Let o be a signature morphism. The specifi-
cation SP’ is a o-refinement of SP, in symbols SP ~-, SP’, if:

(i) Sig(SP') = o(Sig(SP)) and
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(i) Mod(SP') |, CMod(SP),
where Mod(SP') [,={A |, |A € Mod(SP')}.

Note that when we consider the identity morphism id, the concept of id-
refinement coincide with the refinement concept. Since the composition of
two signature morphisms is a signature morphism, we have directly by the
Satisfaction Lemma (Lemma 1.15), that the vertical composition of this kind
of refinements holds. Hence, if SFy ~»,, SP, and SP; ~»,, SP; we have
SPy ~ 5,00, SP2, and for the case of stepwise refinement with n steps, we have
SP(] M2 G 0:00] SPn

Example 2.3 Suppose that we need to implement a CELL1 system to use
with natural numbers. Firstly, we may translate the CELL1 specification in
this new signature (by the morphism o):

o: Sig(CELL1) — Sig(CELLNAT)

elt — nat
cell — cell
get — get
put — put
— s
—  zero

and then, introduce the axiomatic of the natural numbers set in this new
specification. Now, we have that

CELL1 ~-, CELLNAT

It follows an important characterization of the o-refinement concept:

Theorem 2.4 Let SP = (3,®) and SP' = (X', ") specifications and o :
¥ — ¥ a signature morphism. Then, SP ~», SP' iff SP' = o(®).

Proof. Suppose that SP ~», SP’. Then, for any A" € Mod(SP'), A’ |,€
Mod(SP), i.e., A" |,|= ®. Hence, by Lemma 1.15, A" = o(®). On the other
hand, we have that SP’' = o(®), and therefore, for any A" € Mod(SP’'), A’ =
o(®). By Lemma 1.15 A’ [, ®, and hence, A’ [,€ Mod(SP). Therefore
SP ~, SP'. O
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2.2 Observational refinements

The relevance of the adjustment of the concepts of refinement and o-refinement
to the observational approach, is evident, since according to this view, the
preservation of requirements to refinement, is no longer strict, but just obser-
vational. Hence, a refinement is observationally correct when their observa-
tional behaviour preserves the requirements of the refined specification:

Definition 2.5 [Observational Refinement] Let SP and SP’ be two speci-
fications, Obs a set of observable sorts of Sig(SP) and ¢ a signature mor-
phism. SP’ is an observational o-refinement with respect to Obs, in symbols

SP ~Fon SPif
behaviour SP wrt ~op~e SP,

that is, if:
e Sig(SP') = o(Sig(behaviour SP wrt =qy)) and
* Mod(SP’') |, CMod(behaviour SP wrt o).

The adaptation of the stepwise refinement process to the observational case
requires some attention, since different observational equalities can be consid-
ered in different refinement steps. The main question is how to control the
conservation of the vertical composition during the process. Some important
steps in this study are already given as, for example, the characterization of
sufficient conditions for this conservation.

Given an algebra A and two congruences 64,64 in A, we write 64 < 64
if for any s € S, (04)s C (0"),. The relevance of this relation between
congruences when we work with observational refinements is quite intuitive.
For example, given the observational equalities ~pps and ~ppe, such that
R Ops <ROps!, If SP ~»~0vs SP" then SP ~~~ovs’ SP’ since the second relation
distinguishes fewer elements than the first one. The following theorem, charac-
terizes the sufficient conditions, to the preservation of the vertical composition
in the observational refinements:

Theorem 2.6 [15] Let SP, SP’' and SP" be specifications with Sig(SP') =
o(Sig(SP)) and Sig(SP") = 7(Sig(SP’)) and Obs, Obs’ be sets of observable
sorts to Sig(SP) and Sig(SP') such that, for any Sig(SP')-algebra A, (=4

) o <mgp). If SP ~0v SP' and SP' ~50" SP", then SP ~352" SP".

This result is presented in [15] at the context of the behavioural equalities
(see Remark 1.21).

We study in this paper the observational case of stepwise refinement pro-
cess, with special attention to the case where it is possible to vary the set of
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observable sorts between process steps. The characterization of the observa-
tional stepwise refinement process present in literature, supposes the “preser-
vation of observability” of the specifications between refinement steps, in the
sense that, given two specifications SP, SP’ with Obs C S and Obs’ C S’
sets of observable sorts to Sig(SP) and Sig(SP’) such that SP ~5ors SP’
then, for any s € Obs we have o(s) € Obs' and for any s € S\ Obs we have
o(s) € S"\ Obs', or at least o(Obs) C Obs’ (see [17]). However, changing
observable sorts into non observable and vice-versa, can be useful in several
situations. For example, according to the object oriented paradigm, only in-
put/output data must be desencapsulated, and by security reasons (data and
code) can be necessary encapsulate some types of data in a determined phase
of the implementation process. On the other hand, desencapsulate data dur-
ing the refinement process, can be advantageous in the verification tasks (for
example, if it is possible to desencapsulate all the sorts, we may interpret the
observational equality relation by the strict equality relation).

Let ¥ = (5,) a signature and Obs C S and Obs’ C S sets of observable
sorts such that Obs C Obs’. Observe that the relation ~¢py is more restrictive
than the relation ~2pp, since CS* C C%" and hence, in the definition of the
first relation we considere less contexts than the seconde one. By Definition
1.20, all the models of an equational specification SP by the relation oba!
also they are by relation = ie.,

NObs?

Mod(behaviour SP wrt ~ops) € Mod(behaviour SP wrt o).

The progressive sort desencapsulation Obs; C --- C Obs,, induce a relations
chain ~ops, >Rops, > -+ >~ops, Where for any i,7 < n such that ¢ < j,
if a ~ops; b then a ~pops, b. It is understood of this form that the data
desencapsulation “preserve” the formation of contexts, arriving thus at a first
characterization of the vertical composition of the observational refinement
steps with data desencapsulation: by Theorem 2.6, if we have SP ~5, SP’
and SP ~75,, SP' with Obs C Obs’, then SP ~75,. SP". Now, we will
analise this preservation to the general case of the o-refinements. The next
definition characterizes a class of morphisms that assure this preservation:

Definition 2.7 [Observational morphism| Let ¥ = (5,2) and ¥’ = (5, )
be signatures, Obs C S and Obs’ C S’ be sets of observable sorts for ¥ and
Y, and o : ¥ — Y’ be a signature morphism. The morphism o is said to

be an Obs — Obs'—observational morphism if for all s € S, s € Obs implies
o(s) € Obs'.

Theorem 2.8 Let o : X — X be an Obs — Obs’-observational morphism and
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A’ be a X' -algebra. Then,

(5u) o<~
Proof.

Let a,b € A’ [, such that a(zé})s,)[ b. Since a(={;, )b, we have that
for any ¢ € C3¥', for any valuations af,ab : X' U {Z,»} — A’, such that
ai(2") = ay(a’) for all ' € X" and o (2,(5)) = a and &) (z,(s)) = b,

(1) Loy () = Loy (¢).
Since o is an Obs — Obs’-observational morphism, we have that all the con-

texts of C{% are mapped by o into contexts of CObS/ and hence, all the con-

texts considered in %g;fs", also they are in NObs (by reduct algebra defini-

tion c¥l* = o(c)?). By 1, we have in particular that for any ¢ € CQ%,

I (c) = Iy (c).Consider now the reduct valuations o) [, X — A’ [, and
51s0 X — A’ [,. By Lemma 1.16 we have that

o o (15) = af(o(x,)) = O/l(xO'(S))a

ah [o (

o (z5) = ay(o(zs)) = Ay(To(s)),
o o

x
(2:) = ai(0(2)) = 1(20(5))
and

0/2 o (Zs) = O/Q(O-(ZS)) = O/Q(ZU(S))'
We have also that o/} (2o(s)) = @ and o4 (zy(s)) = b, and therefore, by unicity of
I, we have that for all ¢ € C&*, 1}, (c) = Iy (c) and I, (c) = Lo (c), e,
for all valuations o, af : X’ — A’, for any context ¢ € CQ%,

(2) Ty 1) (€) = Ly, (€)-

On the other hand, for any valuation o : X — A’ |,, there is an valuation
o X" — A’ such that o = o' |, (all valuations a; = a;(s)), and therefore, we
have by 2 that for all valuations oy, ay : X' — A’ [, such that a;(2') = as(2’),
if ' € X', a1(20(5)) = @, a2(z5(5) = b, then, for any ¢ € C2%, we have
Ly () = I, (¢), e, a(md,)7)b. O

Thus, we arrive at the following characterization of vertical composition of
observational refinements:

Corollary 2.9 Let SP, SP' and SP" be three specifications, o be an Obs —
Obs’-observable morphism and ¢ be an Obs’ — Obs”-observable morphism. If
SP ~~5ovs SP' and SP' ~ NO”S SP", then SP ~~7Q* SP".

Proof. Immediate by Theorems 2.6 and 2.8. a
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The introduction of the concepts presented here was made in such a way as
to finding sufficiency conditions for the preservation of the vertical composition
property between refinement steps. However, this composition is only assured
when processed via the observational equality relation considered in the first
refinement step, and that be such that ~pps,> -+ >=0ps, (i-e., such that
Obs; C --- C Obs,,). Hence, in the refinement process

R Obs RObs Obs
SPO'V\-)UI ISP1«/~>02 2...«\/\->o_n"SPn’

such that ~ops; > - -+ >~0ops,, we have that SFy wzﬁfjf?ogl SP,.

The study of other characterizations of vertical composition can be in-
teresting as, for example, according to the presented characterization, all
desencapsulated sorts during the refinement steps become encapsulated at
the end of the process. By the reasons mentioned above, the possibility
of vertically composed observational refinements, according to the relation
with more observable sorts appears often as a desirable situation. This is
the characterization that we want to do next. Observe that for any equa-
tional specification SP = (3, ®), and for any s € Obs, the relation xpp, is
more restrictive than the relation ~ope (s}, 1.€., Rops<~ops\(s}- Hence, since
A Bro, = A FExg,. ., @, we have that

Mod(behaviour SP wrt ~ops) € Mod(behaviour SP wrt ~ops (s})-

However, it is obvious that the reciprocal does not holds. To guaran-
tee some kind of reciprocal we have to impose some conditions about ®.
For example, if ®, = ( for some s € S and ®Pgops = 0, we have
A Fron ® & A By @ and hence Mod(behaviour SP wrt  ~oy,
) = Mod(behaviour SP wrt &g (s}). In these conditions, if we have
two observational refinements SP ~, "} SP’ and SP’ ~Fors SP" with
SP = (X,®), we can compose them obtaining the observational refinement
SP ~~ovs SPY,

TOO

Consider now the following result:

Lemma 2.10 Let ¥ = (5,9) be a signature, Obs a set of observable sorts
for 3 and ® be a set of X-equations. Then, for any X-algebra A and for any
s € Obs,

A ':zObsU{u} @ Zﬁ (A ': Ql a’nd A ):%Obs ®)

where

=, U{c(t)=c(t') [t~ t € Dy, he S\ (ObsU{v}),cect(n)}.
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Proof. Suppose that A ):zObsum ®. Since A ):zomu{v} Popsufey implies A =
P opsufsy We have that

(3) A ):%obs (I)Obs
(4) AE,.
From (4) A Exy,. ®. Since for any h € S\ (Obs U {v}) CQ%(h) C CQ>W

we have that A =~,,, ©), for all h € S\ (Obs U {v}). Therefore, A |=~,. ®.

Let now t = t' € &, h € S\ (ObsU{v}). Then, by hypothesis A |= ¢(t) ~
c(t') for any ¢ € CQ%Y (since C¥ C Cgbsu{v}). From this together with (4) ,
A ):%Obs P

Now, suppose that A Fxopsuey @ and A |= @' Let t =& t € ;. We split
the proof in three cases: (i) s € Obs, (ii) s = v and (iii) s € S\ObsU{v}. In the
first case it is obvious, since A f=x,, t ~ ¢’ implies that A |=t ~t' and hence
A Fropum t Rt Incase (i), A Frp,,p, t At since by hypothesis A =t ~
. In the latter case we have just to see that Cgbsu{v}(s) =C8%(s) U Cév}(s).
In fact, from A = @& we have A | ¢(t) ~ ¢(t’') for any ¢ € Cg}}(s), and
A E ct) = c(t') for any ¢ € CQ%(s) because A Ex,,. t ~ t. Therefore
A ):Q’Obsu{v} t=t. O

Given an equational specification SP = (3, ®) we define the specifications
SP, as the equational specification (3, ®') with " defined as in Lemma 2.10.
From the previous Lemma we have

Mod(behaviour SP wrt ~Rovsufvy) = Mod(behaviour SP wrt =g, +SP,)

By the following Theorem, from an observational refinement with respect
to ~pps of an equational specification SP, we can build an observational re-
finement with respect to ~ppsus of the same SP. This result can be worth
in the reuse perspective: suppose that we have an observational refinement of
SP with respect to a relation ~pp, and, by some reason, we need to output
the data of sort v which at this moment it is not an observable sort. On the
other hand, the result may be useful when, during the specification process,
we have not decided yet if a sort whether or not it is an encapsulated sort.
This idea is stated in the following Theorem:

Theorem 2.11 Let ® be a set of Y-equations and SP = (X, ®) and SP' be
two specifications such that SP ~~~0vs SP'. Then

SP ~wFovsutsy SPy SP

Proof. By assumption we have that Mod(SP)
Mod(behaviour SP wrt =gp) and hence Mod(SP) N Mod(SPs)
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Mod(behaviour SP wrt  =~gp) N Mod(SP;). By Theorem 2.10
we have that Mod(behaviour SP wrt Rops) N Mod(SP;) =
Mod(behaviour SP wrt ~opsuis3) and therefore SP ~»ovsuisy SP'+SP,.0O0

Remark 2.12 Note that the definition of ® does not depend of the observ-
able equations of ®. Hence, we may extend this result to another sets of
formulas. For example, this result holds for all the specifications SP = (X, ®)
where ® is a set of Y-equations and observable Y-conditional equations with
observable premisses.

Example 2.13 Consider the specification CELL1 of Example 1.22 and the
following specification:
Spec CELL, ;=

[GEN]
elt;
cell;
[0P]
put: elt,cell -> cell;
get:cell -> elt;
[Ax]

(Ve,e’:elt)(Vc:cell).put(e,put(e’,c))) ~ put(e,c);

Now, for any refinement CELL1 ~~~{cit} SP  we have that CELL1 ~v™{ett.cell}
SP + CE111,..

Example 2.14 [NatCell] Consider the specification CELLNAT from Example
2.3 with NAT axiomatized by (Vx:nat).s(p(x)) =~ x. Consider too the fol-
lowing specification:

Spec CELLNATBOOL = enrich CELLNAT by BOOL

Spec CELLNATEQ = enrich CELLNATBOOL by
[OP]

eq:nat,nat ->bool;
[AX]

(Vx:nat).eq(x,x) =~ true;
Vx,y:nat).eq(x,y) = true = eq(y,x) = true;
y qQ{x,y qly

(Vx,y,z:nat).eq(x,y) ~ true A eq(y,z) = true = eq(x,z) =
true;

(Vx:nat).eq(s(p(x)),x) = true;

where BOOL represents the classical specification of the boolean algebras. Sup-
pose that we have an observational refinement CELLNATEQ ~-~{teot} SP and
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we need an observational refinement of CELLNATEQ with respect to ~{po01,nat} -
Then, we define the specification CELLNATEQ,,,; with the set of axioms

(Vx:nat) .s(p(x)) =~ x;
(Ve,e’:nat)(Vc:cell).get (put(e,put(e’,c))) ~ get(put(e,c));
(Ve,e’,e’? :nat)(Vc:cell).get (put(e’’ ,put(e,put(e’’,c))))

~ get(put(e’’ ,put(e,c)));

and we build the desirable refinement by SP + CELLNATEQ,,,; (cf. Remark
2.12).

Observe that this technic sometimes has to be followed with some comple-
mentary methods, since that in the general case, the set Cg}(h) is infinite and
consequently SP; is infinitary (such as in Example above). However, in most

of the cases it is possible to consider only a finite set of contexts Cy C C;S}

instead of the set C;S}, inducing this way the formation of finite specifications
SP; (cf. [1,12,19]).

3 Refinements via translation

In this Section, we look over the refinement process in a new perspective
greatly influenced by abstract algebraic logic. We believe that the study of
this formalization may be important, for example, from the point of view of
software reuse. This approach is based on the notion of logical translation,
which is a central concept considered in the abstract algebraic theory of de-
ductive systems (see [5,4,6]). Since the presentation of this topic requires
a strong notation, we formalize the refinement via translation concept exclu-
sively in the non observable case, i.e., in the case where Obs = S. The concept
generalization to the observable case can be done in the natural way.

In the sequel we formalize the notion of logical translation for the sorted
case. Intuitively, a translation is a mapping from the set of equations into
their power set: given the signatures > = (5,Q) and ¥’ = (5, §Y) such that
Y C ¥ a ¥ — Y-translation T is a family indexed by S (75(z : 8,y : $))ses
where for each s € S, 75(x : s,y 1 5) = (To0(v 1 8,y : T))yes is a globally
finite S’-sorted set of ¥'-equations ¢(z,y) ~ ¥(x,y) of sort s’ in two variables
of sort s. Given a ¥ — Y/-translation 7, we define the 7-translation of a
Y-equation t ~ t’' of sort s, denoted by 7(t ~ t'), as the S’-sorted set of
Y'-equations (75 (t,t'))secs, and a 7-translation of a conditional equation

/

thesp =t t SN ANty s, =t s, —t st s as the S-
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sorted set of conditional ¥'-equations defined for each s’ € S’ and for each
ot t) =t t') € Tog(t: s~ 1t :s) as follows:

AN 7ot s simt] 2 s) = ot 1) = (¢, 1),

i<n s€S’

In the sequel, we identify a S-sorted set (75(t : s,t' : §'))ses with the disjoint
union |, ¢ 7s(t : 5, s).

Observe that a formula ¢ is translated by a signature morphism o in an-
other formula o(¢); however, a logical translation maps a formula into a set
of formulas. An useful tool in the sequel is given by the following Lemma:

Lemma 3.1 Let 0 : Fm(X) — Fm(X) be a substitution, 7 be a ¥ — ¥'-
translation and & be a X-equation. We have that 7(c(£)) = o(7(£)).

Proof. Given a Y-equation t & t’ of sort s and a ¥ — Y/-translation 7, we have
that for any s € ', 7, (t = t) is defined as a set of equations ¢(¢,t') ~ (¢, 1)
of sort s’. Hence, for any substitution o : F'm(3) — Fm(X), o(o(t,t') ~
B(E2)) = a(6(t, 1)) ~ a(b(t 1) = do(t),o(t)) ~ P(o(t),a(t)). On the
other hand, we have that o(t = t') = o(t) = o(t'), and therefore, for any s’ €
S, 1s5(0(t = 1)) is defined as a set of equations ¢(o(t),o(t')) = (a(t),o(t'))
of sort §’. Therefore, for any equation &, 7(c(§)) = o(7((£)). The case of the
Y-conditional equations follows directly to the previous case. O

Definition 3.2 [Interpretation] Let SP be a specification and 7 be a
Sig(SP) — Y'-translation. We say that 7 interprets SP if there is a speci-
fication S P’ with signature ¥’ such that, for any € € F'm(X), SP = ¢ if and
only if SP" = 7(¢). In this case we say that the SP’ is a T-interpretation of
SP.

Definition 3.3 [r-model] Let SP be a specification, ¥’ be a signature and 7
be a Sig(SP) — ¥'-translation. A ¥'-algebra A’ is a 7-model of SP if for any
£ € Fm(X), SP = ¢ implies A" = 7(£). We define the 7-model class of SP,
denoted by Mod,(SP), as the class of all 7-models of SP.

Given a specification SP and a Sig(SP) — ¥-translation 7, we define SP”
as the specification such that Sig(SP7) =¥’ and Mod(SP7) = Mod.(SP).

Theorem 3.4 Let SP be a specification and T be a Sig(SP)— X' -translation.
If T interprets SP, then the specification SP™ is the T-interpretation of SP
with the largest class of models.

Proof. Since 7 interprets SP then, there is a specification SP’ such that for
any £ € F'm(Sig(SP)), SP = ¢ if and only if SP’' |= 7(£). on the one hand, we
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have that SP = ¢ implies that SP7 = 7(), since by definition, Mod(SP™) =
{A|A is a 7-model of SP}. On the other hand, if SP™ |= 7(§) then SP’ |= 7(§)
(since Mod(SP') C Mod(SP')) and hence SP |= £. Therefore, SP7 is a 7-
interpretation of SP. Obviously, it is the largest one, since they include all
the 7-models of SP.

O

Theorem 3.5 Let SP = (X,9) be a specification and 7 be a ¥ — ¥'-
translation. Then, if T interprets SP, we have that the specification SPT
is axiomatized by the set of azioms 7(®), i.e, SP™ = (¥, 7(®)). Moreover, if
® is finite then SP7 s finitely axiomatized.

Proof. On the one hand, we have that for any A’ € Mod(SP™) and for any
Y-formula £ , SP = ¢ implies SP™ |= 7(§). In particular, since SP = ®, we
have that SPT |= 7(®) and hence, Mod(SP7) C Mod((¥', 7(®))).

On the other hand, consider a X-algebra A" € (X', 7(®)), i.e., such that
A" = 7(®), and a equation & such that SP = &, i.e., ® =gp £ Then, there is
a finite sequence of equations t; ~ t},...,t, ~ t/, such that ¢, =t/ is € and
that, for all i = 1,...,n, t; &~ t, satisfies one of the three conditions of the
Proposition 1.12. If £ € ®, then, 7(¢) € 7(®) and therefore 7(®) =4 7(£) (by
(i) of Proposition 1.12)). If £ is o(¢ =~ ¢') for some substitution o and some
¢ = ¢ € &, we have that 7(¢ ~ ¢') € 7(®), by Lemma 3.1, we have that
7(€) is o(7(¢ = ¢')) and therefore 7(®) =4 7(§) (by (ii) of Proposition 1.12)).
Consider now the case where there is a conditional equation ¢, &~ @A - -A¢p,, =~
¢, — ¢ = ¢ € &, and a substitution o such that t ~ t' is o(¢ =~ ¢') and
{o(¢i = ¢))i <n} C{t; ~t)|j <i}. Hence, we have that {7(o(¢; ~ ¢}))|i <
n} C{7(t; = t})|j < i}, and by Lemma 3.1, {o(7(¢; = ¢;))[i < n} C {7(t; =~
t7)]7 < i}. We have too that 7(¢1 = ¢} A--- Ao, = ¢, — ¢ = ¢') C 7(P),
Le., forany (¢ :s,¢" :s) =Y (P:s,¢ 1 s) ETsu(p: s~ 1 3),

(/\( /\ Tsi,s(¢i T ¢; : SZ)) - ¢(¢ -8, ¢/ : S) ~ w/(¢ : S7¢/ : 3))5/65’ - 7_<<I>)

i<n s€S’

Let Aic(Ases Tsis(@i 0 s = 0 2 50)) = h(@ 2 5,0":s) m (¢ 25,9 1 s5) €
7(®) be one of these conditional equations. Since, by hypotheses t ~ t is
(¢ = ¢') we have that 7(t = t') is 7(o(¢ =~ gb’)), and therefore, 7(t ~ t')
is o(7(¢ =~ ¢')). Hence, there is an equation u(t,t') ~ p/(t,t') € 7(t = t')
such that p(t,t') ~ p/(t,t') is o(V(¢p : s,¢" : s) = (¢: s,¢' : s)), and hence,
A Acnsess Tous G155 % 81 50)) = (6 5,6 = 5) = (6 5,67 : 5)
(by (ii) of Proposition 1.12). Therefore 7(®) =4 7(t ~ t'). Since A’ is
arbitrary, we have that any A" € (X', 7(®)) is a 7-model of SP and, therefore,
Mod((¥',7(®))) € SPT. Hence (¥, 7(®)) = SP".
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Since T maps each ¢ € ® in a finite set 7(¢) (by hypotheses, 7 is globally
finite), we have that, if ® is finite, then 7(®) is finite too, and therefore, under
these conditions, SP7 is finitely axiomatized. O

Definition 3.6 [Refinement via translation| Let SP and SP’ be two speci-
fications and 7 be a translation such that 7 interprets SP. We say that the
specification SP' refines via the translation T the specification SP, in symbols

SP —._ SP', if SP™ ~ SP'.

Lemma 2.4 motivates the next characterization of the refinements via
translation concept in the specifications axiomatized by a set of equations
and conditional equations:

Theorem 3.7 Let SP = (X, ®) and T be a ¥ — X' -translation. If T interprets
SP, then, for any specification SP" with Sig(SP') =¥, we have that SP — .
SP"iff SP" = 7(®).

Proof. By Theorem 3.5 we have that SP™ = (¥, 7(®)), and by Lemma 2.4,
SPT ~ SP"if and only if SP' = 7(®). 0

Corollary 3.8 Let SP = (3,®) be a specification and T be a ¥ — ¥'-
translation. A ¥'-algebra A’ is a T-model of SP if A’ = 7(P).

Example 3.9 Consider the following specification of the natural numbers set:

Spec NAT =
[SORT]

nat;
[0P]

s:nat ->nat;
[AX]

(Vx,y:nat).s(x) ®s(y) = x=~vy;
and consider the following specification NATEQ:

Spec NATEQ =enrich BOOL by
[SORT]
nat;
s:nat->nat;
eq:nat,nat->bool;
[OP]
s:nat ->nat;
eq:nat,nat ->bool;
[AX]

(i) (Vx:nat).eq(x,x) = true;
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(ii) (Vx,y:nat).eq(x,y) ~true = eq(y,x) = true;

(iii) (Vx,y,z:nat).eq(x,y) ~ true A eq(y,z) = true = eq(x,z) =
true;

(iv) (Vx,y:nat).eq(x,y) =~ true = eq(s(x),s(y)) = true;

(v) (Vx,y:nat).eq(s(x),s(y)) = true = eq(x,y) = true;

Consider the translation 7 such that
Tnatbool(X:nat &~ y:nat) = {eq(x:nat,y:nat) ~ true}

and 7, ¢ = ) in another cases. It is not difficult to see that NATEQ interprets
NAT by 7: first note that for any equation t =~ t’ such that NAT =t ~ t’,
we have that NATEQ = eq(t,t’) = true, since the translation of the proof of
NAT =t ~ t’ (in sense of Theorem 1.12) is a proof of NATEQ |= eq(t,t’) ~
true. The converse may be verified by induction on the length of the proof
of NATEQ |~ eq(t,t’) =~ true.

For example, if eq(t,t’) &~ true is obtained by the conditional equation
(ii) then, supposing that NATEQ |= eq(t’,t) &~ true implies NAT = t’ =~ t,
we have that NAT =t =~ t’. Therefore, we have that NAT —, NATEQ, since
NATEQ = eq(s(x),s(y)) = true = eq(x,y) = true.

Note that we can translate a specification of the natural numbers into
another one, axiomatized exclusively by equations of sort bool. This fact
may be important, for example, if we would like to encapsulate the sort nat.

As stated, in order to use the stepwise refinement methodology in the spec-
ification process, is needed that the vertical composition is present. Bellow,
we will characterize the composition of translations:

Definition 3.10 Let 7 be a ¥ —XY'-translation and p be a ¥’ —>"-translation.
We define p.7 as the follows S-family: for each s € S,

p-Tss(T:8,y:s) = L-_l-J ps s (Tssr (T2 8,y 1 8)).
s'es’

It is not difficult to see that p.7 is a translation, since it is a S-family

of globally finite S”-sorted sets of ¥"-equations with two variables (since by
hypotheses p and 7 are also globally finite).

Theorem 3.11 Let 7 be a Sig(SP) — X-translation that interprets SP and p
be a 33— -translation that interprets SPT. Then, the translation p.T interprets
SP.

Proof. On the one hand, since 7 interprets SP, there is a specification SP’
such that, for any & € F'm(Sig(SP)) SP = ¢ iff SP' |= 7(£), and by Theorem
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3.4, we have that SP = £ iff SP7 |= 7(£). On the other hand, since p interprets
SPT7, then there is a specification S P” such that for any ¢ € Fm(X), SP™ = ¢
ifft SP” = p(¢). In particular, for any & € Fm(Sig(SP)) SP™ = 7(¢) iff
SP" E p(1(€)), i.e., SP" |= p.7(€). Therefore, the Sig(SP) — ¥"-translation
p.T interprets SP. O

4 Conclusions and future works

In this paper we presented, some formalizations of the stepwise refinement
process, namely the case where it is required the preservation of the signature
during the process, the case where the specifications of the refinements may
differ via signature morphisms and the generalization of this process to the
observational paradigm. In the latter case, we characterized the vertical com-
position of refinements using possibly different observational equalities, i.e.,
we allowed the encapsulation and desencapsulation of data sorts during the
refinement process (Section 2.2). In this context may be worth to extend a re-
finement calculus like the system presented in [2] with rules for encapsulation
and desencapsulation of sorts in the refinement steps.

In Section 3 we introduced the concept of refinement by translation and
we used some tools from abstract algebraic logic to develop an introductory
theory of these kind of refinements. We intend to develop these results and
analise how they can be generalized to the observational case. An interesting
topic in this research is the integration of this kind of refinements in stepwise
refinement process present in the Sections 2.1 and 2.2. A first step in this
study can be done by the generalization of the refinement via translation in
the “mixed” case. Here, given a signature morphism o : ¥ — ¥/ and a ¥ —X'-
translation 7 that interprets SP, SP —,., SP iff SP™ ~», SP’. Another
interesting topic in this study is the equivalence between specifications in the
perspective of the logical translations. We believe that this work can be done
based on the equivalence of deductive systems, more precisely via interpreta-
tions in the sense of [4]. There is another notion of logical translation, called
conservative translation introduced by H. Feitosa and I. D’Ottaviano in [10].
It will be interesting to investigate this notion within the refinement process.
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