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Abstract

Nowadays computing infrastructures have grown bigger in scale and more com-
plex. Automated configuration management tools have taken the place of tradi-
tional approaches of configuration tasks, such as manual configuration and writing
simple scripts, which become tedious, inefficient and error-prone to human mis-
takes. These tools typically contain their own specific configuration languages. In
general, users write configuration specifications of the system and the tools com-
pile them to configuration files that are deployed on each machine to change its
configuration. Configuration specifications tend to be large and involve thousands
of parameters and the relations between them. However automating configura-
tion management does not prevent configuration errors that might cause system
failures that are costly and time-consuming to remedy. Configuration languages
normally support separation of concerns of different users, but there is limited
work on access control and work flow to guarantee the correctness of the configu-
rations when there are changes in the specifications, or the analysis tools for root
causes for configuration errors. Configuration errors remains one of the dominant
reasons for system failures (Oppenheimer et al., 2003]).

In this thesis, we argue that provenance techniques, a dynamic technique of
tracking data history developed in the database field, is a natural solution to pro-
viding configuration management tools with the ability of analysing configuration
errors and identifying their root causes in the configuration specifications. For
this purpose, we first choose a popular configuration management tool Puppet
and present pPuppet which models the operational semantics of a core subset
of Puppet language. In addition, we prototype an interpreter and a parser for
pPuppet and compare their validation results by using more 50 Puppet manifests
against the real Puppet language. Based on the formal semantics of pPuppet, we
formalise where-, expression- and dependency-provenance which track the origi-
nal inputs of an output data value, the primitive operation procedure that derives
an output data value and all the inputs on which a generated output depended
respectively in the process of compiling the configuration specifications. Further
more, we establish the static correctness properties of three forms of provenance.
We prove that where- and expression-provenance satisfy these properties. We
find the limitation of dependency-provenance we define that does not record the

full dependency information for some unusual value-overriding semantics, which



reveals the complexity of the Puppet language. We prove the partial correctness
of dependency-provenance confined to a subset of pPuppet that excludes the

unusual cases and propose possible solutions to deal with these unusual cases.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Nowadays computing infrastructures have grown bigger in scale and more com-
plex. These systems constitute many devices and machines of different kinds
spread over different locations. Each of the devices or machines could involve
hundreds to thousands of parameters to configure. Besides, it is common that
there exist relations and dependencies between the internal parameters in a ma-
chine and the external parameters to be taken care of, which is the most dif-
ficult aspect in the configuration task. Due to the complexity of the systems,
traditional configuration approaches, such as manual management and writing
low-level scripts, become infeasible. They are ineffective to configure many ma-
chines that could share lots of common parameters and error-prone due to human
errors. Automated configuration tools becomes prevailing for configuration man-
agement. The popular tools include Puppet (Puppet, 2016]), Chef (Chef], 2009),
Ansible (DeHaan| 2012) and Saltstack (Hatch, 2011). Such tools improve the
efficiency and help to avoid human-mistakes to some extent. However, they do
not prevent configuration errors that cause system failures that are costly and
time-consuming to remedy. Configuration errors are one of the main causes of

large scale systems’ failures (Oppenheimer et al., 2003]).

These tools bring their own problems due to their inherent characterizations
that will cause misconfigurations. In turn, they make troubleshooting the config-
uration errors difficult. They typically provide their own configuration languages
that can specify the configurations in a high level. These languages can be declar-
ative or imperative. The declarative languages allow users to describe the desired
states of the systems as the configuration specification. The specification is gath-

ered and compiled centrally by the server machine. Then the tool will transfer
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the result to the actions in the individual machine to modify its configuration
accordingly. Configuration tasks normally take a collaborative effort of many
administrators. Each of them takes charge of a part of the system or an aspect of
the configuration. Thus the configuration specification is produced by many users
with different concerns. These languages take into account the separate concerns
of many users by providing language features to support. They share the proper-
ties of the inheritance of classes that gives modularity and the value-overriding of
a chain of users. However, these tools suffer the lack of access control on the users
and work flow techniques to confine the inheritance behaviour. Instead they only
use the access control techniques defined for software management. Then there
is the case that many users can influence one parameter in the configuration.
Due to the configuration under constant changes, when the users change their
specifications on these parameters, its final result may not reflect the desired sta-
tus, which might cause system failures. |Anderson and Cheney| (2012)) illustrated
this situation by an example. 1 use Puppet language to illustrate and adapt it
in Puppet language. Programs in Puppet language is typically contributed by

multi-users and centred to execute.

1 class a { %class a is defined by Alice

2 ts = ts.reliable.com

3 boo

4 }

5 class b inherit a { %class b is defined by Bob
6 ts = sales.widget.com

7 500

8 }

) include b

In this example, Alice is an external upper-level user who defined the class
a and Bob is a local sub-system administrator who defined the class b. Alice
specified some default configuration in the class a including one parameter ts
which is an address for a “timeserver” against which to synchronise the operating
system time. Bob can inherit class a and override the default parameters in it.
He overrode and assign ts with a different address “sales.widget.com”. The class
specifications Alice and Bob wrote might be in different files or modules among
many others, so that the over-riding or shadowing of the parameter ts might
not be easy to notice. At some point, Alice changes ts’s value to another server
“unreliable.com” while Bob remains unchanged as the following. Bob’s overriding

on ts will mask any change made by Alice.

r



class a { %class a is defined by Alice

ts = ts.unreliable.com

+
class b inherit a { %class b is defined by Bob

Y U s W N =

ts = sales.widget.com

EN|

}

include b

oo

Later on, Bob removes his overriding on ¢s. Then the system Bob takes charge
of will inherit the default values defined by Alice. If it causes system failure, Bob

will be blamed for the misconfiguration.

class a { %class a is defined by Alice

1
2 ts = ts.unreliable.com
Q
(]

4 ¥

5 <class b inherit a { %class b is defined by Bob
6 %ts = sales.widget.com

7 -

8 }

9 include b

Although the changes on the configuration specification are made as users’
desired, the final result may not reflect these changes. They might be masked in
the process of assigning parameters in the configuration languages.

Since there may be thousands of parameters in one machine and hundreds or
thousands of machines in one system, it is hard to identify the responsible party
for a result value in the final configuration. Unfortunately, there is little work on
auditing of configuration changes. Vanbrabant et al. (2009) presented the tool
ACHEL where access control was designed in the tool Puppet to decide whether a
change should be made or not. This was realised by extracting semantic meanings
of configuration changes in the level of configuration specifications. However the
changes it concerns are only the last ones made in the configuration specification.
In the case of the last example, Bob will still be blamed. It does not consider
the changes made before. So it does not help in this case when Alice is the real
cause of the error.

Attariyan and Flinn/ (2008, [2010) presented a tool ConfAid which can pinpoint
the root cause of a configuration problem. This tool uses dynamic information
analysis to monitor the causal dependencies introduced by control and data flow.
Their analysis is performed in the processes of deploying the configurations in a

bottom-up matter, by rebuilding the error on a reference computer and obtain-
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ing the causal dependencies of the test case execution to detect the similarity
between a configuration state on a sick computer and the reference computer.
However this dependency analysis method does not rely on the execution process
of the configuration specifications and track the error back to the configuration
specifications. Thus it cannot reason about the root cause of a problem in the

configuration specification.

Our research hypothesis is that formal semantics and provenance tracking can
provide a principled foundation for understanding configuration errors. Due to
the lack of information on a configuration error, we want to target the place in the
configuration specification where a configuration error came from and know how
it has been generated in the specification. We propose to build on provenance
that has been developed in the database field. Provenance is a technique to record
the historical origin of data in databases. Since the databases grow larger in scale
and undertakes changes constantly, it is hard to analyse the source of an error in
the query results. Provenance has been designed in terms of the semantics of the
query languages so that it is realised along the execution of the queries. It collects
the relevant inputs of a query result and its computational process dynamically
along the execution. The application of provenance in databases is comparable
to it in the configuration languages since the query errors can be related to the
configuration errors and the query languages are related to the configuration
languages. There have been several forms of provenance presented that provide
different aspect of history information about a query result. Where-provenance
(Cheney et al., 2009) provides the original input data of an output in query
result; why- and how-provenance (Cheney et al., 2009)) explains how an output
has been generated from the inputs; dependency-provenance (Cheney et al., 2007))
records all the inputs that could influence the generation of an output. We will
adapt them for the information in the configuration specifications to explain the

configuration errors.

To realise this goal, we will continue to use the method of establishing prove-
nance in databases that is to annotate the inputs and modify the semantics of
configuration languages so as to propagate the labels on the inputs and compute
the desired provenance. We choose a popular configuration management tool
Puppet and build provenance on the semantics of its language Puppet language.
Puppet language is a mostly declarative configuration language built in an ad-

hoc style. It is undertaking frequent addition and changes. The lack of a formal



semantics is an obstacle to formalise the analysis on the language. Thus as the
first step toward defining provenance, we will formalise Puppet language. We first
identify a core subset of this language and formalise its syntax and the semantics
using operational semantics (Plotkin, 2004) in Chapter 3. We call this formalised
language pPuppet. We also build an interpreter and a parser for pPuppet based
on its formalisation. We then will evaluate them by more than 50 examples that
cover all the features of uPuppet and compare the results against that of the real
Puppet language. Then we establish where- and expression-provenance in Chap-
ter 4. Where-provenance locates the input data value of an output value back in
the pPuppet specification. Expression-provenance further records the primitive
computations in the execution of the specifications that derive an output data
value. We also define the static characterisation of the correctness of where- and
expression-provenance and prove they are correct according to this characterisa-
tion. Then we formalise dependency-provenance in Chapter 5 that is to collect
all the data values in the specification that could influence an output in the con-
figuration file. To do it, the conditional constructs in puPuppet are taken into
account for computing provenance, besides the primitive operators. We again
define the static correctness characterization of dependency-provenance. How-
ever, due to the complexity of uPuppet language, dependency-provenance does
not track the full dependency information of the unusual cases introduced by the
value overriding. We prove that it satisfies the correctness with the limitation
of excluding the unusual semantics from pPuppet. We believe there are several
possible solutions of this problem that can be achieved. One is to modify the
annotation propagation in the semantics of pPuppet by including more relevant
labels and adjusting the correctness characterization accordingly. However this
will enlarge the size of dependency-information and the overhead of computing it.
The increased information will make it more difficult for users to understand. We
need to find a balance between the usefulness of the provenance and the cost. The
other possibility is to constrain puPuppet specifications to eliminate the unusual

cases in a formal way. We leave it for further work.

Our main contributions in this thesis are an operational semantics of pPuppet,
establishing where-, expression- and dependency-provenance on the top of this
semantics to track different forms of information about output data values in
the inputs, and characterising their correctness and proving they are correct or

partially correct. The formal semantics of yPuppet is an important step for in-
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troducing analysis in the Puppet language. Beside building provenance, it might
be useful for other analysis purposes. The limitation of dependency-provenance
exposes the complexity of the Puppet language, and gives evidence for program-

ming designers to improve the language.



Chapter 2

Background

2.1 System Configurations and Configuration Man-

agement Tools

Computing infrastructures consist of hardware and software, which have many
parameters that need to be configured in order to perform in conformance to each
other and the desired requirements. The infrastructures are typically subject to
changes due to updating the hardware or software in them or the changed require-
ments on them. The term configuration has been used in many contexts with
different meanings, such as hardware configuration, software configuration man-
agement, network configuration management and distributed application config-
uration. However there is no generally accepted definition for the term system
configuration. System configuration is a task to configure the whole infrastruc-
ture including the hardware and software to make the system perform the desired
functionalities. Moreover, when the requirements on the infrastructures change or
the environment changes happen such as hardware or software updates, system
configuration should be maintained to conform with these changes in order to
keep the system performing the desired functionality. Configuration specification
is the description how the entire system should be configured. The specification
could be in different detail levels. For example, it could specify the common
setting of all the machines in the system and leave the differences among them
to further configuration procedure, or could describe in detail how every machine

should be configured.

System configuration faces many difficulties. First of all, the hardware of an
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infrastructure could include diverse kinds of machines, from laptops to database
servers. Their configurations have different requirements. Secondly, as we have
mentioned, an infrastructure undertakes constant changes. These changes could
be due to critical hardware or software system failure, the new functionality from
upgraded software, configuration refactoring and new or upgraded hardware and
so on (Anderson), 2006). Thirdly, configuring a system is not only to configure
the individual machines but also to take care of the corresponding relationships
between the configurations in machines. Such relationships could exist either be-
tween different machines or between different components in one machine. For
example, a Web service needs to configure the web server. The entire DNS
(domain name space) should be configured with the information about the web
server, as well as the firewall and so on. Fourthly, a configuration specification
of a large infrastructure could involve many people. Each of them manges the
configuration of a part of an infrastructure. Or the configuration of some aspect
of the system, such as the mail system, the network and the security function-
alities, can be assigned to a specialist. These people may have different aspects
of knowledge and may not have sufficient contacts between them. Finally, large
systems are typically distributed. They share all the difficulties of distributed
programming, such as communication, failure recovery and latency (Anderson)

2006).

2.1.1 Configuration Management Tools

Automating system configuration or configuration management becomes more
and more appealing when the infrastructures become larger and more complex.
System configuration was traditionally dealt with manually. However, when an
infrastructure becomes larger, manual configuration is less efficient and error-
prone. Then automated techniques have taken into part of system configuration
gradually from the low level of automation techniques such as cloning, scripting
programming to the high level one, i.e. programming languages. Many automated
configuration tools have arisen in these years, which are based on some model for
structuring configurations in the high level. Such models work as standards of
interoperability between devices in an automatic way. Simple approaches for
configurations such as basic scripting do not involve any underlying model, while

the configuration management tools based on models include their own language
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for configuration specifications.

LCFG and Puppet are configuration management tools based on some inter-
mediate models. These models provide the frameworks of the components that
are used to describe the configuration in a declarative way. Then these compo-
nents are composed and instantiated for different machines.

There have been little academic works on presenting system configurations
that are widely accepted so we do not refer any of them here to avoid misunder-

standing for people with different background.

2.1.2 Configuration Languages

All the configuration frameworks lie somewhere on the spectrum between “im-
perative” and “declarative”. At the imperative end, developers use conventional
scripting languages to automate common tasks. It is left to the developer to
make sure that steps are performed in the right order, and that any unnecessary
tasks are not (potentially harmfully) executed anyway. At the declarative end of
the spectrum, the desired system configuration is specified in some higher-level
way and it is up to the configuration framework to determine how to realise the
specification: that is, how to generate a compliant configuration, or adapt an
already-configured system to match a new desired specification.

Most existing frameworks have both imperative and declarative aspects, such
as Chef (Marschall, |2013), CFEngine (Zamboni, 2012). Chef, CFEngine, and
Ansible (Geerling, [2015) are imperative in relation to dependency management;
the order in which tasks are run must be specified. Chef and CFEngine are
declarative in that a configuration is specified as a desired target state, and only
the actions necessary to end up in a compliant state are executed. (This is called
convergence in configuration management speak.) The Puppet framework Turn-
bull| (2008) lies more towards the declarative end, in that the order in which
configuration tasks are carried out is also left mostly to the framework. Puppet
also provides a self-contained configuration language in which specifications are
written, in contrast to some other systems. (Chef specifications are written in
Ruby, for example, whereas Ansible is YAML-based.)

Configuration languages often have features in common with general-purpose
programming languages, such as variables, expressions, assignment, and condi-

tionals. One aim of configuration languages is to model different kind of services
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in the configuration tasks in a high level. Some, including Puppet, also include
“object-oriented” features such as classes and inheritance. However, (declarative)
configuration languages differ from regular programming or scripting languages
in that they mainly provide mechanisms for specifying, rather than realising, con-
figurations. While some “imperative” features that can directly mutate system

state are available in Puppet, their use is generally discouraged.

2.1.3 Puppet

Puppet is one of the most popular open source configuration management tools
used by a big community. According to the company, Puppet has been chosen
and used by 40,000 organizations.

Puppet uses several terms — especially compile, declare, and class — in ways
that differ from standard usage in programming languages and semantics. We
introduce these terms with their Puppet meanings in this section, and use those
meanings for the rest of the chapter. To aid the reader, we include a glossary of
Puppet terms as Appendix [A.T]

The basic workflow for configuring a single machine (node) using Puppet is
shown in Figure 2.1l A Puppet agent running on the node to be configured
contacts the Puppet master running on a server, and sends a check-in request
containing local information, technically called facts, such as the name of the
operating system running on the client node. Using this information, along with
a centrally maintained configuration specification called the manifest, the Puppet
master compiles a catalog specific to that node. The manifest is written in a
high-level language, the Puppet programming language (often referred to simply
as Puppet), and consists of declarations of resources, along with other program
constructs used to define resources and specify how they are assigned to nodes. A
resource is simply a collection of key-value pairs, along with a title, of a particular
resource type; “declaring” a resource means specifying that a resource of that type
exists in the target configuration. The catalog resulting from compilation is the
set of resources computed for the target node, along with other metadata such as
ordering information among resources. The agent receives the compiled catalog
and applies it to reconfigure the client machine, ideally producing a compliant
state. Finally, it sends a status report back to the master indicating success or

failure.
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Server (Puppet Master) Node (Puppet Agent)
. facts

manifest < catalog

— catalog —
compile l applyl
status report
compliant

catalog e

\/ \/

Figure 2.1: Puppet overview

Figure depicts the interaction between a single agent and master. In a
large-scale system, there may be hundreds or thousands of nodes configured by
a single master. The manifest can describe how to configure all of the machines
in the system, and parameters that need to be coordinated among machines can
be specified in one place. A given run of the Puppet manifest compiler considers

only a single node at a time.

2.2 Operational Semantics

Any programming language has two linguistic aspects, its syntax and semantics.
The syntax in general consists of a set of classes representing different phrases in
the language. The semantic meaning of this syntax describes how they behave
so to reach the final result of a program in this language.

Three kinds of semantics for programming languages have been established.
They are operational semantics, denotational semantics and axiomatic seman-
tics. We use operational semantics in this thesis, so we focus on introducing
it as background. Operational means that the semantics or the behaviour of a
programming language are defined in terms of the syntactic transformations of
programs and simple operations on discrete data (Plotkin|, 2004).

There have been some machines proposed to interpret a programming lan-
guage, such as Plotkin’s (S, M,C) machine. It gives a flavour of operational

semantics but is still not direct. Such machines are based on transition systems.

Definition 2.2.1. (Transition System) A Transition System is a structure (I", —)
where I' is a set of elements, v, called configurations and — CT' x I" is a binary
relation, called the transition relation. Read y—~' as saying that there is a

transition from the configuration « to the configuration 4. (Plotkin) 2004)
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(boolean) := true|false
(value) := Integer |(boolean)
(binary oper) = +|—|...

Figure 2.2: Concrete Syntax of Values in L

(value_exp) == true|false

| (value_exp) (binary oper) (value_exp)

Figure 2.3: Concrete Syntax of Value Expressions in L

The (S, M,C) machine works as transitions based on the expressions or com-
mands C on the top of the control stacks. It is not defined in the intuition for
operational semantics since the transitions are not syntax-directed. For exam-
ple, the transitions for a sequence of command c;c cannot be defined by the

transitions for each ¢ and ¢’ respectively.

2.2.1 Syntax

We use an example to illustrate operational semantics. For the consistency of
content, we choose a subset of our pPuppet, called L, as our initial language.
The syntax of a language is first written as concrete syntax which is usually
defined using a context-free grammar. It represents how the language is written.
The concrete syntax of values and value expressions is shown in Figure and
2.3 Abstract Syntax is abstracted from the concrete syntax of a language and
represents the real structure of a language. The process is accomplished by a
parser.

The abstract syntax for arithmetic expressions is shown in Figure [2.4]

As we mentioned there are different syntactic classes in a language. They
can be differentiated again by basic syntactic sets and derived syntactic sets.

Basic syntactic sets include all the basic data of different types and variables. In
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e = i|61—|—€2|61—62

Figure 2.4: Abstract Syntax of Arithmetic Expressions in L

e == i|true|false|w
| e1tex|er—ealerxex|er/en

| e1=e2]erandey|ejores|le

Figure 2.5: Arithmetic Expressions and Boolean Expressions

our example, these data are truth values, natural numbers and variables. In our
language L we take truth values true as truth and false as false, natural numbers
as 1 and variables represented as v. Derived syntactic sets cover expressions
and commands in a language. In L we include arithmetic expressions, boolean

expressions and commands as shown in Figure 2.5 and [2.6]

2.2.2 Semantics
2.2.2.1 Semantics of Expressions

As in (S, M,C) machine, an expression is transformed into its final result in
steps or transitions. If we skip some uncrucial transitions which put the elements
from control stack to S, the steps left here are the addition steps. For example,
(1+(243))+(4+5) would be computed as the following transitions. (Plotkin
2004])

(14 (243))+ (4+5) = (1+5)+ (4+5) = 6+ (4+5) = 6+9 — 15

s = e|sjso|x=el|if e {s} else {s}

Figure 2.6: Commands
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These transition sequences of expressions are called reduction sequences or
derivations. They constitute the procedure of expression evaluation. This pro-
cedure processes the expression from left to right and can be summarised by a
specification as the following:

2.2.2.1.1 To evaluate the expression ¢; + e

Constants: if e; or eg are constants, do not do anything.

Sum:

(1) If e; is not a constant, evaluate it to a number 41 as result.
(2) If e is not a constant, evaluate it to a number iy as result.

(3) Add iy to i, get the finally result i; +p io = i3.

This specification is syntaz-directed since it works for any expression e; + es.
From this specification, a formal set of rules for sum expressions is formalised on
which the transitions of evaluating the expressions are based. The procedure of

the evaluation makes the derivation of the form

e=el—ey—...—~ep_1—ep=1

If we look at the first step of the specification above, we get the following
(1) If €1 is not a constant, then evaluate it to a new expression €] as result.
(2) If e; is a constant and ey is not, then evaluate e to a new expression ef.
(3) If both e; and eg are constants, then add 7; to i2 to give a number.

This specification can be summarised as the following rules

/ !/
€1 — € 62—>€2
) (3)
er1+ex—eyptes 1+ex —1+ey 11+ — 11 +N 12

These rules state the specification above in the sense that in rule (1) if e; is
not a constant and evaluated to €}, then evaluating e; + e to €] + e is the first
step. Rule (2) describes the second option in the specification is the similar way.

Rule (3) is the same as the third option in the specification.
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To extend these rules for dealing with variables, we need an extra construct
memory as in (S, M,C) machine. We name memory as o. Then the configuration
of the transition for the evaluation of the full set of expressions becomes the
combination of an expression e and the current memory o the evaluation is based

on. The transition relation becomes

/
og,e—e€

The transition of evaluating a variable v involves accessing the memory for

the value of this variable. It is written as
o,v — o(v)

where o(v) can be seen as a function o : Variable — Natural. The original rules

can be extended as follows under the new relations of transitions

oe1 — €} 0,69 — ch

o,e1+ex —er+er o,1+e2 —1+e2 0,11+ =11 +nN 12

2.2.2.2 Semantics of Commands

As we discussed for critical transitions for expressions, we also consider the im-
portant transitions for executing commands in (S, M,C’) machines. We take the
transition steps that change system memory M but ignore the steps that move
symbols in control C' to the stack S. As for expressions, we define the configura-
tion for our transitions for commands as o, c. Let us see an example for the crucial
transition we are concerned with. We take the commands as a sequence of com-
mands of assignments z := ;2 := y;y := z and the store 0 as {z:=a,y :=b, 2z :=c}.
The transitions for a sequence of commands of assignments z := z;x :=y;y = 2

are as the following
{z:=ay:=bz:=c}z:=xx:=y;y =2
— {z:=a,y:=bz:=al,v:=yy:=z2
— {z:=by:=bz:=al,y:=z

— {z:=by:=a,z:=a},e

Then the transitions for commands can be seen to according to the following

specifications
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2.2.2.2.1 To evaluate a command c in a store o

Empty command If ¢ is empty, then the transition leads to the current

store o.

Assignment If ¢ is an assignment x := e, then evaluate e in store o. If the

result is ¢, then change the store o so that o(z) = 1.
Composition If ¢ is the sequence of commands c1;ca, then

(1) evaluate the command ¢ in the store o and get the new store oy

(2) evaluate the command ¢y in the store o7 and get the new store o9

This specification for transition is syntax-directed again. Considering the
termination of execution for commands, we take the configurations as o,cUao
where o is the termination configuration. The transitions for executing commands
are in the form o,c — o/,¢’. The transitions for the configuration o,c is the
following

o,c—01,C1 —» 02,2 —> ...0p—1,Cn—1 — Op,

It describes that to execute ¢, first execute ¢ in store o and derive ¢; and o7.
The rest of the execution of ¢ starts from executing ¢; in store o1. Then consider

the first transition of executing command ¢, we get the following rules for the

transitions
/
o,e—e
(EMPTY) Assl AsslII
0,e—0 ox=e—o,x:=¢ o,x:=1— 0li/x]
!/ /
o,c1 =0 ,C o,c1 =0
Ay Cowmpl ; Cowmpll
0,C1;C2 — 0 ,C1;C2 0,C1;€2 — 0 ,C2

We extend the specification to deal with the conditional command if b ¢y else co.

2.2.2.2.2 To evaluate a conditional command if b ¢; else co.in a store o
Evaluate the boolean expression b in store o.

(1) If the result is true, then evaluate ¢; in store o.

(2) If the result is false, then evaluate ¢ in store o.
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The rules for the first step of transitions for conditional commands are

g.b—ot
ConDB
0,1f b ¢y else cg — 0,if b ¢ else ¢
o,b— o, true o,b— o0,false
Conbl ConblII
0,if b cy else co — 0,01 0,if b c1 else co — 0,09

2.3 Provenance

Provenance has been investigated in the database field. It was designed to record
the relevant history information of data. It has become more important over
the last years since data now comes not only from trusted sources but also from
the Internet. The integrity of data is not ensured if one does not know the
provenance information of the result data. Furthermore, some applications access
a collection of databases. For the users of an application, it is important to know
the provenance of data. In Cheney et al’s survey (2009), the three most common
forms of provenance in the relational database setting which were where-, why-
and how- provenance have been summarized and compared to each other. Where
provenance provided the information of the locations of the input data of some
parts of the output of a query. Why provenance collected the set of input records
that might contribute to the output of a query. How provenance recorded the

full procedure of how the output is produced.

2.3.1 Lineage, Why-provenance and Where provenance

Cui et al. (2000) were among the first to introduce a notion of provenance of data
for relational databases, called lineage. It relates one output entry to all the input
entries that contribute to generating this output. According to Cui et al., each
entry in the database is labelled with a symbol called an annotation. For each
entry in the output, it is labelled by a set of annotations that correspond to all
the entries in the database that contribute the entry in this output entry. Such a
set of labels is called a “proof” or “witness”. However such sets do not necessarily
correspond to the minimal set of entries that could produce an output entry.
Buneman et al.| (2001)) introduced why-provenance for a semi-structured data

model that is more general than the relational model. Why-provenance can cap-



18 Chapter 2. Background

ture different witnesses for an output entry. They introduced the concept of
witness basis where one of the tuples has to appear in why-provenance, which
formalised the idea of multiple witnesses for one output tuple.

The authors modified a deterministic tree model, an edge-labelled tree model,
in which each node is uniquely determined by a path of edge labels from root node
to that node. They then proposed a query language named Deterministic ()L.
The authors also put restrictions on both syntax and interpretation of queries so
as to make them sound.

Based on the deterministic model and the query language, two meanings of
provenance and how to compute provenance were formulated. The authors de-
scribed the difference between why- and where-provenance for the first time.
Why-provenance is to address the relevant inputs as witnesses that influence one
output in a query result; while where-provenance indicates the location in the in-
put where a value in the output tuple is copied from. Why-provenance has been
studied for relational models while in this paper a syntactic approach has been

used to explore why-provenance and where-provenance for more general models.

2.3.2 How Provenance

Green et al. (2007al) proposed commutative semirings as a model for annotations
in relational databases which describes how the output tuple was computed. They
first identified the similarity in query answering in four extensions of annotated re-
lations, such as incomplete databases generalising RA to conditional tables where
relations are annotated with Boolean formulas, probabilistic databases generalis-
ing relational algebra to event tables which is a form of annotated relations, com-
puting lineage for the output tuples of queries in data warehousing, and finally
RA on bag semantics. The bag semantics means a multiset that is a set where
an element can appear more than one time. They proposed to use commutative
semirings as a general algebraic structure for these models. The authors argued
that the polynomials of commutative semirings formed a symbolic representation
of semiring calculations that indeed captures the computation information of RA
querying from inputs to outputs.

This paper gave examples of annotated RA applied to incomplete databases,
multisets and probabilistic databases. In every case, the tuples in databases are

labeled in some way. For incomplete databases, Imielinski and Lipski| (1984) cre-
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ated c-tables where the tuples in databases are labelled with boolean variables. In
multiset or bag applications, numbers represent the multiplicity of the tuple in the
multiset. In probabilistic databases, the tuples are labelled with a value between
0 and 1 to represent their probabilistics. In these applications, query answer-
ing is also extended to compute the annotations for the outputs of queries. The
authors observed the similarity among these relational algebras and generalised
them to a common algebra model. They first generalised the tags (annotations)
with various kinds of information and then the positive algebra noted as RA™ for
such annotated-tuple relations.

This paper also pointed out that computing why-provenance for queries in
RA™ would not provide enough information if the tags of two output tuples are
the same while they were computed from different tuples, i.e. different tags. They
found out using the different operations of the semiring, positive algebra can fully
record how an output tuple is produced. Thus they introduced positive algebra
provenance semiring which was the semiring of polynomials. They show that
the annotation semantics given by polynomial semirings is as general as (or more

general than) the semantics for any other semiring.

2.3.3 Dependency Provenance

Cheney et al.| (2007) tried to understand the mathematical or semantic foun-
dations of data provenance. Inspired by the motivations in some very different
fields such as program slicing, the authors built up a foundation for a new form
of provenance dependency-provenance. They proposed that dependency analysis
and slicing techniques familiar from programming languages provide a suitable
foundation for an interesting class of provenance techniques. They gave an ex-
ample for static and dynamic slicing. This slicing technique means to identify a
subset of a program that contributes to some result of the output. It has been
used in the process of debugging. The authors tried to explain how to understand
data dependency provenance in databases in the light of programming slicing as
data slice. It used three queries in relational database to illustrate dependency
provenance.

The authors considered annotation propagating semantics for the queries of
nested relational calculus (NRC) which is a core database query language closely

related to monad algebra. Then they defined the property dependency-correctness
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which means that the provenance annotation produced by queries shows how the
output is influenced if any input is changed.

They also addressed the weakness of the previous research on provenance on
databases. The definitions of provenance were elusive so that they are ambiguous
and hard to be formalised based on the semantic descriptions. In particular, many
forms of provenance defined before are sensitive to query rewriting in the sense
that equal queries may have different provenance behaviours. These approaches
are difficult to extend beyond monotone relational queries. In a word, there is a

lack of the formal definition and foundations for provenance.

2.4 Language-based and Information Flow Security

Language-based security is the line of research that uses programming language
techniques, such as type systems, dynamic monitoring, or a combination of static
and dynamic methods, to ensure the security properties of the programs such as
confidentiality. Language-based techniques have also taken part into the line of
research of information flows. These works are related to provenance since all
of them try to characterise what happens in the execution so as to verify some
security property or help to understand the errors after a failure.

Pottier and Conchon (2000) presented a framework that can extend an ar-
bitrary type system with dependency information and how soundness and non-
interference proofs for the new system may rely on. This work enriches any of
the type system today with information flow analysis. They pointed out infor-
mation flow analysis is nothing but a dependency analysis. They realised this by
proposing a translation scheme which translated the programs written in a source
labelled ML to a target calculus that is equipped with a type system. Then the
type system of the source language was built by the translation and the type
system of the target calculus. The non-interference property was stated based on
the soundness properties of the type systems of the target and the source calculus.
This revealed the type system contains useful dependency information.

Indeed, |Abadi et al.[(1999)) found that many program analysis techniques, such
as program slicing, call tracking, binding-time analysis, are actually dependency
analysis. They presented a unifying dependency calculus, a small extension of
Moggi’s computational lambda calculus, called Dependency Core Calculus(DCC).

Simple non-interference proofs can be derived for each case.
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Dependency-provenance in databases is also a dynamic dependency tracking.
However more detailed techniques in these lines of research are less comparable

to that of provenance, so we will not present them here.

2.5 Synthesis-Based System Repair

Besides configuration management tools, there is a line of research employing
synthesis-based techniques to facilitate system changes.

Weiss et al. (2017) addressed the problem that when changes need to make
to system configurations, how to benefit from both the configuration tools and
shell commands. Change requirements on system configurations happen often.
Using configuration tools is not always the easiest way to realise changes since
it is hard to find where and how to make changes in the configuration specifica-
tion. In some cases, shell commands remain the simple way for administrators
to apply the changes and detect the states of system immediately. This work
proposed to combine the strength of both configuration languages and shell com-
mands for system configuration updates. While configuration languages are used
for machine states, shell commands can be employed for small changes. However
changing the system by shell commands when a manifest is in use can cause con-
figuration shift. To solve this, the authors realised this approach in a tool Tortoise
that automatically synthesizes repairs to system configurations so as to change
Puppet manifests consistent with the changes made by shell commands. Tortoise
includes a imperative modelling language AP. It can translate system manifests
and shell commands used by administrators to the models in this languages, then
find a repair space for manifests.

Chugh et al.| (2016) focused on the problem how to combine programmatic
systems and direct manipulation. Either of these methods has their own strength.
Direct manipulation provides visual feedback and enable rapid prototyping, whereas
programmatic method allows reusing complex abstractions. This work proposed
to integrate these two modes to use, a combination called prodirect manipulation.
It was realised in the specific domain of Scalable Vector Graphics (SVG). The
authors proposed the approach, a workflow called live synchronization, which
means the system will synthesizes the updates to a program immediately when
users make changes to the output on the interface. The authors realised this

approach in the system SKETCH-N-SKETCH. A framework in it to infer program
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updates is called trace-based synthesis. The programming language in SKETCH-
N-SKETCH is a core, untyped functional language called 1ittle. All the data
are labelled uniquely by their locations in the AST of the program. Trace-based
synthesis instruments the execution of the programs so that it produces a trace
for each output values. Traces are formed in the run-time. Then the program and
output are related by value-trace equations that are used for inferring program
updates. When the user manipulate a value on the interface, SKETCH-N-SKETCH
updates the values at program locations in real-time.

Synthesis-Based system repair focuses on updating systems or programs au-
tomatically conforming to the changes caused in other ways by using language
relevant techniques. It does not mean to provide information on the reason of

errors for users so to fix them as provenance does.



Chapter 3
Semantics of yPuppet

Puppet is a popular declarative framework for specifying and managing complex
system configurations. The Puppet framework includes a domain-specific lan-
guage with several advanced features inspired by object-oriented programming,
including user-defined resource types, ‘classes’ with a form of inheritance, and de-
pendency management. Like most real-world languages, the language has evolved
in an ad hoc fashion, resulting in a design with numerous features, some of which
are complex, hard to understand, and difficult to use correctly.

We present an operational semantics for pPuppet, a representative subset of
the Puppet language that covers the distinctive features of Puppet, while ex-
cluding features that are either deprecated or work-in-progress. Formalising the
semantics sheds light on difficult parts of the language, identifies opportunities
for future improvements, and provides a foundation for provenance tracking in
the following chapters. Our semantics leads straightforwardly to a reference im-
plementation in Haskell. We also discuss some of Puppet’s idiosyncrasies, partic-
ularly its handling of classes and scope, and present an initial corpus of test cases
supported by our formal semantics. The content of this chapter is based on the
ECOOQOP paper (Fu et al., |2017)).

3.1 Introduction

Managing a large-scale data centre consisting of hundreds or thousands of ma-
chines is a major challenge. Manual installation and configuration is simply im-
practical, given that each machine hosts numerous software components, such as

databases, web servers, and middleware. Hand-coded configuration scripts are

23
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difficult to manage and debug when multiple target configurations are needed.
Moreover, misconfigurations can potentially affect millions of users. Recent em-
pirical studies (Yin et al. 2011; Gunawi et al., [2014) attribute a significant pro-
portion of system failures to misconfiguration rather than bugs in the software
itself. Thus better support for specifying, debugging and verifying software con-
figurations is essential to future improvements in reliability (Xu and Zhoul, [2015]).

A variety of configuration frameworks have been developed to increase the
level of automation and reliability. They typically contain their own configu-
ration languages. Like most real-world languages, configuration languages have
largely evolved in an ad hoc fashion, with little attention paid to their semantics.
Given their infrastructural significance, this makes them an important (although
challenging) target for formal study: a formal model can clarify difficult or coun-
terintuitive aspects of the language, identify opportunities for improvements and
bug-fixes, and provide a foundation for static or dynamic analysis techniques, such
as typechecking, provenance tracking and execution monitoring. In this chapter,
we investigate the semantics of the configuration language used by the Puppet
framework. Puppet is a natural choice because of its DSL-based approach, and
the fact that it has seen widespread adoption. The 2018 PuppetConf conference
was packed with over 80 sessions presented by more than 100 of the industries
top leaders and had more than 30 sponsors from around the world.

An additional challenge for the formalisation of real-world languages is that
they tend to be moving targets. For example, Puppet 4.0, released in March 2015,
introduced several changes that are not backwards-compatible with Puppet 3,
along with a number of non-trivial new features. In this chapter, we take Puppet
4.8 (the version included with Puppet Enterprise 2016.5) as the baseline version
of the language, and define a subset called pPuppet that includes the established
features of the language that appear most important and distinctive; in particular,
it includes the constructs node, class, and define. These are used in almost all
Puppet programs (called manifests). We chose to exclude some features that are
either deprecated or not yet in widespread use, or whose formalisation would add
complication without being particularly enlightening, such as regular expressions
and string interpolation.

The main contributions of this chapter are:

1. a formalisation of pPuppet, a subset of Puppet 4.8;
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2. a discussion of simple metatheoretic properties of pPuppet such as deter-

minism, monotonicity and (non-)termination;
3. a reference implementation of pPuppet in Haskell;
4. a corpus of test cases accepted by our implementation;

5. a discussion of the more complex features not handled by pPuppet.

We first give an overview of the language via some examples (Section [3.2.1)),
covering some of the more counterintuitive and surprising parts of the language.
Next we define the abstract syntax and a small-step operational semantics of
pPuppet (Section [3.3]). We believe ours to be the first formal semantics of a rep-
resentative subset of Puppet; although recent work by [Shambaugh et al.| (2016))
handles some features of Puppet, they focus on analysis of the “realisation” phase
and do not present a semantics for the node or class constructs or for inheritance
(although their implementation does handle some of these features). We use a
small-step operational semantics (as opposed to large-step or denotational seman-
tics) because it is better suited to modelling some of the idiosyncratic aspects of
Puppet, particularly the sensitivity of scoping to evaluation order. We focus on
unusual or novel aspects of the language in the main body of the chapter; the
full set of rules are given in Appendix Section discusses some properties
of pPuppet. Section describes our implementation and how we validated our
rules against the actual behavior of Puppet, and discusses some of the omitted

features. Sections [3.6] and [3.7] discuss related work and present our conclusions.

3.2 Puppet

3.2.1 Puppet: key concepts

We now introduce the basic concepts of the Puppet language — manifests, cata-
logs, resources, and classes — with reference to various examples. We also discuss
some behaviours which may seem surprising or unintuitive; clarifying such issues
is one reason for pursuing a formal definition of the language. The full Puppet 4.8
language has many more features than presented here. Appendix contains a
complete list of features and the subset supported by pPuppet.
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3.2.1.1 Manifests and catalogs

Figure [3.1] shows a typical manifest, consisting of a node definition and various
classes declaring resources, which will be explained in § below. Node
definitions, such as the one starting on line [I], specify how a single machine or
group of machines should be configured. Single machines can be specified by
giving a single hostname, and groups of machines by giving a list of hostnames, a
regular expression, or default (as in this example). The default node definition

is used if no other definition applies.

In this case the only node definition is default, and so compiling this manifest
for any node results in the catalog on the right of Figure [3.1 In this case the
catalog is a set of resources of type file with titles configl, config2 and
config3d, each with a collection of attribute-value pairs. Puppet supports several
persistence formats for catalogs, including YAML; here we present the catalog
using an abstract syntax which is essentially a sub-language of the language of
manifests. The file resource type is one of Puppet’s many built-in resource
types, which include other common configuration management concepts such as

user, service and package.

3.2.1.2 Resource declarations

Line |11f of the manifest in Figure shows how the configl resource in the
catalog was originally declared. The path attribute was specified explicitly as a
string literal; the other attributes were given as variable references of the form $z.
Since a resource with a given title and type is global to the entire catalog, it may
be declared only once during a given compilation. A compilation error results
if a given resource is declared more than once. Note that what Puppet calls a
“compilation error” is a purely dynamic condition, and so is really a runtime error

in conventional terms.

The ordering of attributes within a resource is not significant; by default
they appear in the catalog in the order in which they were declared. Optionally
they can be sorted (by specifying ordering constraints) or randomised. Sorting is

usually recommended over relying on declaration order (Rhett, [2016)).
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node default {
$source = ’/source’

include servicel

class servicel {

$mode = ’123°

include service?2

file { ’configl’:
path => ’pathl’,
source => $source,
mode => $mode,
checksum => $checksum,
provider => $provider,

recurse => $recurse

$checksum = mdb

class service2 inherits service3 {

$recurse = true

file { ’config2’:
path => ’path2’,
source => $source,
mode => $mode,
checksum => $checksum,
provider => $provider,

recurse => $recurse

class service3 {

$provider = posix

file { ’config3’:
path => ’path3’,
mode => $mode,
checksum => $checksum,

recurse => $recurse

27

file { ’config3’:
path => ’path3’

}

file { ’config2’:
path => ’path2’,
source => ’/source’,
provider => ’posix’,
recurse => true

}

file { ’configl’:
path => ’pathl’,
source => ’/source’,

mode => ’123°

Figure 3.1: Example manifest (left); compiled catalog (right)
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3.2.1.3 Variables and strict mode

Puppet lacks variable declarations in the usual sense; instead variables are im-
plicitly declared when they are assigned to. A compilation error results if a given
variable is assigned to more than once in the same scope. As we saw above,
unqualified variables, whether being read or assigned to, are written in “scripting
language” style $x.

Puppet allows variables to be used before they are assigned, in which case
their value is a special “undefined” value undef, analogous to Ruby’s nil or
JavaScript’s undefined. By default, attributes only appear in the compiled out-
put if their values are defined. Consider the variables $mode and $checksum
introduced by the assignments at lines [7] and [20] in the manifest in Figure [3.1]
The ordering of these variables relative to the file resource configl is signifi-
cant, because it affects whether they are in scope. Since $mode is defined before
configl, its value can be read and assigned to the attribute mode. In the com-
piled catalog, mode thus appears as an attribute of configl. On the other hand
$checksum is assigned after configl, and is therefore undefined when read by
the code which initialises the checksum attribute. Thus checksum is omitted
from the compiled version of configl.

Since relying on the values of undefined variables is often considered poor
practice, Puppet provides a strict mode which treats the use of undefined variables
as an error. For similar reasons, and also to keep the formal model simple,

pPuppet always operates in strict mode. We discuss the possibility of relaxing
this in Section B.5.2]

3.2.1.4 Classes and includes

Resource declarations may be grouped into classes. However, Puppet “classes”
are quite different from the usual concept of classes in object-oriented program-
ming — they define collections of resources which can be declared together by
including the class. This is sometimes called declaring the class, although there
is a subtle but important distinction between “declaring” and “including” which
we will return to shortly.

In Figure 3.1} it is the inclusion into the node definition of class servicel
which explains the appearance of configl in the catalog, and in turn the inclusion

into servicel of class service2 which explains the appearance of config?2.
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(The fact that config3 also appears in the output relates to inheritance, and
is discussed in below.) Inclusion is idempotent: the same class may be
included multiple times, but doing so only generates a single copy of the resources
in the catalog. This allows a set of resources to be included into all locations in
the manifest which depend on them, without causing errors due to duplicate
declarations of the same resource.

To a first approximation, including a class into another class obeys a lexical
scope discipline, meaning names in the including class are not visible in the
included class. However inclusion into a node definition has a quite different
behaviour: it introduces a containment relation between the node definition and
the class, meaning that names scoped to the node definition are visible in the
body of the included class. Thus in Figure (3.1, although the variable $mode
defined in servicel is not in scope inside the included class service2 (as per
lexical scoping), the $source variable defined in the node definition is in scope
in servicel, because servicel is included into the node scope.

This is similar to the situation in Java where a class asserts its membership
of a package using a package declaration, except here the node definition pulls in
the classes it requires. The subtlety is that it is actually when a class is declared
(included for the first time, dynamically speaking) that any names in the body
of the class are resolved. If the usage of a class happens to change so that it ends
up being declared in so-called top scope (the root namespace usually determine
at check-in time), it may pick up a different set of bindings. Thus including a
class, although idempotent, has a “side effect” — binding the names in the class
— making Puppet programs potentially fragile. More of the details of scoping are

given in the language reference manual (Puppet, 2016).

3.2.1.5 Qualified names

A definition which is not in scope can be accessed using a qualified name, using a
syntax reminiscent of C++ and Java, with atomic names separated by the token
:. For example, in Figure above, $::o0sfamily refers to a variable in the
top scope, while $::ssh::params::sshd_package is an absolute reference to
the $sshd_package variable of class ssh: :params.
Less conventionally, Puppet also allows the name of a class to be a qualified
name, such as ssh: :params in Figure [3.2l Despite the suggestive syntax, which

resembles a C++ member declaration, this is mostly just a convention used to
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indicate related classes. In particular, qualified names used in this way do not
require any of the qualifying prefixes to denote an actual namespace. (Although
see the discussion in Section B.5.2] for an interaction between this feature and

nested classes, which uPuppet does not support.)

3.2.1.6 Inheritance and class parameters

Classes may inherit from other classes; the inheriting class inherits the variables
of the parent class, including their values. In the earlier example (Figure ,
service?2 inherits the value of $provider from service3. Including a derived
class implicitly includes the inherited class, potentially causing the inherited class

to be declared (in the Puppet sense of the word) when the derived class is declared:

When you declare a derived class whose base class hasn’t already been
declared, the base class is immediately declared in the current scope,
and its parent assigned accordingly. This effectively “inserts” the base
class between the derived class and the current scope. (If the base
class has already been declared elsewhere, its existing parent scope is
not changed.)

This explains why config3 appears in the compiled catalog for Figure [3.1]

Since the scope in which a class is eventually declared determines the meaning
of the names in the class (§ above), inheritance may have surprising (and
non-local) consequences. At any rate, the use of inheritance for most use cases is
now discouraged.ﬂ The main exception is the use of inheritance to specify default
values; this is the scenario illustrated in Figure [3.2]

Line 1] of Figure introduces class ssh: :params, which assigns to variable
$sshd_package a value conditional on the operating system name $: :osfamily
(line ). The class ssh (line [§)) inherits from ssh::params. It also defines a
class parameter $ssh_pkg (before the inherits clause), and uses the value of
the $sshd_package variable in the inherited class as the default value for the
parameter. Because an inherited class is processed before a derived class, the
value of $sshd_package is available at this point.

The value of the parameter $ssh_pkg is then used as the title of the package
resource declared in the ssh class (line [9) specifying that the relevant software
package exists in the target configuration. The last construct is a node definition

specifying how to configure the machine with hostname ssh.example.com. If

Thttps://docs.puppet.com/puppet/latest/style_guide.html, section 11.1.
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class ssh::params {

1
2 case $::osfamily {

3 ’Debian’: { $sshd_package = ’ssh’ }

1 ’RedHat ’: { $sshd_package = ’openssh-server’ }
5 default: { fail("SSH class not supported") }

6 }

o

7

& class ssh ($ssh_pkg = $::ssh::params::sshd_package) inherits ssh::params {
9 package { $ssh_pkg:

10 ensure => installed

11 ¥

12}

13 node ’ssh.example.com’ {

14 include ssh

15 X

Figure 3.2: Example manifest showing recommended use of inheritance for setting

default parameters

host ssh.example.com is a Debian machine, the result of compiling this manifest

is a catalog containing the following package resource:

I  package { ’ssh’ : ensure => installed }

3.2.1.7 Class statements

Figure 3.3| defines a class ¢ with three parameters. The class statement (line
can be used to include a class and provide values for (some of) the parameters.
In the resulting catalog, the from_class resource has backup set to true (from
the explicit argument), mode set to 123 (because no mode argument is specified),
and source set to ’/default’ (because the path variable is undefined at the
point where the class is declared (line 31])).

However, the potential for conflicting parameter values means that multiple
declarations with parameters are not permitted, and the class statement must

be used instead (which only allows a single declaration).

3.2.1.8 Defined resource types

Defined resource types are similarly to classes, but provide a more flexible way of
introducing a user-defined set of resources. Definition d (line in Figure
introduces a defined resource type. The definition looks very similar to a class

definition, but the body is a macro which can be instantiated (line multiple
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I class c (
2 $backupArg = false,
3 $pathArg = ’/default’,
1 $modeArg = 123’ ) {
5)
6 file { ’from_class’:
7 backup => $backupArg,
8 source => $pathirg,
9 path => $path,
10 mode => $modelrg
11 +
12}
13
14 define d (
15 $backupArg = false,
16 $pathArg = ’/default’, ]
I file { ’from_class’:
17 $modeArg = 1237 ) { 5 back -
2 ackup = rue,
18
) 3 source => ’/default’,
19 file { ’from_define’: 1 4 V193
{ mode =>
20 backup => $backupArg, —
9]
21 source => $pathArg, ) ) )
6 file { ’from_define ’:
22 path => $path, > 5 :
7 path => ’/path’,
23 mode => $modeArg
o ) 8 backup => true,
;r ) 9 source => ’/default’,
5
10 mode => ’123°
26
11 3
27 node default {
28
29 $backup = true
30
31 class { c:
32 backupArg => $backup,
33 pathArg => $path
34 }
35
36 d { "service3":
37 backupArg => $backup,
38 pathArg => $path
39 ¥
40
11 $path = ’/path’
12}

Figure 3.3: Manifest with class parameters and defined resource types (left); catalog
(right)

times with different parameters.

Interestingly, the path attribute in the from_class file is undefined in the

result, apparently because the assignment $path = ’/path’ follows the declara-
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tion of the class — however, in the from_define file, path is defined as ’/path’!
The reason appears to be that defined resources are added to the catalog and
re-processed after other manifest constructs’] We will not model this behaviour
of the assignments as $path = ’/path’ since we want to model a monotonic

sub-language. Monotonicity will be explained later in detail.

3.3 uPuppet

We now formalise pPuppet, a language which captures many of the essential
features of Puppet. Our goal is not to model all of Puppet’s idiosyncrasies, but
instead to attempt to capture the ‘declarative’ core of Puppet, as a starting point
for future study. As we discuss later, Puppet also contains several non-declarative
features whose behaviour can be counterintuitive and surprising; their use tends

to be discouraged in Puppet’s documentation and by other authors.

3.3.1 Abstract syntax

The syntax of pPuppet manifests m is defined in Figure[4.3] including expressions
e and statements s. Constant expressions in gPuppet can be integer literals 4,
string literals w, or boolean literals true or false. Other expressions include
arithmetic and boolean operations, variable forms $z, $::x and $::a::x. Here, x
stands for variable names and a stands for class names. Selectors e 7 {M} are
conditional expressions that evaluate e and then conditionally evaluate the first
matching branch in M. Arrays are written [e1,...,e,] and hashes (dictionaries)
are written {k = e,...} where k is a key (either a constant number or string).
Full Puppet includes many more built-in functions that we omit here.

Statements s include expressions e (whose value is discarded), composite state-
ments s1._s9, assignments $x = e, and conditionals unless, if, case, which are
mostly standard. (Full Puppet includes an elsif construct that we omit from
pPuppet.) Statements also include resource declarations ¢ {e : H} for built-in
resource types t, resource declarations u {e: H} for defined resource types u, and
class declarations class {a: H} and include a.

Manifests m can be statements s; composite manifests mi_.ms, class defini-

tions class a {s} with or without parameters p and inheritance clauses inherits b;

2http://puppet-on-the-edge.blogspot.co.uk/2014/04/getting-your-puppet-ducks-in-row.
html
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Expression e == i|w]|true|false|$z|$:x|$:anx
| e1t+es]er—ea|er/ea|er >ex| e =ea]erandes|ejores|le]...
| {H} [ ler, . en][erfea] [ e 7 {M}
Array A == ¢ele A
Hash H elk=eH
Case c e | default
Matches M = elec=e,M
Statement s u= e|si.s2|%r=e|unless e {s}|if e {s} else {s}|casee{C}|D
Cases C == e|c:{s}.C
Declaration D == t{e:H}|u{e:H}|class {a: H}|include a
Manifest m = s|mji-mg|node Q {s}|define u (p) {s}|class a {s}|class a (p) {s}
| class a inherits b {s}|class a (p) inherits b {s}
Node spec  @Q := N |default|(Ny,...,Ng)|r € RegExp
Parameters p == e|x,plz=e,p

Figure 3.4: Abstract syntax of pPuppet

node definitions node @ {s}; or defined resource type definitions define u (p) {s}.
Node specifications () include literal node names IV, default, lists of node names,
and regular expressions r (which we do not model explicitly).

Sequences of statements, cases, or manifest items can be written by writing
one statement after the other, separated by whitespace, and we write . when
necessary to emphasise that this whitespace is significant. The symbol ¢ denotes

the empty string.

3.3.2 Operational Semantics

We now define a small-step operational semantics for gPuppet. This is a con-
sidered choice: although Puppet is advertised as a declarative language, it is not
a priori clear that manifest compilation is a terminating or even deterministic
process. Using small-step semantics allows us to translate the (often) procedural
descriptions of Puppet’s constructs directly from the documentation.

The operational semantics relies on auxiliary notions of catalogs vc, scopes «,
variable environments ¢, and definition environments x explained in more detail

below. We employ three main judgements, for processing expressions, statements,
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and manifests:

o, Kk, U0, e — € 0,K,00, 8 ~vs 0 K UG, s o, K, VC, M im o' K ve,m!
Here, o, k, and vc are the variable environment, definition environment, and
catalog beforehand, and their primed versions are the corresponding components
after one compilation step. The parameter a for expressions and statements
represents the ambient scope; the parameter N for manifests is the target node
name.

The main judgement is —p,, which takes a yPuppet manifest m and a node
name N and compiles it to a catalog v, that is, a list of resource values vy for that
node. Given initial variable environments o (representing data provided by the
client) and k (containing any predefined classes or resource definitions), execution
of manifest m begins with an empty catalog and terminates with catalog vc when

the manifest equals skip, i.e. 0,k,6,m —>m ++ —m 0, K, 00, skip.

3.3.2.1 Auxiliary definitions: catalogs, scopes and environments

Before defining compilation formally, we first define catalogs (§3.3.2.1.1]), the re-
sult of compiling manifests; scopes (, which explicitly represent the
ambient scope used to resolve unqualified variable references; variable environ-
ments (, which store variable bindings; and definition environments
(§3.3.2.1.4)), which store class and resource definitions.

3.3.2.1.1 Catalogs The syntax of catalogs is given in Figure A catalog
ve is a sequence of resource values, separated by whitespace; a resource value
vr =t {w : vy} is a resource whose title is a string value and whose content is a
hash value; a hash value vy is an attribute-value sequence in which all expressions
are values; and finally a walue v is either an integer literal i, string literal w,
boolean literal true or false, hash {vy}, or array [vy,...,v,]. In a well-formed
catalog, there is at most one resource with a given type and title; attempting to
add a resource with the same type and title as one already in the catalog is an

error.

3.3.2.1.2 Scopes As discussed in Section Puppet variables can be as-
signed in one scope and referenced in a different scope. For example, in Figure|3.2}

the parent scope of class scope ssh is class scope ssh: :params. To model this,
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Catalog ve u= €| uRwvc

Value v = i|w]|true|false|{vu}|[v1,...,vn]|t[v]
Hash value vg = ¢el|lk=v,vg

Resource value wvg == t{w:ovg}

Scope a u= :u|zal:ind|adef

Statement s u= ..|scopeas]|skip

Figure 3.5: Auxiliary constructs: catalogs and scopes

we model scopes and parent-child relations between scopes explicitly. Scope ::
represents the top scope, ::a is the scope of class a, ::nd is the active node scope,
and o def is the scope of a resource definition that is executed in ambient scope
a.

The scope for defined resources takes another scope parameter « in order
to model resource definitions that call other resource definitions. The top-level,
class, and node scopes are persistent, while « def is cleared at the end of the
corresponding resource definition; thus these scopes can be thought of as names
for stack frames. The special statement form scope « s is used internally in the
semantics to model scope changes. An additional internal statement form skip,
unrelated to scopes, represents the empty statement. Neither of these forms are
allowed in Puppet manifests.

As discussed earlier, there is an ancestry relation on scopes, which governs
the order in which scopes are checked when dereferencing an unqualified variable
reference. We use mutually recursive auxiliary judgments « parentof,, 3 to indicate
that « is the parent scope of 3 in the context of x and abaseof 3 to indicate that
« is the base scope of 3. The base scope is either ::, indicating that the scope is
the top scope, or ::nd, indicating that the scope is being processed inside a node

definition. We first discuss the rules for parentof,:

[ baseof , a def
PNODE PDEFRES

:: parentof,. ::nd [ parentof,. o def

k(a) = DeclaredClass(«)
PCrass

aparentof . ::a

The PNODE rules says that the top-level scope is the parent scope of node scope.
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The PDEFRES rule says that the parent scope of the defined resource type scope
is its base scope. Thus, a resource definition being declared in the toplevel will
have parent ::, while one being declared inside a node definition will have parent
scope ::nd. The PCLASS rule defines the scope of the (declared) parent class b
to be the scope a that is recorded in the DeclaredClass(«) entry. The rules for
class inclusion and declaration in the next section show how the DeclaredClass(«)
entry is initialised; this also uses the baseof,; relation. The rules defining baseof

are as follows:

« baseof ; 3
BTor BNODE BDEFRES

:: baseof, :: ::nd baseof, ::nd a baseof ; 3 def

k(a) = DeclaredClass(/3) a baseof,; 5

BCLass

o baseof . ::a
These rules determine whether the ambient scope « in which the class is declared
is inside or outside a node declaration. The base scope of toplevel or node scope
is toplevel or node scope respectively. The base scope of 3 def is the base scope
of 8, while the base scope of a class scope ::a is the base scope of its parent scope
as defined in the definition environment x. (We will only try to obtain the base

scope of a class that has already been declared.)

3.3.2.1.3 Variable environments During the compilation of a manifest, the
values of variables are recorded in wvariable environments o which are then ac-
cessed when these variables are referenced in the manifest. (We call these variable
environments, rather than plain environments, since “environment” has a specific
technical meaning in Puppet; see the glossary in Appendix )

Formally, a variable environment is defined as a partial function o : Scope x
Var — Value which maps pairs of scopes and variables to values. The scope
component indicates the scope in which the variable was assigned. We sometimes
write oq(x) for o(a,x). Updating a variable environment o with new binding
(o, ) to v is written o[(,x) : v], and clearing an environment (removing all

bindings in scope «) is written clear(o, ).

3.3.2.1.4 Definition environments Some components in Puppet, like classes
and defined resource types, introduce definitions which can be declared elsewhere.

To model this, we record such definitions in definition environments k. Formally,
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a definition environment is a partial function & : Identifier — Definition mapping
each identifier to a definition D. Evaluation of the definition only begins when a
resource is declared which uses that definition.

Definitions are of the following forms:

D = ClassDef(copt, p,s) | DeclaredClass(cx) | ResourceDef(p, s)

Copt = c|L

The definition form ClassDef (cop, p, s) represents the definition of a class (before
it has been declared); cqp is the optional name of the class’s parent, p is the list
of parameters of the class (with optional default values), and s is the body of
the class. The definition form DeclaredClass(«) represents a class that has been
declared; « is the class’s parent scope and p and s are no longer needed. In
Puppet, a class can be declared only once, and when it is declared its definition
environment entry is changed to DeclaredClass(copt). Finally, the definition form
ResourceDef(p, s) represents the definition of a new resource type, where p and s

are as above.

3.3.2.2 Expression evaluation

Expressions are the basic computational components of pPuppet. The rules for
expression forms such as primitive operations are standard. The rules for selec-
tor expressions are also straightforward. Since variable accessibility depends on

scope, the variable evaluation rules are a little more involved:

x € dom(oy)

LVAR
«
0,Kk,vc, 3 = 04(x)

x ¢ dom(oq) o, k,vc, S By 3 parentof . «v

" PVar
o,k,v0, 3 — v

x € dom(o.,) x € dom(o.q)

TVAR QVAR
«Q (07

o, kv, b = 0.(x) 0,k 80w = 0.0(T)

The LVAR rule looks up the value of an unqualified variable in the current
scope, if present. The PVAR rule handles the case of an unqualified variable that
is not defined in the current scope; its value is the value of the variable in the

parent scope. The TVAR and QVAR rules look up fully-qualified variables in top
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scope or class scope, respectively. (There is no qualified syntax for referencing

variables in node scope from other scopes.)

pPuppet also includes array and hash expressions. An array is a list of ex-
pressions in brackets and a hash is a list of keys and their expression assignments
in braces. When the expressions are values, an array or a hash is also a value.
Each expression in them can be dereferenced by the array or hash followed by its
index or key in brackets. The rules for constructing and evaluating arrays and

hashes are straightforward, and included in Appendix A.

Resource references of the form ¢[v] are allowed as values, where ¢ is a built-in
resource name and v is a (string) value. Such references can be used as param-
eters in other resources and to express ordering relationships between resources.
Resource references can be used to extend resources or override inherited resource
parameters; we do not model this behaviour. A resource reference can also (as
of Puppet 4) be used to access the values of the resource’s parameters. This is

supported in pPuppet as shown in the following example.

file {"foo.txt":
owner => "alice"

¥

$y "foo.txt"

$x = File[$y]

file {"bar.txt":

Tt o W N =

owner => $x["owner"]

0 =

00
o

In this example, we first declare a file resource, with an owner parameter "alice",
then we assign y the filename and $z a resource reference (value) File ["foo.txt"].
Then in defining a second file resource we refer to the "owner" parameter of the
already-declared file resource via the reference File["foo.txt"]. This declara-

tion results in a second file resource with the same owner as the first.

The rules for dereferencing arrays, hashes, and resource references are as fol-
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lows:
o,k v0,d S d 0, K, U0, € — ¢
DEREFEXP DEREFINDEX
- DEREFARRAY
T, K, 00, [0+« s Uny -« -, U] [R] = v
k=k,
DEREFHASH
0,50, {k1 = V1, ... kn = U, b = Om YK 2 p
0, K, U0, € — ¢ lookupc (v, t,w, k) =v
" REFRES " DEREFRES
o, k,v0, tle] = t[e'] o, k,ve, tw][k] = v

In the rule DEREFEXP the expression e is evaluated to an array or a hash
value. The rule DEREFINDEX evaluates the index inside the brackets to a value.
Rule DEREFARRAY accesses the value in an array at the index n while rule
DEREFHASH accesses the hash value by searching its key k. There could be a
sequence of reference indexes in a reference. As we can see, such reference is
evaluated in the left-to-right order of the index list. Rule RESREF evaluates the
index and in the DEREFREC rule, the function lookupc looks up the catalog for

the value of the attribute k of the resource t[v].

3.3.2.3 Statement evaluation

As with expressions, some of the statement forms, such as sequential composition,
conditionals (if, unless), and case statements have a conventional operational
semantics, shown in the appendix. An expression can occur as a statement; its
value is ignored. Assignments, like variable references, are a little more complex.
When storing the value of a variable in an assignment in o, the compilation rule

binds the value to z in the scope a:

o
o,K, V0,6 — e
ASSIGNSTEP

[e% /
o,k, 00,8 =e =50, Kk,v0, 85 =€

’ ¢ dom(aa) ASSIGN

0,k,00,%7 = v B o[(a,2) : v], K, V0, skip

Notice that Puppet does not allow assignment into any other scopes, only the

current scope .
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We now consider scope « s statements, which are internal constructs (not
part of the Puppet source language) we have introduced to track the scope that
is in effect in different parts of the manifest during execution. The following rules
handle compilation inside scope statements and cleanup when execution inside

such a statement finally terminates.

(64 / / / /
a€{:a,:nd} O, K, U0, 8 —rs 0 K U0, S
; SCOPESTEP

« / / / /

0,K,VC,8C0pe & § —s 0 ,K ,VUc,SCOpe (o S
a def /A A A
0,R,VC, S >SO-7'L€7,U07S

DEFSCOPESTEP

0, k,v0, scope (adef) s s 0’ K v, scope (adef) s’

a € {:, =a, :nd} SoorEDONE

0,K,VC,scope « skip ﬂs o,K,vc,skip

DEFSCOPEDONE

o,K,vc, scope (o def) skip s clear(o,a def), k,vc, skip

The SCOPESTEP and DEFSCOPESTEP rules handle compilation inside a scope;
in the SCOPESTEP rule the ambient scope ' is overridden and the scope param-
eter « is used instead; similarly in the DEFSCOPESTEP rule the local scope o def
of s replaces the scope . The SCOPEDONE rule handles the end of compilation
inside a “persistent” scope, such as top-level, node or class scope, whose variables
persist throughout execution, and the DEFSCOPEDONE rule handles the tempo-
rary scope of defined resources, whose locally-defined variables and parameters
become unbound at the end of the definition. (In contrast, variables defined in
toplevel, node, or class scopes remain visible throughout compilation.)

Resource declarations are compiled in a straightforward way; the title expres-
sion is evaluated, then all the expressions in attribute-value pairs in the hash
component are evaluated. Once a resource is fully evaluated, it is appended to
the catalog:

o,k vo,e: H Spe  H
RESSTEP

o, kvt {e: HY B¢ 0, k00t {e : H'}

RESDECL

0,K,UC, VR g>S 0,K,VCVUR,Skip



42 Chapter 3. Semantics of pPuppet

Defined resource declarations look much like built-in resources:

I apache::vhost {’homepages’:

2 port => 8081,

3 docroot => ’/var/www-testhost’,
1

¥

When a defined resource type declaration is fully evaluated, it is expanded (much

like a function call).

o,k,v0,{e: HY Sr{e : H'}
DEFSTEP

o,kvc,u {e: HY S0, k,vc,u {e : H'}

k(u) = ResourceDef (p, s) s’ = merge(p,vy)

o,k,v0,u {w v} s 0, K, 00, scope (o def) {$title = w.s' s} DEr
The merge function returns a statement s’ assigning the parameters to their
default values in p or overridden values from wvyg. Notice that we also add the
special parameter binding $title = w; this is because in Puppet, the title of a
defined resource is made available in the body of the resource using the parameter
$title. The body of the resource definition s is processed in scope a def. Class
declarations take two forms: include-like and resource-like declarations.

The statement include a is an include-like declaration of a class a. (Pup-
pet includes some additional include-like declaration forms such as contain and
require). Intuitively, this means that the class body is processed (declaring any
ancestors and resources inside the class), and the class is marked as declared; a
class can be declared at most once. The simplest case is when a class has no
parent, covered by the first two rules below:

#(a) = ClassDef (L, p, s) s’ = merge(p,e)  [Bbaseof, a
IncU

0,K,v0, include a s 0, k[a : DeclaredClass(3)],vc, scope (::a) s’ s

k(a) = DeclaredClass(3)
INncD

. e .
0,K,Vc,include a —s 0,K, v, skip

r(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s) k() = ClassDef (copt, o', ")
INcPU

. « . .
0,k,Vc,include a —¢ 0,K,vc, include b include a

k(a) = ClassDef(b,p,s)  r(b) = DeclaredClass(8) s = merge(p,¢)
IncPD

0,k,v0,include a % 0, k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)],vc, scope (::a) {s'us}
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In the INCU rule, the class has not been declared yet, so we look up its body
and default parameters and process the body in the appropriate scope. (We use
the merge function again here to obtain a statement initialising all parameters
which have default values.) In addition, we modify the class’s entry in & to
DeclaredClass(f3), where fbaseof,, av. As described in Section [3.2.1] this aspect of
Puppet scoping is dynamic: if a base class is defined outside a node definition
then its parent scope is ::, whereas if it is declared during the processing of a node
definition then its parent scope is ::nd. (As discussed below, if a class inherits
from another, however, the parent scope is the scope of the parent class no matter
what). If this sounds confusing, this is because it is; this is the trickiest aspect
of Puppet scope that is correctly handled by pPuppet. This complexity appears
to be one reason that the use of node-scoped variables is discouraged by some
experts (Rhett] 2016).

In the INCD rule, the class a is already declared, so no action needs to be
taken. In the INCPU rule, we include the parent class so that it (and any ances-
tors) will be processed first. If there is an inheritance cycle, this process loops;
we have confirmed experimentally that Puppet does not check for such cycles and
instead fails with a stack overflow. In the INCPD rule, the parent class is already
declared, so we proceed just as in the case where there is no parent class.

The rules for resource-like class declarations are similar:

r(a) = ClassDef (copt, p, S) o, k00, H Sy H
CDECSTEP

o,k,vc, class {a: H} %4 0,k,v0,class {a: H'}

k(a) = ClassDef (L, p, s s' = merge(p, vy /3 baseof . o
(a) (L,p,s) (p;vm) p N

o,k,vc, class {a: v} =5 0,k[a : DeclaredClass(3)],vc, scope (::a) s's

k(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s k(b) = ClassDef (copt, o', s’
(@ .p)  K0) (ot )

o,k,v0,class {a: vy} Ss 0,K,v0, include b class {a: vy}

k(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s) k(b) = DeclaredClass(3) s = merge(p,vn)

o CDEcPD
o,k,v0,class {a: vy} s 0,k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)], v, scope (::a) {s'_s}

There are two differences. First, because resource-like class declarations provide
parameters, the rule CDECSTEP provides for evaluation of these parameters.
Second, there is no rule analogous to INCD that ignores re-declaration of an

already-declared class. Instead, this is an error. (As with multiple definitions of
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variables and other constructs, however, we do not explicitly model errors in our

rules.)

3.3.2.4 Manifest compilation

At the top level, manifests can contain statements, node definitions, resource type
definitions, and class definitions. To compile statements at the top level, we use

the following rule:

:: VA A
0,K,VC,8 —s 0 ,K,Uc, S

TOPSCOPE

N A
0,K, 00,8 —m 0 ,K ,Uc, S

The main point of interest here is that we change from the manifest judgement
(with the node name parameter N) to the statement judgement (with toplevel
scope parameter ::). The node name parameter is not needed for processing
statements, and we (initially) process statements in the toplevel scope. Of course,
the statement s may well itself be a scope statement which immediately changes
the scope.

A manifest in Puppet can configure all the machines (nodes) in a system.
A node definition describes the configuration of one node (or type of nodes) in
the system. The node declaration includes a specifier () used to match against the
node’s hostname. We abstract this matching process as a function nodeMatch(N, Q)
that checks if the name N of the requesting computer matches the specifier
Q. If so (NODEMATCH) we will compile the statement body of N. Other-
wise (NODENOMATCH) we will skip this definition and process the rest of the

manifest.

nodeMatch(V, Q) NODEMATCH

0,Kk,vc,node @ {s} %m 0,K,vc,scope (::nd) s

—nodeMatch(V, Q)
NopENOMATCH

0,k,vc,node @ {s} iV—>m 0, K, V0, SKip

Resource type definitions in Puppet are used to design new, high-level resource
types, possibly by declaring other built-in resource types, defined resource types,
or classes. Such a definition includes Puppet code to be executed when a resource
of the defined type is declared. Defined resource types can be declared multiple
times with different parameters, so resource type definitions are loosely analogous

to procedure calls. The following is an example of a defined resource type:
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define apache::vhost (Integer $port) {

1
2 include apache

3 file { "host":
1 content => template (’apache/vhost-default.conf.erb’),
5 owner => Jwww’

The compilation rule for defining a defined resource type is:

u ¢ dom(k) S

0,k,vc,define u (p) {s} iV_)m o, k[u : ResourceDef(p, s)],vc, skip

The definition environment is updated to map u to ResourceDef(p,s) containing
the parameters and statements in the definition of u. The manifest then becomes
skip.

A class definition is used for specifying a particular service that could include
a set of resources and other statements. Classes are defined at the top level and
are declared as part of statements, as described earlier. Classes can be parame-
terised; the parameters are passed in at declaration time using the resource-like
declaration syntax. The parameters can be referenced as variables in the class
body. A class can also inherit directly from one other class. The following rules

handle the four possible cases:

a ¢ dom(k)

N CDEF
0,k,vc,class a {s} —m o,k[a : ClassDef(L, e, s)],vc, skip

a ¢ dom(k)

~ CDeErl
0,K,vc,class a inherits b {s} —n, 0,k[a: ClassDef(b, ¢, s)],vc, skip

a ¢ dom(k) CDueD

o,k,vc,class a (p) {s} LN o,kla : ClassDef (L, p,s)],vc, skip

¢ ¢ dom(/ﬁ;) CDEFPI

0,K,v0,class a (p) inherits b {s} Lm o,k[a : ClassDef (b, p, s)],vc, skip

In the simplest case (CDEF) we add the class definition to the definition environ-
ment with no parent and no parameters. The other three rules handle the cases

with inheritance, with parameters, or with both.
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3.4 Metatheory

Because Puppet has not been designed with formal properties in mind, there is
relatively little we can say formally about the “correctness” of uPuppet. Instead,
the main measure of correctness is the degree to which yPuppet agrees with the
behaviour of the main Puppet implementation, which is the topic of the next
section. Here, we summarise two properties of pPuppet that guided our design
of the rules. First, evaluation is deterministic: a given manifest can evaluate in

at most one way.

Theorem 3.4.1 (Determinism). All of the evaluation relations of pPuppet are

deterministic:
« «
o If 0,k,v0,e — € and o,k,v0,e — €” then ¢/ =¢”.

(0% (0%
o Ifo,k,v0,s =50’ K up,s" and o, k,v0,s = 0" K" v, 8" then o/ = 0", k' =

k", v =vd and & ="

N N
o If 0,k,v0,m —m o’ K, vn,m' and o,k,vc,m —m o” K" vk, m” then o’ =

o, k' =K' vp=v and m' =m”.
Proof. Straightforward by induction on derivations. O]
Second, in pPuppet, evaluation is monotonic in the sense that:

e Once a variable binding is defined in o, its value never changes, and it

remains bound until the end of the scope in which it was bound.

e Once a class or resource definition is defined in k, its definition never
changes, except that a class’s definition may change from ClassDef(copt, p, 5)
to DeclaredClass(f3).

e Once a resource is declared in wvc, its title, properties and values never

change.
We can formalise this as follows.

Definition 3.4.1. We define orderings T on variable environments, definition

environments and catalogs as follows:

e 0 C ¢’ when z € dom(o,) implies that either o, (x) = ol (z) or a = 3 def

for some 3 and = & dom(al,).
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e xC ' when a € dom(k) implies either k(a) = £(a) or k(a) = ClassDef (copt, p, )
and r'(a) = DeclaredClass(f3).

e uc C v when there exists v¢s such that veovd = vg.
e (0,k,0¢) C (0/,k,vp) when o C o', k C k" and ve C vg.

Theorem 3.4.2 (Monotonicity). The statement and manifest evaluation rela-

tions of pPuppet are monotonic in o, k, vc:
o If 0,K,v0,8 s 0/, K, G, 8 then (0, k,00) C (o, K, v).
N
o If 0,k,vc,m —>m 0o’ K ,up,m then (0,k,vc) C (0!, k', v0).

Proof. Straightforward by induction. The only interesting cases are the rules in

which o, k or vc change; in each case the conclusion is immediate. O

These properties are not especially surprising or difficult to prove; neverthe-
less, they provide some justification for calling uPuppet a ‘declarative’ language.
However, pPuppet does not satisfy some other desirable properties. For exam-
ple, as we have seen, the order in which variable definitions or resource or class
declarations appear can affect the final result. Likewise, there is no notion of
‘well-formedness’ that guarantees that a pPuppet program terminates success-
fully: compilation may diverge or encounter a run-time error. Furthermore, full
Puppet does not satisfy monotonicity, because of other non-declarative features
that we have chosen not to model. Further work is needed to identify and prove
desirable properties of the full Puppet language, and identify subsets of (or mod-
ifications to) Puppet that make such properties valid.

3.5 Implementation and Evaluation

We implemented a prototype parser and evaluator for pPuppet in Haskell (GHC
8.0.1). The parser accepts source syntax for features of pPuppet as described in
the Puppet documentation and produces abstract syntax trees as described in
Section The evaluator implements pPuppet compilation based on the rules
shown in Appendix [A.3] The implementation constitutes roughly 1300 lines of
Haskell code. The evaluator itself is roughly 400 lines of code, most of which are

line-by-line translations of the inference rules.
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We also implemented a test framework that creates an Ubuntu 16.04.1 (x86_64)
virtual machine with Puppet installed, and scripts which run each example us-
ing both pyPuppet and Puppet and compare the resulting messages and catalog
output.

3.5.1 Test cases and results

During our early investigations with Puppet, we constructed a test set of 52
manifests that illustrate Puppet’s more unusual features, including resources,
classes, inheritance, and resource type definitions. The tests include successful
examples (where Puppet produces a catalog) and failing examples (where Puppet
fails with an error); we found both kinds of tests valuable for understanding what

is possible in cases where the documentation was unspecific.

We used these test cases to guide the design of uPuppet, and developed 16
additional test cases along the way to test corner cases or clarify behavior that
our rules did not originally capture correctly. We developed further tests during
debugging and to check the behavior of Puppet’s (relatively) standard features,
such as conditionals and case statements, arrays, and hashes. We did not en-

counter any surprises there so we do not present these results in detail.

We summarise the test cases and their results in Table[3.1l The “Feature” col-
umn describes the classification of features present in our test set. The “#Tests”
and “#Pass” columns show the number of tests in each category and the number
of them that pass. A test that is intended to succeed passes if both Puppet and
pPuppet succeed and produce the same catalog (up to reordering of resources); a
test that is intended to fail passes if both Puppet and pPuppet fail. The “#Un-
supported” column shows the number of test cases that involve features that
pPuppet does not handle. All of the tests either pass or use features that are not
supported by pPuppet. Features that pPuppet (by design) does not support are

italicised.

All of the examples listed in the above table are included in the repository
on githulﬂ, together with the resulting catalogs and error messages provided by
Puppet.

3https://github.com/dcspaul /uPuppet



3.5.

Implementation and Evaluation

Feature

#Tests

#Pass

#Unsupported

Statements
Assignment
Case

If

Unless

11
2
1

11
2
1

0

Resources
Basics
Variables
User defined resource types
Virtual resources
Default values
Resource extension

Ordering Constraints

_ ks =R, O O N0 O o O

Classes
Basics
Inheritance
Scope
Variables & classes
Class Parameters
Overriding

Nesting and redefinition

—_
e}

Nodes

Resource Collectors

Basics

Collectors, references € variables

Application order

Ol W = O | Ot O O N W

SO O O O |FE O O O N W o

g W = oo o0t ot O O O o o
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Table 3.1: Summary of test cases. Features in italics are not supported in pPuppet.
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3.5.2 Unsupported features

Our formalisation handles some but not all of the distinctive features of Puppet.
As mentioned in the introduction, we chose to focus effort on the well-established
features of Puppet that appear closest to its declarative aspirations. In this
section we discuss the features we chose not to support and how they might be

supported in the future, in increasing order of complexity.

String interpolation. Puppet supports a rich set of string operations in-
cluding string interpolation (i.e. variables and other expression forms embed-
ded in strings). For example, writing "Hello ${planet[’earth’]}!" produces
"Hello world!" if variable planet is a hash whose ’earth’ key is bound to
’world’. String interpolation is not conceptually difficult but it is widely used
and desugaring it correctly to plain string append operations is an engineering

challenge.

Dynamic data types. Puppet 4 also supports type annotations, which are
checked dynamically and can be used for automatic validation of parameters.
For example, writing Integer $x = 5 in a parameter list says that x is required
to be an integer and its default value is 5. Types can also express constraints
on the allowed values: for example, 5 =~ Integer[1,10] is a valid expression
that evaluates to true because 5 is an integer between 1 and 10. Data types are

themselves values and there is a type Type of data types.

Undefined values and strict mode. By default, Puppet treats an unde-
fined variable as having a special “undefined value” undef. Puppet provides a
“strict” mode that treats an attempt to dereference an undefined variable as an
error. We have focused on modelling strict semantics, so our rules get stuck if an
attempt is made to dereference an undefined variable; handling explicit undefined
values seems straightforward, by changing the definitions of lookup and related

operations to return undef instead of failing.

Functions, iteration and lambdas. As of version 4, Puppet allows func-
tion definitions to be written in Puppet and also includes support for iteration
functions (each, slice, filter, map, reduce, with) which take lambda blocks as
arguments. The latter can only be used as function arguments, and cannot be as-
signed to variables, so Puppet does not yet have true first-class functions. We do

see no immediate obstacle to handling these features, using standard techniques.

Nested constructs and multiple definitions. We chose to consider only
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top-level definitions of classes and defined resources, but Puppet allows nesting
of these constructs, which also makes it possible for classes to be defined more

than once. For example:

1 class a {

2 $x1 = "a"

3 class b {

] $y1 = "b"
5 ¥

8 class a::b {
9 $y2 = "ap"
10 %}

11 include a

12 include a::b

Surprisingly, both line 4 and line 9 are executed (in unspecified order) when a: :b
is declared, so both $::a::b::y1 and $::a::b::y2 are in scope at the end.
Our impression is that it would be better to simply reject Puppet manifests that
employ either nested classes or multiple definitions, since nesting of class and
resource definitions is explicitly discouraged by the Puppet documentation.
Dynamically-scoped resource defaults. Puppet also allows setting re-
source defaults. For example one can write (using the capitalised resource type

File):

‘ 1 File { owner => ’alice’ }

to indicate that the default owner of all files is alice. Defaults can be declared in
classes, but unlike variables, resourced defaults are dynamically scoped; for this
reason, the documentation and some authors both recommend using resource
defaults sparingly. Puppet 4 provides an alternative way to specify defaults as
part of the resource declaration.

Resource extension and overriding. In Puppet, attributes can be added
to a resource which has been previously defined by using a reference to the re-

source, or removed by setting them to undef.

I class main {

2 file { ’file’: owner => ’alice’ }
& File[’file’] { mode => ’0755° %}
1}

However, it is an error to attempt to change the value of an already-defined
resource, unless the updating operation is performed in a subclass of the class in

which the resource was originally declared. For example:
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class main::parent {

1

2 file { ’file’:

3 owner => ’bob’,

4 source => ’the source’

5 }

6 1}

7 class main inherits main::parent {
8 File[’file’] {

9 owner => ’alice’,

10 source => undef

This illustrates that code in the derived class is given special permission to over-
ride any resource attributes that were set in the base class. Handling this be-
haviour seems to require (at least) tracking the classes in which resources are
declared.

Resource collectors and virtual resources. Resource collectors allow for
selecting, and also updating, groups of resources specified via predicates. For

example, the following code declares a resource and then immediately uses the

collector File <|title == ’file’ |> to modify its parameters.
1 class main {
2 file { ’file’: owner => ’alice’ }
3 File <| title == ’file’ [> {
4 owner => ’bob’,
5 group => ’the group’,
6 I
7T}

Updates based on resource collectors are unrestricted, and the scope of the modifi-

cation is also unrestricted: so for example the resource collector File<|owner=’root’ | >

will select all files owned by root, and potentially update their parameters in ar-
bitrary ways. The Puppet documentation recommends using resource collectors
only in idiomatic ways, e.g. using the title of a known resource as part of the
predicate. Puppet also supports wirtual resources, that is, resources with pa-
rameter values that are not added to the catalog until declared or referenced
elsewhere. Virtual resources allow a resource to be declared in one place without
the resource being included in the catalog. The resource can then be realised in
one or more other places to include it in the catalog. Notice that you can realise

virtual resources before declaring them:

I class main {

2 realize User["alice"]
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w

@user { "alice": uid => 100 }
Quser { "bob": uid => 101 }

realize User["alice"]

o~

Y Ot

As [Shambaugh et al| (2016) observe, these features can have global side-
effects and make separate compilation impossible; the Puppet documentation
also recommends avoiding them if possible. We have not attempted to model
these features formally, and doing so appears to be a challenging future direction.

Ordering constraints. By default, Puppet does not guarantee to process the
resources in the catalog in a fixed order. To provide finer-grained (and arguably
more declarative) control over ordering, Puppet provides several features: special
metaparameters such as ensure, require, notify, and subscribe, chaining ar-
rows —> and > that declare dependencies among resources, and the require func-
tion that includes a class and creates dependencies on its resources. From the
point of view of our semantics, all of these amount to ways to define dependency
edges among resources, making the catalog into a resource graph. Puppet repre-
sents the chaining arrow dependencies using metaparameters, so we believe this
behavior can be handled using techniques similar to those for resource parameter
overrides or resource collectors. The rules for translating the different ordering
constraints to resource graph edges can be expressed using Datalog rules (Sham-

baugh et al. 2016)) and this approach may be adaptable to our semantics too.

3.6 Related work

Other declarative configuration frameworks include LCFG (Anderson, 2008), a
configuration management system for Unix, and SmartFrog (Goldsack et al.|
2009), a configuration language developed by HP Labs. Of these, only Smart-
Frog has been formally specified; |Anderson and Herry| (2016) propose a formal
semantics and identify some complications, including potential termination prob-
lems exhibited by the SmartFrog interpreter. Their semantics is presented in a
denotational style, in contrast to the small-step operational semantics presented
here for Puppet. Other systems, such as Ponder (Damianou, 2002)), adopt an
operational approach to policies for distributed systems.

Beyond this, there are relatively few formal studies of configuration languages,

and we are aware of only two papers on Puppet specifically. [Vanbrabant et al.
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(2011) propose an access control technique for an early version of Puppet based
on checking whether the changes to the catalog resulting from a change to the
manifest are allowed by a policy. Catalogs are represented as XML files and
allowed changes are described using path expressions. [Shambaugh et al.| (2016)
present a configuration verification tool for Puppet called Rehearsal. Their tool
is concerned primarily with the “realisation” stage of a Puppet configuration, and
focuses on the problem of determinacy analysis: that is, determining whether a
proposed reconfiguration leads to a unique result state. [Shambaugh et al. (2016)
consider a subset of Puppet as a source language, including resources, defined
resources, and dependencies; they do not formalise the semantics of classes, in-
heritance or scope, though their implementation supports some of these features.

The present work continues a line of recent efforts to study the semantics of
programming and scripting languages “in the wild”. There have been efforts to
define semantics for JavaScript (Maffeis et al., [2008; Guha et al.| 2010), R (Moran-
dat et al., 2012)), PHP (Filaretti and Maffeis, 2014)), and Python (Politz et al.
2013). Work on formal techniques for Ruby (Ueno et al., [2014)) may be especially
relevant to Puppet: Puppet is implemented in Ruby, and plugins can be written
in Ruby, so modelling the behaviour of Puppet as a whole may require modelling
both the Puppet configuration language and the Ruby code used to implement
plugins, as well as other tools such as Hieraﬁ that are an increasingly impor-
tant component of the Puppet toolchain. Hiera supports reuse of data values
by storing default values, which facilitates the modularity of Puppet. However,
Puppet itself differs significantly from Ruby, and Puppet “classes” in particular
bear little relation to classes in Ruby or other object-oriented languages. As for
data-tracking by provenance, it would not be difficult to extend the tracking from

Puppet to Hiera to find the source of data values.

3.7 Conclusions

In this chapter, we identified the main features of the Puppet language and their
semantic behaviour. We named these main features as pPuppet. We modelled
their semantics by operational semantics. These features includes resource, node,
class and defined resource types. We also presented some meta results that justi-

fied some basic characterisation of yPuppet as a ‘declarative’ subset of Puppet.

4https://docs.puppet.com/hiera/.
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Besides the theoretical results, we implemented an interpreter and a parser in
Haskell for pPuppet based on its operational semantics and compared them with
the Puppet 4.8 implementation on a number of examples. We also identified
idiosyncrasies concerning evaluation order and scope where our initial approach
differed from Puppet’s actual behaviour. In the next two chapters, we will in-
vestigate provenance techniques developed in the database field in the context of
operational semantics that explain where the output values in the catalog come
from in the manifest, how the output values have been derived and what input

values in the manifest are responsible for the output values in the catalog.






Chapter 4
Where and Expression Provenance

After defining the formal semantics of uPuppet, we now start to introduce prove-
nance from the database field in the context of configuration language in this
chapter. After the file is compiled to a catalog, it will be deployed to the node
who requested to make a change to its configuration. The configuration on the
node will be changed according to the catalog. When configuration failures ap-
pear, there must be mistakes in the configuration of the node changed according
to the catalog. Configuration failures cause the lost of services. For example,
misconfigured backup DNS (used upon attacks) made LinkedIn inaccessible for
half a day. The administrators need to find the wrong parameters in the config-
urations. To make the configuration correct, the administrators find the solution
to mend the manifest according to the possible reasons for the mistakes. Since
these kind of mistakes are not bugs due to compilation failure, it is not obvious
for the administrators to find out the part of the manifest that is responsible for
the mistake. Moreover the manifest is normally written by many parties and is
a large file, understanding the manifest and locating the problematic part in it is
even harder. Provenance, as a technique to record the history of data changing
over time, will naturally be adapted here to provide the information for the out-
put data in the catalog about what happened over the compilation so the data
was derived. With this provenance, the administrator will get more information
besides the mistake data in the catalog, so to locate the problematic part in the

manifest that caused this mistake.

The data in the catalog have been derived by the compilation process from
the input data in the manifest. There are several possible ways through which

the compilation procedure decides how an output data value was derived. The

57
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first is that the output data value is copied from the input data from the manifest
without going through any change. The second is that the data is generated by
primitive computations, i.e. arithmetic operations on some input data in the
manifest. The third is that the conditional constructs in the manifest influences
the control flow where the output was derived in the catalog. In this chapter,
we will focus on the first and second effects for which we formalise where- and
expression-provenance for output data values. Where-provenance describes the
location of the original input in the manifest where an output data value was
copied from, while expression-provenance provides the information on how a data
in the manifest has been generated by primitive computations and from what
input data it is derived from. To make the first step, provenance will be built
on pPuppet except array, hash and resource reference constructs. We believe it
should be easy to extend these provenance to these constructs and explore it in

the future.

4.1 Methodology

Since the data in the manifest goes through changes in the compilation pro-
cess, provenance in the context of a configuration language means to record the
changes of input data in the procedure of compilation. Since provenance is a
formal specification, it is natural to build it based on the formal semantics of the
configuration languages, i.e. pPuppet in our case.

It is natural for us to introduce a new construct in pPuppet to get involved in
the compilation procedure so to record the desired information of changes on input
data. As provenance in database field, the new construct could be a set of labels
of mutually disjoint single elements. We have formalized the semantic behaviour
of pPuppet using operational semantics in last chapter. With these labels, we
could record the relevant change of the data in every step of evaluation, i.e. every
semantic rule of pPuppet. In particular we annotate each data with a label in
the manifest. When a labeled data gets through every step of evolution, its label
will be evolved to another form representing the respective change depending on
the form of provenance we define. When the compilation of a manifest stops,
the data in the generated catalog will carry their labels. These labels will be
provenance intended to record the relevant information of an output data value.

Later when we define a model of provenance, we will propose a form of labels
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Figure 4.1: Where-provenance in Puppet

for recording the form of provenance. Then we will illustrate in every semantic

rule of pPuppet how the label will be evolved in the rule.

4.2 Where-Provenance

We will define where-provenance that means to indicate the original location in
the manifest for an output data in the catalog. Where-provenance can indicate
the location of an input data value because the label of every input data is unique.
So we know where an output data value was copied from by the correspondence of
the labels of the input data and the output data. Such output data values are the
ones that have not been changed and were copied as-is by the compilation. When
the administrator is interested in such an output data value, where-provenance
will inform the location of its input data in the manifest. As we mentioned, the
manifest is normally large and contributed by many parties. It is hard to locate
a particular data in the manifest, especially when there are many data of the
same value. Furthermore, knowing the location of the input data of a data in the
manifest, the administrator will know the contributor of this data. An example
in Puppet below illustrates how where-provenance should work.

In Figure [4.1} all the input data values in the manifest are annotated with
unique labels [;. After the manifest is complied to a catalog, the inputs that have

not been going through any changes remain in the catalog, as well as their labels.
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For the multiple appearances of values, such as 123 and default, each appearance
is labelled uniquely. In the catalog, we can know which data values exactly were
copied from by the annotations. For example, the labels of the output data values

123 and default indicate which 123 and default in the inputs were copied from.

4.2.1 Annotated Compact Grammar

Where-provenance is defined to provide the location information of the input data
value for an output data value. For this purpose, we will label every data value in
a manifest with a unique label. In the process of every evaluation rule, the data
value will carry its label. Depending on the specific evaluation rule, the labels on
the data values will either remain if these data values are changed after the rule
is applied, or be changed to an empty label on the result data value if these data
values go through primitive operations in the rule. To formalising this behaviour
of labels, we introduce first an infinite set of different elements {ly,ls,...,} as
labels and an empty label as | in the abstract syntax of pPuppet. A label that is

either a [; or L is represented as 3. The abstract syntax for labels is formalised
as in Figure

We will use these labels to annotate the compact syntax of pPuppet, catalogs

and the environments helping the formal semantics of evaluation.

4.2.1.1 Annotations on Data Values

We will annotate the raw values in manifests in yPuppet. We start with anno-
tating the primitive value types in pPuppet, which are integer 7, strings w and
boolean values true and false. We simply associate each value in manifests
with a unique label I, represented as v' called labelled data value. Such annotated

raw data value is represented as v?, i.e. T.

Besides the raw input data values in manifests, there are also other forms
of data values related to puPuppet. After a manifest has been compiled, the
generated catalog is a set of resource values. Resource values are a structured
data type of primitive data values. We define the annotated resource values and

then catalog in Figure [4.2]



4.2. Where-Provenance 61

Label g == 1|L

Value v u= i|w]true|false
Annotated value o == 0P

Catalog vc = €| URUC

Hash value g = e|k=7,0n
Resource value o == t{w’:og}

Scope a u= :|zal:ind|adef
Statement s u= ..|scopeas]|skip

Figure 4.2: Annotated auxiliary constructs: catalogs and scopes

4.2.1.2 Annotating ;/Puppet

The constructs in pPuppet, such as expression e and statements s includes pre-
mier data values too and are labelled inductively on their structures. The anno-
tated expressions and all kinds of statements are defined in Figure [4.2l We retain

the representations e and s in the annotated compact syntax for simplicity.

4.2.1.3 Annotating evaluation environments

We will also annotate the environment constructs where the data values or state-
ments are carried to help the evaluation procedure. Labelling these constructs
can be made by induction on their structure. In store o, we label every data
value bound with a variable in it. The annotated store is represented as . x is
annotated if every definition associated with a class name in it is labelled. An
annotated & is represented as k. Every definition is annotated if the statement
set S or the parameter set p in this definition is labelled. Their compact syntax
is in Figure [4.4]

4.2.2 Propagation of Evaluation in the Evaluation

Having the annotated compact syntax of pPuppet in hand, we will see how an
annotation on a raw data value in a manifest should evolve under evaluation. We
will define the evolution of the annotations step by step in semantic rules. We
intend to get the evolved annotations on data values in the catalog that indicate

the location of a data value back in the manifest. These annotations on data
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Expression e

Hash H
Case c
Matches M
Statement s
Cases C
Declaration D
Manifest m
Node spec Q

Parameters p

Store o
K R
Definition d

Chapter 4. Where and Expression Provenance

0|8z |8z | $anx
e1t+esler—ea|er/ea|er >ex| e =ea|erandes |ejores|le]...
{H}|[e1,...,en] | e1]le2] | € 7 {M}

elk=eH

e | default

ele=e M

e|siesa | $z=e|unless e {s}|if e {s} else {s}|casee {C}|D
ele:{s}.C

t{e:H}|u{e:H}|class {a: H}|include a

s|mi-mg|node @ {s}|define u (p) {s}|class a {s}|class a (p) {s}
class a inherits b {s} | class a (p) inherits b {s}

N | default | (Ni,...,Ng) |r € RegExp

claplz=ep

Figure 4.3: Annotated abstract syntax of pPuppet

ScopexVar—)V/al?e
ela—d|a—dk

1 | ClassDef (optc, p, s) | DeclaredClass(optc) | ResourceDef(p, s)

Figure 4.4: Annotated abstract syntax of environments

values are where-provenance for these data values we want to define. For this

purpose, we will define the evolution of the annotations on data values in each

evaluation rule according to the following rules.

(1) If there is an operation in an evaluation rule where using data values as

inputs, the result data value after this evaluation step will have an empty

annotation L as its annotation.

(2) If a conditional statement if is evaluated, the control expression will be

omitted after its evaluation; the annotated data values in any branch will

remain if this branch is chosen.

(3) If a case statement is evaluated, the control expression will be omitted after

its evaluation; the data values in the branch chosen after its evaluation will
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be kept in the result of its evaluation.

(4) If a selector expression is evaluated, the control expression will be omitted
after its evaluation; the branch chosen after its evaluation will be kept in

the result of its evaluation.

(5) The annotations of the data values not falling in the cases above will remain

in the evaluation.

4.2.2.1 Annotated Judgements

We defined three judgements for evaluating manifests in Chapter 3. For annotated
manifests, we will need to change these judgements to the forms with annotations.
Since the annotations are just decorations on the syntax of pPuppet, the changes
on the annotations made by semantic rules are only shown in the annotations
after the evaluation, but on the output elements of the evaluations. So when
considering the annotations on the constructs in the evaluation judgements, we

only need to add the annotations on the constructs as inputs and outputs.

e~ o~

—~ « / / —~

~ o~ o~ oy ~ o~ i ~ o~ N -~ 7 /
0,k, 00,6 — € 0,K, 00,8 —rs 0 K, v, 8 G,R, 00, m —m o',k ve,m

We will illustrate next the evaluation rules for the constructs in pPuppet

where there are crucial evolutions on the annotations on data values.

4.2.2.2 Annotation Propagation in Expression Evaluation

We will see how the annotations in expression evaluations change. We will look
at different constructs of expressions respectively. We will have a sense of how
the annotations on data values should change in the evaluation rules for the basic

operations.

Arithmetic expressions For the rules for evaluating arithmetic operations on
two operands, there are three cases. First, if the two operands are both annotated
data values zf ' and ng, the result data value (i1 +7i2) after the evaluation will
be labelled with an empty label L. The labels 8; and 2 will be discarded since
the two input data values were consumed in the + operation. Second, if the left
hand side operand of an arithmetic operation is an annotated data value i” and

its right hand side is an expression e, the evaluate e will be evaluated in the
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next step. The data value ¢ with its label g will be preserved in this evaluation
step. Last, if both operands are two expressions e; and e, the first expression
e1 will be evaluated first using the right rule. The evaluation rules for annotated

expressions below shows how the labels on the data values change.

o~ o~ o~ « o~ o~ o~ «Q
0,R,0q, €1 —>e'1 a,m,vc,e—m'
- ARITHLEFT - ARITHRIGHT
G,R,00,e1+ex — €] +es 5,700, +e i’ +¢
ARITHVALUE

U,H,Ucaﬁl +2§2 — (i1+z 22)L

The evaluation rules for annotated constructs for other arithmetic operators

—, %,/ are similar as these rules for +.

Comparison expressions Similarly we will define how to evaluate annotated
comparison expressions. There are three cases too. We make the comparison
operation on the operator > as an example. When the two operands of > operator
151

are annotated data values v{" and vgz, the evaluation result will be either true

or false depending on if v; >z v9 or v; <=z vy. Its annotation will be an empty
label L since vlﬁ ' and v5* have been consumed as inputs of > operation. When
the left hand side operand is an annotated data value Ulﬁ and the right hand side
is an annotated expression e, the next step will evaluate e and vlﬁ will be carried
in the result of the step. If both sides of > operation are expressions e; and es,

the left hand expression e; will be evaluated next.

G,R,00,e1 — ¢} G,R, 00,6 = ¢
" COMPLEFT - CoMPRIGHT
G, R, 00,61 > e — €] > ey 6,%,@,U'B>e—>vﬂ>e'
V1 >7 U2
CoMPVALUEI

8,%,17(\3,1)1& > 02’82 % true

V1 <=7 V2

8,%,17(\;,1)1& > 052 & false™®

CoMPVALUEII

The annotation evolution in the rules for other comparison operators <, >=,

<=, == and ! = are similar and we omit them.
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Boolean expressions We now will see how to evaluate annotated “and” and “!”
expressions. When the expression on and operator is on two true values true
and trueBQ, the result will be true’. The annotations $; and B2 on the two
inputs will not carried in the annotation of the result since the inputs have been
consumed. Similarly, when the left hand operator is an annotated false value
false®, the result will be false® where § will be not recorded.

For ! expressions, when the operator ! is applied on an annotated truth value
true” or false”, the result will be false or truet where the label 8 will not

be recorded for the same reason.

~ o~ o~ a
0,K,VC,€1 — €1

" ANDLEFT
G,R,00,e1and es — €} and es

~ o~ o~ [0 /
0,R, 00,6 — €

- ANDRIGHTI
8,%,176,fa1seﬂ ande — false
~ o~ o~ (e} !
0,k,00,e =€
ANDRIGHTII

G,R,Q,trueﬂ ande % true” and e’

- ANDVALUEI
G,R, 00, true” and true™ % true

" ANDVALUEII
G,R, 00, true’ and false™ < false™

NoTSTEP " NoTVALUEI
G,R,00,le = e 6.k, 00,1 true’ & false

NOTVALUEII

G,R, 00, false® & true

The rules for disjunction are similar and are omitted.

Selector In the rule SChoose, the current branch in the selector expression is
chosen since the two control data values v and vf ' match. The statements in
the body of this branch will retain in the result. The annotations  and (7 will

retain in the result of this evaluation step since the data values they labelled do
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not retain. Similarly, in the rule SDefault, the default branch is chosen to be
evaluated continuously, while the label 3 on the control data value v? will not
be carried in the result of this step evaluation. In the rule SChoosel, the current
branch is not chosen since the two control data values do not match. Then the
current branch is omitted for later evaluation. The label on the control data value

vlﬂ ! will not be preserved in any form for later evaluation.

SELE

G,R,00,0" {e1 = e, M} LN ey =e, M}

caseMatch(v,v1)
SCHOOSE

G, R, 00,00 ?{Ulﬂl e, M} Se

—caseMatch (v, v1)

G, R, 000" ?{vlﬁl =e, M} o7 {M}

SCHOOSEI

SDEFAULT

G, R, 00,0° ?{default = e, M} Se

Variables The annotations in the evaluation rules for variables will not change
during the evaluation procedure. So we omit them here and are shown in Ap-

pendix B.

4.2.2.3 Annotation Propagation in Statement Evaluation

After defining the annotation evolution in expression evaluation, we will define
now how the annotations on data values appearing in a statement evolve in its
evaluation rule. Similarly, the evaluation for annotated statements will happen
under annotated environments &, K and vc. All the evaluation rules for state-
ments will follow the annotated judgement for statements. Since there are no
primitive operations happening to data values, there is no direct change on the
annotations from some label [ to an empty label L in one evaluation step. In-
stead, there are conditional statements if, unless and case that will choose one

branch of the statement according to the control expressions.
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In the following, we will see the evaluation rule for storing an annotated
data value v# in an assignment to the annotated store . We will also define
how the annotations in the control expressions will evolve in the evaluation of
the conditional statements. The evaluation of other statements involve either
the propagation to the expression evaluation, or the operation of looking up or
changing environments. Each does not bring changes on annotations in the eval-
uation of the statements. So the form of the evaluation rules for these annotated
statements will remain the same as the original rules, except all the constructs
in the rules are annotated. We will omit to list these rules here but put them in

the appendix.

Assignment The rule AssignStep propagates the evaluation of the annotated
expression e in an assignment statement to the evaluation for the expression e.
When the expression is evaluated to an annotated data value v”, the rule Assign
will put it into the annotated store ¢ associating the variable = in the assignment

and the scope this assignment belongs to.

; ASSIGNSTEP

’ g_ﬁ dom(aa) ASSIGN

o~

5,7, 00,81 = v? &g (e, x) : UﬁLE,ﬁé, skip

If To evaluate an if statement, if e is not an annotated truth value, the rule
IfStep will lift the evaluation of the control expression e to the rules of expression
evaluation. If the control expression is an annotated truth value true® or false?,
the rule IfT or IfF will choose s or sa to be conditionally evaluated, while the
annotation [ on the control data value will be discarded in the result of IfT or

IfF evaluation.
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o~~~ «
0,k, V0,6 — e
IFSTEP

G,R,00,if e {s1} else {so} S G,R,00,if € {51} else {53}

IFT

G,R,00,if true’ {51} else {so} %4 G,R,00, 51

IrF
G,R,00,1if false® {51} else {s2} %5 5,R,0¢, 52

Case After the control expressions have been evaluated to data values by the
rule CaseStepl and CaseStep2, the other rules for case will be applied. If the
two control data values v and v; match, the body of the current branch of case
statement will be chosen to be evaluated later. The annotations on these two
values [ and (1 will not retain in this branch for further evaluation. If they do
not match, this branch will not be chosen and be omitted. The remaining case
statement will be evaluated further. The annotation on the control data value of
the omitted branch will not be carried in the remaining statement. In the rule
CaseDefault, the evaluation will choose the default branch for further evaluation.
Similarly, the annotation on the control data value will retain in the result of the

evaluation.

o~ o~ o~ (67
o,k, 00,6 — e
CASESTEP1

G,R, 00, case e {C} 54 5,R,00,case e {C}

~ o~ o~ a
o,k, 00,6 —> €

Gk, 00, case v’ {e: {s}.C} %45,k 0¢,case v’ {: {s}.C}

CASESTEP2

caseMatch(v,v1) CASEM
ASEMATCH

G,k 00, case v {vlﬁl {s}.C} B46,R, 00,5

—caseMatch(v,v1) CASENOMATCH

G,k 00, case v {Ufl {s}.CY 25,7, 00, case 0P {C}

CASEDONE

—~

o~ o~ « o~ o~ o~ .
.k, 00, case v {e} = 7,R,00,skip

- CASEDEFAULT
G,R,00,case vP {default: {s}.C'} —s37,R,v0,s}
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4.2.2.4 Annotation Propagation in the Evaluation of Resources and Man-

ifests

Since the evaluation for resources and manifests does not involve direct annotation
changes, the form of their evaluation rules are the same as their original evaluation
rules, except the constructs in the rules are all annotated. We will omit these

rules here and show them in Appendix B.

4.2.3 Correctness of Where-provenance

We have defined where-provenance for the output data values in catalogs. We
will check in this section whether the semantics of where-provenance we defined
meets the intuitive requirement of where-provenance. We started defining where-
provenance from annotating the data values with unique labels. It is easy to
notice that in every evaluation step by an evaluation rule the annotations are
either copied to the result of the evaluation or omitted with their data values. The
uniqueness of the labels on input data values in the manifest should remain in the
annotations of the output data values in the catalogs. Thus by the annotation of
an output data value, we can find the location of its input data value where it was
copied in the manifest. In the following we will formalise the semantic correctness
of where-provenance first. Then we will prove it holds for our definition of where-

provenance.

4.2.3.1 Extraction Functions

To show where-provenance is correct, the uniqueness of annotations on the output
values in the catalogs is crucial to hold after the evaluation. For this purpose,
we could prove the preservation of the uniqueness of annotations to establish
the semantic correctness of where-provenance. To examine the preservation of
the uniqueness of annotations in the evaluation, we could check if the set of the
annotated data values in the catalog after the evaluation is subsumed in that of
the manifest. (We want to show that the annotations that appear in the catalogs
are from some initial annotations in the manifests.) To facilitate this purpose, we
will define extraction functions that will take all the annotated data values from
all the constructs of pPuppet and the evaluation environments.

In the following, we will first define the extract function labels(e) for the

expressions in pPuppet. Then the extract functions for statements, manifests
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labels(vt) = 0

labels(v') = {v'}

labels(e) = 0

labels(default) 0

labels($z) = 0

labels($ :: x) =0

labels($::az) = 0

labels(e1 + 62) = labels(e1)Ulabels(ez)
labels(e; —e2) = labels(e1)Ulabels(ez)
labels(e1 > e2) = labels(er)Ulabels(ea)
labels(e; =e2) = labels(er)Ulabels(es)
labels(ejandes) = labels(er)Ulabels(es)
labels(ejorez) = labels(er)Ulabels(es)
labels(le) = labels(e)

labels(e? {M}) = labels(e)Ulabels(M)
labels(k = e,H) = labels(e)Ulabels(H)

labels(c=e,M) = labels(e)Ulabels(M)

Figure 4.5: Extraction Function labels(e) for Annotated Expressions

and the environment will be defined inductively on their structure.

labels(e) Extraction function labels(e) takes an expression in pPuppet as its
input and returns a set of annotated data values in the form v®. For any annotated
data value !, labels(e)(v!) gives back a singleton element set {v'}. While for the
data value annotated with L, labels(v') gives back an empty set. In other words,
we will omit the data values annotated with L. The function on any variable gives
an empty set. After defining the primitive constructs of expressions in labels(e),
the function on other expressions will be defined inductively on the structure of
these expressions. For example, the result of labels(e) for expressions of binary
operations is defined as the union of the results of the functions on both operands.
Similarly, the application of labels(e) on the other expressions gives the union of
the results of this function on each construct in the expression. This complete
definition of function labels(e) is in Figure [£.5]
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labels($x = e]) = labels(e)

labels(s1.s2) = labels(s1)Ulabels(sz)
labels(unless e {s}) = labels(e)Ulabels(s)

labels(if e {s1} else {s2}) = labels(e)Ulabels(s1)Ulabels(ss)
labels(case e {C}) = labels(e)Ulabels(C)

labels(c: {s}-C) = labels(c)Ulabels(s)Ulabels(C)
labels(e) =0

labels(t {e: H}) = labels(e)Ulabels(H)

labels(u {e: H}) = labels(e)Ulabels(H)
labels(class {a: H}) = labels(H)

labels(include a) =0

labels(skip) =0

labels(scope a s) = labels(s)

Figure 4.6: Extraction Function labels(s) for Annotated Statements

labels(s) Function labels(s) takes a statement s and returns the set of the an-
notated data values v' in the statement as result. It is also defined inductively
on the structure of every statement. Similarly, it is also defined for the run-time
statements. The complete definition of labels(s) for the annotated statements

and run-time statements in yPuppet syntax is in Figure [4.6|

labels(m) Function labels(m) takes an annotated manifest element m and re-
turns a set of the annotated data values in it. It is also defined inductively on the
structure of each element in m. To define labels(m), we will define the extraction
function for an annotated parameter set p. Function labels(p) takes a set of an-
notated parameter set p and returns a set of annotated data values appearing in
p. The default values of parameters are given as inputs in the manifest. So they

are annotated with some unique labels [. The definition of labels(p) is as below.

labels({z1 =0, .. zn =0l yr,. . ym}) = {01, .. oln)
The complete definition of labels(m) is in Figure [4.7]

labels(6), labels(k) and labels(vc) These functions are defined for the environ-
ments in the evaluation. Function labels(5) takes an annotated store & and gets

a set of annotated data values appearing in & whose annotations are not L as
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labels(my.mz2) = labels(my)Ulabels(ma)
labels(node @ {s}) = labels(s)
labels(define u (p) {s}) = labels(p)Ulabels(s)
labels(class a {s}) = labels(s)

labels(class a (p) {s}) = labels(p)Ulabels(s)
labels(class a inherits b {s}) = labels(s)

labels(class a (p) inherits b {s}) = labels(p)Ulabels(s)

Figure 4.7: Extraction Function labels(m) for Annotated Manifests

labels(6) = labels({(alxl,v’fl), ooy (g, vP)) = {labels(v’fl), ..., labels(vir)}
labels(a) = labels({($c/z,v?) | ($a/z,vP) € 6,0/ = a})

Figure 4.8: Extraction Function labels(é) for Annotated Stores

result. We then extend this function to the functions &[(«, x) : v?], clear(é,adef)
and o,. The complete definition is in Figure [4.8]

Function labels(k) takes an annotated definition environment 4 and gives back

the union of the function labels(d) on every definition d; in #. The definition of
labels(k) is in Figure [4.9]

Function labels(vc) takes an annotated catalog. It applies labels(vgr) to each

UR in v¢ and returns the union of the results. Its definition is as below.

labels(vg -v¢) = labels(vc) Ulabels(UR)

labels({ay — di,... an — 21;}) = U, labels(d;)
labels(L) =0
labels(ClassDef (opte, p, s)) = labels(p)Ulabels(s)
labels(DeclaredClass(optc)) =0
labels(ResourceDef(p, s)) = labels(p)Ulabels(s)

Figure 4.9: Extraction Function labels(k) for Annotated Definition Environments
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4.2.3.2 Invariants of the Evaluation

We have defined the annotated syntax of pPuppet and how the annotations are
propagated along the evaluation rules so that where-provenance of the data values
in the catalog is defined. Given an annotated manifest, its evaluation will generate
an annotated catalog. These annotations are where-provenance of the data values
they annotate. The purpose of where-provenance we desire is to trace back the
input data value in the manifest from which the data value in the catalog has
been copied in the process of evaluation. We want to check if the semantics of
where-provenance we defined indeed satisfies this purpose.

As we mentioned, where-provenance means to identify the input data value
in the manifest that an output data value in the catalog has been copied from.
Since the initial data values in the manifest are uniquely labelled by some [, to
identify the input data value for an output data value, we only need to locate
the input data value that has the same annotation as this output data value. To
formalise this correctness semantics, we use the extraction functions to get all
the annotated data values from the manifest and the catalog after evaluation. If
the set of the output data values is a subset of that of the input data values, we
know that all the annotated output data values must come from some input data
value and we can identify them back in the manifest by their annotations.

We will formalise this correctness in the context of the semantics of pPuppet.
We have defined three judgements for the evaluation of pPuppet. To formalise
the correctness we will first define an invariant that specifies this correctness
meaning for evaluating the elements in the expression, statement or manifest
category. With these invariants, we can define the correctness when a manifest is
evaluated. In this section, we will define three invariants in expression, statement
and manifest evaluation and prove that they hold for every evaluation rule in the

evaluation category respectively.

Invariant of Expression Valuation We want to describe the meaning of correct-
ness when evaluating expressions by an invariant that states that when evaluating
an expression e, the set of all annotated data values in the input subsumes that
of the output. Recall that the annotated evaluation judgement for expressions

we defined is as below.
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The input elements that take part in the evaluation are the expression e and
the environments &, k and vc. The output of the evaluation is a new expression
¢’. The evaluation of expressions does not generate new environments but might
read from some environment. That is, when generating a new expression €/, the
evaluation might need to look up some environment and read some data value in
the environment. Thus the environment could supply some data values to €', the
output of the evaluation. We formalise the invariant of expression evaluation as

below.

Theorem 4.2.1 (Invariant of Expression Evaluation). When evaluating an ex-
pression e in pPuppet such that &,%, 00, e — €/, the subsumption on the sets of

annotated data values
labels(6) Ulabels(R) Ulabels(vg) Ulabels(e) D labels(e’)
holds.

We will prove this invariant holds for all the rules of expression evaluation.
We choose the proofs below for some rules where the annotations in the input
would be changed by the evaluation rules. The proofs for the rest of the rules are

shown in the appendix.
Proof. Prove by induction.

1 Arithmetic expressions
ARITHVALUE

0,k vc,z?l —i—zﬂQ — (i1 +z12)

By definition, we have labels(iﬁ1 ) labels( )Ulabels( ). If both
p1 and 1 are some concrete labels 11 and lo, then labels(i /Bl) Ulabels(i ﬂ2)
{21 ,222} {i%,il2}. If By or By is L, then labels(i /61) Ulabels(i ’82) is equal
to {i52} or {i¥'}. We know labels((i1 +zis)*) = . Since O C labels(i?")U
labels(i Bz)Ulabels( ), we have labels(i1 +zi3 ) C labels(i] % ng)Ulabels(a)
labels(k) Ulabels(vc). The invariant holds for this evaluation step.

~ o~ o
o,k e—e

ARITHRIGHT

UG, €
0,R,00,1 ﬁ+e—>15+e’

By definition, we have labels(i”® + ¢) = labels(i®) U labels(e) and similarly
labels (i’ + ¢') = labels(i®) Ulabels(e'). By induction hypothesis, we know
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the invariant holds for &, &, ¢, e = €/ then labels(e’) C labels(5) Ulabels(i)U
labels(ve) Ulabels(e), i.e. labels(e') C labels(e)Ulabels(#). Then labels(i®)U
labels(e') C labels(i®) Ulabels(e) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(vi), i.e.
labels(i® 4 €') C labels(i® 4 ) Ulabels(&) U labels(#) U labels(v). The in-

variant holds for this evaluation step.

PP a
o,K,VC,e1 — €1

- ARITHLEFT
~ o~ o~ /
O,R,00,e1+6e2 — e +e

By definition, we have labels(e1 +e2) = labels(ey)Ulabels(e2) and labels(e1 +

eh) = labels(e1) Ulabels(eh). By induction hypothesis, we know the in-

variant holds for &,%,0¢,e1 = €| then labels(e') C labels(6) U labels(k) U

labels(vg) Ulabels(e), i.e. labels(e}) C labels(er) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) U

labels(ve). Then labels(eq)Ulabels(e2) C labels(e)) Ulabels(ea) Ulabels(6)U

labels(k)Ulabels(vp), i.e. labels(er+e2) Clabels(e] +e2)Ulabels(6)Ulabel s(/)U
(

labels(vg) . The invariant holds for this evaluation step.

2 Variables

x € dom(oy)

LVAR
~ o~ o~ «
7,k 00, %1 = 04(2)

Since = € dom(64) for some «, labels(64(z)) C labels(6) by definition. We
also have labels($3x) = () and labels(64(x)) = labels(64(x)). Since labels(64(x)) C
labels(5), we have labels(64(x)) Clabels($x) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg).

Then the invariant holds for this evaluation step.

O

Invariant of Statement Evaluation Having defined and proved the invariant in
expression evaluation, we could state the similar correctness meaning as invariant
for the statement evaluation, one level up than the expression. To remind, the

annotated judgement of evaluating statements is as below.

—_— o~

—~ «

~ o~ /
0,R, 00,8 =5 0 K UG, S
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As for the inputs of evaluating a statement, a statement s and the environ-
ments 7, k and v¢ could take part in the evaluation. The output of the evaluation
would be a new statement s’ and updated environments 9, K’ and 176 The input
data values can be in s, 7, k or v¢c. They can flow from any one of them into
another component among them to form the output data values. After multi-
ple steps, annotated data values could go into any of these constructs to make
these constructs updated. Therefore, the invariant in statement evaluation will

be stated as the following.

Theorem 4.2.2 (Invariant of Statement Evaluation). When evaluating a state-
ment s in pPuppet such that &,R, 00, s — :77, /g’,ﬂé,s’, the subsumption on the

sets of annotated data values

labels(c) Ulabels(R) Ulabels(vc) Ulabels(s) 2

— o~

labels(o’) Ulabels(k') U labels(z?é) Ulabels(s')
holds.

We will prove this invariant for all the evaluation rules for annotated state-
ments. We will choose the proofs of some rules that will change the annotations

in the input. The proofs for the rest of the rules are in the appendix.
Proof. Prove by induction.

1 Evaluation of If statement

IrT
G,R,00,if true® {51} else {s2} &5 5,R,0¢, 51

By definition, labels(if true® {s1} else {s2}) = labels(true?)Ulabels(s1)U
labels(sz). We have {true®} Ulabels(s1)Ulabels(sa) D labels(sy), i.e.
labels(if true® {s1} else {s2}) D labels(sy). Since &, & and ¢ do not
change after this evaluation step, we have labels(c)Ulabels(R)Ulabels(vg)U
labels(if truef {s1} else {s2}) D labels(d)Ulabels(r)Ulabels(vc)Ulabels(sy).

This induction rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

IFF

o~ o~~~

G,R,00,1if false® {51} else {s2} %4 5,R, 00,52

The proof is similar to the rule IfT
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2 Evaluation of Case statement

caseMatch(v,v;) CASEM
ASEMATCH

G,R,00,case v {vlﬂl {s}.0Y B65,R, 00, 5

By definition, we have labels(case v” {Ulﬁl {s}.C}) =labels(v?) Ulabels(vfl)u
labels(s)Ulabels(C). Since labels(v?) Ulabels(vlﬂl) Ulabels(s)Ulabels(C) D
labels(s), we have labels(0c) U labels(case v” {vlﬂl :{s}.C) D labels(s).
Then labels(5) Ulabels(R) Ulabels(v¢) Ulabels(case v {vlﬁl {s}.C) Clabels(a)U
labels(R) U labels(vc) Ulabels(s). This induction rule holds w.r.t. the in-

variant.

ﬁcaseMatch(U,Ul) CASENOMATCH

G,R,00,case v {vil {s}.0Y B4 5,R, 00, case o {C}

The proof is similar as the rule above.

3 Evaluation of Resource-like class declarations

®(a) = ClassDef (b, p,s) R(b) = DeclaredClass s' = merge(p,v
@ 0) 70) ©) S =merelpi)

G,R,0¢,class {a:vp} > 7,k[a: DeclaredClass(::b)],0¢, scope (::a) {s'_s}

We have labels(class {a : vy}) = labels(vy) by definition. Since s’ =
merge(p,vy), we have labels(s") C labels(p) Ulabels(vy). We have
labels(scope (::a) {s'_s}) = labels(s") Ulabels(s) by definition. We also
know labels(k(a)) = labels(ClassDef(b, p, s)) = labels(s) U labels(p). Since
labels(DeclaredClass(b)) = () we have labels(R[a : DeclaredClass(::b)]) C labels(R).
Thus we have labels(vy) Ulabels(R) C labels(s) Ulabels(s) U labels(R|a :
DeclaredClass(::b)]). Then labels(d)Ulabels(R)Ulabels(vc)Ulabels(class {a:
vi}) 2 labels(a) Ulabels(k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)]) Ulabels(vc) Ulabels(s") U

labels(s). This rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

The proofs for other evaluation rules of statements are in Appendix B.

O

Invariant of Manifest Evaluation We will build up the invariant of manifest

evaluation given the invariants for the expression and statement level evaluation.
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The judgement of the annotated manifest evaluation is as below.

0,R, 00, m iV—>m g,g’,z%,m’

The inputs of every rule evaluating a manifest element are an annotated manifest
element m and the environments &, k and v¢. The output of the evaluation are
a new manifest element m’ and updated environments </7\’, r' and zjé Thus the
invariant for the sets of annotated data values before and after an evaluation step

is stated as the following.

Theorem 4.2.3 (Invariant of Manifest Evaluation). When evaluating a manifest
element m in pPuppet such that 7,8, vc,m iV—>m Q,E’,%,m’, the subsumption

on the sets of annotated data values

labels(m)Ulabels(d) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(vc) 2
labels(m') Ulabels(o”) Ulabels(r') U labels(;é)

holds.

We will prove this invariant for all the rules of evaluating manifests. We will
make an example for a rule where the definition will be changed in the evaluation.

The proofs for the other rules are in the appendix.
Proof. Prove by induction.

Evaluation of Defined resource types

u ¢ dom(R)

N RDEF
7,R,00,define u (p) {s} —m 7,R|u : ResourceDef(p, s)],v¢c, skip

By definition, we know labels(define u (p) {s}) = labels(p) Ulabels(s), and
labels(skip) = labels(skip) = (. Then
labels

~

labels(s)Ulabels(p). Thus we have labels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve)Ulabels(s)U

R[u: ResourceDef(p, s)]) = labels(i)Ulabels(ResourceDef(p, s)) = labels(/)U

labels(6) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(ve) Ulabels(define u (p) {s}) 2 labels(é) U

(
(
labels(p) D labels(6) Ulabels(k[u : ResourceDef(p, s)]) Ulabels(ve). That is
()
labels(R[u : ResourceDef(p, s)]) Ulabels(vg). This rule holds w.r.t. the in-

variant.
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4.2.3.3 Correctness of Where-Provenance

With these invariants in expression, statement and manifest evaluation, we can
now state the relation between the data values in the input and the output when
a manifest in pPuppet is evaluated. The correctness property states that given
a pPuppet manifest m, the annotated data values in the final catalog resulting
from evaluating m exist in the input, i.e. m. In the context of the semantics of
pPuppet, the evaluation starts from m and the empty evaluation environments.
The output of the evaluation will be the skip statement and the environments &,
k and vg. Since Where-provenance means to define the origin of the data values in
the catalog, we specify the correctness of where-provenance as all the annotated
data values in the catalog vc come from the input m. Where-provenance can
be described in different ways. The correctness we characterise could imply the
case that there is no labels on input data values as where-provenance. However,
the labels in where-provenance we defined help to identify the original input data
values of outputs by the annotations. If where-provenance is described in other
ways, these descriptions could possess other properties that are not captured in

our correctness.

The correctness we address is partial, since we exclude the manifests that do

not terminate in this property.

Theorem 4.2.4 (Correctness of Where-Provenance). When evaluating an an-
notated pPuppet manifest m such that m —* 6, K, vc, skip, the subsumption on

the sets of the annotated data values labels(vc) C labels(m) holds.

Proof. Since m —* 7,R,v¢,skip, we know, for some n, there is an evaluation

chain m — a1,k1,001,m1 ... = 0p, kn, 00y, My, — 0, K, 00, skip. Every evaluation

step applies an evaluation rule. By Theorems [4.2.1] [4.2.2] and 4.2.3] we have
labels(m) 2 labels(my) Ulabels(a1) Ulabels(k1) Ulabels(vay) 2 ... 2 labels(m;) U
labels(a;) Ulabels(k;) Ulabels(vc;) 2 ... 2 labels(my,) Ulabels(a,) Ulabels(ky,) U
labels(vc,,) 2 labels(skip)Ulabels(a)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vc). That is labels(m) 2
(
(

labels(skip)Ulabels(a)Ulabels(R)Ulabels(vg), i.e. labels(m) 2 labels(a)Ulabels(R)U
labels(vc). Then labels(m) 2 labels(vc). O
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4.3 Expression-Provenance

Using where-provenance, the origin of the data values in the catalog can be iden-
tified. However the input data values that would take part in the primitive
operations were not tracked so as to relate to the output data values due to
these operations in where-provenance. The data values in the manifest that have
empty annotations | may be the results of the primitive operations in the evalu-
ation. Where-provenance tells us nothing about how these results were produced,
i.e. from which inputs in the manifest and by what computation procedure they
have been generated. There have been such provenance models in the database
field that explain how every tuple in the result of a query has been generated,
called how-provenance as we introduced in the background chapter. The notion
of how-provenance has been first introduced by |Green et al. (2007b)). In this
model, a K-relation means a relational algebra with an annotation from the set
K on every tuple in the relations. Green et al. found the relation between the
generalised relational algebra and the algebraic structure (K,0,1,+,-). In this al-
gebraic structure, every operator in the generalised relational algebra is mapped
into computations in the algebraic structure. When the query is applied in the
relational algebra, the computation on the annotations is represented as poly-
nomials in the algebraic structure. The intuitive meaning of the polynomials is
the explanation of how a tuple in the query result is generated, i.e. from which

source tuples and by what operations. This algebraic structure is a semiring.

Acar et al. proposed a general provenance model for where-, how- and why-
provenance built on a call-by-value, higher order, pure, functional language called
Transparent ML(TML) (Acar et al. 2013)). This language includes sums, prod-
ucts, and recursive types and functions. This language has been extended with
traces. The tracing semantics was built in the big step semantics of TML such
that the traces are closely corresponding to the semantics of the language. The
traces can be seen as a general form of provenance. Then the other forms of
provenance such as where-, how- and why- provenance can be extracted from the
traces by functions. These functions defined the propagation of annotations in

traces.

Inspired by these works, we will define expression-provenance in the context
of configuration languages, in particular pPuppet. Expression-provenance means

to provide the information of how a data value in the catalog has been generated
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by operations. Since we care about the operation history of data values in the
catalogs, we choose to start to label the data values in uPuppet in a similar way
to it in how-provenance for databases. As the context of provenance in Acar et
al’s work, the context of our expression provenance is a configuration language
pPuppet. We will build up our provenance in the semantics of yPuppet similarly
to how traces have been defined. While TML is a pure functional programming
language, pPuppet is mainly a declarative programming language with some
imperative programming properties. So in TML, all the constructs are expres-
sions, while in pPuppet, there are conditional constructs and the constructs for
inheritance structure besides expressions. Traces record the computation infor-
mation of all the expressions in TML. In contrast, for the expression-provenance
in pPuppet, we only want to capture the primitive operations in the expressions.
For this purpose, we will define the syntax of expression-provenance that will
correspond to the expressions in pPuppet so as to reflect the respective com-
putation. Then we will build up the semantics of expression-provenance in the
semantics of pPuppet as how traces have been defined. After the definition of
expression-provenance, we will establish the correctness of expression-provenance
that will describe the purpose of expression-provenance in our context and then

we will prove this correctness holds in our definition.

4.3.1 Annotated Compact Grammar

To define the annotated compact grammar of pPuppet for expression-provenance,
we will start to look at what the forms of annotations for expressions-provenance
should be in order to record the operations on the data values. The purpose of
expression-provenance is to record the operations that would apply to the input
data values in the process of generating output data values. The annotations
should be able to record these operations. We will extend the form of annotations
to the forms that will reflect the operations that would happen on the data values.
Then we will define the annotated constructs in pgPuppet inductively on their

structures.

4.3.1.1 Syntax of Annotations

We will define the syntax of annotations in expression-provenance first. Since

we want to record the operations on the data values, we will annotate the data
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values with unique labels [ as in where-provenance and then extend the form of
annotations respecting to the operations in the expressions in pyPuppet. Beside
the primitive operations, there are selector expressions. A selector expression is
executed as a conditional statement such that it chooses one of the branches in
the selector body to be executed in the evaluation. Since there is no computation
applied to the data values, we will not define a form of annotation that records
the evaluation of selector expressions. The syntax of annotations for expression-

provenance is as below.

Bu=l|B+BIB=BIB>BIB=BIB<BIBVB|!B]...

4.3.1.2 Annotated syntax of ;Puppet

With the extended annotations 3, we will label the constructs in pPuppet.
We will continue to use the form of annotated syntax of uPuppet in where-
provenance. The data values v will be annotated first, noted as ©. The other
expressions including the annotated data values will be annotated inductively
on their structures. The notations of these expressions are the same as those in
where-provenance. Then the statements and the manifests will be defined ac-
cordingly and their notations are the same as in where-provenance too. All the
environments o, k and vc in the evaluation rules will be defined similarly and

their notations are the same as in where-provenance. We omit their syntax here.

4.3.2 Propagation of Annotations in the Evaluation

With the annotated compact grammar of pPuppet for expression-provenance, we
will define the semantics of the annotations. Similarly to the semantics of the
traces in Acar et al’s work, we will define the semantics of annotations by how
they are propagated in the evaluation. So we will define in every evaluation rule

how the annotations in the context of evaluation will be propagated.

4.3.2.1 Propagation of Annotations in Expression Evaluation

The annotations are designed to record the operations on the data values. These
operations happen in the expressions. We will use an example to show how the
annotations on the data value record an operation. Take a binary operation +

in an expression i1 +i2 as an example. In the annotated syntax, i; and 79 will be
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labelled with 31 and 8. When evaluating the expression @? ! —i—z'gQ, we will assign
the annotation 1+ 2 to the result of the expression i1 +71is. So the annotated
output data value will be (i1 +7i2)? 72, The annotated evaluation rule is as

below.

5 5 o ARITHVALUE
G, R, 00,1 +in? % (i1 +72) 1 T

As for the other generation forms of + expressions, their annotated evalua-
tion rules are as below. To evaluate the expression in the form i® + e, the rule
ArithRight will evaluate the expression e to ¢/. The annotated data value #° will
remain in the result of the evaluation.
R, 00,61 = €] G,R, 00,6 e

- ARITHLEFT - ARITHRIGHT
G,R,00,e1+ex — €] +es G700, +e % il 4

Q)

The propagation of annotations in the rules evaluating —,x and / expressions
is similar to those for + expressions. We omit to show these propagation rules
here.

As another example in comparison expressions, we take > expressions. When

?1 > ¢§2, we will assign the annotation

evaluating an annotated > expression i
b1 > [ to the result data value true or false. Notice that if iy > 79 is false,
the annotation on the result false will be the same as if the result is true since
the annotation means to record the operation on the input values that derives a

result data value, not the computational relation on the input data values.

11 >7 19
5 5 o CoMPVALUEI
5’, R,/Ua77;11 > 7/22 — true61>ﬁ2
11 <712
CoMPVALUEII

8,%,6@,2’?1 > z‘§2 2 falge1>h2

The evaluation rules for the other forms of > expressions will propagate the
annotations on the data values as the following. The evaluation on the expression
i” > e will evaluate e to ¢’ in the rule CompRight. The annotated data value i”

will be retained after the rule is applied.
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~ o~ o~ o o~ o~ (0%
a,m,vc,el—wi 0,k, 00,6 —> €
- COMPLEFT ” CoMPRIGHT
G,R, 00,61 > e — €] > e 5,7, 00,07 >e L il > ¢

The evaluation rules for other comparison operators will propagate the anno-

tations in a similar way. We will omit them here.

As for the selector expressions, there will be no immediate computation on
the data values to get an output data value. Instead, there is a control flow that
will choose or omit the current branch depending on the control expressions. So
there is no annotation brought up when evaluating a selector expression. Since
the control data values take part in deciding the part of the manifests to evaluate
further, but do not resolve to some output data values in the catalogs, expression-
provenance does not track these control data values. So the annotations on the
control data values will not be carried in the further evaluation. The annotated
evaluation rules of choosing or omitting a branch in a selector expression are as

below. The other rules are in the appendix.

caseMatch(v,v1)
SCHOOSE

G, R, 00,0" ?{vfl =e, M} Se

—caseMatch(v,vy)

SCHOOSEI
G,k 000" ?{Ulﬁl =e, M} o7 {M}

4.3.2.2 Propagation of Annotations in Resource Evaluation

Evaluating a resource involves the evaluation of expressions appearing as resource
title and the assignments of the attributes. The evaluation of expressions will
be lifted up to the expression level of evaluation. There is no direct operation
brought by the resource construct to the data values. So there is no annotation
generation caused by the resource construct directly. Moreover there is also no
control flow in the evaluation of a resource. A resource will evolve to a resource
value in the catalog. The form of annotated evaluation rules is the same as the

where-provenance. We omit them here.
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4.3.2.3 Propagation of Annotations in Statement Evaluation

When evaluating a statement s, there is no direct operation that applies on the
data values. Instead, the rule will lift the evaluation of an expression appearing
in s to the evaluation of the expression level. In some statements, there is a
control flow involved that will choose one branch in the body of the statements.
Such statements are if and case statements. So the evaluation rules for state-
ments will not generate the annotations for expression-provenance that means to
records operations on the data values. In the rules for the statements involving
control flows, the annotations on the control expressions and in the branches that
would not be chosen will be not remained in the further evaluation as in where-
provenance. So the forms of the evaluation rules for statement will be the same
as them in where-provenance. We will omit them here. We will see the example

of annotation propagation in if and case evaluation rules.

If statement After the control expression e is evaluated to true” or false?,
either the rule IFT or IFF will be applied. Either the branch s; or so will be chosen
to remain in the evaluation, while the control truth value with its annotation will

not be discarded in the evaluation.

o~ o~ o~ «Q
o,R,0C,e — ¢
IFSTEP

G,R,00,1f e {s1} else {s2} D¢ 5,R,00,1f € {51} else {s2}

IrT
G,R,00,if true® {51} else {s2} &5 5,R,0¢, 51

IrF

G,R,00,if false® {51} else {so} %5 G,R,0¢, 52

Case Similarly to if statements, the evaluation of case statements involves con-
trol flows. After the two control expressions have been evaluated to the data
values, the current branch in the case body will be retained or omitted, depend-
ing on whether the two control data values match or not. The annotation on the
control data value in the current branch will be always omitted with the data
value. After one branch has been chosen, the control data value v? of the case

statement will be omitted too.
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o~~~ «Q
0,R, 00,6 — e
CASESTEP1

G,k,00,case e {C} 54 5,R,00,case ¢ {O}

o~~~ «Q
0,R, 00,6 — e
CASESTEP2

G,7,00,case v’ {e: {s}.C} %45,k 0¢,case v’ {': {s}.C}

caseMatch(v,v1) CASEM
ASEMATCH

G,R,00,case v {U'fl {s}.CY B4 5,R, 00, 5

—caseMatch(v, v1)

" CASENOMATCH
G,R, 00, case v {vlﬂl :{s}.C} =¢0,R,0c,case v {C}

CASEDONE

~ o~ o~ (0% ~ N~ .
.7, 00, case v {e} & 5, R, 00, skip

CASEDEFAULT
G,k 00, case v’ {default: {s}.C} 545,R, 00,5}

Similarly, the annotation propagation in the rules for other constructs at the
statement level such as sequential composition, expressions, unless, include,
resource-like class declaration, resource, defined resource types and scope state-
ments are the same in where-provenance. So the annotated evaluation rules have

the same form as in where-provenance.

4.3.2.4 Propagation of Annotations in Manifest Evaluation

Evaluating a construct at the manifest level, such as statements, class, node,
defined resource types and sequential elements, will not bring new operations on
the data values, except the expressions inside the construct. There are also no
control flows in the evaluation. So the evaluation of expressions in the manifest
construct will be lifted up to that at expression level. So there are no immediate
changes on annotations on the data values in the evaluation rules for manifest
constructs. The annotated evaluation rules will be the same as in the where-

provenance. We omit these rules here.
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4.3.3 Correctness of Expression-Provenance

We will adapt the definition of the correctness of expression provenance in Acar
et al’s work. In this work, a function h was defined to map the locations to
values. The locations annotate the values in every expression construct in TML.
For any annotation term ¢, h(t) means to evaluate t to a value by substituting
the locations appearing in ¢ with the corresponding values by h. There is a
function oce() similar as labels(), taking an annotated expression and returning
the set of annotated constants appearing in the expression. It is called that A
is consistent with © if whenever w! € occ™(0), h(t) = |w| (not L here) holds.
The correctness of expression-provenance stated that if A is consistent with the
annotated environment %4 then h is consistent with the expression-provenance
on a trace 7" and 4. With the help of function h, the correctness shows the
expression-provenance indeed represents the operation history of an output data
value.

In the light of the method of defining the correctness in this work, we will
define our correctness for our syntax and semantics of expression-provenance for
pPuppet, the expression-provenance for pPuppet is defined to record the opera-
tions that have happened so to derive an output data. So we want to show that
expression-provenance indeed reflects the history of operations on data values.
This correctness is comparable to that in TML setting in Acar et al’s work. By
using function h that determines a data value by a location in the original input
data value, the correctness of expression-provenance can be formalized. We will
adapt this definition in our setting of expression-provenance as a relation that
could define an annotation and a data value uniquely. Then we will use this

relation to define the correctness for our expression-provenance.

4.3.3.1 Consistency Relation

We define a labelling function p that relates a label | from a set of labels to a
data value in the manifest as below. By labelling the data values in a manifest

by a function u, every data value is differentiated by an unique label [.
1 labels — values

Then we will build up the unique relation between the data values and their

annotations by function p. By the definition of expression provenance in the



88 Chapter 4. Where and Expression Provenance

w(l) =v p= B p= B
—— LABEL — BoTrTOM ADD
pEl-v pELov pE B+ P vtz e
plEB v pEPrv plEBL b plEBrnby
CoMPLAR AND
pE B> fo v >z 09 = B1 A Ba by Ap ba
= B« true U= p false
): Norl ): NotT2
pE ! ffalse pE !B wtrue

Figure 4.10: Consistency Relation

last section, the annotation on a data value records the operations that have
happened. We know that the annotation on a data value should also uniquely
correspond to the input data values and the operation applies to them. We then
can relate the data value and its annotation under the assumption of a function .
We define the form of this relation as pu =« v, called consistency relation. We
can also say an annotation [3 is consistent with a data value v. We will define this
relation by induction rules that correspond to all the operations on data values

in pPuppet. The definition of consistency relation is as figure [4.10]

These induction rules have premises above the line and a conclusion under
the line, which indicates that given the premises hold, the conclusion is derived.
Rule Label says the consistency relation between a label [ and a value v under
function p is defined given u(l) =v. Rule Bottom means a bottom label and any
data value hold for consistency relation. Rule Addition shows if 7 is consistent
with v; and (2 is consistent with vy then the annotation S + (2 is consistent
with the result data value of addition operation on vy and ve. Rule CompLar
defines the consistency relation derived from > operation. In CompLar, if 3; is
consistent with vy, B2 is consistent with vo, then the consistency relation between
the annotation 51 > f2 and the result data value v; >z vy (or the truth value)
is defined. Similarly, rule Not1l and Not2 define the consistency relation for the
annotations of the form !5. Rule Not1 tells that if an annotation 5 is consistent
with true then the annotation !5 is consistent with the result of !true, ie. a
new data value false. Then rule Not2 defines the consistency relation between

6 and the result of !false, i.e. a new data value true. The induction rules to
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pE e <Y elabels(e), pl= v
)

(
pE s oY elabels(s), pl= 5w
pE m <Yl elabels(m), pl= B v
pE & oY elabels(), pl= v
pE & oW elabels(R), pl= v
(

pE oo < W’ e labels 00), pEL v
Figure 4.11: Extended Consistency Relation

define the consistency relation on the form of annotations with other operations
such as -, %, /, = or, V, with their corresponding result data values are defined

similarly. We omit them here.

Extension of Consistency Relation We have defined the relation between the
generated data values by operations and their annotations. Since the expressions
of the operations on data values are carried in the constructs in pPuppet, we
will extend the consistency relation p = « v to all the other constructs in
pPuppet. We will use the extraction functions defined in where-provenance to
extract all the data values appearing in a construct. Then we will establish
the consistency relation for these data values and their annotations so that the
consistency relation for this construct is established. The extended consistency

relation for expressions, statements, manifest elements and environments is in

figure [4.11]

4.3.3.2 Invariants in Evaluation with Annotation Propagation and Correct-

ness

The correctness of expression-provenance should state that the expression-provenance
records all the operations through which the data values have been in the catalog.
Since the consistency relation defines a data value and its annotation according
to the operation applied to the input data values, we will use it to formalise the
correctness. To show the correctness of expression-provenance is to prove if an
annotation or label [ is consistent with a data value in a manifest, after evaluating

the manifest, the data values and their annotations in the catalog also hold for the
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consistency relation. If this statement holds, it would justify that the semantics
of expression-provenance we have defined indeed reflects the operations on the
data values over the evaluation. For this purpose, as in where-provenance, we will
present this property as invariants in three levels of evaluation for pPuppet. Then

we will establish the correctness of expression-provenance by these invariants.

Invariant in Expression Evaluation The evaluation of expression follows the
judgement as below.

~ o~ o~ (6% /
o,k,0C,e =€

The operations on data values expression-provenance should record happen in
this level of evaluation.

Expression-provenance means to record the operations that have happened to
the data values. The operations on data values are carried in expressions. So
the evaluation of expressions with operations and the annotation evolution to
record these operations happen in the level of expression evaluation. We would
like to show that if the input data values of an operation in an expression and
their annotations follow the consistency relation, the result data value and its
annotation after evaluating an expression also follow this relation. This would
prove the correctness property of expression-provenance. We would instead prove
this property holds in every evaluation rule for expressions. For a variable in the
manifest, its assignment is from the annotated store . Since the input data values
of expressions could come from the environment store and catalog, we need to
show the data values and their annotations in the environments also follow the
consistency relation. The invariant in every rule for expression evaluation is

formalised as below.

Theorem 4.3.1 (Invariant in Expression Evaluation). For any &, &, 0¢,e — €', if
pEG, pFER, pEUcand pl=e, then pl=e'.

This invariant has been proved for all the semantic rules for expressions.
Proof. The invariant is proved by induction.

1 Arithmetic expressions
ARITHVALUE

Case (1) 6,%,1?0,2'?1 _H'g? s (ig +gig) 1t
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We have labels(i?* +i52) = {if* 52} and labels((i1 +7 i2)P1702) = {(i1 +7
in)P1752} by definition. Suppose pE6, pER pl=ve and p= it i
That is Vi’ € labels(ll —1-22 ) wk= B i, Then Vi € {11 ,122} pE B,
ie. ul= P11 i1 and p = B2 «ig. By the inference rule, we have

pEpP i1 pEPrin
pE B+ Po i 4z o

. Then Vi € {(i1 +7i2)172}, = (i1 +7i2)71P2 de. = (iy +g i) 102

Then we have if =6, p R, u= ve andu)zzl +z§2,thenu):(i1+z;

22)51-&-52'

o~~~ «
0,k,0C,€ — e
ARITHRIGHT

Case (2) ,7,00,1° +e 5P +¢

By induction hypothesis, we know if u =6, p =/, p = ve and pu = e, then
pl=e. That isif u =6, pl= A, pl=ve, and Vi € labels(e) pl= B i
then Vi'? € labels(e') i = B~ i'. We know labels(i® +¢) = {i’} Ulabels(e)
and labels(i® +¢') = {i%} Ulabels(e’) by definition. Suppose p f= 6, p =
i, plEve and pl=i® +e. That is Vi € labels(i® +¢) p = B i, ie.
Vi? € {iP} Ulabels(e) p b= ~i. We have if p =6, =4, p k= vg, and
Vi € labels(e) U{i’} p = B i then Vi € labels(e') U{iP} pl= B i, ie.
Vi € labels(e’ +i°) pl=fi. Thatisif ul=6 , pl=fi, pl=voand p =i +e
then p =147 +¢.

2 Variables

x € dom(oy)
LVAR

G,R,00,%7 = 0o(2)

Suppose =6, p =R, p = de and p = $z. We know by definition labels(64(x)) C
labels(&) for some x. Then if p = 6, i.e. Yo € labels(6) =« v, then
Vol € labels(64(z)) pl=f v, ie. pl=bq(z). Then we have if u = $z,

plE6, piE R and p = oo then p = 6q(z).

3 Selector
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caseMatch(v,v;)
SCHOOSE

o, k00, V0 ?{vfl e, M} Se

Suppose p =&, u =&, p =g and p = o ?{vlﬂl = e,M}. We have ' e
labels(v” ?{vlﬂl = e, M}) = B' v’ by definition. We know labels(v® ?{Ulﬁl =
e, MY}) = labels(v?) Ulabels(v?l) Ulabels(e)Ulabels(M) by definition. Since
labels(v”) Ulabels(vfl)ulabels(e) Ulabels(M) D labels(e), we have if Vo'8 €
labels(vP 2{v* = e, M}) =B ' then Vo' € labels(e)p = 3~ o', That
is if 4 = 0P 2{v]" = e, M} then p |=e. Then we have if u =6, p = &, g = e
and p = 0® ?{vfl = e, M} then u =e.

O

Invariant in Statement Evaluation In the evaluation of a statement, a data
value in the statement or any environment might join the evaluation. Meanwhile,
a new statement s’ will be generated and the environments might be changed to
new environments where new data values might be included. The output of an
evaluation step will be the input of the next step evaluation. So we will consider
the data values in all the inputs and outputs for consistency relation to establish
the invariant in the evaluation. The invariant for any rule in statement evaluation

for expression-provenance will be stated as below.

Theorem 4.3.2 (Invariant in Statement Evaluation). For any &,&,0¢,5 —s
& /s, it pEa, pER, plEtc and p e s then p =o', p =, p k= v
and pu = 5.

We will prove this theorem for every rule of statement evaluation. The obser-
vation is that there is no evaluation on expression level that will happen directly
in the rules for statement evaluation. The expressions included in the statements
will be lifted up to the evaluation of expression level. There will be conditional
statements that includes few branches in these statements. The result of the
evaluation will only choose one of the branches. Since the expression-provenance
means to remember the operations in expressions on data values, the annotations
appearing in the branches that are not chosen after evaluating the conditional
statements beside the annotations on the control data values will not remain in
the evaluation to shape the expression-provenance. We will choose some evalua-

tion rules for conditional statements that illustrate our observation to prove this
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invariant. We will also prove the invariant for some rule that involves updating

environment. Its proofs for other rules are shown in appendix.
Proof. Prove by induction.

1 Evaluation of If statement

IrT
.7, 00,1f true® {s;} else {so} % 5,R, 00, 51

Suppose ju =6, =R, p = oc and g = if true® {s1} else {s2}. By defini-
tion, we have labels(if true® {s1} else {s2}) = labels(true’)Ulabels(s1)U
labels(sg) = {true’} Ulabels(s1) Ulabels(sz). We have

Vot € labels(if true® {s1} else {s2}) p = B« v by definition. That is
Vol € {true’} Ulabels(s1) Ulabels(sy) p k= ~v. Then we have Vo €
labels(s1), p = v, i.e. pEsy. Then we have if p =6, ulE &, p v
and u }=if true® {s;} else {sy} then u = s;.

IFF

G,R,0c,if false” {s1} else {so} B¢ 5,7, 00,52

Suppose p =6, p =R, p = 0¢ and pu = if false” {s1} else {s2}. By
definition, we have labels(if false? {s1} else {s2}) = labels(false’) U
labels(s1) Ulabels(ss) = {false”} Ulabels(s1) Ulabels(sz). We have

Vo € labels(if false” {s1} else {sa}) p = 3« v by definition. That is
Vol € {false®} Ulabels(s1) Ulabels(sa) = 3~ v. Then we have Vo €
labels(s2), p = p v, ie. pul=sy. Then we have if p =6, ul &, pEve
and p |=if false? {51} else {s2} then u = so.

2 Evaluation of Case statement

caseMatch(v,v1)

CASEMATCH
G, 00, case v” {1/81 {s}.0Y B4 5,R, 00, 5

Suppose =6, =R, pu}=0¢ and p = case v {vlﬂl :{s}.C}. By definition,
we have labels(case v {v{g1 {s}.CY) = labels(v®) Ulabels(v Bl)Ulabels( YU

labels(C). Then we have Vo'? € labels(case v® {vi: {s}.C}) pl= B 0/
by definition, i.e. Vo'%' Elabels(vﬁ)ulabels( Y Ulabels(s)Ulabels(C) p =
B~ /. We have Vo'? € labels(s) p = 8 v/, ie. pl=s. Then if u = 6,
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iR, pl=og and p = case v {Ulﬁl :{s}.C} then u = s.

—caseMatch(v,vy)

CASENOMATCH
.k, 00, case v {01’61 {s}.C} 54 5,R, 00, case v {C}

The proof is similar as case above.

3 Evaluation of Resource-like class declarations

k(a) = ClassDef(b, p,s) k(b) = DeclaredClass s' = merge(p,v
(@ .05 R0) 3) = mergelpon)

G,R,0¢,class {a:vp} = 7,R[a: DeclaredClass(::b)], ¢, scope (::a) {s'.s}

Suppose i =6, =R, pl=0c and p = class {a:vg}. We have labels(class {a:
vp}) = labels(vy) by definition. We have Vo € labels(vg),u = 8 « v.
Since p |= K, we have Vo € labels(R),pu |= B« v. Then we have Vo €
labels(R(a)),pu = B~ v. That is Yo € labels(p) Ulabels(s),p = v by
definition. We have Vo € labels(vyy) Ulabels(p)Ulabels(s), i }= 8~ v. Then
Vo € labels(s')Ulabels(s), = B~ v. Since we know labels(scope (::a) {s'.s}) =
labels(s")Ulabels(s) by definition, we have p = scope (::a) {s'_s}. We also
know if Vo € labels(R),p }= 8« v and labels(DeclaredClass(b)) = () then
Vo € labels(R[a : DeclaredClass(::b)]), it = 3 v~ v. Then we have if p =6, p =
R, i |=vc and p |=class {a:vg} then u =6, p = Rla : DeclaredClass(::b)],

p = vc and p = scope (::a) {s'_s}.
The proofs for other evaluation rules for statements are similar and shown

in Appendix C.

]

Invariant in Manifest Evaluation Similarly to statement evaluation, evaluating
a manifest element m might involve employing the data values from the input
constructs of the evaluation and the updating of data values in them, i.e. m
and the environments &,k and vc. So to establish the invariant of expression-
provenance in every step in manifest evaluation, we will consider the data values
in all these constructs contributing to the manifest evaluation. The invariant is

formalised as below.
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Theorem 4.3.3 (Invariant in Manifest Evaluation). For any &,R,0c,m %m

o /g b i pE G, pE R, p =00 and = m then p = of, p = R, k= v
and pu E=m'.

We will prove this invariant for every rule in manifest evaluation. Similarly
to statement evaluation, we have the observation that there are no operations on
data values directly in the evaluation of manifests. There are statements and the
definitions of classes, nodes and resource defined types as manifest elements. The
evaluation of statements will be lifted up to the evaluation at the statement level.
The evaluations of the definitions will involve the environment update. We will
make an example of proving this invariant in evaluating such a definition. The

proofs of the invariant for other rules are in appendix.
Proof. Prove by induction.
Evaluation of Defined resource types

u ¢ dom(R) EDup

7,k,00,define u (p) {s} Lm 7, k[u : ResourceDef(p, s)],0¢c, skip

Suppose i =6, p R, p = oc and p |= define u (p) {s}. We have
labels(define u (p) {s}) = labels(p) Ulabels(s) and labels(skip) = by
definition. Since K[u : ResourceDef(p,s)] = K U{u — ResourceDef(p, s)},

labels(R[u : ResourceDef(p, s)]) = labels(R) Ulabel s(ResourceDef (p, s)). Since

p =7 and p = define u (p) {s}, we have Vo € labels(R), = 3« v and

Vo € labels(p)Ulabels(s), = B ~v. Then Vo € labels(k)Ulabel s(ResourceDef(p, 5)),

i.e. p = R[u: ResourceDef(p,s)]. Then if pul=6, p ER, pl=oc and u =
define u (p) {s} then p =6, u = R[u : ResourceDef(p, s)], p | v¢.

We omit the proofs of other manifest rules here and show them in Appendix

C.

4.3.3.3 Correctness of Expression-Provenance

Having defined the three invariants for expression-provenance in expression, state-
ment and manifest evaluation, we will specify the correctness property of expression-

provenance. The correctness property states the data values in the catalog will
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record the operations experienced in the evaluation of the manifest. To show
it, we will use the consistency relation that relates a data value and its anno-
tation according to the operations uniquely. Given a labelling function p on
the data values in a manifest, if the data values and their annotations after the
evaluation in the catalog still keep the consistency relation, we know the anno-
tations record the operations through the evaluation. Similar as the correctness
of where-provenance, we only consider the correctness of expression-provenance
of the manifests that terminate. The correctness we address here is partial. We

formalise it as below.

Theorem 4.3.4 (Correctness of Expression-Provenance). Given a labelling func-

tion p, if m —* 0,R,0¢,skip and p |=m then p = o¢.

Proof. Since m —* ,k,0¢, skip, we know that for some n there is an evaluation

train m — o1,K1,0C1,M1 —> ... —> OnyKn, UCp, My — 0, R, 00, skip. Given a func-

tion u, we have p |=m by assumption. By theorem |4.3.1] 4.3.2| and [4.3.3| we have
pEm—=(pEApERIApEICIAREM) = .. = (WEGARER AL
Uep ANEmMY) = (LEGALERAuEDC AP = skip). Thus we have pl=0c. O




Chapter 5
Dependency Provenance

In this chapter, we will define another form of provenance which will record
the dependency information. We call such provenance dependency provenance.
While where-provenance records the locations of input data values that the output
data values copy from and expression-provenance provides the computational
information on primitive operations about the output data value, there are other
computational factors such as conditional constructs in gPuppet that influence
how an output data value is resolved. Dependency provenance intends to collect
all the input data that could influence a final output data value in the catalog after
compilation in all possible ways. In this chapter we will first review the notion
of dependency and its correctness technique established in the provenance field.
Then we will build the syntax and semantics of dependency provenance. Moreover
we will propose our characterization of its correctness and prove the correctness
of dependency-provenance. However due to the complexity of uPuppet language,
dependency provenance does not record all the dependency information of a data
value in some unusual manifests. We will also discuss the limitation of our method

and propose the possible solutions for the unusual cases.

5.1 Background

Dependency analysis technique has been explored in program slicing and in-
formation flow analysis. As |Abadi et al.| (1999) pointed out, program slicing,
information flow and several other programming techniques can be made uni-
form by considering them as dependence. Cheney et al.| (2011]) argued that these

dependency techniques also provide a suitable foundation for a class of prove-

97
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nance. They proposed a model of dependency provenance in the context of a
core database query language. In contrast to program slicing that separates the
part of a program responsible for an output result, their dependency provenance
model established data dependence that extracted the input data in the database

that could influence an output data in the result of a query.

In their work, the dependency provenance model was made on the nested
relational calculus (NRC) (Buneman et all 1995). NRC is a typed functional
language. Its types include collection types. Dependency provenance was de-
fined to provide what input data in the database are responsible for one part
of the output data in the query result. The provenance model used sets of col-
ors as annotations for the data. This technique of annotations on data models
has been developed in the work on program analysis (Nielson et al., [1999) and
on provenance (Buneman et al., 2008; [Wang and Madnick, [1990). Different op-
erations in NRC were treated as functions. To define provenance information,
functions have been generated operating on annotated data values. Provenance
semantics then was formed by defining annotation propagations through the gen-
eralised functions. Having the semantics of dependency provenance, the work
further proposed the correctness criterion of dependency provenance. This crite-
rion characterised whether the annotations generated by these functions describe
the dependency information introduced in any ordinary function in NRC. This
correctness was established in the way that the annotations captured the input
data of which any change might influence some part of the output of a query. This
work proposed two correctness criteria for both dynamic and static provenance

tracking.

As we discussed, where- and expression- provenance as we have defined them
do not cover all the computational behaviours that could happen in pgPuppet.
There are conditional constructs by which more than one branch of computation
could be chosen. Where- and expression- provenance only tell us the provenance
information of the output data that might have been chosen by conditional con-
structs under the current input data values but do not inform us why this has
happened. We also want to capture such conditional computational information
that could describe an output in the catalog. Intuitively, such information could
be provided by dependency provenance that captures all the input data values
that could affect an output data value. Due to the computational similarity be-

tween configuration languages and queries in the database, we will adapt the
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technique of defining dependency provenance in Cheney et al’s work to design
our dependency provenance and characterise its correctness.

Due to the complexity of pPuppet, we will consider of a subset of pPuppet
to formalise dependency-provenance and prove its correctness. The subset does
not include the data structures array, hash and resource reference. We believe it

will be easy to extend our formalization to them.

5.2 Annotations and Propagation of Annotations

5.2.1 Annotated Compact Grammar

To track dependency information in the computation, we choose to only annotate
the data values as in Cheney et al’s work. We are concerned with the input
data values that might influence the output data but not computational process.
Starting from annotating the input data values with a single label, the annotations
on the output data values should collect all the annotations of the influential
input data values so to represent the dependency information. Thus we define
the annotations for dependency provenance as a set of unique labels. The syntax

of the annotations is as below.

pru=e{l}[{Iyup

5.2.1.1 Annotated Values

With the annotations, we will annotate all the data values in any constructs in
pPuppet. An annotated primitive data value is denoted as v”. The structured
data values as compilation results such as hash values, resource values and cat-
alogs are defined in figure 5.1 An annotated hash value is defined as the data
values of the attributes are annotated. An annotated resource value is defined
when its hash-value body is annotated. A resource value can also be annotated
as a whole with an annotation that records the dependency on the conditionals
that have influenced the control flow so to derive this resource value. We call an
annotation of a whole construct as an outer annotation. We use an operation +
and f to denote it. We will introduce the + operation on annotations and explain

how the outer annotation is derived in detail when introducing the propagation of
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Value v = i|w]|true|false
Annotated Value o == P

Hash value tp = el|k=7v,0n
Resource value — or == (t{w:og})*™?
Catalog vC n= €| URUC

Figure 5.1: Annotated Values

annotations in the evaluation later. At last, an annotated catalog is the collection

of the annotated resource values.

5.2.1.2 Annotated pPuppet

The annotated pPuppet constructs will be defined inductively on their structures.
Then these constructs are annotated if the data values appearing inside are an-
notated. The full syntax of annotated puPuppet is as in figure 5.2l Not only the
data values inside a construct can be annotated, every construct can also have
its outer annotation, similar to the annotated resource value. It is needed to deal
with the conditionals so that we keep track of the annotations on the parts of
manifests that affected the control flow. In the expressions and statements, there
are conditional constructs such as selector expressions, if and case statements.
Thus the expressions and statements can carry outer annotations to record how
they depend on some conditionals. While in the level of manifests, there are no
conditional constructs that will generate the dependency in some control flow.
The manifest elements will not carry any outer annotation. Thus we only label
the expressions and statements with outer annotations denoted as et? and s,

We introduce a hole as a primitive construct in the abstract syntax of pPuppet,
denoted as _. It is designed to formalise the semantics of the correctness of

dependency provenance. We will explain it in detail in the section of correctness.

5.2.1.3 Annotated Environments

We have seen how v¢ is defined. In the evaluation process, the other environments
will also carry the annotated constructs of uPuppet. The annotated environments
o and R are defined by annotating all the data values appearing in them. Their

definitions are as figure 5.3l In the annotated store &, the variables and their
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Expression e == _|0|e™?|$z|$u2 ]S ana
| eit+ea]er—ea|erxea|er/en

| e1>ex|eg=ey|erandey|ejores|le]...

| e?{M}

Hash H = ¢|lk=¢H

Case c e | default?

Matches M = e|lc=eM

Statement s = e|stP|s1.80|$r=e|unless e {s}|if e {s} else {s}
| casee {C}|D]|skip”

Scope o = scopeas

Cases C == elec:{s}.C

Declaration D == t{e:H}|u{e:H}|class {a: H}|include a

Manifest m = s|mi.mgy|node @ {s}|define u (p) {s}
| class a {s}|class a (p) {s}|class a inherits b {s}
| class a (p) inherits b {s}

Node spec @ := N |default|(Ny,...,Ng)|r € RegExp

Parameters p = e|x,plz=ep

Figure 5.2: Annotated Abstract Syntax of pPuppet

data values can be annotated, but not the namespaces. Var denotes annotated
variables. We only consider the variables with the outer annotations which we
will illustrate later so Var represents the form ($z)*7, ($:2)™? or ($::a::2)tP.
In the annotated definition &, every definition appearing in & is labelled. Every

definition is annotated if all the components in it are labelled.

—

Store ¢ : Scopex Var — Value
i= ela—d|la—dR
=L | ClassDef(coptc, p, s) | DeclaredClass(a)

Definition environment
Definition

| ResourceDef(p, s)

Figure 5.3: Annotated Abstract Syntax of Environments
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5.2.2 Propagation of Annotations in ;/Puppet Evaluation

In the dependency provenance model proposed in Cheney et al’s work, the
provenance-tracking semantics was defined as annotated-functions that extended
ordinary functions to propagate the annotations on data so as to track depen-
dency information in the functions. We will record the dependency information
in the process of evaluation. In pPuppet, there are conditional constructs that
lead to control flows in the evaluation. Control flow will decide to evaluate one
branch among others according to the conditional in the construct. Then a re-
sult value of the evaluation could either depend on the operations on data values
or conditional constructs that choose one evaluation path. The dependency in-
formation for an output value should be able to provide the input data values
in the evaluation that decides the output value. To do that, we will propagate
annotations on data values in the evaluation when there is dependency involved
in every evaluation step. We will define the annotation propagation in every rule

evaluating expressions, statements and manifests.

5.2.2.1 Propagation of Annotation in Evaluating Expressions

Expressions in puPuppet include values, variables, all the primitive operations on
data values and a selector operation. To propagate the annotations in the expres-
sions in the evaluation to record dependency, we observe that all the operands of
an operation contribute to its result. If one of operands changes, its result might
change. Then the result of a primitive operation on the input data values depends
on each input data value. So the dependency information about the result should
be recorded as its annotation which includes the annotations on all the input
data values. With this observation, the evaluation rule for the expression on each
operator will propagate the annotations by this principle. Selector is a special
expression that has the structure of a conditional statement. The conditional
data values influence which branch in the selector body is chosen or not chosen.
The dependency information in the evaluation should reflect the conditionals in

the annotation of the evaluation result.

Variables When looking up the value of a variable in the annotated store &
under the scope of the variable, the value of this variable should be an annotated

value v? from the store.
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x ¢ dom(og)  6,700,%2% S 0f o parentof, o
VAR
5.k, 00, %27 & 0P
x € dom(o..) x € dom(0:q)
TVAR QVAR
5,7, 00,8027 L o (x) G,Rk,00,%8:a 2’ 5 0.a(7)

Arithmetic Expressions We choose + expressions as an example to illustrate
how the annotations will be propagated in the evaluation according to the prin-
ciple we introduced. When a + expression is e; 4+ e2, e; will be evaluated first.
When it is the case i’ +e, e will be evaluated and i® will remain in the result.
In the case ifl +i§2, the evaluation result will be i1 4772 and its annotation will
be the union of 7 and (2. This annotation implies that the evaluation result

11 +7 12 depends on both inputs i; and is.

o~ o~ o~ o ~ o~ o~ o
0,k,UC, el —>e'1 a,n,vc,e—>e'
" ARITHLEFT " ARITHRIGHT
G,R,00,e1+ex — €] +es 6,7, 00,10 +e i + ¢
ARITHVALUE

G, RO, i +15%  (iy +7 i) 1P
The annotation propagation in the evaluation rules for the expressions on

other arithmetic operators are similar.

Comparison Expressions Similarly, we show how the annotations will be prop-
agated in the evaluation of comparison expressions. We use > expressions as an
example. In the case to evaluate e; > eg, e; will be evaluated. In the case of
i# > e, e will be evaluated and i? will remain in the result. For the case zf b> z§2,
the result will be true or false while their annotations would be 31 U 33 since
the truth value depends on both input data values i1 and 72 that 1 and F2 label

respectively .
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~ o~ o~ o ~ N~ «Q
a,/ﬁ,vc,el—w'l a,n,vc,e—w’
" COMPLEFT " CoMPRIGHT
G,R,00,e1 > e — €] > eg 8,2,6@,iﬂ>e—>2’5>e'
11 >7 12
CoMPVALUEI

8,%,176,2’?1 > ng 2 truef1UPe

11 <=7 19

3 5y o ComMmPVALUEII
G,R, 00, i)' > 15> — false/1V

The rules for other comparison operators are similar and omitted.

Boolean Expressions We will show the annotation propagation in the evalua-
tion for negation expressions. In the rule to evaluate !e, e will be evaluated. For
the expressions ! true® and | false?, the result truth values false and true will

be annotated with 8 since the results depend on the input truth values.

" NoTSTEP - NoOTVALUEI
G,R,00,le = 1€ 6,8, 00, true® & false

NoTVALUEII

G,R, 00, false® & true

The rules for disjunction are similar and omitted. In Puppet, side-effecting
expressions do not appear to be allowed inside Boolean expressions so we assume

eager semantics for Boolean operations (both sides are fully evaluated).

Selector Expressions The rule SCon and SEle will evaluate the control expres-
sions e and ej to data values respectively. For the rule SChoose and SChoosel,
the evaluation will resolve different results when v =wv; and v # v;. Since their
evaluation results depends on the comparison result of v and vy, both of them
influence whether they are equal or not. Then either of the results e and v” ?{ M}
will be annotated with the union of the annotations on v and vy, i.e. fUS;. Since

both evaluation results are expressions, their annotations should be an outer an-

notation +(SU f1).
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~ N~ o /
0,k, 00,6 — €

G,R,00,e 2{M} = e M}

SCoN

SELE

G,k 00,0" ey = e, M} N el = e, M}

caseMatch(v,v1)

- SCHOOSE
G,7,00,0° o = e, M} & (8P

—caseMatch (v, v1)

SCHOOSEI
5,7, 00,07 2ot = e, M} % (08 2{pr}) TV

" SDEFAULT
G,R, 00,00 ?{default = e, M} S et
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As we already have shown that a resource would be evaluated to a resource value

which would in turn be stored in the catalog vc. Every expression appearing

in a resource will be evaluated by employing different evaluation rules. There

are no conditionals or direct operations in a resource construct that decide the

evaluation result. So there is no immediate annotation propagation that would

describe the dependency associated with the level of evaluation of a resource. So

the evaluation rules will work the same as the original rules except the constructs

in the evaluation are annotated.
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5.2.2.3 Propagation of Annotations in Evaluating Statements

In the statements of uPuppet, there are no direct operations on data values in-
volved. However, there are conditional statements if, unless and cases. As we
mentioned, when there is a conditional in the construct, one of the branches in
the construct body will be chosen or not chosen depending on the data value of
the conditional. The remaining branch depends on the data value of the condi-
tional. Thus there is dependency that should be recorded in the annotation on
the evaluation result. We will define the annotation propagation in the evaluation
of these statements to reflect the dependency which happened in the evaluation
by collecting the annotations of relevant input data values. In the following, we
will use the evaluation of if and case statements to illustrate the annotation prop-
agation in it to show how the annotations on the results describe the dependency

information.

Assignment Statement

ASSIGNSTEP

o % dom(aa) ASSIGN

5,7, 00, % =07 5 5[(a, x) : v°], R, Ug, skip
If Statement To evaluate an if statement, the conditional expression e is first
evaluated to an annotated truth value v”. Depending on whether v is true or
false, in the rule IfT and IfF, one of the two branches s; and so will be chosen
to remain in the evaluation respectively and the other branch will be discarded.
That is their evaluation results s; and so depend on the conditional truth value VP,
To record this dependency, we propagate the annotation 3 of v as the annotation

of the results s1 and s9.

~ o~~~ « /
0,k, 00,6 — €

" IFSTEP
G,R,00,1f e {s1} else {s2} —sT,R,00,1if € {s1} else {s2}

IrT

G,R,00,if true® {51} else {s2} S 8,%,6@,(31)+5

IFF

o~ N~

G,R,00,1if false® {51} else {s2} B a,m,vc,(52)+ﬂ
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The annotation propagation in the evaluation of unless statements is similar as

in if statements. We show the rules for unless statements in the appendix.

Case Statement The conditional in a case statement is to compare the control
data value with that of the current branch. If they are equal, this branch remains
as the result of the evaluation and the other branches will be discarded. If not, this
branch will be omitted and the other branches will subsequently be checked by the
conditional. Thus according to the result of the conditional, a different evaluation
result will be derived. That is, if one of the control data values changes, the
comparison of them will lead to a different truth value, thus a different evaluation
result. Thus any of the two evaluation results depends on two control data values.
The dependency information in the annotation on the evaluation results should
reflect this by including the annotations of these two control data values. As
shown in the rules CaseMatch and CaseNoMatch below, the evaluation results

have the union of S and i as their annotation.

o~ o~ o~ «Q
0,R, 00,6 — e
CASESTEP1

G,R,0¢,case e {C} 546,R,00,case ¢ {C}

o~~~ «
0,k,0C,€ — e
CASESTEP2

o~

.7, 00, case v’ {e: {s}.C} %45,k 00, case v’ {': {s}.C}

caseMatch(v,v1)

Gk, 0c, case v {vlﬂl {s}.CY B4 6,7, 00, 579N

CASEMATCH

—caseMatch(v, vy)

G,7,00,case v {0/ {s1 .0V L. 5.k, 00, (case v {C})H(BUB)
1

CASENOMATCH

CASEDONE

G, %, 00, case v {M} B¢ 5, R, vc, skip”

The other statements such as expressions, assignments, include, resource-like
class declaration, resources, defined resource types declaration, scope statements
and sequential statements do not involve immediate operations on data values
or conditionals. Their evaluation on the statement level does not involve the
dependency on the input data values so there is no annotation propagation to

define to record dependency information. The evaluation of these statements is
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about to be lifted to the level of expression evaluation, read or change stores,
or derive the evaluation result constructs in different structures. The evaluation

rules for these statements are omitted here and shown in the appendix.

5.2.2.4 Propagation of Annotation in Evaluating Manifests

Manifest elements consist of statements, sequential manifest elements, class defi-
nitions, node definitions and defined resource type definitions. They do not relate
to the operations on data values or control flows directly. Their evaluation does
not concern the dependency on the inputs so to derive the results. Then there is
no annotation propagation involved in their evaluation rules. The rules will be
the same as the ordinary rules, except the components in them are annotated.

We omit these rules here and show them in the appendix.

5.2.2.5 Propagation of the Outer Annotation + in the Evaluation

As we noticed, when evaluating a construct involving conditionals, its evalua-
tion result will carry an outer annotation of the form +/ that collects all the
annotations of the data values in the conditional. That is, the evaluation result
of conditional statements will be in the form of e™® and s*#. The manifest m
will not carry outer annotations since there are no conditional constructs at its
level. Using an outer annotation on the output construct indicates the whole
annotated construct has been derived due to some conditional in the previous
evaluation. The propagation of outer annotations implies that the dependency
information should be carried along the evaluation. That is, every sub-construct

in the construct must depend on this information.

Operation + on Annotations In an outer annotation +3, + can be seen as an
operation on annotations, which is to push the annotation S into the construct
and unions it with the inner annotation on each substructure inside the construct.
As we knew, since the outer annotation of a construct records the dependency
information in the past evaluation, every sub-construct in the construct must de-
pend on it. We define the operation of +/ applied on expressions and statements
respectively in the figure 5.4 (P.109) and figure[5.5| (P.110). In this definition, the
operation of +/ applied on variables, assignments, resource-like class declaration
and defined resource type will remain these constructs with +/ as they are. That

is because these constructs with outer annotation should be treated differently
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Value (vP1)+P2 pPA1UP2
Variable ($2)*8 ($2) 7
($::2) 5 ($::2)HFP
($::a:2) 18 ($::a::2) 18
(e1+ep)th e’ el
(e1 — 62)+ﬁ +,8 _ e;—ﬁ
(e1xen)tP el
(e1/e2)*? ﬁ/e
(e1 > e9)™F +ﬁ > e;’B
= = =
(e; and eg) ™ ef’g andey b
(e1oreg)™? ef'g or e;rﬁ
(le)*™h leth
(e ? {M})Jrﬁ etB 2 {MJFﬁ}
Hash (k= e H)*P k=etB HTB
Matches (¢ = e, M)*8 (c=e)th M+h
(c=e)tP cth = eth
(defaultf) default??
(etP)yth = T (BUF")

Figure 5.4: 4 Operation on e

in the evaluation we will illustrate later. In the figure [5.4] when an annotated
value v71 carries an outer annotation +3, v will be labelled with the union of
By and By as v91982. For the structured constructs, +8 will push this operation
to every sub-construct. Then 4/ operation is defined inductively on the struc-
ture of the constructs. For example, —i—ﬁ on the expression e + e9 will resolve to
the expression e +h +ey". 8. In the figure 5.5 for a sequence of statements, +0 is
pushed inside to be the outer annotation of each statement in the sequence. This
is especially useful when the statements in the sequence are all the specific con-
structs we mentioned above whose outer annotations will be treated differently
in the evaluation.

Moreover, we extend the 4 operation on the outer annotation itself. If
an expression (a statement) has two layers of outer annotations, i.e. (e*? )+,6’

((stF )+5/), this operation will union the two outer annotations as one outer an-
notation, i.e. et(BUF) (s+(BU8),
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Statement $r=e)t’ = ($x=¢e)t’
(s1.89) TP = sfﬁusgﬁ
(if e {s} else {sH)1? = if etP {78} else {sTF}
(unless e {s})*? = unless e*? {sTF}
(case e {C})TP = caseet? {CTF}
Cases (c:{s}.C)F = B {stF CHP
Declaration (t{e:HH)? = (t{e:H}?
(u{e:HNT = (u{e:HHY
(class {a: H})™ = (class {a:H})™#
(include a)*? = (include a)™#
Scope (scopeas)™® = scopeast?
(stBY+F" = stH(BUF)

Figure 5.5: +( Operation on s

There are two ways to evaluate the constructs with outer annotations. One
is to push the outer annotation into the construct and then evaluate the result
using the rules introduced in the previous sections. The other is to evaluate
the inside construct as usual and then propagate its outer annotation as that of
the evaluation result. We choose the second way for the evaluation unless some
special cases for which we will define the evaluation rules for them. In other case,
we can express the propagation of outer annotations uniformly in the judgements

of the evaluation for expressions and statements as below.

A

a"\" /
—s RUCS

0,R,U0,e — € 0,R, 00,8
" EXPRE S ~ = STATEMENT
G,R, 00, etP & /P 6,7, 00,57 Lol K U’C,s"Lﬁ

In the following, we will define the evaluation rules for some specific constructs
with outer annotations that include variable, assignment, include, resource-like

class declaration and defined resource type.

Variables When a variable $x ($::z, $::a :: 2) has its dependency information,
it carries some outer annotation +3. The evaluation rule looks up the store and
get its value as usual. Meanwhile the outer annotation +/ of the variable will

be propagated to its value. The dependency information in the outer annotation
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is passed from the variable to its value. The propagation of outer annotations in

the rules for the variables in different scopes are as below.

x € dom(oy)

av %aﬁgb ($x)+ﬂ g (O-Oé('r))—‘rlg

LVAR

x & dom(oy) 7,k 00, ($x)+ﬁ/ — (v5)+5/ o parentof .
PVAR

TVAR
B

x € dom(0.q)

5,700, (30 2)P S (0ua(2) T

VAR
3 Q

Assignment Statements When an assignment statement inherits an outer an-
notation, the outer annotation can be pushed inside to both the variable and
the expression. The evaluation can be conducted in the following way. If the
expression is not a value, it will be evaluated first as usual, as shown in the rule
AssignStepPlus. If the expression is a value, the value will carry the union of its
original annotation and the outer annotation same as its variable, as shown in
the rule AssignPlus. When updating the store with this variable, its value will

have this union as its annotation.

5 ASSIGNSTEPPLUS

x ¢ dom(oq)

- ; ; ASSIGNPLUS
67,00, (82 = v7)" S.5((a,a™7) : (v7)TF, R, 0, skip

Include Statements An interesting case is the statements of the declaration of
classes. A class-declaration statement could be made in any place in pPuppet,
including in the body of a conditional construct. So it can be the result of the
evaluation of such construct so that it carries an outer annotation. While evalu-

ating an annotated class declaration, the evaluation will execute as the ordinary
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evaluation rules and then annotate the evaluation result with the outer annotation

of the declaration statement.

In the rule IncU, the class a has not been declared. So this rule declares this
class and resolve to the content of this class stored in the definition. Meanwhile
this result carries the outer annotation 4/ as its outer annotation. If a class
has been declared, the rule IncD will omit this statement and resolve it to skip
that also carries the outer annotation of this statement. The rule IncPu deals
with the case when the class a has a parent class b that has not been declared.
The result is the declaration statement of class b together with the declaration
of class a. At this step, class b has not been declared. The definition of class b
in & remain as ClassDef(cop, p/,s'). (include b)*# is as notification with no real
content to evaluate. The evaluation result is not enlarged considering the whole
environments. It will introduce the content of class b from its definition in & when
(include b)*7 is evaluated. In the rule IncPd, class a has a parent class b which
has been declared. Then the content of class a will replace (include a)*? as the

result of the evaluation.

R(a) = ClassDef(L, p, s) s’ = merge(p,¢) o baseof - a

&,7,00, (include a)*? & 5, kla : DeclaredClass(a)], o, (scope (::a) s'os)™?

#(a) = DeclaredClass(c)

o IncD
7,k,0C, (include a)+ﬁ %5 0,R,00,skip™

R(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s) % (b) = ClassDef (copt, p', 8)

- IncPU
7,R,00, (include a)+ﬁ —s 0,R,0¢, (include b)+6 (include a)+5

%(a) = ClassDef(b, p, s) %(b) = DeclaredClass(a) s’ = merge(p,¢)

7,00, (include a)*? % o, k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)], ¢, (scope (::a) {s'_s}) 7’

Resource-like Class Declaration Statements A resource-like class declaration
statement with an outer annotation will be evaluated similarly. The body of the
statement will be evaluated to values by the rule CDecStepPlus. Then when
the declaration is evaluated to the other statement, this statement will carry the

outer annotation.

IncU

IN

cPD
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R(a) = ClassDef (copt, p, S) G,Rk,00,H Sy H

7,00, (class {a: H)? 4,5 7,00, (class {a: H'})*?

CDEcCSTEPPLUS

R(a) = ClassDef(L, p, s s' = merge(p, vy o' baseof . a
(@) (:p:5) (p,vn) i CDEcUPLUES

B +B

G,7,00, (class {a:vg})™? %46, k[a : DeclaredClass()],o¢, scope (::a) s'77.s

®(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s ®(b) = ClassDef (copt, o', s’
(a) (0,p,5) (0) (Copt: ') CDBCPUPLUS

o~

5,7, 00, (class {a:vg)*? %4 5,%, 00, (include b)*? (class {a:vg})*

R(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s R (b) = DeclaredClass(a s' = merge(p,v
@ o) A (@ o)

G,7,00, (class {a:vg})™? %6, k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)], o¢, scope (::a) {s'TP.s1F}

Defined Resource Type Statements While a defined resource type statement
carries an outer annotation, the statement will be evaluated first until the defined
resource type name and the body become values by the rule DefStepPlus. Then
in the rule DefPlus, the name and the statements inside the scope statement will
carry the outer annotation.

The cases of evaluating (class {a:vg})*? are similar as for (include a)*”.
In the rule CDecPUPlus, the parent of class a has been not declared. The result
includes the declaration of the parent class to denote that it will be evaluated

before class a in the further evaluation.

G,k 00, {e: H} Br{e  H'}

5.7,00,(u{e: HYYP %5 &,00, (u {e : H'})HP

DEFSTEPPLUS

R(u) = ResourceDef (p, s) s = merge(p,vn)
DErFPLUS

.7, 00, (u {w” UH})+'BI s 5, R, 00, scope (avdef) {$title = wﬁU’B/usu”B/uerﬂ/}

X

5.3 Correctness of Dependency-Provenance

Dependency provenance we have defined is the dependency information abstracted

dynamically. The propagation of annotations in the evaluation of a manifest
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records and transfers the dependency information of each data value until the
end of evaluation is reached. Thus every data value in the catalog carries an
annotation which records the dependency information about all the data values
that have contributed to derive this data value in the process of the evaluation.
In other words, the dependency information of an output data value specifies
any change of which inputs might influence this output and the change of the
other inputs definitely will not. In Cheney et al’s work (2007)), they captured this
idea so as to establish a dependency correctness for the annotation behaviour of
annotation-functions. The annotation behaviour of functions on annotated val-
ues (a.k.a. a-values) was characterised using a relation “equal except at ¢” on
a-values. It tries to capture the changes in the data by relating two data that
are only different at some place annotated by a specific label c. So it is defined
in the way that two a-values are equal except at some label c¢ if they have the
same structure or if they are labelled with ¢ and do not necessarily have the same
structure. This relation was used to examine the influence of two input data equal
except at ¢ on the output data labelled with ¢. We will adapt this relation to
capture two data values in pPuppet only different at some annotations including
some label [. Then similarly we will use this relation to formalise the correct-
ness characterisation of dependency-provenance by identifying whether two data

values satisfying this relation might influence the specific output data value.

5.3.1 Limitation of Method

Before presenting the correctness characterisation and the proof of the correct-
ness of our dependency-provenance, we want to show their limitations. Due to the
complexity of pPuppet language, it turns out dependency-provenance we defined
cannot capture the full dependency information of data values in some unusual
manifests. The correctness characterisation is also limited to verify such mani-
fests. We will use examples to illustrate where our definition works and where it

does not. Then we will propose some possible approaches to solve this limitation.

5.3.1.1 Positive Examples

Dependency-provenance tracks the dependency due to the primitive computations
and the conditionals. As in the example below, the declaration of class a depends

on the value of $x. According to the propagation of the annotations we defined,
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when $2 =1 is true, the statement “include a” will carry the annotation of $x as

its outer annotation.

1 $x=1

2 Class a {
3 $y= 2
1}

5

If $x=1 {include a}
else {$z=2%}

Dependency-provenance respects class inheritance in that the variables have
their correct final values according to scope levels as well as the annotations of
these values. In the example below, $y is defined both in the parent class b and
its child class a. When class a is declared, $y is read in class a so it should get

the assignment in class a, i.e. "Tomorrow is another day’, and its annotation.

1 Class b {

2 $y= ’Nice day’

3 1

4

5 Class a ($x) inherits b {
6 $y= ’Tomorrow is another day’
7 file { ’motd’:

8 path => $x,

9 content => 8y,

10 }

11}

12

13 class {a: x=>2}

5.3.1.2 Counter Examples

We have known that the assignment of a variable in a higher level of scope can
be overridden by its assignment in a lower level. In the correctness property we
define, the overriding is tracked by storing every assignment of this variable in
different scope in the store. However, in the unusual case where there is a con-
ditional also taking part in deciding the final value of an overriding variable, the
dependency of the value of this variable on the conditional will not be recorded.

Let us see an example as below.

I $y=1

Class a ($x) {
if $x=1 {$y=42}
$z=8y

¥

6 class {a: x=>2}

(S} SN C I V)

$w=%a::z

EN|
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In this example, the variable $y is declared and assigned by 1 in the top level of its
manifest. Then a class a is defined where $y is declared and assigned again in the
body of an if statement. y will be overridden by 42 if the conditional is satisfied,
ie. $2 =1. Then class a is declared meanwhile $x is passed with the value
2. In this case, the inner assignment of $y will not be executed. The variable
$2 will get 1 as its value, so as the variable $w. The dependency-provenance
we have defined records the dependency information of conditionals only inside
the statement itself, but is not passed to the statements out of it. The value
of the variable $z decides whether the final value of $y is 42 or 1. However the
dependency on the data value of $x will only be recorded by propagating its
annotation to $y when $z = 1. In the case of the example, the dependency of
$y =1 on $x is lost. Variable overriding makes the dependency tracking of a data

value not explicit.

5.3.1.3 Solutions

We claim that dependency-provenance we defined in the last section is correct
for most manifests where the variables to be looked up should have their names-
paces in front to identify the scopes where they have been declared. Under
this constraint, $2 = $y in the last example should be changed to $z = $::y or
$2 =$::a::y. $y = 42 declared in the body of if statement is not allowed since it
has been declared in the scope of class a and will be undefined if $z =1 fails.
The correctness characterisation we define also can only verify the correctness of
dependency-provenance of the manifests within this semantic behaviour.

Besides adding proper constraints that limit the manifests with unusual se-
mantics, we can also modify dependency-provenance to include more dependency
informations by changing the propagation of the annotations in the evaluation
rules.

In the following presentation, we constrain the semantics of pPuppet to the
sub-language pPuppet’ where the variables to look up have their namespaces in

front.

5.3.2 Equivalence Relation

We will define an equivalence relation between two constructs in pPuppet. To

W

help with defining this relation, we borrow the concept of a hole “_” in the syntax
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in Pottier and Conchon’s work (Pottier and Conchon, 2000). This work intro-
duced the hole in the syntax of core ML to remove the irrelevant dependency
information in the expressions in terms of an output expression. The hole was
treated as a free variable. We will use the hole in pPuppet that expresses the
contrary meaning in terms of dependency. Since we want to describe the influence
of changing a data value on the output data values, we replace the data value
in our observation with a hole in the constructs and leave the other information
unchanged in the constructs. Therefore, after employing the hole in the syntax,
the equivalence relation on a label [ on two constructs will express that either
they are syntactically equal or they are labelled with annotations containing [ no
matter whether they share the same structure or not. We will define a floor func-
tion on [ to introduce the hole _ in the annotated uPuppet syntax that replaces

the data values whose annotations include the label [. Its definition is as below.
108, = _iflep
[WP), = oPiflgs
The floor function on [ | |; is defined on annotated data values. It takes an anno-
tated data value v® and returns a hole _ if the label [ belongs to the annotation
f3, or returns v? itself otherwise. Intuitively, the label [ indicates the data value
whose annotation includes [ we want to observe about whether it influences the
output data values in the catalog.

With the floor function on [ in hand, we are ready to express two constructs
are equal except at some label [, i.e. the equivalence relation except [, denoted
as =;. We define this relation for expressions, statements and manifests in the
figure figure |5.8] figure [5.9| respectively. Moreover it is also defined for the
constructs with an outer annotation +4 in the figure [5.10] It is also extended to
the environments in the run-time syntax in the figure [5.11]

In the figure [5.7], the equivalence relation except at [ is first defined for two
annotated data values vf ! and vzﬁz in the rule Value. They are equal except at [
if the results of the floor function on [ to them are equal. This rule includes two
cases such that vfl = v2f32. One is that [ is in both 1 and 2. Then Lvlﬂljl =
ngzj ; = . The other case is that [ is not in 8; or f2. Then to satisfy the
condition va Y= ngzjl, ’Ul’B = 1152. The other expressions are structured. The
equivalence relation except at [ on them is defined on the expressions having the
same structure. For two + expressions ej +e2 and e3 + ey, they are equal except

at [ up to commutativity if two operands are equal except at [ respectively, i.e.
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I if $x=3 { $y=2 } else { }

Figure 5.6: Assignment in the if statement

e1 =; ez and eg =) e4. The relation on the expressions of other operations is
defined similarly. For the expressions Hash, Match and Selector, the relation is
defined as two expressions are equivalent except at [ if the two sub-constructs
of every corresponding part in them are equal except at [. The equivalence
relation on statements, manifests and environments in the figure [5.8 figure [5.9
and figure is also defined on two constructs with the same structure such
that the two sub-constructs of every corresponding part are equal except at [.
The equivalence relation on stores, definitions and catalogs is defined in the
figure [5.11] The store & is to keep the values of the variable by processing an
assignment statement. While an assignment can appear as the body in the condi-
tional, its appearance in the store depends on the control values in the conditional.
See an example as in the figure . When $z = 318 or $2 = 118, the evaluation
result of this statement would be $y = 2 or empty statement. In the first case,
y and its value 2L} will be stored in 5. In the second case, y will be not in o.
However, in two cases, the dependency on $z in terms of the label [, two stores
should follow the equivalence relation. For defining the equivalence relation on
stores, we generalise the floor function ||; on annotation data values to stores.
Similar to how it deals with annotation data values, it will leave out the triples
where the variables depend on the data value represented by the label [, i.e. their

annotations include [. The floor function on stores is defined as below.

T +
i ™ a0, @ an o) e = (L™ oo™ 1 L an, o) i)
L@t s 0f) ], = _iflep;

(P a0l )] = (g, 0l) i 1 g B

(2 (3

The function removes the triples that depend on the information represented
by [ while remain the others. In this way, we can define the equivalence relation
on the stores in this example as if the results of the floor functions on them are
equal they are equal except at [, as shown in the rule Sigma in the figure [5.11}

Similarly to the assignments, the resource values could also depend on the
conditionals. To define the equivalence relations on catalog in terms of some

label [, we will need to remove the resource values that depend on [. We extend
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the floor function to catalogs too. The function is defined as below.

L(wr)1,-- s (r)nli = {L(or)1li,---s L(vr)n]i}
[(t{@:mN?P) = -iflep
[(t{@:oa})P); = (t{@:oa})*Pif1¢p

The function on annotated catalogs is defined as if the outer annotation of a
resource value includes the label [ this resource value will be removed. Otherwise
it keeps this resource value. Then the equivalence relation on catalogs will be
defined as two catalogs are equal except at [ if the results of the floor function on
them are equal as shown by the rule Catalog in the figure [5.11]

Since any construct could carry outer annotations, we will define the equiv-
alence relation for such constructs too. As we notice, the outer annotations of
the constructs represent the dependency information on which these constructs
depended. If the outer annotations contain the label [ of some data value in our
observation, these constructs may depend on this data value. Thus these con-
structs satisfy the condition of the equivalence relation since this relation requires
the constructs not labelled by [ are equal but consider the constructs of which
the annotations contains [ the same.

In the figure[5.10] we will define the equivalence relation for expressions, state-
ments and manifests with outer annotations respectively. There are two possi-
bilities for each of them to satisfy this relation. One is that the two constructs
on which the outer annotations are labelled are equal except at [ themselves. In
this possibility, whether [ is contained in [3; or 2 is irrelevant since both two
constructs are equal in terms of the dependency on the data value [ is labelled
on. The other possibility is that [ is contained in both 51 and (2. As we notice,
the outer annotations of the constructs represent the dependency information on
which these constructs have depended on. If the outer annotations includes the
label [, these constructs must depend on the data value [ is labelled on. Thus
these constructs should be equal in terms of the dependency on this data value,
while whether they have the same structures or not is not relevant. The rules
TopAnnoEI, TopAnnoSI and TopAnnoMI formalise this possibility for expres-
sions, statements and manifests respectively. Notice more that expressions are
statements and statements are manifests meanwhile. These rules imply that any
two constructs in pPuppet could be related by this relation if the condition on

their outer annotations holds for this possibility.
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Figure 5.7: Equivalence Relation Except at [ on Expressions

5.3.3 Correctness of Dependency Provenance

The equivalence relation describes that two constructs are equal except where
their sub-constructs are labelled with annotations including [. It provides the
observation that two constructs are the same except the places labelled with .
This gives the way of describing changing some part of the inputs identified by
its label. Thus we can capture the correctness of dependency provenance by
examining the changes of the output data values when part of the dependency
information of output data values in our observation is changed. The equivalence
relation allows us to ignore the information labelled with [. Thus we can relate
the input data values before and after change at some label [. They hold for the
equivalence relation. After the evaluation, we will examine again the output data
values with the output before whether they hold for the equivalence relation. It
means that if the dependency provenance we define is correct, the output data
values before and after the changes of the input data values should hold for the

equivalence relation. The outputs not labelled with [ should be unchanged. Thus
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Figure 5.8: Equivalence Relation Except at [ on Statements

the outputs before and after the change of the inputs should be equal. The
equivalence relation on them also holds. Those outputs labelled with [ might be
changed. Since the equivalence relation ignores the information labelled with [,

those outputs should also satisfy the equivalence relation.

Thus, if the outputs hold for the equivalence relation up to the changes in
the inputs, the dependency information abstracted in the annotations is correct.
We will use the equivalence relation to express the changes and relate them so
to formalise the correctness of dependency provenance. We only concern the

manifests that terminate so the correctness we will address is partial.
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Figure 5.9: Equivalence Relation Except at [ on Manifests

5.3.3.1 Invariants of the Evaluation

Since the evaluation and the propagation of annotations is defined in the expres-
sion, statement and manifest levels, we will first show the invariants about the
correctness of dependency provenance in these evaluations respectively. Then we

will state the correctness of dependency provenance when evaluating a manifest.

Invariant of Expression Evaluation To examine the correctness of the depen-
dency information generated by the annotation propagation in the expression
evaluation, we will show the evaluation of two expressions which are equal except

at some label [ and check whether their output expressions still follow the equiv-
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alence relation or not. In the evaluation of expressions, the environments could
be visited for the values and scopes of the variables. So we require the environ-
ments of the evaluation of two expressions also follow the equivalence relation.
The correctness of dependency provenance in the expression evaluation is stated
as an invariant as below.

Theorem 5.3.1 (Invariant of Expression Evaluation). Given &7, &1, (vc)1,e1 —
/ e a2 ! . 5 . — —~ — 7\

el and a3,k2, (vo)2,e2 — €5 in pPuppet’, if we have 1 =; 72, k1 =; k2, (vc)1 =
—_—

(ve)2, a1 =; ag and e1 = ey at some label [, then €] =; ¢5.

—

Proof. Assume a1 =; 02, k1 =; k2, (vc)1 =1 (ve)2. To have two expressions that
are equal except at [, i.e. e; =; ea, they must either have the same structure or
have outer annotations including . In the first case, we will need to prove €] =; éb.

In the second case, we assume that e is in the form earlﬁ ! and eg is in the form

63—2’8 2, As we defined the judgement of the propagation of outer annotations in
the section 5.2.2, the outer annotations of the inputs will be transferred as the

outer annotations of their outputs shown as below.

—_—
o1,k1, (Uc)laegﬁﬂl L (efy) ™

—_—
5—57 @a (UC>2763252 % <662)+ﬁ2

Then if 6&51 = 60+2B2, then either eg; =; eg2 or [ € 51N Py by definition. For the
first possibility, we should show ef; = €o. It falls to prove the same as in the
first case, i.e. €] =;¢,. For the second possibility, the two output expressions
(ehy) TP and (efy) P2 will have their outer annotations including . According
to the definition of the equivalence relation we have (e);) ™71 =; (ehy) ™. In the
following we will prove the first case which is to show €] =; e5.

As mentioned, in the first case e; and es have the same structure. Then we

can prove this theorem for each kind of expression.

1 Variables

Suppose two variables $a1x{31 and $a2x§2. There are four rules possibly
applicable for their evaluations. When a; (as) is e, i.e. $0413:/181 ($a2x/§2)
is of the form $2{($25?), the rule LVar or PVar could apply depending on
it x1 € dom(aa/1 ) or not where o is the current evaluation scope. However
since o] =; 02, we observe in its definition that if two variables are equal

except at [ their values also follow this relation and their annotations are
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the same as the variables. Then no matter in which scope $2 1($xﬁ ?) was
stored, G144, (x? )= 02a22(x1 ) for some a2 and aga. If a1 («2) is the top

scope :: or the class scope :: a ::, the similar analysis will apply too.

Arithmetic expressions

We choose the rules for evaluating + expressions as an example of proving

the theorem.

Suppose two + expressions e +e2 and ez + e4 such that e; +e9 =; ez +e4.
Since e, ez, e3 and eq4 could be values or other expressions, we need to
consider double derivations of the evaluation of two expressions e; 4+ e and
e3 +e4. However, by definition, we know e; =; e3 and es =; e4. For the
sub-constructs in the expressions, we only consider they are the constructs
without outer annotations for the same reason we mentioned. Thus by
definition, e; and es have the same structure, so as eo and e4. Each of the
three rules will be employed depending on whether e, es, e3 and e4 are

values or not.

Case (1) e1, e2, e3 and ey are values. Then the rule ArithValue is employed.

We suppose e1 +eg = @61 +152 and ez +eq4 = 263 —1—264 Then the evaluation
of them will be as below.
01751,(110)172?1 52 s (iy +7i2)MVP

02, k2, (00)27235,3 +Zﬁ4 % (ig +714)73YP

We will prove (i1 47i2)1Y%2 =) (i3 +714)%Y51. We know that zfl = zg and
252 = zf‘*. We know by definition either i1 = i3 and [ & 51U S3, or [ € 1N fFs.
Similarly we have either 19 =i4 and [ & B2 U Sy, or | € foN B4. Since i1 4712
and i3+y 14 are values, we will check the condition of the rule Value in the
definition, i.e. whether | (i1 47i2)?1Y%2 |; = | (i3 4+714)%YP1]; or not. Then
we need to check whether [ is in 1 U B2 and 3U B4 or not. There are two

cases which can be deduced.

(a) i1 =13, 12 =144 and [ € S1UBe and | & P3U 4
(b) l€frUBr and I € B3U By
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Then | (7 —|—Zig)ﬁluﬂ2Jl =| (i3 +Zi4)53uﬁ4jl. Then we have (i +Zi2)f81U62 =
(i3 +744)73Y54 by definition.

Case (2) e1 and eg are not values and are expressions of the same structure.
Then the rule ArithLeft is employed. The evaluation of the two expressions

will be as below.

—

———

o~ o~ o /
a1,k1,(vc)1,e1+ex — €] +en

—

3, k2, (v0)2, €3 = €5

—

~ —~ «Q /
02, R2, (VC)2, €3+ e4 — e3+eq
. o o —_— a o o —_— a .
Since a1, k1, (va)1,e1 — €] and 72, Kz, (vc)2,e3 — €5, and e =; eg, by induc-
tion hypothesis, we have €| =; e4. Since ez =) e4, we have €| +e3 = e5+ ey

by definition.

Case (3) e1 and e3 are values. ey and ey are expressions of the same struc-

ture. Then the rule ArithRight is employed.

Suppose e] + ey = z'*fl +e9 and ez +eq4 = i§3 +e4. Their evaluation will be

as below.

—

o1, k1, (ve)1, 2 = €

—~ ~ B o -f1 !
01#1,(@0)17@1 +ex =17 +ey

—

3, k2, (vC)2, €4 = €]

—~ ~ T B3 a B3 !
02,k2,(V0)2,15° +eq — 15" + ey

. o o —_— a - o —_— a .
Since 771, k1, (vo)1,e2 — €5 and 03, k3, (vc)2, €4 — €}, and es =; e4, by induc-
tion hypothesis, we have e}, =; €}. Since ifl = igg, we have ifl +ebh = i’§3 +é)

by definition.

The proofs of the rules for the expressions of other primitive operations are

similar and omitted here.

3 Selector expressions
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Suppose two selector expressions ey 7{es = e3, M1} and eq ?{e5 = eg, Ma}
such that they are equal except at some label . We will need to consider
double derivations of these two expressions to prove the theorem. However,
we have by definition that e; =; e4, e3 =j €5, e3 = eg and My =; M>. Then
we know e and ey4 either have the same structure or they have outer anno-
tations, so as for eo and es, ez and eg, and M; and Ms. We only consider
the first case as usual. Then the control expressions e; and e4 (e2 and e5)
are either both values or both not. When they are not values, the rule SCon
and SEle will be employed. The proofs are trivial we omitted here. We will

prove the case when they are values.

We suppose the two expressions will be v/ 2{v5? = e, My} and v3* 7{v* =
€6, Ma}. Whether the rule SChoose or SChoosel is employable depends
on whether v1 = v9 and vy = vs or not. The evaluation of two rules will
propagate the outer annotations —+ (/1 U fS2) and +(84U S5) to the result
expressions. To show whether the evaluation result expressions are equal
except at [ or not, we will check whether [ is in the outer annotations or
not.

Since Ufl = vf“, 1)52 = 225’65, we have Lvlﬁljl = va“]l and Lv§2jl = Lv?ﬂl by

definition. Then we can infer
(a) L€ p1Npy, or vy =v4 and [ &€ B1U Sy
(b) 1€ BaNPs, or va =v5 and [ & FU S5

Then there are four combinations of these conditions which derive the fol-

lowing.

(a) LefiNpPyand € PaNBs.
(b) 1€ B1N P4, va=wv5 and | € Po U f5.
(c) vi =v4, [ € F1UPB4, and [ € foN P5.

In these three cases, we would not know whether vi = v9 and vy = vy
or not. The rule SChoose or SChoosel could be employed for each
expression. However we notice [ will be in the outer annotations +(3; U
B2) and +(B4U fF5) of the evaluation results no matter which rule is

employed. Then by definition, the results will be equal except at I.

(d) vi=v4, v2 =5, [ € B1UBy and | & B2 U fB5.



5.3. Correctness of Dependency-Provenance 127

Then we have v; = vy and vy = vs, or v # vy and vg # vs. In the

first case, the rule SChoose is employed for both selector expressions.
+(B1UB2) +(BaUBs)

The results will be eq and eg . But since e3 =; eg by as-
sumption, we have e;(ﬂ 1U82) = eq (B1UPo) by definition. In the second

case, the rule SChoosel is employed for both selector expressions. The
results will be (vi ?2{M;})T01982) and (vf* 2{Mp})T(B085)  Since

M, =; My by assumption, we have (v)* 2{ M7 })T(F1982) =, (x4 2{ My} ) H(Ba055)
by definition.

There are other cases when the current branch in the selector body is a
default branch. Since the annotated default?! could only be equal except
at [ with some default? if their annotations satisfy the conditions in the
definition by definition. The selector expressions can be equal except at [
only when their current branches are default branches. The proof of this
case will be similar to above when the current branches are expressions. We

omit it here.

The proofs for other expressions are similar and omitted here.

Invariant of Resource Evaluation

Theorem 5.3.2 (Invariant of Resource Evaluation). Given &7,77, (ve)1, D1 R

/ o o —_— a / . R . o o o - —_—
D} and 73, k3, (vc)2, D2 —r D5 in pPuppet’; if a1 =; 72, and k) = k2, (vc)1 =

—

(vc)2 and Dy =; Do, then D} =; D5,

We consider two resources for the proof without outer annotations for the
same reason as for expressions. They must have the same structure as well. Thus
we could prove this theorem for each rule of resource evaluation. These proofs

can be done by induction on the derivation. We omit them here.

Invariant of Statement Evaluation The evaluation of statements may change
the environments. Given two statements and their environments such that they
are equal except at [, after the evaluation on them, we want to show the re-
sult statements as well as the updated environments still respect the equivalence

relation. We state it as invariant of statement evaluation as below.
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Theorem 5.3.3 (Invariant of Statement Evaluation). Given &7,771, (vc)1,81 —

TT N Ry o T T N o
. : e~
ol,kl, (ve)), st and a3, ka, (ve)2, s2 — 05, kb, (V0)5, 85 in uPuppet’, if o1 = o3,

and K1 =; k2, (ve)1 =; (ve)2 and s1 =; s2, then o] =; 05, K] = Kb, (ve)] =1 (ve)s

! — /
and s] =; s5.

Proof. Statements can carry outer annotations. As the analysis of expression
evaluation, two such statements are equal except at some [ if either they follow
the equivalence relation themselves or the label [ is included in their outer anno-
tations. In the first case, we need to show the evaluation result of two statements
are still equal except at [. In the second case, their evaluation results will carry
the same outer annotations so they are equal except at [ as well. We will prove the
invariant in the following for the statements without outer annotations. Then by
definition, the given two statements have the same structure. We will prove the
invariant for each kind of statements. We assume in the following proof the two
environments for two statements o1, k1, @ and 02, K9, @ such that o1 =; 73,

K1 = k2, (vc)1 =; (ve)2. The current evaluation scopes of them are a; and g

such that a1 =; 9.

1 Assignment statement

Suppose two assignment statements $x1 = e; and $x9 = e such that $z1 =
e1 =; $x9 = eo. By definition, we know 21 =; x5 and e; =; e2. Then we have
21 = w9 by definition. Suppose e; and e are in the form earlﬁ o = €0+2’3 02,
Since e; =; ea, by definition, we know either they have the same structure
or both e; and es have outer annotations. We consider the first case as

usual.

There are two rules applicable to assignments. One is to store the values
of the variables and the other is to evaluate the expressions in them. But
since e; and ez have the same structure, their evaluation will employ the

same rule.

When e; and eg are not values, the rule AssignStep is applied. Suppose

their evaluations are as below.

o
o~ o~ aq /
01,k1, (vo)1,e1 — €}

— —

C/TI,/?G\L (UC)17$$ =e1 £>S 51,/51»(@0)1,&15 = 6/1

——
o~ o~ a2 /
02,/€2,(UC)27€2 — €9

—— ——

657@7 (UC)27$:C = €2 O[%25 @7@7 (UC)27$:C = 6/2
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Since the environments have been not changed after the evaluation, we only

. 2 a —~ T o
need to prove $z1 = €] =; $x9 = ¢4. Since 1, k1, (ve)1,€1 — €], 2, k2, (vc)2, €2 —
e5, and e; =; ey, by induction hypothesis, we have €| =; e5. Since 1 = x2,
we have $z1 = €| =; $x2 = €5.
B1

When e; and ez are values, the rule Assign is employed. Suppose e; = v}

and eg = vg *. Their evaluations will be as below.

x ¢ dom(oa,)

— —

1,71, (o)1, $o1 = vt 2 67 (o, 1) v, AL, (ve)1, skip

x ¢ dom(0ay)

53,73, (00 )2, S = 152 234 53[(a, ) : V52, 73, (ve )2, skip

We have skip =; skip by definition. We want to prove ai[(ay,x1) : U?l] =

oa(ag,z2) : v§2]. Since z1 = v?l = 19 = 052, we have z1 = 9 and vlﬁl =
1)2’62 by definition. We have a; = ag by assumption. Then we have the
extensions of o1 and o3 on $21 and $z9 follow the equivalence relation, i.e.

Fil(ar,m1) v = 52l (o, w2) : 5°).

2 If statement

Suppose two if statements s;1 and s;po such that s;r; = s;70. We con-
sider the case when they do not have outer annotations. Suppose s;f1 =
if e1 {s1} else {s|} and s;5; = if ep {s2} else {s5}. There are three rules
applicable to each of them. However since s;¢1 =; s;r2, we have e1 =; e,

s1 =1 s2 and s =; sh. €1 and ey must be both values or both not.

When e; and ey are not values, the rule IfStep is applied to them. Their

evaluations are as below.

—_—
o~ o~ g /
o1,k1, (vo)1,e1 — €}

———

o1, k1, (vc)1,if e1 {s1} else {s]} s G, k1,00, if €] {s1} else {s2}

—_—
o~ o~ a /
02,k2, (vc)2,6 — €5

— N . I\ 02 o~ o~ N L g
02, k2, (v0)2,1T e {s2} else {s5} —>¢ 02,k2,(v0)2,if €5 {s3} else {s4}

Since the environments have not been changed by the evaluation, we only

need to prove if ¢} {s1} else {s]} = if € {s2} else {shH}.
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By assumption, we have o1,k1, (vc)1,e1 — €] and 3,k (vc)2,e2 — €5.
. - o o o —_— —_— . .
Since 01 =; 03, k1 = k2, (vc)1 =1 (ve)2, and e] =; ez, by induction hypothe-
sis, we have €] =; 5. Since s1 =; 59 and s] =; s, we have if €] {s1} else {s]} =

if e {so} else {shH}.

When e; and eg are values, the rule IfT or IfF could apply to them depending

on whether they are true or false. Suppose e; = vfl and ey = 052. Since

vfl = v§2, we have either [ € 51N (2, or v1 =wv9 and [ ¢ B U B2 by definition.

In the first case, either of the rules IfT and IfF could apply to the state-
ments. The evaluation result of each statement will be sfﬁ ! /1+ﬁ ! (s;ﬁ 2

/2+ﬂ2)

or s
or s if the rule IfT or IfF is applied. However, the results of two if
statements carries the outer annotations +(3; and +f2 no matter which
rule is employed. Moreover since [ € 1 N (2, we have the evaluation results
follow s/”* = s;ﬂz (i,7 € {1,2}) by definition.

In the second case, since v = vg, the same rule IfT or IfF will be applied to

both if statements. Their evaluation results will be SiFB "and sg P2 o s/1+5 !
and s/2+62 if the rule IfT or IfF is applied. Since s; =; so and s| =; s5, we
have sfﬁl = S;—BQ or sf’ﬂl = 5;& in each case.

3 Case statement
Suppose two case statements s.; and sqo such that s.; =; sco. We consider
the case when they do not have outer annotations as usual. Then they have
the same structure. Suppose s.; = case e; {C1} and sq = case eg {Ca}.
Since s.1 = Sc2, we know e; =; es and C7] =; Cy by definition. Then we

know ey and ey have the same structure.

If they are not values, the rule CaseStepl will be applicable. The theorem
will be proved by induction on the derivation of the evaluation. We omit
it here. If they are values, we assume the statements are case vf ' {er:
{s1}-C1} and case v§2 {ea: {s2}.Ca}. Since e; : {s1}.C1 =jea: {s2}.Co,
we have e] = e2, s1 = s9 and C] =; Cy. Then the rule CaseStep2 will be
applied to both statements. The proof will be constructed by induction
on the evaluation derivation. We omit it here. If e; and es are values, we
assume the two statements are case ’U?l {vllﬁi :{s1}.C1} and case UQBQ {v;’gé ;
{s2}.Ca}. Then two rules are applicable to them which are CaseMatch

and CaseNoMatch depending whether v; = v] and vy = v5 or not. The



5.3.

Correctness of Dependency-Provenance 131

evaluation results of each rule will carry the outer annotations + (5 U 3})
and +(fB2U B5). We know that Uﬁl = vﬂ2 and vllﬁl = ’UIQB2. Then we can

infer the following.

(a) L€ p1NpPa, or vy =v9 and [ &€ S1U By
(b) 1€ B{NBh, or v} = vh and I ¢ B U B

Then four possible cases can be derived.

(a) 1€ B1NPy and I € 81 NG5

(b) L€ BiNB2, vp =15 and [ & By U B

(c) vi=wv2, [ € B1UP2, and [ € B1N 3.
In these three cases, we would not know whether v; = v} or vy = v}
or not so to know which of the rules CaseMatch and CaseNoMatch
will be applicable. We notice that [ will be in the outer annotations
+(f1UP2) and +(B4U Ss5) of the evaluation results no matter which

rule is employed to the statements. Then by definition, their evaluation

results will be equal except at [.
(d) v1 =wvg, v] =vh, I € S1UB and | & 3] U B5. Then we have vy = v} and

v9 = vh, or v1 # v] and vy # vh. In the first case, the rule CaseMatch

will be employed to both statements. Their evaluation results will

be s; AU 1a s;(ﬂzuﬁ2). But since s; =; s, we have 81+(,6’1u61) =
S9 G Quﬁ 2) by definition. In the second case, the rule CaseNoMatch

will be employed to both statements. Their evaluation results will be
(case 0’61 {C1 )P and (case UBQ {Co})H(P2UB2) | Since Cy =; Oy,
we have

(case vll {C1)HAUB2) = (case vﬁQ {Co})T(P2Y52) By definition.

4 Include statement

Assume two declarations of classes include a; and include as such that

include a; =; include ae. Then a; = ag by definition. Since we know

their definition environments k1 and ko are also equal except at [, we have

R1(a1) =1 R2(az). The definitions of two classes are either both ClassDef ((coptc)1,p1,51)
and ClassDef ((coptc)2, p2, 52) or DeclaredClass(cv; ) and DeclaredClass(ag). They

satisfy
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ClassDef ((coptc)1, p1,51) = ClassDef ((coptc)2, p2,52) or DeclaredClass(a) =
DeclaredClass(c2). Then (copte)1 = (Copte)2, p1 =1 p2 and s1 =; S2, or a1 = @
by definition. We know that both class declarations will employ the same

evaluation rule.

In the first case, when (copic)1 = (Coptc)2 = L, the rule IncU will apply to

both class declarations. The applications are as below.

k1(a1) = ClassDef(L, p1,51) s} = merge(p1,€) f31 baseof o, a1)

INCLUDE

—

/ —
71,k1, (vc)1, include a1 ~% &1, k1[a1 : DeclaredClass(31)], (va)1, scope (::a1) s)osi

ka(a2) = ClassDef(_L, pa, s2) sh = merge(pa,€) (32 baseof o a2
— P — INCLUDEL
73, k2, (v0)2,include ag 254 73, kalas : DeclaredClass(32)], (vc)2, scope (i:a2) shosy

Since p1 =; pa, we have s} =; sh. By induction hypothesis, we have 31 baseof A
a1 and f3; baseof o ap and we know they are equal except at [. Then we
have 51 = 2 and a1 = a2. Then the updates of k] and k3 with Kj(a;) =
DeclaredClass(/31) and k3(ag) = DeclaredClass(32) are equal except at [, i.e.
k1la1 : DeclaredClass(f1)] =; ka[az : DeclaredClass(f2)]. Since s1 =; s2, s| =

s and ::a; = ::ag, we have scope (::a1) s]-s1 and scope (::a2) shosa.

When the class a; and a; have parent classes, the rule IncPU ori.e. (copte)1 =
b1 and (copte)2 = L, the rule IncU or IncPD could apply. However since
R1(a1) =; Ra(a2) and a; = ag, we have ki(a1) =; k2(az). Then either IncU
or IncPD will apply to both class declarations. The proofs are similar as

that using the rule IncU. We omit them here.

The second case when both classes have been declared, the rule IncD will

apply. The result skip is equal except at [ to itself.

5 Scope statement
Assume two scope statements scope o s1 and scope o so such that they
are equal except at [. Then by definition, we have o) =; ob and s1 =; s9.
Then they must employ the same rule. When the statements s; and s
are not skip and the scope o} and o) are one of ::, :ind and ::, the rule

ScopeStep is applicable. The evaluations of two statements are as below.
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/ - o — 77 /\/ /

ay € {::,:a,::nd} o1,k1, (ve)1, 1 4811 a1, Kk, (Vo)) s
— P SCOPE

~ —~ / aq / / / / /

o1,k1,(ve)1,scope ay s1 —s 0, K], (v0)], scope o] s

/ - - T af — 77 /\, /

as € {::,:a,::nd} 72, k32, (V0)2, $2 isl 02, Kh, (VC)5, Sy
— ———— —— SCOPE1

o~~~ / a9 / / / / /

T2, R2, (V0)2, SCOpe (y S2 —>5 04, kb, (V0 )5, SCOpe y Sy

. . . D - A v I
By induction hypothesis, we have 71, k1, (vc)1,$1 #sxl o1, kY, (ve)), s and
T TR S SR R g S
72, k2, (VC)2, 82 —3s, 02, Kb, (va)h, sh. Moreover we know o} =; b, K| = Kb,
D IR

(ve)) =1 (ve)y and s) = s5. Then we have scope ] s] =; scope o sb.

When s; and s; are skip statements, the rule ScopeDone is applied. The
environments would not be updated. The results of the evaluations are

skip statements and they are equal except at [.

When the scope o and of are the scopes of the defined resource types,
the rule DefScopeStep or DefScopeDone will be applicable. The proofs are

similar as above. We omit them here.

Invariant of Manifest Evaluation

Theorem 5.3.4 (Invariant in Manifest Evaluation). Given 7,71, (vc)1,m1 —

T T oV ! and 555 (o) 2 T T TN i P T S
ol, Kk, (ve),m) and a2, k2, (ve)2, ma —> ab, kS, (Ve)5, my in uPuppet’, if a1 =; 73,
R1 = k2, (vo)1 =1 (ve)2, aq =) ag and my =; mg hold, then o} =; 0, K| = Kb,
S

(ve)j =1 (ve)y and M) =; m5.
The proof of this theorem is also conducted by induction on the evaluation

of every kind of manifest element. Since there are no conditional or primitive

constructs, there will be no double derivations in the proofs. We omit them here.
Invariants of Evaluating Constructs with Outer Annotations

5.3.3.2 Correctness of Dependence-Provenance

Theorem 5.3.5 (Correctness of Dependence-Provenance). Given two manifests
o — -
my and mg such that m; =; mg, and m; —* a1,k1, (ve)1, skip and mg —* 72, k2, (vc)2, skip,
A

then o1 =) 02, k1 = k2, (ve)1 =1 (ve)2.
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Proof. Assume two manifests m; and mo such that my =; ms. Suppose the
evaluation trains on them as below.

—

* o~ .
mi1 — 0-17"{17(1}0)175]‘{1})

—

my —" 02, K2, (UC)27 skip

In every evaluation step we can prove the evaluation outputs follow Theorem [5.3.1}
5.3.2,[5.3.3]and [5.3.4] That is the result manifests respect the equivalence relation

as well as the updated stores, definitions and catalogs. Thus when the evalua-

tion steps stop at skip, the environments satisfy the equivalence relation. In

—_—

particular, (vc)1 = (ve)2.
]
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Figure 5.10: Equivalence Relation Except at [ on the constructs with an outer anno-
tation +/
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Figure 5.11: Equivalence Relation Except at [ on Environments



Chapter 6
Conclusion

Automated configuration management tools have become ubiquitous in config-
uring large infrastructures. However the disadvantage is that these tools cannot
help to troubleshoot the configuration errors that are one of the main causes of
system failures. The large scale of configuration specifications and the distributed
and complex systems make identifying configuration errors more difficult. There
is a lack of analysis tools that target the root causes in the configuration spec-
ifications of configuration errors. Provenance is a dynamic technique developed
in databases to track the origin of the data in query outputs, which is natural
to introduce in the context of configuration languages to explain configuration
errors by the relevant information in the configuration specifications. Rigorous
foundations for configuration languages are needed to improve the reliability of
configurations for critical systems and realise the analysis tools for configuration
errors on configuration management tools. Puppet is a popular configuration
framework, and is already being used in safety-critical domains such as air traffic
control [T

The contributions of this thesis consist of two main parts. The first part is an
operational semantics for a subset of Puppet, called yPuppet, and the interpreter
and the parser for it to verify our definition of yPuppet. The second part is the
formalisation of where-, expression and dependency-provenance, their correctness
characterization and the proofs of their correctness or partial correctness.

pPuppet we identified as a core subset of Puppet language covers the distinc-
tive features of Puppet that are used in most Puppet configurations, including

resource, node, class, and defined resource constructs. Our rules also model

"https://archive.fosdem.org/2011/schedule/event/puppetairtraffic.html.
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Puppet’s idiosyncratic treatment of classes, scope, and inheritance, including
the dynamic treatment of node scope. We presented some simple metatheoretic
properties that justify our characterisation of pPuppet as a ‘declarative’ subset
of Puppet, and we compared pPuppet with the Puppet 4.8 implementation on
a number of examples. We also identified idiosyncrasies concerning evaluation
order and scope where our initial approach differed from Puppet’s actual be-
haviour. Because Puppet is a work in progress, we hope that these observations

will contribute to the evolution and improvement of the Puppet language.

Based on the semantics of yPuppet, we have established three forms of prove-
nance in pPuppet that track the different aspects of historical information of
data values in the catalog back to the manifest. Among them, where-provenance
provides the input location from where an output data value was copied from;
expression-provenance tells the primitive operations by which an output data
value was derived; dependency-provenance collects all the input data values that
could influence the generation of the outputs. Then the correctness proper-
ties of three forms of provenance have been characterised statically. We have
proved the correctness of where- and expression-provenance and partially that of
dependency-provenance against these characterisations. Dependency-provenance
we designed does not satisfy the intended correctness property for the complete
semantics of the language. It does not track the full dependency information for
some unusual value overriding cases. We illustrated the scope of language seman-
tics our dependency-provenance applies and that does not. We have proposed
possible solutions such as constraining the manifests so as to exclude these cases,
or extending dependency-provenance to carry more information in the annota-
tion propagation. This discovery shows the complexity of Puppet language and
provides evidence that could help programming language designers to improve

the language.

The formal foundation of Puppet language we modelled builds up a basis of
explaining the errors of manifests and further developing analysis tools on it.
Three forms of provenance provide specific information about data values in the
catalog, which helps to understand the reasons of configuration errors if some
value is suspected. Besides, these provenance can identify the responsible parties
for the source data values while targeting the relevant input data values. Further
more, provenance is an important step toward specifying security properties or

constraints as the requirements on the configurations since it analyses the relevant
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raw input information related to an output data value.

To the best of our knowledge, this work is the first attempt of employing
provenance techniques developed in the data base field for improving configura-
tion language security. Due to the limited works on troubleshooting techniques
built for configuration tools, this work presents a solution to targeting the root
causes in the configuration specifications using programming language techniques.

In future work, there are several directions we could investigate. Firstly, we
can refine dependency-provenance to cover the unusual cases, either extending the
dependency information or limiting these cases out for dependency tracking in a
formal way. The correctness definition and the proof of dependency-provenance
should be modified accordingly. The three forms of provenance we have defined
cover most of pPuppet constructs, except hash and array. We can extend them
and the correctness proofs to these constructs. The other direction is to investi-
gate more advanced features of Puppet and extend our three forms of provenance
to those features. Puppet has been equipped with a type-system. One future
direction could be looking into it and studying its relation with three forms of
provenance we defined. We can also implement these forms of provenance and
validate it against real Puppet manifests together with yPuppet interpreter and

parser.
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Appendix A

Semantics of yPuppet

A.1 Glossary

In this section we provide short definitions of certain terms as they are used in

Puppet, for reference while reading this thesis.

agent Client software (Puppet agent) running on each node, responsible for li-

aising with the Puppet master.

catalog A collection of resources, together with ordering constraints forming a

directed acyclic graph among the resources.

class A named collection of resources. Classes can take parameters and their con-
tents can be processed as a result of an include-like declaration (include a)
or a resource-like declaration (class { a : ...}). Declaring a class more
than once has no effect; however, once a class has been declared with pa-
rameters (using a resource-like declaration), it cannot be redeclared (with

possibly different parameters) again.

compile To process a manifest in order to construct the catalog for a given
node. Compilation in Puppet is closer is what is usually called evaluation in
programming languages terminology, because an expression-like form (the

manifest) is “normalised” into a value-like form (the catalog).

compilation error An error that arises during the compilation of a Puppet
manifest; a compilation error in Puppet is what would normally be de-
scribed as a runtime error, since only errors that arise in code that is actu-

ally executed are reported.
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data type An expression such as Integer or Integer[1,10] that can be used

for run-time type checking or parameter validation.

declare To assert the existence of, and describe the parameters of, a resource.
When a built-in resource is declared, it is added to the catalog. When a

user-defined resource or class is declared, its body is processed.

define The definition of class or defined resource type is the program construct

that names, lists the parameters, and gives the body of the construct.

environment Group of Puppet nodes that share configuration settings. Useful

for testing.

fact(s) Information about the node that the agent collects, which is passed to

the manifest compiler as the value of a special hash-valued variable $facts.

hash A dictionary consisting of key-value pair bindings; keys may be ‘scalar’

values such as integers and strings.

include-like declaration Syntax for declaring a class using a special function

such as include, contain, require, or hiera_include.

manifest The Puppet source code file(s) containing code in the Puppet config-

uration language, which is compiled to produce a catalog for a given node.

node A computer system (physical or virtual) that is managed by Puppet, iden-
tified by its hostname. Communicates with Puppet master via Puppet

agent software.

node scope The scope of the active node definition, typically containing node-

specific overrides of global definitions.

ordering constraints Constaints on the order in which resources are processed.
These constraints can be defined explicitly using ->, or implicitly using
metaparameters such as require and before. Constraints can also be an-
notated as conveying information among resources, using ~> or the meta-

parameters notify and subscribe.

package A particular Puppet resource type, representing a package on a NODE,
abstracting over the particular operating system or package manager in use

on that system.
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resource A representation of a system component of a node that is managed by
Puppet; for example, a user account, file, package, or webserver. A resource
has a type (such as file or user) and title string. A catalog can contain

at most one resource with a given type and title.

resource collector An expression T<|pred|> that collects all resources of a
given type T whose parameters satisfy a predicate pred. Resource collectors
can also be used to override resource parameter values. Sometimes called

the spaceship operator.

resource-like declaration Syntax for declaring a class that resembles the syn-
tax used to declare resources. Resource-like declarations are the only way

to override the default values of parameters.

resource type The type of a resource. Puppet 4.8 also contains data types that

classify values of expressions.

top scope The root namespace of a Puppet manifests; parent of any node scope.

A.2 Features supported

Figure and summarises our coverage of the Puppet 4.8 language.
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Puppet 4.8 feature Modelled?
Built-in operators

Comparison operators (==, =, >=, <=, >, and <)

Boolean operators (and, or, !)

Arithmetic operators (+, -, *, /, %, <<, >>)

Array and hash operators (*, <<, +, -)

N N R

Assignment (=)

Other core features
Conditional forms (if, unless, case, 7)
Node definitions (node)

Comments

EEENEENEREN

Facts and pre-set variables
Data types
Strings, Numbers & Booleans
Arrays
Hashes
Regular expressions
Sensitive
undef
Resource references
Resource data types

default

X N X N X X X NS

Data type annotations and values of type Type
Resources

Built-in resource types

Defined resource types (define)

Multiple resource bodies; per-expression default attributes

Set attributes from hash (* =>)

Abstract resource types (Resourcel...])

Multiple resource titles

X X X X X N N

Add attributes to existing resources

Figure A.1: Summary of Puppet 4.8 language coverage
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Puppet 4.8 feature
Classes
Class parameters
Inheritance
include statement
Other multiple-usage mechanisms (require, contain, hiera_include)
Resource-like declarations
Relationships and ordering
Relationship metaparameters (before, require, notify, subscribe)
Chaining arrows (->)
require function
Advanced constructs
Plugins (Ruby-level functions)
Puppet-level functions
Templates
Iteration functions (each, slice, filter, map, reduce)
Lambdas (|...1 {...})
Advanced resource features
(defaults, collectors, virtual resources, exported resources)
Tags

Run stages

Figure A.2: Summary of Puppet 4.8 language coverage cont.

A.3 Operational semantics

A.3.1 Environment operations

151

Modelled?

N N

>x X X

*X X X X X

*x X

e The operation lookup returns the first value associated with a parameter in

a hash, or L if the parameter is not a key in the hash.

lookup :  Var x HashValue — Valuew { L}
lookup(x,(y = v,vg)) = lookup(x,vy) ife#y
lookup(x,(z = v,vg)) = v

lookup(x,e) = L

e The function lookupc returns an attribute value of a resource value in a
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catalog vc if the resource has the type t, the title w and the attribute x. It

returns L if there is no such a resource value.

lookupc  :  wvc X String x String x String — ValueW { L}
lookupc((t: {w:y = v,og}c),t’,w',z) = lookupc(ve,t',w',x)
if t #£tor w+#w
lookupc((t: {w :y = v,vg}te),t,w,x) = v

lookupc(e,t,w,z) = L

e The partial function merge takes a list of parameters with optional default
expressions, and a hash mapping parameter names to overriding values, and

returns a statement initialising each parameter to its default or overridden

value.
merge :  Params x HashValue — Stmt
merge(e,vg) = skip
merge(($z,p),vp) = $x=v.merge(p,vy) if v = lookup(z,vy) # L
merge(($z =e,p),vg) = Sz =v.merge(p,vp) if v = lookup(z,vy) # L
merge(($x =e,p),vg) = $x=e_merge(p,vy) if lookup(x,vy) = L

Note that merge(($z,p),vy) is undefined unless z is a key of vy.

e Update o[(a, ) : v] add a new variable-value pair to a variable environment.

It is defined as follows:

—[(=,=):=] : Envx Scopex Var x Value — Env

Y

ol(a,z) :v] = Md,y). if @ =a' and x =y then v else o(/,y)
where Env = Scope x Var — Value.

e Specialisation o, is the variable environment o specialised to a particular

scope «, defined as follows:

—— Var — Value

0a = Mr.o(a,x)
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e Clearing clear(o,a) makes all variables in scope a undefined, leaving all
other variable bindings unchanged. It is used to clean up « def scopes at

the end of their lifetime. This operation is defined as follows:

clear .  FEnvx Scope — Env
a(d,y) if a#a

undefined otherwise

clear(c,a) = )\(O/,y).{

e The parent of a scope « in the context of a definition environment x is

defined as follows:

[ baseof, o def
PNODE PDEFRES

:: parentof . ::nd B parentof,. o def

r(a) = DeclaredClass(«)
PCrLass

aparentof ., ::a

e The base scope of a scope « in the context of a definition environment & is

defined as follows:

« baseof ; 3
BTop BNoODE BDEFRES

. baseof . :: ::nd baseof . ::nd « baseof; 3 def

k(a) = DeclaredClass(5) abaseof; 8

BCrLass
a baseof . ::a
. oy
A.3.2 Expressions (0,rk,vc,e — €')
A.3.2.1 Variables
x € dom(oq)
LVAR
o, k00,87 5 00 (z)
x & dom(oy) o, k,vc, S By 3 parentof . o
o PVAR
o,k,v0, 5 = v
x € dom(o..) x € dom(0.q)
TVARr QVAR

o,k,v0, 802 5 0. (x) o,k,v0,800 02 % 0.0 ()
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A.3.2.2 Arithmetic expressions

«Q «Q
a,m,vc,el—>e'1 0’,/{,’00,6—>6/
" ARITHLEFT " ARITHRIGHT
O,R,Uc,€1+62—>6/1+62 o,.K,v0,i+e = i+e
ARITHVALUE

0,R,0C,11 +12 — 11 +712

Here, +7 stands for the usual integer addition function. The evaluation rules

for —,,/ are similar to those for +, and omitted.

A.3.2.3 Comparison expressions

o,K,VC, €1 g>e’1 a,m,vc,eﬁe'
- COMPLEFT - CoMPRIGHT
U,R,vc,€1>€2—>€/1>62 O’,FL,Uc,U>€—>U>€/
V1 >7 U2
CoMPVALUEI

o,R,VC,U1 > U2 % true

V1 <=7 V2
ComMPVALUEII

0,K,V0C, V1 > U2 2 false

The rules for other comparison operators are similar and omitted.

A.3.2.4 Boolean expressions

(&7 /
o,R, V(0,61 — €1

ANDLEFT
a /
o,Kk,V0,e1andeg — €7 and eg

a /
0,K, V0, —> €

- ANDRIGHTI
o,k,Vc,falseande — false

a1
0,K,V0,e —> €

- ANDRIGHTII
0,K,vc,trueande — trueand e

o, K, 00,6 = €
" ANDVALUE " NoTSTEP
0,K,vc, true and true — true o,k,v0,le = e

- NoOTVALUEI " NoTVALUEII
o,k,vc, ! true — false o,Kk,vc, ! false — true

The rules for disjunction are analogous and are omitted.
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A.3.2.5 Array
o,k v0, A5 A o,k v0, A5 A
” ARREXP " ARRELE
o, Kk,vc, [A] = [A] o,Kk,00,0,A—=v,A
(¢4 /
o,Rk, 00,61 — €7
” ARRELEI
o, k,v0,e1,A =€), A
A.3.2.6 Hash
o, ke, HS H' o, kve, HS H
" HExp " HELE
o,k,vc,{H} = {H} o,k,ve,k=v,H >k=v,H

o,kK,V0, € N
HELEI

o,kvc,k=e,HSk=¢€ H

A.3.2.7 Selectors

The predicate caseMatch abstracts over the details of matching values against
selector cases. Real Puppet checks any default clause last, failing with an
exception if there is no case which matches; for simplicity we omit these details

from the formalism.

(¢4 /
0,K,UC,e —> e

o,k,vc,e {M}y % e M}

SCoN

o,R,UC, €1 i> 6/1
SELE

o,k,v0,0 {e1 = e, M} S v ?{e] = e, M}

caseMatch(v,v1)
SCHOOSE

o,k,v0,0 v = e, M} Se

—caseMatch (v, v1)

o,k,vc,v Huy = e, M} % v ?2{M}

SCHOOSEI

SDEFAULT

o,k,v0,0 ?{default = e, M} S e
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A.3.2.8 Dereference

a s
0,K, V0,6 —> €

o,k v0,d S d
o DEREFEXP " DEREFINDEX
o, k,v0,dle] = d'[e] o, k,v0,v[e] = vle]
" DEREFARRAY
T, 5,00, [V0,s -+« Uny - - -, U] [R] = v,
k=k,
DEREFHASH

0, k00, 1kt =01, k= Un, o ki = v ] S o

lookupc(ve, t,w, k) =v

o, ke, tlw][k] & v

o,K,VC, € N
DEREFRES

REFRES

g, /ﬁUC?t[e] i> t[e/}

A.3.3 Resources (0,x,H <y H' and o,k,e: H =g e’ : H')

o, kU0, e — ¢ o, kv, H Sy H'

o kve,r=e,HSyr=¢ H o, k,v0, =0, H Sye=v,H

o,k U0, e > € o, k00, H Sy H'

o kve,e: HSpe - H o, kve,v: H Srv: H

A.3.4 Statements (0,k,vc,s s 0K V5, 8')
A.3.4.1 Expression statements

An expression can occur as a statement. Its value is ignored.

(0%
o,k V0,6 — e
EXPRSTEP " EXPRr
0,K,0C,V —s 0,K, 0, skip

« /
o,k, V¢, —s 0,R,VC, €

A.3.4.2 Sequential composition

o P
o,Kk,0C,81 —7s 0 , K ,V0,87
SEQSTEP

« oo /
0,K,VC,81-82 —7s 0 ,K ,Uc,S1-52

SEQSKIP

. «
0,K,0c,8kipus —s 0,K,VC, S
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A.3.4.3 Assignment

a /
0,K, V0,6 — €

ASSIGNSTEP
(67 !/
o,k,00,%1 =e =50, k00,8 =e

x & dom(oy)

” ASSIGN
0,k v, 8 = v = o[(a, x) 1 v], K, v, skip

A344 |If

(6% /
0,K,VC,e — €

" IFSTEP
o,k,v0,if e {s1} else {s2} =50, k,v0,if € {51} else {52}
- IrT
0,k,vc,1f true {s1} else {s2} —s 0, K, v, S1
" IrF
o,k,vc,1f false {s1} else {s2} = 0,k,v0, 52
A.3.4.5 Unless
o
0, K, 00,6 — €
UNLESSSTEP

o,k,v0,unless e {s} S 0,k,v0,unless € {s}

5 UNLESST
0,Kk,vc,unless true {s} = 0,k,vc, skip

UNLESSF

(6%
0,k,vc,unless false {s} = 0,k,v0, S

A.3.4.6 Case

As with selectors, the predicate caseMatch abstracts over the details of pattern-
matching. Again, in real Puppet the default case is always checked last, regard-

less of the order of the cases.
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0,K, U0, e SN
CASESTEP1

o,k,v0, case e {C} Ss 0,k,v0, case ¢ {C}

0,K, U0, € N
CASESTEP2

o,k,v0,case v {e: {s}.0} B¢ 0,k,v0,casev {¢: {s}.C}

caseMatch(v,v1)

" CASEMATCH
0,K,vc,case v {vy : {s}.C} = 0,k,v0,s

ﬂcaseMatch(v,Ul) CASENOMATCH

o,k,v0, case v {vy : {s}.C} s 0,k,v0, case v {C}

5 CASEDONE
0,K,vc,case v {e} = 0,K,v0, skip

A.3.4.7 Resource declarations

o, kvc, e H Spe t H

RESSTEP
o,k,vc,t{e: HY B¢ 0,k,v0,t {e : H'}

REsSDECL

0,K,VC, VR g>s 0,K,VCUR,Skip

A.3.4.8 Defined resource types

o,k,v0,{e: HY Sr{e : H'}
DEFSTEP

o,kvc,u {e: HY S0, k,vc,u {e : H'}

k(u) = ResourceDef (p, s) s’ = merge(p,vy)
DEF

o,k,v0,u {w v} s 0, K, 00, scope (o def) {$title = w.s' s}
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A.3.4.9 Include

#(a) = ClassDef(_L, p, s) s = merge(p,€) [ baseof ; v
IncU

0,k,v0, include a 5 0, k[a : DeclaredClass(3)],vc, scope (::a) s'us

r(a) = DeclaredClass(3)

IncD
. « .
0,K,Vq,include a —s 0, K, V¢, skip

#(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s) r(b) = ClassDef (copt, p, 8')
IncPU

. « . .
0,k,V0,include a —¢ 0,Kk,vc, include b include a

k(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s) k(b) = DeclaredClass(3) s’ = merge(p,¢)

IncPD
0,k,v0, include a 5 0, k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)],vc, scope (::a) {s'ws}
A.3.4.10 Resource-like class declarations
k(a) = ClassDef (copt, p, S) o, k00, H Sy H'
CDECSTEP
o,k,vc, class {a: H} %4 0,k,v0,class {a: H'}
k(a) = ClassDef(L, p, s) s' = merge(p,vy) [ baseof ; «x
CDEecU
o,k,vc, class {a: v} = 0,k[a: DeclaredClass(3)],vc, scope (::a) s's
k(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s k(b) = ClassDef (copt, o', s’
@ (ps) RO ot )

0,k,v0,class {a:vg}y Ss 0,K,v0, include b class {a: vy}

k(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s) k(b) = DeclaredClass(3) s = merge(p,vn)

CDEcPD
o,k,v0,class {a:vg} Ss 0, k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)],vc, scope (::a) {s'_s}
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A.3.4.11 Scope

(64 / !/ / /
a € {:,:a,:nd} O,K,00,8 =5 0K ,UC, S
7 SCOPESTEP
(&7 / / / /
0,K,VUC,Scope & S —s 0 ,K ,Uc,ScCope & §
a def A
0,k,0C,S ESO',IQ,UC7S
DEFSCOPESTEP

0, k,vc, scope (adef) s g0’ K v(, scope (adef) s

a€{:, na, =nd}
SCOPEDONE

0,K,Vc,scope « skip ﬁ)s o,K,Vc,skip

DEFSCOPEDONE

0,k,v0,scope (o def) skip g clear(o,a def), k,vc, skip

A.3.5 Manifests (o,x,vc,m N, o' kK ve,m')
A.3.5.1 Top-Level Statements

o / ! ! /
0,K,0C,8 ~Fs 0K U0, S

TOPSCOPE
N A
0,K,UC,S —*m 0 ,K ,Uc, S

A.3.5.2 Sequential Composition

N A /
oO,k,0C,MmM1 —m O K ,vc,m1

N MSEQSTEP
/ / / /
0,K, V¢, MM —m 0 K , U, M oMmg

N MSEQSKIP
0,K,VC,skipom —m 0,K,0C, M

A.3.5.3 Node Definitions

The predicate nodeMatch abstracts over the details of matching values against

node specifications.

nodeMatch (N, Q) NODEMATCH

0, k,vc,node @ {s} ﬁ)m 0,K,v0,scope (:nd) s

—nodeMatch(N, Q)
NoDENOMATCH

0,k,vc,node @ {s} %m 0, K, U0, SKip
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A.3.5.4 Defined resource types

u ¢ dom(k) KD

o,k,vc,define u (p) {s} TN o, k[u : ResourceDef(p, s)],vc, skip

A.3.5.5 Class Definitions

a & dom(k
I ¢ (%) CDEF
0,k,vc,class a {s} —m o,k[a: ClassDef(L, e, s)],vc, skip
a ¢ dom(k
¢ (%) CDeErI

0,Kk,vc,class a inherits b {s} Lm o,k[a : ClassDef (b, ¢, s)],vc, skip

a ¢ dom(k
N ¢ () CDEFP
0,k,vc,class a (p) {s} —m o,k[a: ClassDef(_L, p, s)],vc, skip
a ¢ dom(k
¢ () CDEFPI

0,Kk,vc,class a (p) inherits b {s} iV—>m o,k[a : ClassDef (b, p, s)],vc, skip






Appendix B

Where Provenance

B.1 Propagation of Annotations in the Evaluation

B.1.1 Expressions

Variables
x € dom(oq)
LVAR

7,k 00, %1 = 04(2)

x ¢ dom(oq) 0,R, 00, %% by B [ parentof,. «
PVar
G, R, 00, 8z 2 0P

x € dom(o..) x € dom(0.q)

TVAR " QVAR

7,k, 00,90 = 0.(x) 0,R, 00,80 0 = 0.4(x

B.1.2 Resources

The rule RName propagates the evaluation of a resource name expression e to
the rule evaluating expression e. Then e will be evaluated to an annotated data
value vP. For every attribute and expression pair in a resource, the rule Rbody-
Exp evaluate e. When e is evaluated to an annotated data value v?, the rule
RbodyStep will evaluate the next attribute and expression pair in the resource

body.

163
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~ N~ o/
0,k, 00,6 —>€

o RBODYEXP
G,R, o0, x=>e,H Syr=¢ H

G,k 00, H Sy H

o RBODYSTEP
6,7, 00,0 =00 H S o= 0% H

G,R,00,e = ¢ G,k 00, H Sy H

5 RNAME " RBODY
G.R.Uc,e: HSre : H G.RU0.VP H S0l H

b b C’ R b ) C’ R

B.1.3 Statements

Expression statements An expression can occur as a statement. Its value is

ignored.

~ —~ o/
0,R, 00,6 — €
- EXPRSTEP - ExPRr
~ N~ ~ o~ o~/ ~ N~ ~ N~ .
0,k,0C,e —s 0,RK,VC, € a,/ﬁ,vc,vﬂ —s 0,k,00,skip

Sequential composition

= = o~ SN A
0,R, 00,81 s 0, K, VU, S1
e SEQSTEP
0,K,V0,81-582 —7s 0, K', Uy, §1-52

- SEQSKIP
0,R,00,skip.s —s 0,R,0C, S

Assignment

Unless

~

~ o~ oy
0,R, 00,6 — e

UNLESSSTEP
~ o~ o o~~~ /
0,R,00,unless e {s} —s 7,R,00,unless e {s}

o UNLESST
G,R, 00, unless true” {s} = 7,R,0q, skip

o UNLESSF
6,R,00,unless false” {s} =s7,R,00, s
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Case As with selectors, the predicate caseMatch abstracts over the details of
pattern-matching. Again, in real Puppet the default case is always checked

last, regardless of the order of the cases.

o~ o~ o~ «Q
0,k,0C,€ — e
CASESTEP1

G,k,00,case e {C} 54 6,R,00,case ¢ {C}

o~~~ «
0,R,0C,€e — e
CASESTEP2

.7, 00, case v’ {e: {s}.C} %45,k ¢, case v’ {: {s}.C}

caseMatch(v,v1) .
ASEMATCH

G,R,00,case v {vlﬁl {s}.CY B4 5,R, 00, 5

—|case|\/|atch(v, Ul) CaseNoMATcH

G,R, 00, case v {v?l {s}.CY B4 5,R, 00, case e {C}

CASEDONE

o~ o~ 0% ~ o~ .
G,R, 00, case v° {e} =5 7,R,v0,skip

CASEDEFAULT

G,k,00,case v {default: {s}.C} 5¢5,R, 00,5}

Resource declarations
G,k 00,e: HSre - H

G,R,00,t{e: HY %4 6,R,0¢,t {e : H'}

RESSTEP

RESDECL

—_~

~ o~ (0% N N~ o~ .
0,k,UC,VR —s 0,K,UC-UR,SKip

Defined resource types

G,R, 00, {e: H} Br{c  H'}

6,R,00,u {e: H} 56,8, 00,u {e : H'}

DEFSTEP

(u) = ResourceDef(p, s) s’ = merge(p,vp)
DEF

K
.7, 00,u {w® :vg} S 5,7, 00, scope (a def) {$title = w’_s s}
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Include

#(a) = ClassDef (L, p, s) s’ = merge(p,e)  [Bbaseof:a
IncU

0,R,00,include a 3>; &,kla : DeclaredClass(33)], ¢, scope (::a) s'_s

R(a) = DeclaredClass(3)
INncD

~ o~ o~ . (0% ~ N~ :
0,k,V0,1include a —s 0,kK,0c,skip

R(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s) (b) = ClassDef (copt, p', 8')
IncPU

~ o~~~ . « ~ o~~~ . .
0,R,Uc,include a —s 0,k,v0,include b include a

k(a) = ClassDef (b, p,s)  r(b) = DeclaredClass(3) 5" = merge(p,e)

- INncPD
G,R,0¢,include a —s 0, k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)],0¢, scope (::a) {s'.s}
B.1.3.0.1 Resource-like class declarations

% (a) = ClassDef (copt, p, S) G.k,00,H 5y H

CDECSTEP
G,R,00,class {a: HY %4 6,R,00,class {a: H'}

®(a) = ClassDef(L,p,s) s =merge(p,vy)  [baseof:a
CDEecU

G,R,00,class {a:vg} Ss 7, k[a : DeclaredClass(/3)], 0, scope (::a) s's

#(a) = ClassDef b,p,s #(b) = ClassDef(c 0,8
@ ps)  wD (ot )

G,R,0¢,class {a:vg} = ,R,00,include b class {a: vy}

k(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s k(b) = DeclaredClass s' = merge(p,v
(a) (b, p,s) (b) (8) ge(p,vn) CDECPD

G,R,0¢,class {a: v} 27, k[a: DeclaredClass(::b)],0¢, scope (::a) {s' s}
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Scope

o~~~ (e / / / /
a€{: a,:nd} 0,K,0C,8 —s 0 ,K,Uq, S
SCOPESTEP

/
o~~~ (0% / / / !
0,K,0C,scope & § —»s 0 ,K ,VUc,SCOpe (O §

~ o~ adef 3 7 7y
0,R,VC, S 3507/{700"9

P DEFSCOPESTEP
0,R,0c,scope (adef) s < o/, K/, v, scope (a def) s
a € {:, =a, =nd}
SCOPEDONE
PO B A A~ .
0,k,VC,scope « skip —s 0,K,0C,skip
DEFSCOPEDONE

G,R,00,scope (avdef) skip s clear(d,a def), R, 00, skip

B.1.4 Manifests
Top-Level Statements

~ /

0,R, 00,5 —s 0/ K, UG, 8

TOPSCOPE

o~ o~ —~

o~ o~ N / )i / !
0,K,00,8 —rm 0,k 00, 8

Sequential Composition

PPN N 7T /
0,K,0¢,M] —72m 0, K )UC7m1
— N MSEQSTEP
PN VRN /
0, K, Vq,M1-m2 —mO0,K y U, T =112

MSEQSKIP

—_— o~

= T v N
o', K, vi, skipam —m of K ue,m

Node Definitions The predicate nodeMatch abstracts over the details of match-

ing values against node specifications.

nodeMatch(V, Q) NODEMATCH

7,k,0c,node @ {s} Lm 0,R,00,scope (::nd) s

—nodeMatch(NV, Q)
NODENOMATCH

7,k,0c,node @ {s} %m 7,k,00,skip
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Defined resource types

u ¢ dom(R)

N RDEF
7,k,00,define u (p) {s} —m 7,R[u : ResourceDef(p, s)|,v¢c, skip

Class Definitions

a ¢ dom(r
~ ¢ ) CDEF
7,R,00,class a {s} —nm o,k[a: ClassDef(_L,¢,s)],0¢, skip
a ¢ dom(r
¢ ®) CDErI

7,k,00,class a inherits b {s} l)m o,k[a : ClassDef (b, ¢, s)],0¢c, skip

a & dom(r
N ¢ ( ) CDEFP
7,k,00,class a (p) {s} —m o,k[a: ClassDef(L,p,s)],0¢c, skip
a & dom(r
% ( ) CDEFPI

0,R,00,class a (p) inherits b {s} Lm 7, k[a : ClassDef (b, p, s)],0¢c, skip

B.2 Proofs of the invariant in Expression Evaluation

Theorem B.2.1 (Invariant for expressions). If &,&,0¢,e < ¢’ then labels(e’) C

labels(e) Ulabels(5) Ulabels(k) U labels(ve).

Proof. Prove by induction.

1 Variables

x € dom(oy)

LVAR
o~ o~ «Q
R, 00, 3 = oo (x

Q)

~—

x & dom(o,)0,R, 00, b LN ' 8 parentof . a
!

PVAr

~ o~~~

(0%
o,R, 00,81 = v

x € dom(o..)
TVar

G,R,00,%:0 5 0. (1)

The proof is similar as case LVar.
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x € dom(o.q)

QVAR
~ N~ (&3
0,R, 00,80 x = 0.4(x)

The proof is similar as case LVar.

Comparison expressions

G, R, 00,61 = €]
COMPLEFT

~ o !
0,Rk,vC,€1 > €2 —>€/1 > €9

CoMPRIGHT

CoMPVALUEI

aﬁvc,vfl ’BQ%true

By definition, we have labels(v] s B )—labels( )Ulabels( ’)= {vl ,v2 1
and labels(true )=0. Then@C{vl ,vf}Ulabels( ), i.e. labels(truet) C
labels(v] s v2 *)Ulabels(6). The invariant holds for the evaluation step

b, kv, vyt > 52 L truet.
V1 <=7 V2
CoMPVALUEIL
G.R. Do 51 P2 «
,K,0c,v] > vy° — false

The proof is similar as the rule CompValuel.

Boolean expressions

~ o~ e~ a
0,R,UC,€e1 — €]
ANDLEFT

G,R,00,e1and ey = €] and eg

~

~ a g
0,R, 00,6 — €

" ANDRIGHTI
G,R, 00, false’ ande & false

o~ o~ o~ o !

0,k, 00, e — €
ANDRIGHTII

6.k, 00, truel ande 25 true’ and ¢/

ANDVALUE

8,%,66,trueﬂ1 and true®™ % true

~ o~ o~ « /
0,R, 00,6 — €

5 NoTSTEP
G,R,00,le = e

By definition, we have labels(le) = labels(e) and labels(le’) = labels(e’). By

induction hypothesis, we know the invariant holds for &,4, v, e = €, i.e.
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labels(e") C labels(e) Ulabels(). Then labels(le’) C labels(le) Ulabels(5).

That is the invariant holds for this evaluation step &, &, vc, le <sle’.

B.3 Proofs of Invariant in Statement Evaluation

Theorem B.3.1 (Invariant of Statement Evaluation). When evaluating a state-
ment s in pPuppet such that &,%,0¢,s —> 3\’,15’,1%,5’, the subsumption on the

sets of annotated data values

labels(o) Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg) Ulabels(s) D
labels(o” "YU labels(r’ )Ulabels(vc)ulabels( s')

holds.

Proof. Prove by induction.

1 Expression statements

G, R, 00,6 ¢
EXPRSTEP

o~~~

o,k vc,eﬁsa R,0¢, €

By induction hypothesis &,&,vc, e — ¢/, we know that the invariant
holds on 6,4, vc,e = €', i.e. labels(e’) C labels(e) Ulabels(5). Then
we have labels(e') C labels(e) Ulabels(6). Since &, & and vg, have
not changed before and after the evaluation step, we have labels(e’) U
labels(d) U labels(k) U labels(vg) C labels(e) Ulabels(d) U labels(k) U
labels(vy). That is the invariant holds for the evaluation step &, &, vc, e

EXPR

~ ~ ﬁ QA A N~ .
0,K,U0,V" —s0,K,VUC,skip
2 Sequential composition

~ o~ o~ o T3y
0,kK, 00,51 —s 0, K, v¢, 87
SEQSTEP

/\/\
~ N~

G, R0, 51050 s 0l K/ Uy, §1052

By induction hypothesis, the invariant holds for this evaluation step

&R UC, 81566 K, ’UA/C,Sll, i.e. labels(s})Ulabels(6") Ulabels(6") Ulabels(vy') C
labels(s1) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(i) Ulabels(vg). By definition, we have
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labels(s1s2) = labels(s1) U labels(sz) and labels(s)se) = labels(s}) U
labels(s2). Then we have labels(s))Ulabels(s2) C labels(s1)Ulabels(6)U
labels(s2)Ulabels(R)Ulabels(ve), ie. labels(sysy)Ulabels(6”) Ulabels(r')U
labels(ve') C labels(s1s2) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(i) Ulabels(ve). The in-
variant for the evaluation &, 74,70, s1 S2 —g 6 ,/%/,2)70,8/1 s2 holds. This

rule is proved with respected to the invariant.
SEQSKIP

0,K,vc, skipus i>S o,K,0C, S

By definition, labels(skip s) = labels(skip)Ulabels(s) =DUlabels(s) =
labels(s). Then we have labels(s) Clabels(s), i.e. labels(s) Clabels(skip s).
Since 6,k and v¢ have not changed before and after the evaluation,

we have labels(s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg) C labels(skip s)U
labels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vc). Then the invariant holds for the eval-
uation &, &, U0, skip § =4 7,4, V¢, s. This rule holds with respected to

the invariant.

3 Assignment

SN
e—e

5)

0,R,V
ASSIGNSTEP

G,R,00,%c =e 54 7,R,00, %z = ¢

By induction hypothesis, we know the invariant holds for &, &, vg, e <

¢, ie. labels(e’) C labels(e) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(vg). By
definition, we have labels($z = e) = labels(e) and labels($z = €') =
labels(€’). Since labels(e’) Clabels(e)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(#)Ulabel s(ve)
and the environments have not changed before and after the evalua-
tion, we have labels(e")Ulabels(6) Ulabels(#)Ulabels(ve) C labels(e)U
labels(6)Ulabels(R)Ulabels(ve), i.e. labels($x = e')Ulabels(6)Ulabels(R)U
labels(ve) C labels($z = e) Ulabels(d) U labels(k) Ulabels(ve). Then

the invariant holds for the evaluation step &, &, V0, $z = e 4 &, &, U, $2 =

¢/. This induction rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

o §é dom(aa) ASSIGN

G,k 00,8z = v L (o, x) : vﬁ],%,ﬁa, skip

By definition, labels($x = v”) = labels($x) Ulabels(v?) = DU {vP} =
{07}, labels(skip) = 0 and labels(6[(a,x) : vP]) = labels(d) U {v7}.
Since &,v¢ did not change before and after the evaluation, we have
labels(6)U{vPY Ulabels(i) Ulabels(vg) C labels(5)U{v?} Ulabels(k)U
labels(ve), i.e. labels(6[(a,x) : vP])Ulabels(skip)Ulabels(#)Ulabels(vg) C
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labels(5) Ulabels($x = v?) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(ve). Thus the invariant
holds for the evaluation step &, &, vc, $2 = v? %4 6[(a, z) : v7], &, ¢, skip.
This rule holds w.r.t the invariant.

If

o~~~ o
a,ﬁ,vc,e—m'
IFSTEP

G,R,00,if e {s1} else {so} S5 G,R,00,if € {s1} else {57}

By induction hypothesis, we know the invariant holds for &, &, V¢, e —
¢, i.e. labels(e') C labels(e) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(R). By the definition,
labels(if e {s1} else {sa}) = labels(e)Ulabels(s1)Ulabels(sz) and
labels(if € {s1} else {so}) = labels(e’) Ulabels(s1)Ulabels(se). We
have labels(s") C labels(s) Ulabels(6)Ulabels(R) Ulabels(vy). Since &,
& and v have not changed before and after the evaluation, labels(e’)U
labels(s1) Ulabels(sy) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(vp) C labels(e)u
labels(s1) Ulabels(s2) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(ve), i

labels(if € {s1} else {sa2})Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k )Ulabels(vc) C
labels(if e {s1} else {sa})Ulabels(é)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg). Then
the invariant holds for the evaluation step

G, R0, if e {s1} else {so} o, 6,k v, if € {s1} else {s2}. Then

the induction rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.
IrT
G,R,00,if true’ {51} else {s2} &5 G,R,0¢, 51 By definition, we

have labels(if true® {s;} else {s2}) = labels(true?)Ulabels(sy)U
labels(else {s3}) = {true’}Ulabels(s;)Ulabels(sy). Then labels(sg)U
labels(6) U labels(#) Ulabels(vg) C {true”} Ulabels(s1) Ulabels(sg) U
labels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg), i.e. labels(sa)Ulabels(d)Ulabels(k)U
labels(ve) C labels(if true” {s1} else {s2})Ulabels(6)Ulabels(i)U

labels(vc). Then the invariant holds for the evaluation step

6.k, if true” {s1} else {sa} B4 4,4,0Uc,s2. Then the induction

rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

IrF
G,R,00,if false” {51} else {s2} B¢ 5,R,0¢, 52

The proof is similar as above.

Unless

G RO o
O,R, e—e

ve, €
UNLESSSTEP
~ o~~~ « ~ o~
G,R,00,unless e {s} ¢ 7,k,00,unless ¢’ {s}
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By induction hypothesis, we know the invariant holds for &, &, vg, e <
¢/, i.e. labels(e') C labels(e) Ulabels(6)cuplabels(R) Ulabels(ve). By
definition, we have

labels(unless e {s}) =labels(e)Ulabels(s) and labels(unless e’ {s}) =
labels(e)Ulabels(s). We have labels(e’) C labels(e) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k)U
labels(vg). Since &, R, and v, have not changed before and after
the evaluation, we have labels(e') U labels(s)Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) U
labels(ve) C labels(e) Ulabels(s) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(vg), i.e.
labels(unless €' {s})Ulabels(6)Ulabels(R) Ulabels(vg) C
labels(unless e {s})Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vc). Then the in-
variant holds for the evaluation &, &, v,

unless e {s} 5, 5,4, vc,unless ¢’ {s}. Then the induction rule holds

w.r.t. the invariant.
UNLESST

G,7,0c,unless true’ {s} %45, %, 00, skip

By definition, we know labels(unless true” {s}) = labels(true®) U
labels(s) = {true’} Ulabels(s) and labels(skip) = 0. Then we have
PUlabels(6) Ulabels(#) Ulabels(vc) C {truef} Ulabels(s)Ulabels(5)U
labels(R)Ulabels(vp) i.e. labels(skip)Ulabels(d)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg) C
labels(unless true® {s})Ulabels(6) Ulabels(i) Ulabels(vg), ie. the
invariant holds for the evaluation step &,%,v¢,unless true” {5} S

0,k,vc, skip. Then this induction rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

5 UNLESSF
G,R,00,unless false” {s} =s7,R,00, s
The proof is similar as above.
6 Case
~ o~ o~ .y
0,k,00,e — e
CASESTEP1

G,R,00,case e {C} 54 5,R,00,case ¢ {O}

By inductive hypothesis, we know the invariant holds for the eval-
uation step &,4,vc,e = €, ie. labels(e’) C labels(e) U labels(5) U
labels(k) Ulabels(vg). By the definition of labels(case e {C}), we
know labels(case e {C}) = labels(e) Ulabels(C) and

similarly labels(case ¢’ {C}) =labels(e')Ulabels(C). We have labels(e') C
labels(e)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(R)Ulabels(ve). Then labels(e')Ulabels(C)U
labels(6) U labels(k) Ulabels(ve) C labels(e) Ulabels(C) Ulabels(6) U
labels(#)Ulabels(ve), i.e. labels(case e’ {C'})Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)U
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labels(vg) C labels(case e {C'}) UUlabels() U labels(i) Ulabels(ve).
Then the invariant holds for the evaluation step &, &, vc, case e {C'}
6,R, U0, case ¢ {C}. The induction rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

o~ o~ o~ «Q
0,Rk, 00,6 — e
CASESTEP2

.k, 00, case v {e: {s}.C} %4 6,R, 00, case v’ {e': {s}.C}

caseMatch(v,v1)

CASEMATCH

~ o~ —~

&,R,0c, case v” {Ufl {s}.C} B4 5,R,0¢, s

By deﬁnition we have labels(case v {v%l :{S} C}) = labels(v*) U
labels(vl )Ulabels( YUlabels(C'). Since labels(s)Ulabels(d)Ulabels(k)U
labels(vg) C labels(vﬂ)ulabels(vg/)Ulabels(s)ulabels( C)Ulabels(6)U
labels(R)Ulabels(ve), i.e. labels(s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg) C
labels(v®)Ulabels(case v {vi‘/ :{S} C})Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k) Ulabels(v),
the invariant holds for the evaluation step &, &, vc, case v {vlﬁ/ S} C} Sy
0,k,vc,S. This induction rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

—caseMatch (v, v;)

o CASENOMATCH
G,R, 00, case v {vfl {s}.CY &4 5,7, 00, case v’ {C}

Omitted.
CASEDONE

6,7, 00, case v’ {e} B¢ 5, R, 00, skip

By definition, we know labels(case v® {}) = labels(v?) and labels(skip) =
0. Since labels(6) Ulabels(i) Ulabels(vic) U C labels(vP) Ulabels(5) U
labels(R) Ulabels(vi), we have labels(skip) U labels(6) U labels(k) U
labels(ve) C labels(case vP {})Ulabels(5)Ulabels(i)Ulabels(ve). Then
the invariant holds for the evaluation step &,#, ¢, case v {15,

0,k,vc,skip. This induction rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

Resource declarations
~ o~ o~ « / /
o,R,vc,e: H—re : H

RESSTEP
G,k 00,t{e: HY %4 6,R,00,t {e': H'}

RESDECL

A~ N~~~ ~ N~

0,k,0C,UR —>S 0,K,UC-UR, skip

Defined resource types

G,k 0¢,{e: H} Sr{e' - H'}
DEFSTEP

G,R,00,u {e: HY %4 5,R,0¢,u {e : H'}

Omitted.
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%(u) = ResourceDef(p, s)s’ = merge(p,vy)
DEF

G,R,00,u {w:vg} = G,R, 00, scope (a def) {$title = w.s'_s}

By definition, labels(u {w : vg}) = {w} Ulabels(vy) and

labels(scope (adef) {$title = w.s's) = labels(vi) Ulabels(s) Ulabels(s')
We know labels(ResourceDef(p, s)) C labels(k) , i.e. labels(p)Ulabels(s) C
labels(#). We also have labels(s') C labels(p) Ulabels(vy) by the def-
inition of function merge. Then labels(s') Ulabels(s) Ulabels(6)U
labels(k) Ulabels(vg) C labels(vp) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(ve),

i.e. labels(scope def &' s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(ve)Ulabels(k) Clabels(u {w:
vy }) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(i) Ulabels(ve). Then the invariant holds for

the evaluation step &, &, vg, u {w : v} >4 &, &, v, scope (adef) {$title =

w.s'_s}. Then this rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

9 Include

(a) = ClassDef(_L, p,s)s’ = merge(p, )3 baseof = o
INncU

&,k,vc, include a i>; 7, k[a : DeclaredClass(83)], ¢, scope (::a) s'_s

By definition, we have labels(include a) =) and labels(scope (::a) s'_s) =
labels(s)Ulabels(s'). By the definition of labels(#), we have
labels(ClassDef (L, p,s)) Clabels(k) ,i.e. labels(p)Ulabels(s) C labels(k),

and labels(#(a — DeclaredClass(L))) =

labels(R)\ labels(ClassDef (L, p,S)) = labels(r) \ (labels(p) Ulabels(s)).

Then labels(R)\ (labels(p)Ulabels(s))Ulabels(p)Ulabels(s)Ulabels(6)U
labels(ve) COUlabels(6)Ulabels(kR)Ulabels(vp), i.e. labels(a — DeclaredClass(L))U
labels(scope (::a) p s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg) C labels(include a)U
labels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve). Then the invariant holds for the eval-

uation step &, &, v¢, include a &; 7, k[a: DeclaredClass(3)],v¢, scope (::a) s'_s.

Then this inference rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

R(a) = DeclaredClass(3)
IncD

~ N~

G,R, 00, include a < G,k , 00, skip

By definition, we know labels(include a) = () and labels(skip) = 0.
Since D Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(ve) C DU labels(6) Ulabels(k)U

labels(vc), we have labels(skip)Ulabels(6) Ulabels(i)Ulabels(ve) C
labels(include a)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve). Then the invari-
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ant holds for the evaluation step
&,k, U0, include a g 0,k,VUc,skip. This induction rule holds w.r.t.

the invariant.

% (a) = ClassDef (b, p, s)i(b) = ClassDef (copt, o', ')
INncPU

7.k, 00, include a % 6, R, 00, include b include a

By definition, we have labels(include a) = () and labels(include b include a) =
0. Since QUlabels(6)Ulabels(R)Ulabels(v) C DUlabels(6)Ulabels(R)U
labels(vg), we have labels(include b include a)Ulabels(d)Ulabels(k)U
labels(vg) C labels(include a)Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve), i.e.

the invariant holds for the evaluation step

&,k, U0, include a % 6, &, U0, include b include a. Then this infer-

ence rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

#(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s)k(b) = DeclaredClass(3)s’ = merge(p,c)
IncPD

G,R,00,include a < 0, k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)],0¢, scope (::a) {s'_s}

By definition, we have labels(include a) =) and labels(scope (::a) {s'_s}) =
labels(s) Ulabels(s'). By the definition of labels(R), we know
labels(ClassDef (b, p,s)) Clabels(k) , i.e. labels(p)Ulabels(s) C labels(k),
and labels(k(a — DeclaredClass(b))) = labels(k) \ labels(ClassDef (b, p, s)) =
labels(R)\ (labels(p)Ulabels(s)). Then labels(k)\ (labels(p) Ulabels(s))U
labels(s")Ulabels(s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(ve) C OUlabels(6)Ulabels(R)U
labels(vp), i.e.

labels((a — DeclaredClass(b))) Ulabels(scope (::a) {s'_s})Ulabels(5)U
labels(vg) Clabels(include a)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vc). Then
the invariant holds for the evaluation step &, &, vc, include a —4 &, A(a —
DeclaredClass(b)), vc, scope (::a) {s’_s}. Then this rule holds w.r.t. the
Invariant.

10 Resource-like class declarations
% (a) = ClassDef (copt, p, $)7, R, 0, H <>y H'

o CDECSTEP
G,R,00,class {a: H} < G,R,0¢,class {a: H'}

By induction hypothesis, the invariable labels(H') C labels(H)Ulabels(5)U
labels(k) holds. By definition, labels(class {a: H}) = labels(H) and
labels(class {a: H'}) =labels(H'). We have labels(H") C labels(H)U
labels(6)Ulabels(k). Then labels(class {a: H'})Ulabels(5)Ulabels(R)U
labels(vp) Clabels(class {a: H})Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve),

i.e. the invariant holds for the evaluation step &,&,vc,class {a:
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H} =4 6,k v, class {a: H'}. Then this rule holds w.r.t. the in-

variant.
#(a) = ClassDef(_L, p, s)s’ = merge(p,vy) 3 baseofz o

- CDEecU
G,k,00,class {a: vy} —s ,r[a : DeclaredClass(f3)], oG, scope (::a) s’ s

By the definition, labels(class {a: vg}) = labels(vy) and labels(scope

(::a) §' s) =labels(s")Ulabels(s). we know labels(ClassDef(L,p,s)) C
labels(k) , i.e. labels(p)Ulabels(s) C labels(k),

and labels(k(a — DeclaredClass(_L))) = labels(k)\ labels(ClassDef (L, p,s)) =
labels(#) \ (labels(p) Ulabels(s)). We also have labels(s") C labels(p) U
labels(vy) by the definition of function merge. Then (labels(R)\
(labels(p)Ulabels(s)))Ulabels(s")Ulabels(s)Ulabels(6) Ulabels(vg) C
labels(vy)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg), i.e. labels(a — DeclaredClass(L))U
labels(scope (::a) s s)Ulabels(6) Ulabels(ve) C labels(class {a :

v }) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(i) Ulabels(ve). Then the invariant holds for

the evaluation step &, 4,v¢ - class {a: vy} = &,4(a — DeclaredClass(L)),vg

scope (::a) s’ s. This rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

#(a) = ClassDef b,p,s #(b) = ClassDef (¢ 0,8
@ (.0,9)50D o)

G,R,00,class {a: vy} = ,R,00,include b class {a: vy}

By definition, labels(class {a: vy}) = labels(vy) and labels(include b
class {a: wvg}) = 0 Ulabels(vy) = labels(vy). Since labels(vy) U
labels(6) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(ve) C labels(vy) Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) U
labels(Ve), labels(include b class {a: vp})Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)U
vc €

labels(class {a: wvyg})Ulabels(6) U labels(k) U labels(vg), ie. the
invariant holds for the evaluation step &,4,vc,class {a: vg} —s
0,k,U0,include b class {a: vg}. Then this rule holds w.r.t. the

invariant.

%(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s)r(b) = DeclaredClass(3)s’ = merge(p,vy)

CDECcPI
G,R,00,class {a:vg} Ss 7,k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)],0¢, scope (::a) {s'_s}

The proof is similar as case above.

11 Scope
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~ o~ o~ (6 / / !/ /
a € {:,a,:nd}0, R, 00,8 —s 0 K U0, S

; SCOPESTEP

~ o~ « / !/ !/ /
0,K,UC,scope & § —»s 0 ,K ,Uc,SCOpe a §

By induction hypothesis, we know the invariant for this evaluation

G, 5,00, 8 5 6’,/%’,1}70,5' holds, i.e. labels(s")Ulabels(6") Ulabels(k')U
labels(vg) C labels(s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve). By definition
labels(scope « s) = labels(s) and labels(scope a ') = labels(s"). We
have labels(scope o ") Ulabels(6") Ulabels(k") Ulabels(vg) C
labels(scope a s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k )Ulabels(vc) That is the in-
variant holds for the evaluation &, &, vc, scope a s —>8 o /<a UC, scope a s’

Then the induction rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

~ o~~~

adef. 5 7 T
0,k, 00,8 ——s 0 K v, 8

P DEFSCOPESTEP
G,R,0¢,scope (avdef) s < 0/, scope’ (adef) s

The proof is similar as case above.

a€{:, a, mnd}
SCOPEDONE

~ N~

0,R,0C,scope a skip gs o,k,0c,skip

By definition, labels(scope a skip) =labels(skip) =0 and labels(skip) =
0. Since PUlabels(a")Ulabels(x )Ulabels(vC)C@Ulabels( YUlabels(k)U
labels(v), labels(skip) Ulabels(o”) Ulabels(r )Ulabels(vc) -
labels(scope a skip)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg). The invari-
ant holds for the evaluation &,k,vc,scope a skip gs 0,k,Uc,skip.

Then this induction rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

DEFSCOPEDONE

G,R,0¢,scope (avdef) skip Ss clear(G,a def), R, 0¢, skip

By definition, labels(scope def skip) =labels(skip) =0, labels(skip) =
0 and labels(clear(6,a def)) = labels(5) \ labels(a defx,v) for any .
Then labels(clear(6,a def)) C labels(5). Then we have
labels(clear(6,«def))Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve)UD C labels(6)Ulabels(k)U
labels(vo) U D, i.e. labels(clear(d,a def)) U labels(k) U labels(vg) U
labels(skip) C labels(6) U labels(k) U {vc Ulabels(scope def skip).

Then the invariant holds for the evaluation &, 4,1, scope def skip g
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clear(6,a def), k,vc, skip. This induction rule holds w.r.t. the invari-

ant.

B.3.1 Proofs of the invariant in Manifest Evaluation

Proof. Prove by induction.

1 Top-Level Statements

o~ o~ .o / / /
G,R, 00,5 s 0/ K UCs s S

e~ o~

ToPSCOPE

By induction hypothesis, we have the invariant labels(s") Ulabels(6")U
labels(/%’)ulabels(v%) Clabels(s)Ulabels(c)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve) holds.
We have labels(s') Ulabels(6") U labels(r') U labels(vA’C) C labels(s)U
labels(d) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(vc). Then the invariant holds for the
evaluation step 7,k,vc,s iv—ﬁ, o'k ,v%,s'. Then this rule holds w.r.t.

the invariant.

2 Sequential Composition

P~~~ N = 7 /
0,RK,0¢, M1 —>m 0, K, VU, My

e N = = — MSEQSTEP
/ / / / / / !/
o',k ve,miemo —rm o' K v, myome

By induction hypothesis, we have the invariant labels(m)) C labels(mq)U
labels(d)Ulabels(k) holds. By definition, labels(mymsa) = labels(my)U
labels(ms) and labels(myms) = labels(m/)) Ulabels(ms). Since labels(m})U
labels(6 ’)Ulabels(ka)ulabels(vc)Qlabels(ml)ulabels( YUlabels(k)U
labels(ve), labels(mfy)Ulabel s(mg) Ulabels(6")Ulabel s(k ’)Ulabels(v%)g
labels(my )Ulabels(mg)ulabels( YUlabels(#)Ulabels(vg), i.e. labels(mima)U
(6")Ulabels(r )Ulabels(vc)Clabels(mlmg)ul&bels( d)Ulabels(k)U

labels(vg). Then the invariant holds for the evaluation step &, &, V¢, my ma %m

labels

&' k! , U, my ma. Then this rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.
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MSEQSKIP

/\/\/\

N
o’ li Uc,sklpum —m o K vc,m

By definition, labels(skip m) = labels(skip)Ulabels(m) = labels(m).
Since labels(m)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k) Ulabels(ve) C labels(m)Ulabels(6)U
labels(k)Ulabels(ve), we have labels(m)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve) C
labels(skip m)Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve). That is the invari-
ant holds for the evaluation step &, &, vc,skip m iV—>m 0,k,vc,m. This

rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

3 Node Definitions
nodeMatch(NV, Q)

—~ ~ o~~~

c,node @ {s} N G R ,Uc,scope (::nd) s

NODEMATCH

5,7, 7

By definition, labels(node @ {s}) = labels(s) and labels(scope

(::nd) s) =labels(s). Since labels(s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve) C
labels(s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(ve), we have labels(node m {s})U
labels(6) Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg) C labels(scope (::nd) s)Ulabels(6)U
labels(k) U labels(vg). That is the invariant holds for the evaluation
step ,k,vc,node m {s} iV—>p G,k,vc,scope (::nd) s. This rule holds

w.r.t. the invariant.

—nodeMatch(N, Q)
NODENOMATCH

7,k,0c,node Q {s} N 0GR ,UC, skip

By definition, labels(node @ {s}) = labels(s) and labels(skip) = 0.
Since labels(s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vec) C labels(s)Ulabels(6)U
labels(k) U labels(vg), we have labels(skip) U labels(6) U labels(k) U
labels(vc) C labels(node @ {s})Ulabels(6)Ulabels(k)Ulabels(vg). That
is the invariant holds for the evaluation step &, &, ¢,

node @ {s} Lm G,k,vc,scope (::nd) s. This rule holds w.r.t. the

invariant.

4 Defined resource types
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u ¢ dom(R) I

0,R,v0,define u (p) {s} TN 7, k[u : ResourceDef(p, s)],vc, skip

5 Class Definitions
a ¢ dom(R)

CDEF

o~

g,R,00,class a {s} Lm o,k[a : ClassDef (L, e, s)],vc, skip

By definition, labels(class a {s}) = labels(s) and labels(skip) = 0.
Since #(a) = L, labels(L) =0. Then labels(#(a — ClassDef(L,¢,s))) =
labels(k)Ulabels(ClassDef(L,e,s)) = labels(k)Ulabels(s). Since labels(k)U
labels(s) U labels(6) Ulabels(ve) C labels(s) U labels(6) U labels(k) U
labels(vi), we have labels(skip) U labels(i(a — ClassDef(L,¢e,s))) U
labels(6) Ulabels(ve) C labels(class a {s})Ulabels(6) Ulabels(k) U
labels(vc). That is the invariant holds for the evaluation step
b,k,Ug,class a {s} iV—>p 7,k(a — ClassDef(L,e,s)),vc,skip. This

rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

a ¢ dom(R)

CDEFI

o~

7,R,00,class a inherits b {s} iV—>m o,k[a : ClassDef (b, ¢, s)], ¢, skip

By definition, we have labels(class a inherits b {s}) = labels(s) and
labels(skip) = (. Since &(a) = L, labels(L) = (. Then labels(k(a —
ClassDef(b,e,s))) = labels(k)Ulabels(ClassDef(b, e, s))) = labels(~) Ulabels(s).
Since labels(k)Ulabels(s)Ulabels(6)Ulabels(ve) C labels(s)Ulabels(6)U
labels(k)Ulabels(vg), we have labels(skip)Ulabels(#(a — ClassDef (b, e, s)))U
labels(d) Ulabels(vp) C labels(class a inherits b {s})Ulabels(5)U
labels(k) Ulabels(vg). That is the invariant holds for the evaluation

step 6, R, Uc,class a inherits b {s} iv—>p d,k(a— ClassDef(b,e,s)),vc, skip.

This rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

a ¢ dom(R) CDuep

7,R,00,class a (p) {s} Lm o,k[a : ClassDef (L, p,s)],0¢c, skip

By definition, labels(class a (p) {s}) = labels(p) Ulabels(s) and labels(skip) =
(). Since A(a) = L, labels(L) =(. Then labels(k(a — ClassDef(_L,p,s))) =
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labels(k) U labels(ClassDef (L, p,s)) = labels(k) Ulabels(s) U labels(p).
Since labels(k)Ulabels(s)Ulabels(p) Ulabels(6)Ulabels(vg) Clabels(s)U
labels(p) U labels(6) U labels(R) U labels(ve), we have labels(skip) U
labels(k(a — ClassDef (L, p,s)))Ulabels(6)Ulabels(ve) C labels(class a (p) {s})U
labels(6) Ulabels(k) Ulabels(vg). That is the invariant holds for the
evaluation step
b,k,vc,class a (p) {s} iV—>p d,k(a — ClassDef (L, p,s)),vc,skip . This

rule holds w.r.t. the invariant.

¢ ¢ dom(%) CDErPI

o~

0,R,00,class a (p) inherits b {s} ﬂ)m 7,k|[a : ClassDef(b, p, s)],0¢, skip

The proof is similar as case above.
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Expression Provenance

C.1 Propagation of Annotations in the Evaluation

C.1.1 Expressions

C.1.1.1 Selector

6.7, 00, e M} ¢ 2{M}

PO a
o,R,VC,€1 — €1

g7, 00,07 ey = e, M} S0P el = e, M}

SELE

caseMatch(v,v1)

3 " SCHOOSE
G, R, 00,00 Ho'=e, M} e

—caseMatch (v, v1)

.7, 00,07 ot = e, M} 2 0% 2{ M}

SCHOOSEI

SDEFAULT

5.k, 00,0° ?{default = e, M} S e

C.1.2 Resources

A resource is evaluated in the context of a variable environment. Evaluation of a

resource may not change the environment.

183



184 Appendix C. Expression Provenance

C.1.3 Statements

The form of the rules of evaluating annotated statements is the same as in where-

provenance. We omit them here.

C.1.4 Manifests

The form of the rules of evaluating annotated manifests is the same as in where-

provenance. We omit them here.

C.2 Proofs for Invariants in Expression Evaluation

Theorem C.2.1 (Invariant in Expression Evaluation). For any &,&,0¢,e — ¢,
if p=G, =R, pl=oc and p = e, then = ¢’
Proof. Prove by induction.

1 Variables

z € dom(oy)

LVaRr

~ N~

G,R, 00,81 5 04(2)

We know by definition labels(64(z)) C labels(é) for some z. Suppose

w6, pl=i plEve and p = $2. Then Vo € labels(6) p = B
VAR ERApE A E ST — V' € labels(Ga(z)) pl= B 0, ie.
pEGApERApETCALEST = pu=6q(z). Then if p =3z, p =4,
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p =R and p = de then p = 6q(x).

x & dom(o,)0,R,0¢, 3 LN v” B parentof . o
PVAR
5.k, 00, %z % of
x € dom(o.)
TVAR

The proof is similar as LVar.

x € dom(0.q)

QVAR
~ o~~~ a
0,R, 00,80 0 = 0..4(7)

The proof is similar as LVar.

2 Arithmetic expressions

o~ o~ o~ Q
o,K,VC,e1 — 6/1
ARITHLEFT

0,R,0C 61+€2—>€1+62

The proof is similar as the rule ArithRight.

3 Comparison expressions

~ o~ o
0,R, V(0,61 — €1

COMPLEFT
o,R, 00, 61>€2—>61>62
G,R,00,e ¢
CoMPRIGHT
0,R,0C v >e Sl >
V1 >7 U2
6 3 CoMPVALUEI
G,R,00, vt > vh? = true

We know labels(vfl > vgz) = labels( )Ulabels( =

185

{’01 ,7122} and

labels(true51>52) = {true”>} by definition. Suppose p = ¢ and
):v >112 , 1.e. Vvﬁe{vl ,1)22} B v, That is p = 1 v
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and p = P2 v vy. Since we know v; > vg, by inference rule we have

pEL v pEPrvr v >0
W 81> B2 v >N v2

. Then we have p =6 ApEAANpETCApERALE B v A= P2~
v2 — 1 = 1 > Py v~ vp >N vg. That is,u)z&/\u):/%/\u):dc/w’vﬁe
{vlﬂl,vgz} g awv—YoP € labels(true®>52) 1 |= By > Py « true,
e plEGAuERALETCAYYY € labels(v] > vh2) plE Bov —Vof €
labels(true®>72) yl= B1 > By~ true. Thatis pl=oApEAARE
vo A b= o >U§2 — p = truef1>P2. Then if =6 and u ):vlﬁl >v§2
then u j= truef1>92,

V1 <=z V2

6,%,@,1}{31 > v§2 % false

n CoMPVALUEII

Boolean expressions

o~ o~ o~ o
oO,R,vC,€e1 — 6/1
ANDLEFT

~ N~ (6%
o,k,0C,€1and ey — e'l and eg

o~ o~ «
0,R,VC,€6 — €
ANDRIGHTI

8,%,17(\3,falseﬁ ande <% false

ANDRIGHTII

l

~ o~ « /
U,/ﬁ,vc,trueﬁ ande — true ande

ANDVALUE

g, %,@,trueﬁl and true™ % true

NoTSTEP

o~

~ ~ | « | /
o,R,00,le —le

By induction hypothesis, we have if uj=e, p =&, p=vc and p =6
then u = €’. We have labels(le) = labels(e) and labels(le’) = labels(€)
by definition. Since if pEeApuE6ApuE AP EYe then p =€, we
have Vv € labels(e) p =B~ vAp =6 —Vo'? €labels(e) pl=p 0.
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Then Vo € labels(le) pl= B~ vApl=6 — Vo' € labels(le') pl= B
Viode pEleApEGGALERNpE Yo — pEl. That is if u =6,
pE R, pEve and pEle then p=le’.

NoOTVALUEI

l

5.7, 00, true! & falset

NOTVALUEII

G,Rk, 00, falsel 2 true

5 Selectors
o~ o~ o~ (073 /
0,R,00,e —>e

G, R, 00, e M} 2% ¢ 2{M}

SCoN

The proof is similar as SEle.

PO a
0,R,VC,€1 — €1

G,R,00,0" {e1 = e, M} 2P ey = e, M}

SELE

By induction hypothesis, we have if u =6, p =/, p = vc and p = eg
then y = ¢}. That is pu =6 AVo® € labels(e) pl= B v — VW' €
labels(e') p = B' ~v'. We know labels(v® ? {e; = e, M}) = labels(v?)U
labels(e1)Ulabels(e)Ulabels(M) by definition. Similarly, labels(v? ? {e} =
e, M}) = labels(v®) Ulabels(e}) Ulabels(e) Ulabels(M). Suppose p =

vP ?{e1 = e, M}. That is Vo'? € labels(v® ?2{e1 = e, M}) pl= ' 0/,

i.e. Vo'8 € labels(v®) Ulabels(er) Ulabels(e) Ulabels(M) p = 8 ',
Then pu =6 A= kA p = vo AVUP € labels(v?) Ulabels(ey) Ulabels(e) U
labels(M) pu = B v — VoP € labels(v®) Ulabels(er)Ulabels(e') Ulabels(M) pu =
B, ie plEoAuErApETGAYYS €labels(vP ? {e1 = e, M}) =
Bv— Vo €labels(v® ? {e) = e,M}) ul= v, Thatispl=6ApkE=
EApEvcApEV ? {eg = e, M} — pEvP ? {) = e, M}.

—caseMatch (v, v1)

5,7, 00,07 2ol = e, M} % 0P 2{ M}

SCHOOSEI

The proof is similar as the rule SChoose.
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SDEFAULT

G, R, 00,00 ?{default = e, M} Se

Suppose p =&, p = A, p = vg and p = o? ?{default = e, M}. That
ispulEad, plER, uEJve and Vvlﬁl € labels(vP ?{default = e, M}) u =

b1 v~ v1. We know

labels(vP ?{default = e, M'}) = labels(v®) Ulabels(e) Ulabels(M) by
definition. Then we have if u =6 Ap = AAp = ve /\Vvlﬁl e labels(v?)U
labels(e) Ulabels(M) p |= 1« v1 then VUQ’BQ € labels(e) w = P2~ va,

ie. uEGAUERALE T /\Wf1 € labels(v® ?{default = e, M}) —

VU§2 € labels(e) pu = Bo~vo. Thatis p =6 Ap = AAp = v Av? 2{default =
e, M} — pu=e. Wehaveif u =6, pl=#, p =g and p = v® ?{default =

e, M} then p = e.

C.2.1 Proofs for Invariants in Resource Evaluation

Proof. Prove by induction.

&,k,v0, RS R

Case 1 6,k,v0, R <, 6,R,vc, R

By induction hypothesis, we know if u =6, p = & and u = vg then
pER. Thatis plEéApEApETe = pulE R ie plE&AYY €
labels(R) k= v —Yu'? € labels(R') i k=8 —~'. Suppose p = &,
p=ve and p = R, ie. VoP € labels(R) p = B« v. Then we have
if pl=dAplEiAplEvoAYY? €labels(R) = B~ vAp =k then
pEGAuERA P E VoAV € labels(R) u)zﬁmv/\,u):/@%Vv'B/ €
labels(R') = 8 v — Vo'% € labels(R') ju = 8~ '. Then we have
ifuE6, pER, pEVve and p = R then u = R

A A 6 A A A~ .
Case 2 6,R,Uc, VR —s 0,R, VR Uc,skip

We have labels(skip) = () by definition. Suppose p =6, u =R, u e
and p = vR. We know Vo € 0 pu|= 8~ v is true. Then we have

pEGApERApE VoA ETR = VOP €0 plEB v, ie. plEGA
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plERApEveAp E R = VoP € labels(skip) pu = v, That is
pEGALERNLETCALE VR — Y0P € labels(skip) = v, ie.
UEGAUERALE VAR EUR — u = skip. Then if u =6, Ap =R,
p = ve and p = vg then p = skip

C.3 Proof of Invariant in Statement Evaluation

Theorem C.3.1 (Invariant in Statement Evaluation). For any &,7,0¢,s —
& &g, it pEd, pER, plEte and p = s then p = o, p = w, p = v
and pu = ¢

Proof. Prove by induction.

1 Expression statements

~ N~ «
G,R,00,e =€
- EXPRSTEP
~ o~ o~ ~ o~ —~ ]
0-7/£7UC76_>S 0,R,VC, €

By induction hypothesis, we know if u =6, pl= R, p = v and pl=e
then puf=¢’. Thatis p =G A= AAp = v AV € labels(e) p =
v = V' € labels(e') p = B~ 0. Suppose p =6, p = &, p = ve and
plEe e plEé, pl i and Vo € labels(e) p k=~ v. Then pl=
GApERALEVoAYYS Elabels(e) plE v —puEGAuERALE
Vo AVOP € labels(e) p =B v — Vo' € labels(e) p = B v —V'P €
labels(e) plE B v ie. plEGApERPEUTCAREEe = pnEe.
Since 7, k and Y have not changed before and after the evaluation, we
have p =6 ApERpUETcAplEe »uEGAUERApETCAL Ee.
That isif u|=6, pnE R, pn Evc and p e then p=6, plE R, pl=de

2 Sequential composition
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o P
Uaﬁ7UC731—>SO’7’%7UC731
SEQSTEP

&3 / ! ! /
0,K,VC,581252 —s 0, K ,Ucy, 8152

By induction hypothesis, we know if u =6, p =R/, p = ve and p = $1
then pE6, plER, pEVcand pEs). Thatis uEGALERALE
Vo AVUP € labels(sy) plE v —pEGALERALE VO E VoA
V'8’ € labels(s}) p|= B . By definition, we have labels(syss) =
labels(s1)Ulabels(s2) and similarly labels(s) s2) = labels(s})Ulabels(ss).
Suppose p |= 6, ju = &, prf=ve and p = s1s2, e p =6, pE R, = v
and Yo € labels(s152) p = B 0.

Then we have =6 A= AA = vo A p = Vo AVOP € labels(syse) p =
Bov—pukEoApERApEvc AV € (labels(sy) Ulabels(se)) p =
Bov—plEd ApkEr ApEve AP € (labels(s)) Ulabels(sy)) p =
B s pukEeNpERApEGR AP € labels(s)se) p B 0,
le. uEGARERALEVcALE s152 — p = s)se. That is if p =6,
p= R, pEve and p = spso then pl= o, p k= K, p):v% and p = s)s9.

SEQSKIP

. «
0,K,0c,skipus —s 0,K,0C, S

By definition, we have labels(skip s) = labels(skip) Ulabels(s) = DU
labels(s) = labels(s). Suppose p =6, u =R, p = ve and p = skip s,
ie. k=6, pk= ki, plEve and Vo € labels(skip s) p = 0.

Then p =6 Ap = RAp = vo AVUP € labels(skip s) pl= v — k=
GApERAPEVCAYYD € labels(s) =B, ie. plEoApERApE=
VcApEskips— uEGAUERALEUVCALE S.

That is if u =6, pl= &, p=ve and g = skip s then p = of, p =
= UA/C and p = s. The invariant holds for this evaluation step

A A A . « A A A
0,kK,vuq,skip s —5 0,K,UC, S.

Assignment

~ o~ o~ (6%
o,k,0C,e =€

ASSIGNSTEP
/

By induction hypothesis, we know if u =6, pl= &, pf=vp and pl=e
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then pl=¢. That is p =6 Ap = AAp = vo AVOP € labels(e) p =
Bov W' e labels(e') uk= B ~v'. Suppose p =6, plE=ER, = ve
and pu = $x =e. By definition, we have labels($xz = e) = labels(e) =
labels(e) and labels($z = ¢') = labels(e') = labels(e’). Then we have
pEGAUE RN E oAV Clabels($z =€) plEBv = puEGA
plE AN EUGAYE €labels(e) plE v —pulEGApERPE
Vo AV € labels(e) =B v — pEGApERANE AT €
labels(3x =€) u = ~v'. ThatisplEoApEAAUE VAP E ST =
e uEGANuERANLEUCALEST=2¢.

’ gé dom(aa) ASSIGN

o~

6.k, 00,8 =0’ L (e, x) : vﬁ],R,ﬁa, skip

By definition, we have labels($x = v®) = labels($z) Ulabels(v®) = hU
{07} = {vP}, labels(skip) = 0 and lvad[(a,z) : v7] = labels(5) U {v7}.
Suppose p =6, b= A, pl=ve and pl=$r =0, Then pl=dAukE=AA
= vg AV € labels($x =vP) p = B v e labels(6) p k=B~
VAR ERA R = ve AP € labels(vP) = B v — VP € (labels(6U
labels(vP))) pl= B ~v' A= RAp Evo Atrue, ie. pl=GApERA
plEveApESr = = pEd(a,x) V) ApE RA P E VoA p = skip.

P o
o,k,0C,e — €

IFSTEP

G,R,00,if e {s1} else {s2} S5 5,R,00,1f € {51} else {s2}

By induction hypothesis, we know if u =6, pl=&, pl=ve and pl=e
then p =€/, Thatis =6 Ap = AApEvo AVOP € labels(e) =

v =P € labels(e)) pl B .

By definition, we have labels(if e {s1} else {sa2}) =labels(e)Ulabels(s1)U
labels(s2) and labels(if €’ {s1} else {s2}) = labels(e') Ulabels(s1)U
labels(s3).

Suppose p =6, wE= R, plEveo and p = if e {s1} else {s2}, i.e. u=4,
pE R, g Eve and Vo' € labels(p b= 1f e {s1} else {so}) p =5 0.
Then pul=6Ap = RA = e AV € labels(if ¢ {s1} else {s3}) p =
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Bt = plE e ApERApEVCAYYP € labels(e) Ulabels(s, ) Ulabels(sg) p =
B s pulEeApERAE oAV € labels(e') Ulabels(sy) U
labels(so) ulE=p v le ifuEGApERpEUTCARE LT e{s1} else {s2}
then uEoApEAANLE VAL ELT € {s1} else {s2}.

IrT

o~ o~

G,R,00,if true’ {51} else {s2} &5 G,R,0¢,51

By definition, we have labels(if true” {s1} else {s2}) =labels(true’)U
labels(sy)Ulabels(sg). Suppose =6, pul=#, pp =10 and p = if true® {s1} else {s}.
Then that is p}= 6 A = RAp = vo AVOP € labels(if true” {s1} else {so})ul=
Bev—pulEdApERAEVvoAYY? € {truef }Ulabels(s1) Ulabels(sz) =
Bov—=pulEGAuERAPE AV € labels(st) = B~ v. That is
pEGAuERALEVCAREif true® {s1} else {so} wpuE=dAuE=

RApETCApPE s

IrF

G,R,00,if false” {51} else {s2} %5 5,R,0¢, 52

Similar as above.

5 Unless

UNLESSSTEP

o~

G,R,00,unless e {s} % ,R,00,unless € {s}

The proof is similar as IfStep.

o UNLESST
&7, 00, unless true’ {s} %4 5,R, 00, skip
The proof is similar as IfT.
UNLESSF
~ o~ o~ ﬁ [e% ~ o~ o~
7,k,0c,unless false” {s} —s7,R, 00, s
The proof is similar as IfT.
6 Case
G,R,00,e ¢
CASESTEP1

G,R,00,casee {C} 54 6,R,00,case ¢ {C}
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Similar as IfStep.

o~ o~ o~ (e}
0,k,0C,€ — ¢
CASESTEP2

G,%, 00, case v’ {e: {s}.C} 5¢5,R, 00, case v’ {¢: {s}.C}

caseMatch(v,v1) CASEM
ASEMATCH

G,R,00,case v’ {vfl {s}.C} 246,R, 00,

By definition, we have labels(case v” {vlﬁ/ {5} C}) = labels(v”) U
labels(vlﬁ/) Ulabels(s)Ulabels(C'). Suppose u =6, p =&, p = ve and
= case v {U{}/ {5} C}. Then pl=éApuERApEveAYP €
labels(case v’ {vlﬂl As}CH pErv—=pEGAUERALEUCA
Vb € labels(v?) Ulabels(vfl) Ulabels(s)Ulabels(C) plE v — pl=
GApE=RA L EVToAYY € labels(s) pl=Bwvie. pl=oApl=rAp =
Vo A = case v {vlﬁl As}Ct = puEGANpERLETCALES.

—caseMatch (v, v1) CASENOMATCH

G,R, 00, case v {Ulf {s}.C} 24 6,R, 00, case e {C}

The proof is similar as case above.

CASEDONE

G,R,00,case v’ {e} &4 5,R,0¢,skip

We have labels(case v° {e}) = labels(v”) and labels(skip) = ) and
labels(skip) = 0 by definition. Suppose u =6, u =, p = v and p =
casev? {}. Since Vv € labels(skip) pu k= B v, we have Vo € 0 p |=
Bev=rtrue. Then plEdApuE AP vo AV € labels(vP) pl=
Bov—opuEARERPET G S pEGALERALE AT €
labels(skip) uE B «~v'. That is uyEGApERAUE AL E
case v’ {e} w uEGAUERALE VoA L= skip.

7 Resource declarations

G,k 00,e: HSre - H
o RESSTEP
G, R, 00,t{e: HY <5 0,R,00,t {e': H'} Omitted.
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REsSDECL

~ N~ —~ O o~~~ —~ .
0,K,VQ,UR —s 0,K,UC-UR, Skip

Omitted.

Defined resource types
G,R,00,{e: H} Br{e  H'}

- DEFSTEP
G,R,0c,u {e: HY %¢6,R,00,u {e : H'}

Omitted

#(u) = ResourceDef(p, s)s’ = merge(p,vy)
DEF

—~

G,R,00,u {w:vg} =5 6,R,00,scope (adef) {$title = w.s'_s}

We have labels(u {w : vyp}) = labels(w) Ulabels(vy) and

labels(scope (adef) {$title = w.s'.s) = labels(w)Ulabels(s)Ulabels(s")
by definition. We know also labels(ResourceDef(p,s)) = labels(p) U
labels(s) Clabels(k) by definition. By the definition of function merge,
we know labels(s) C labels(p) U labels(vyg). Suppose u =6, p = &,
pEve and pEu {w:vg}.

Then pl=6ApE&ApE v AV € labels(u {w :vg}) plE B -
v— = 6 AP € labels(R) = B v Ap Eve AV € labels(v) U
{w} pl= ' v — p =6 AP € labels(k) \ labels(ResourceDef (p, s)) U
labels(ResourceDef (p, s)) = 8w v Ap = oo AV € labels(vy) p k=
B = pEeApERALEVCAYYP € labels(s) Ulabels(s) p = B -
Vs pESAERARE VAP € labels(scope (a def) {$title =
wes's}) pEL V. That is uEoApERApE AL E {w:
vpt > pEGALERALE VAR E scope (adef) {$title =w.s'_s}.

Include
#(a) = ClassDef(_L, p,s)s’ = merge(p, )3 baseof = o

IncU
/
G,R,0¢,include a % 7, k[a : DeclaredClass(3)], ¢, scope (::a) s'us

By definition, we have labels(include a) =) and labels(scope (::
a) s'_s) = labels(s) Ulabels(s'). We also know that labels(k(a)) =
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labels(ClassDef(_L, p,s)) = labels(p) Ulabels(s),
labels(DeclaredClass(L)) = () and labels(i(a — DeclaredClass(_L))) =
labels() \ labels(ClassDef(_L, p,s)) by definition.

Suppose 1 =6, =R, p = ve and p = include a. Then u =6 Ap =
fAp = vo AVUP € labels(include a) pl=fvv — p k=6 AYP €
labels(R) p =B vAp =g AV € labels(include a) p =B ' —
= 6 AV € labels(#(a — DeclaredClass(L))) Ulabels(ClassDef (L, p, s))p b=
BovApbEve AP € pl= B v = p k=6 AP € labels(R(a —
DeclaredClass(L))) Ulabels(s)Ulabels(s' )\ l= v A p = v Atrue —
w6 ApE i(a— DeclaredClass(L)) A = scope (::a) s'us Ap = de.
Thatis ul=Eo6ApERApEVcA R E include a — u =6 A p = R(a—
DeclaredClass(_L)) A = vc A |= scope (i a) §'s.

k(a) = DeclaredClass
(@ ®

~ o~~~ . (0% ~ N~ .
0,k,Vc,1include a —s 0,K,0¢c,skip

By definition, we have labels(include a) = () and labels(skip) = 0.
Since Vo € labels(include a) p = 3« v, we have Vo € p = 3«
v = true. Similarly, Vo € labels(skip) pu =« v = true. Sup-
pose =6, p =R, pl=ve and p = include a. Then pul=dAu =
RAp = v AP € labels(include a) pl=B v = pulEdApE=ERA L=
Vo Atrue — pl= 6 Apl= kA pEvo AP € labels(skip) p = B 0.
ThatisuEoApfERApEVcApEiIncludea » pEoApERALE
o A p = skip.

% (a) = ClassDef (b, p, s)7(b) = ClassDef (copt, o', ')
IncPU

~ N~

N o~ o~ . (0% . .
0,R,0c,include a —s 0,R,00,include b include a

The proof is similar as case IncU.

k(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s)r(b) = DeclaredClass(3)s’ = merge(p, <)
INncPD

G,R,00,include a 5 0, k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)], 0, scope (::a) {s'_s}

The proof is similar as IncU.
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10 Resource-like class declarations

% (a) = ClassDef (copt, p, S)5, R, 00, H <y H'
CDECSTEP

o~~~

G,R,00,class {a: H} %4 6,R,0¢,class {a: H'}

Omitted.

®(a) = ClassDef (L, p, s)s’ = merge(p, vy )3 baseof~ o
(a) (L,p,s) ge(p, vn) 7 J—

G,R,0¢,class {a: v} s, k[a: DeclaredClass(j3)],0¢, scope (::a) §'s

By definition, we have labels(class {a: vg}) = labels(vy),
labels(ClassDef(L, p, s)) = labels(p) Ulabels(s) and
labels(scope(:: a) s'_s) = labels(s") Ulabels(s).
labels(ClassDef(L, p, s)) = labels(p) Ulabels(s) C labels(k) and
labels(k(a — DeclaredClass(L))) = labels(&) \ labels(ClassDef (L, p,s))
by definition. By the definition of function merge, we know labels(s") C
labels(p) Ulabels(vy).

We also know

Suppose p =6, plER, =9 and p = class {a: wvg}. Then
pEGALE AL EVoAYY? € labels(class {a: vg}) plEB v —
p =6 AP € labels(R) pl= B vAp = v AV € labels(vy) p =
B~ — k= 6 AVP € labels(#(a — DeclaredClass(L))) U

labels(ClassDef (L, p,s))u |E B~ vApE vo AV € labels(vy) p =
B — p = 6 AVOP € labels(/(a — DeclaredClass(L))) Ulabels(p) U
labels(s)p = B~ v A p = vp AP € labels(vy) p B v — p k=
& A k= R(a — DeclaredClass(L)) AV € labels(s') Ulabels(s) A i [=
Yo — pu b= 6 A p = (a — DeclaredClass(LL)) AVV'? € labels(scope (::
a) s'.s)ApEve. Thatis, f uE6ApERApE VAP E class {a:
v} then p =6 Ap = f(a — DeclaredClass(L)) A p = vc A p = scope (i

a) s'.s.

k(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s)k(b) = ClassDef (copt, )

)k
—s 0,R,00,include b class {a: vy}

CDEcPU

o~

G,R,00,class {a:vg} =

We have labels(class {a: vyg}) = labels(vy) and labels(include b
class {a: wvg}) = 0Ulabels(vy) = labels(vy) by definition. Sup-

pose u =6, pER, plEve and pu = class {a: wvyg}. Then p =
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GApERApE vo AV € labels(class {a: vg}) plEfv = p k=
GApERAPEUoAYP €labels(vy) plE v —=pEGApERALE
vg AV € labels(include b class {a: vyg}) plEB v =W’ €
labels(class {a: vg}) pELv—. Thatis uEdApERALE
VoA p=class {a: vy} = pE 6 Ap = R(a— DeclaredClass(L)) A p =
o Ap = include b class {a: vyg}.

#(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s)r(b) = DeclaredClass(3)s’ = merge(p,vi)
CDEcPI

G,R,00,class {a: vy} 2 7,k[a: DeclaredClass(::b)], 0, scope (::a) {s'_s}

The proof is similar as CDecU.

11 Scope

a € {:,:a,:nd}a, K, 00,8 —s 0 K ue, 8
Of/ / / / /
G,R,00,scope a s —s 0’ K v, scope a s

SCOPESTEP

By induction hypothesis, we know if u =6, pl=#/, p v and p = s
then p=6', plER, pE=Eve’ and p = s'. By definition we have
labels(scope a s) = labels(s) and similarly labels(scope a s') = labels(s').
Suppose u =6, pE R, | ve and p = scope o s. Since p =6 Ap =

R = vo AP € labels(scope a s) = o — plEoApERALE
Vo AVVP € labels(s) — = 6" Ap = & Ap = vg AV € labels(s') p =
B = pl=6 A= R Ap = v AV € labels(scope o 8) = B o
Ve pEGAuUERApEVCApEScope a s s> uEGARER AuE
ve! A= scope a .

_ adef

~ A~ ’\, ’\, /,\ /
0,K, 00,8 —s 0, K, VU, S
DEFSCOPESTEP

G,R,00,scope (adef) s T ;’,scope' (adef) s

The proof is similar as the rule ScopeStep.

a€{:, =a, :nd}

SCOPEDONE
o~ B A A~ .
0,k,VC,scope « skip —s 0,K,0c, skip
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We have labels(scope « skip) = labels(skip) = () by definition. Sup-
pose p =6, p =R, p = ve and p = scope a skip, ie. pl=a, pE R,
= Vo and Vo € labels(scope o skip) p = B« v. Then we have
pEGALERAE Yo AV € labels(scope a skip) u B v —
pEGALERAPEvoAYOP € labels(skip), ie. plEGAUERALE
VoA f=scope o skip > pu =6 Ap = RA p | vop = skip. That is
if ul=6, pER, p=dve and p = scope « skip then =6, p =&,
p = ve and p = skip.

DEFSCOPEDONE

o~

G,R,00,scope (avdef) skip s clear(d,a def), R, 0¢, skip

By definition, we have labels(clear (6, def)) = labels(6)\ labels({ (o def x,v) |
(o def x,v") € 6,a=a’}). We also have labels(scope («adef) skip) =
labels(skip) =(). Suppose =6, pu = #, pl=ve and p = scope (avdef) skip.
Then Vo' € labels(8) pl= B~ v/ Ap = RA W= ve A

Vo € labels(scope (avdef) skip) pl= v = labels(clear(6,cvdef) p =
B~V A= EA = Uo AYVOP € labels(skip) pl= B, ie plEdApE

RA W E Yo Ap = scope (adef) skip — p = clear(6,a def) A =

RA W Evo Ap = skip.

C.4 Proof of Invariant in Manifest Evaluation

Theorem C.4.1 (Invariant in Manifest Evaluation). For any &,R,v¢c,m im
o W Em i pE G, pE R, e and g = m then u = ol p = A, = v
and p E=m'.

Proof. Prove by induction.

1 Top-Level Statements

—— ToPSCOPE
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By induction hypothesis, we have if u =6, p ER, p|Evc and p = s
then p =6, puER, pEYc and plES, ie. pEGALERALE
o AVUP € labels(s) plEBoev = pulEGApERAp IZUAc/\VU/’Bl €
labels(s') p = B~ v'. Since labels(s) = labels(s) and labels(s') =
labels(s'), w =6 Ap = kA p = vo AP € labels(s) plE v — p k=
GApERApE VAV €labels(s)) plE B~ ie. pEGALERA
pEVcAs > uEGAuERALE VNS for 6,/%,1}@,5%1,&',/1’,@’0,3’

as a program statement evaluation.

2 Sequential Composition

~ s~ N = 7 /
0,R,0¢, M1 —>m 0, K, VU, My

MSEQSTEP

o~

P N = o0 /
0, K, U, MM —m 0, K, U, 11 019

By induction hypothesis, we have if =6, p =/, p = vc and p |=mg
then =6, pE &, pEve and pl=mj. We have labels(mims) =
labels(my) U labels(mso) and labels(mimse) = labels(m}) Ulabels(ms)

by definition. Suppose u = mima, i.e. Yo© € labels(mims) = v.

Then p =6 ApE RAp = vo AVOP € labels(mims) pl= v — k=
GApERApE Vv AYYP € labels(my) Ulabels(ma) pl= B v — p =
GApERApE e AV € labels(m]) Ulabels(mg) i = B v’ — p k=
6/\,u|:/%/\,u|:2fc/\Vv’BlElabels(m'lmz)u)zﬁ'mv’, le. pEGAUE
RApEUVcApEMIMe — pnEGAuERA L E Ve A pEmims.

MSEQSKIP

—_—~ o~

=~ T N
o' K, vp, skipem —vm o K v, m

We know labels(skip) = labels(skip) Ulabels(m) = labels(m) by def-
inition. Suppose u =6, u = &, p=vc and p = skip m, i.e. p =4,
wl= &, p = ve and Vol € labels(skip m) pl= B v. Then pl=6Ap k=
RA = vo AP €€ labels(skipm) pl= v = pulEoApER R E
vo AP €€ labels(m) pl= o, ie. plEoApuER P EVCALE
skipm = pulEFALERALEUCALEM.

3 Node Definitions
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nodeMatch(N, Q)

W NoDEMATCH
7,k,0c,node Q {s} —m 7,R,00,scope (::nd) s

By definition, we know labels(node @ {s}) = labels(S) and

labels(scope (::nd) s) = labels(s). Suppose =6, p =k, 1= ve and
pE=node Q {s}. Then =6 Ap k= rApEUCAYD? € labels(node Q {s}) p =
Bov—=pEsApERNEE AV €labels(s) pl= v — p =
GApERApE Yo AV € labels(scope (::nd) s) = v, That
ispEGApERApEVCApEDRde Q{s} > pnEGApERNE

Vg AVUP € k= scope (::nd) s.

—nodeMatch(V, Q)
NopENOMATCH

~ N~

7,k,00,node @ {s} ﬁ)m 7,k,00,skip

By definition, we know labels(node @ {s}) = labels(s) and
labels(skip) = ). We know that Vo € labels(skip) p = v — Vo €
0 pl= B ~v=true. Suppose u =&, uE Rk, u|Evc and pf=node Q {s}.
Then pul=6ApERAUEVcALERde Q {s} > ulEGARERANLE
Vo Atrue — =S ApE AP E vo AVOP € labels(skip) p = B v,
Then pl=oApuEAANpLEVcApERde Q{s} > ulETALERALE
vio AP € p = skip.

4 Defined resource types
¢ dom(R)

u
N RDEF
7,k,00,define u (p) {s} —m 7,R[u : ResourceDef(p, s)], ¢, skip

The proof is similar as CDef.

5 Class Definitions

a ¢ dom(R) —

g,k,00,class a {s} iV—>m o,k[a : ClassDef (L, e, s)],v¢, skip

We have labels(class a {s}) = labels(s) and labels(skip) = () by def-
inition. We also know labels(k(a — ClassDef(L,¢,s))) = labels(k) U
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labels(ClassDef (L, p,s)) = labels(i) Ulabels(p) Ulabels(s) and

labels(k(a) = L) =0 by definition.

Suppose u =6, p =R, p=ve and pu = class a {s}. We also know

Vo €skip ufE v —VoP € plE B v=true. Then ul=6Au =
EApEVvcApECclass a {s} »pulEoAulERApEvCALEYP €
labels(class a {s}) plEf v — o Apl= Y € labels(i) p =
BovAplEvoApl=YoP elabels(s) pl=fov—pEoAp =Y e
labels(R)Ulabels(s) p= B ~vAtrue — pl= 6 Ap = R(a— ClassDef(L,e,5)) A
pEvcApEskip. Then p =6 ApERALE VAL E class a {s} —

=6 Ap = R(a— ClassDef(L,e,8)) Ap = ve A p b= skip

a ¢ dom(k
¢ i (%) CDEFI
0,R,00,class a inherits b {s} —m o0,k[a : ClassDef(b,e, s)],0¢c, skip
The proof is similar as CDef.
a ¢ dom(k
~ ¢ (%) CDEFP
7,k,00,class a (p) {s} —m o,k[a: ClassDef(_L, p,s)],0¢c, skip
The proof is similar as CDef.
a ¢ dom(k
¢ ") CDEFPI

g,R,00,class a (p) inherits b {s} iV—>m 7,k[a : ClassDef (b, p, s)],0¢, skip

The proof is similar as CDef.
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Dependency Provenance

D.1 Propagation of Annotations in the Evaluation

D.1.1 Expressions

D.1.1.1 Boolean expressions

~ o~ o~ Q.
0,R,UC,€e1 — €]
ANDLEFT

G,R,00,e1and ey = ¢} and eg

o~~~ o
0,k, 00,6 — e
ANDRIGHTI

G,R,00,false’ ande & false

ANDRIGHTII

~ o~ o~ (6% /
o,k,0C,e =€
B

~ N~ « /
0,k,UC,true” ande — true’ ande

ANDVALUE

G,R, 00, true” and true™ & true1V

o~~~ o
O,KR,0C,e — e
NoTVALUEI

NoTSTEP
G,R, 00, true® & false

~ N~ « /
o,k,00,'e = le

NOTVALUEII

G,R, 00, false® & true

203
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D.1.2 Statements

D.1.2.1 Sequential composition

~ A

A A A « A/ / / /
0,k, U0, 51 =5 0, K, u0, 81
A A A o A1 g / A A A . o A A A
0,R,Uc,s1 82 =5 0, K, v0, 81 82 0,k,Uc,skip s —5 0,k,UC, S
D.1.2.2 Resource
A A A «
6,k U0, R— R
A A A [0} A A A A A A~ [0 A .
6,k V0, R =4 6,kv0, R 0,R, U0, VR —s 0,K,VUR Vc,skip
D.1.2.3 Expression
o~ o~ o~ « /
0,R,U0,e — e
" EXPRSTEP "
~ o~ —~ ~ —~ ~ o~ o~ ~ N~ .
0,k,00,€ —s 0,K, V0, € U,H,Uc,’vﬂ —s 0,K,UC, skip

~ o~ o~ 0%
G,R,00,e = ¢
ASSIGNSTEP
PP o o~ — /
0,R,00,%r =€ —s 0,8, 00,8 =¢
x ¢ dom(oy)
ASSIGN

D.1.2.5 Unless

o~ o~ o~ «
o,R, Vg, e — e
UNLESSSTEP

G,R,0¢,unless e {s} 4 6,R,00,unless € {s}

UNLESST

o~ o~ o~ « o~ o~ —~ .
G,R, 00, unless true” {s} = 7,R,0q, skip

UNLESSF

~ o~ o~ « ~ N~
6,R,00,unless false” {s} 5¢G,R,00, sT

Appendix D. Dependency Provenance
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D.1.2.6 Include

#(a) = ClassDef (L, p, s) s' = merge(p,e)  [Bbaseof, a

IncU
!/
G,R,00,include a % &, k[a : DeclaredClass(f3)],0¢, scope (::a) s'_s

k(a) = DeclaredClass
(@ ®

~ o~

o~~~ . « .
0,k,0c,1nclude a —s 0,K, V¢, skip

R(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s) 1 (b) = ClassDef (copt, p, 8')
INcPU

o~ o~~~

~ o~ —~ . « . .
0,R,Uc,include a —s 0,k,00,include b include a

k(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s) k(b) = DeclaredClass(3) s' = merge(p,¢)

o IncPD
G,R,00,include a —s o, k[a : DeclaredClass(::b)],o¢, scope (::a) {s'_s}
D.1.2.7 Defined resource type
G,R, 00, {e: H} Sr{e H'}
" DEFSTEP
o,k 00,u {e: HY =5 0,R,00,u {e': H'}
R(u) = ResourceDef (p, s) s’ = merge(p,vp)
DEF
.7, 00,u {w® :vg} S 5,7, 00, scope (a def) {Stitle = w’_s s}

D.1.2.8 Resource declaration

G.R,00,e: HSre H
RESSTEP

G,R,00,t{e: HY %54 6,R,00,t {e : H'}

RESDECL

—~ ~

6-7%71}07,01:{ —s 6-7R76(\J”17]?{7 Sklp
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D.1.2.9 Resource-like-class-declaration

R(a) = ClassDef (copt, p, S) G.R,00,H Sy H
" CDECSTEP
G,k,00,class {a: H} =5 ,R,0¢,class {a: H'}

R(a) = ClassDef (L, p,s) s' = merge(p,vy)  Bbaseof, a

CDEecU
G,R,00,class {a:vg} %s G, k[a : DeclaredClass(3)],0¢, scope (::a) s's

#(a) = ClassDef(b,p,s)  R(b) = ClassDef (copt,p’, ")

G,R,00,class {a:vg} %6 G,R,00,include b class {a: vy}

CDEecPU

R(a) = ClassDef (b, p, s) R(b) = DeclaredClass(3) s’ = merge(p,vy)

CDEecPD
G,R,0¢,class {a:vp} = ,rk[a: DeclaredClass(::b)],0¢, scope (::a) {s' s}
Scope
~ o~ /
a € {:,:a,:nd} G,R, 00,58 S50 K va,s
; SCOPESTEP
0,R,0C,scope a § R 0/,ﬂ’,vb,scope as
o adef. =5~ T
0,R, 00,8 ——rs 0! K, 0g, 8’
DEFSCOPESTEP
G,R, 00, scope (adef) s g U’,/@",vc,scope (awdef) s
a€{:, na, :nd}
3 SCOPEDONE
0,R,00,scope « skipﬁ s 6,%,756,skip5
DEFSCOPEDONE

7,R,00,scope (a def) skipﬁ L6 clear(,a def),%,'ﬁa,skipﬁ

D.1.3 Manifests

Statement

P T Yy Ty
0,R, 00,5 —rs 0/ K G, 8

N S 5 o TOPSCOPE
0,Rk, 00,8 —rm o', K UC,
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Sequential Composition

~ o~ o~ N 5 T /
g,K,vC, M1 >m0-7’€)vC7m1

MSEQSTEP

o~

PRI L S BT
o' K v, mieme —rm o’ K up, my ame

— N = = MSEQSKIP
a’,ﬁ;’,ve,skipﬂgm —m 0 K e, m

Node Definition

nodeMatch(N, Q) NODEMATCH

7,k,0c,node @ {s} Lm 0,k,0C,scope (:nd) s

—nodeMatch(V, Q)
NODENOMATCH

7,k,0c,node @ {s} %m 7,k,00,skip

nodeMatch(N,N) = true
nodeMatch(N,N') = false (N #N’)
, true it N=N’
nodeMatch(N, (N',Ns)) =
nodeMatch(N, Ns) if N # N’

true if N € L(r)

nodeMatch(N,r) =
false if N ¢ L(r)

Defined resource type

u ¢ dom(R) RDup

7,k,00,define u (p) {s} BN 7, k[u : ResourceDef(p, s)],0¢c, skip
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Class definition

a ¢ dom(R)

N CDEF
0,k,00,class a {s} —m o,K[a: ClassDef(_L,e,s)], 00, skip

a & dom(k
¢ ( ) CDEFI

G,7,00,class a inherits b {s} N o,&[a : ClassDef (b2 ¢, )], 00, skip

a ¢ dom(R) CDerP

7,k,00,class a (p) {s} BN o,k[a : ClassDef (L, p,s)],0¢c, skip

a ¢ dom(Rr)

= CDEFPI
0,R,00,class a (p) inherits b2 {s} —=md,R[a: CIassDef(bB,p,s)],ﬁ(\;,skip
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