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ABSTRACT ,

We argue about problems on program extraction from tactics; tactics are used in
many theorem proving systems to describe how to construct proofs. Each control struc-
ture of tactics can be easily mapped to that of programs. Examining a few cases, we
claim that the following are important points.

e obtaining goal patterns which tactics accept and generate

e representing goal patterns inside the logical systems

KEYWORD theorem proving, ta,ctiés, program extraction



1 tactic 507075 LH

1.1 70A7 5 L e EFFERR

BEWZER»L 07 038R TAFELLT
4 OFEIIT b TS [125. ZOFFEOEK
N, a7 kELLRABCTOS T ALY
FLWIDTHLOPEW) ZLDFHBPITELE
HEIEILST, (FUS T ADEEHT I TON
DR HH) Bviugnv - FTEIA R S wvwoltAB
MEII—%BOTIENTEL, EnHIEIAHILD
5. COEIRBNOLZOIRTUS T ADHEEE
e LTERBEL, ZOHEHE D5 &) b
Db EBEEERTAERBERCOES YR T
LIROIEELRBERE LA,

F/, N=FooTERE - VT P THREE - B
FORIAL L vo A TFIC BT b ERC, FEH
e XBTLIRERIEETH ), T TR
VAFLADRE - FPEATNE[1,2,4,5,78] EE
WEACCEREZEBETHIINLDVAT AT, B
D 5 WVIZEF S AFTEICD L DWW THERIE
HAEERATS.

BALCHR SN TW S EBIERR GEHZE
%) £ LTt COQ[2), HOL[3] % &4 # 5. COQ
BEIOZAHEOHRRO—FETH S Calculus of (In-
ductive) Constructions FI|FH L7V AFATH D,
FEEA (A TH) 226 ML 779 75 Ak i § % #8852
Fa3nTns (6] Thiat LT, HOL iE Church @
simple type theory ¥ d L WX L-EREREEAAT
BYRAFATHY, Bbion—Fvx 7RIMRTOH
BTL{fEbhTwns.

1.2 TIPEIRE®K & tactics

SEEEHRICBWCERYRBTAFERE LT, 3
HONHOBREETHEITIHLYE b, BfFd
AEEELC LD, tactic LIFITNE —HEOTOT T3
YI/EBLIVEBOBEFRrLRT S bR Y
PBhbhH. .

HOL CiiERmEDIH %, COQ Titfo& )
HEABERT AP, ©H5 % tactic &IFTNETOr
SIVIEBO—EERAVTEFOBBRFEIRYHERT
5. Zm9 b HOL T, tactic KXo TBRBRER
FEER IR TRIE S, SEBAARFIAEICREL
W, ZDIIRTVATFARE-TTO YT Al
2177% 910, tactic * BEIR) FEIAERTH S L
EILND.

LLF, tactic IC X AEEBAIC oW CHIBICHA L
Hi, tactic PHTOTTLARERTHT T —FIX
DNWTHRSE, GCD DEHE L co-inductive ZREE
EHE LTI LiF5.

2 tactic (Z& % FEBASEIR

“bactic” LW I A ERTEHER LCF BTzl
BHTEAENS2. Nuptl, HOL, Coq % ¥ BREDH 5 ¥
A7 hD%LIE LCF OB EYZ I TH&ESED
£\, %5 Th HOL i3 LCF DEAZADFHTDH Y,
Lot BR{fEbRTWVES,

HOL %o THREEMICIER % 2 { o TW {BRIC
3, ITHEBRTREGEY “goal” L LTHKET 5.
goal IZHEET NP ORICHHT I TH 5.
Z® goal WXL T tactic %A L, AN % [T
L] R LT, IR tactic DERBHLRFBENE
Thb. (ERICE TE2»o] FEHEERT 58D
DY, AHFE)I I FE->THEHE D >TWVL T LI
%5) BxiE

F2 A ==> (B ==> (A /\ B))
% goal kT35l ZoaBEoxBOERSI
it implication A TH 5 EFEZ T, T 5 tac-
tic(DISCH.TAC) %3#A T 4. THhIZL o T A ITATHR
SHLELDRYOBDIH L goal L2hH. AR
b 9 —B DISCH.TAC % #H L THR% goal it

A,BF, A /\ B

k. R A OBEAFRRBMICHIET S tactic
(CONJ_TAC) % #HT AL ABLU B kst 5 2
D0 subgoal 3O HiLs.

A,BF- A ABF-B

RBICHRD 1HE, 2B 2% goal HHTHAHE L
T (ACCEPT.TAC) FEHDET ¥ 5. (goal IR
%)

0L REEANE tactic & flAEDLETLY
i tactic 22 A0 “actical” PHEX
NTwah, FlziE, ORELSE &\ tactical ¥H 5.
tactic Tt goal —BOFE LTWE LD LERE
LTWhOTHEHBEIERT 22 L2 54, tactical
ORELSE 2 X » T2 b/ (T ORELSE Ty) &9
tactic Tit, 9" Ty % goal WHEA L TATHRIET
NTZDTFRICEAR, KPFLZ6ZZTH LIRS
TT OERERASL. EHE5 LR LUALEHEIIE,
Z D tactic EEPIRMLAZ LICE S,

Z D& 5 T EINWEST (ORELSE) %1772 ) tacti-
cal DT, tactic % MEFEFICHEAT L7V (THEN), &
BT 52 goal BT RTIEHSI LT THRIEL
D (REPEAT) &\ o 2Bl 2T AR ST w
5 (FIAZEDH L\ tactic ® tactical #2052k
bTE5B). tactic KX HHEBHEROF AR DL
IZ tactical ICX o CTEIMRETHA 2T 225
HilhAh.

1ZZTi THATERE, T F A CHBTRE goal ¥F T L T2, %7, HOL KB ARERTOER, /\, \/, ==>, °,
L2 hEREOEE FIZLITE. tid Y, 72 3, 0 BEE, (\x.A) BABERELTVA.



KO E —2D tactic ICFELHDTHBELT®D
B R P

REPEAT DISCH_TAC THEN
CONJ_TAC THENL
[(POP_ASSUM_LIST
(fn asl => ACCEPT_TAC (el 2 asl))),
(POP_ASSUM_LIST
(fn asl => ACCEPT_TAC (el 1 asl)))]

3 tactic »50 7T 5 LKE

tactic 1T goal /G U CEIMZ2HIE % LoD %
BT 5 [7a754] ThY, kI tactical A
HHEELR L TVLLRLI LY TES. 22T,
tactic OMEEXFDOT T TS A THBE ST TE
b, SITHEELRI LI, goal B XN tactic
DETVRI (H 5V IEK) TEEHNTar S 4
TOFEIBER BYELICHALZLTH S,

BAGILLT=2)y FOEREIL L 28K
MBOFERELD. BFFE 6D 2 UTOL ) o
352,

(GCD x y z) =
((DIVIDES z x) /\ (DIVIDES z y) /\
(tw. ((DIVIDES w x) /\ (DIVIDES w y))
==> (DIVIDES w z)))

ged REET 27V T LoD ged OTFES
RTMEE LTEBRENSD. '

k2 ?2.(GCD x y z)
OB, =2 v FOEREIC LA >T
LT 320 lemma AV #ET 2.

(A) F 22.(GCD 0 y 2)

(B) F (x<=y) /\ (GCD x (y-x) z)
==> (GCD x y z)

(C) 7z.(GCD x y z) + ?2.(GCD y x z)

3 O0 lemma %FEHT S tactic ¥ R FN ATAC,
B.TAC, C.TAC k¥ 5 &3 FHAEHLIEAT 5 tactic
BUTOLIIELZEHNTES.

REPEAT
(A_TAC ORELSE B_TAC ORELSE C_TAC)

Z D tactic TIZE T ATAC % T, ATAC Hik
BT 5 E2b0IT BTAC, TNb&MT 2 E C_TAC
L NEIZE Y (ORELSE). 2 LT 0OBfE % # Y &7
(REPEAT). +, 7z.(GCD 10 4 z) £\ goal I&
XU tactic EITOIHICLT “GEHY” %4745,

2383 DIVIDES H¥ TIRERSATVBbOL TS

(C_TAC ?:#M): +7 72.(GCD 4 10 z)
(B-TAC D3@EH): k7 72.(GCD 4 6 z)
(B-TAC ?3&H): 7 7z.(GCD 4 2 =z)
(C_TAC D#EH): +» 7z.(GCD 2 4 z)
(B_-TAC D#H): F7 72.(GCD 2 2 z)
(B-TAC D3#M): k7 72.(GCD 2 0 z)

(C_TAC D3EH): l—} 7z.(GCD 0 2 z)
(A_TAC D3#EF): (2=2) goal proved!

ZO tactic BEE UTFOL 327075 A %84T L
TWhHIZ LIl 5!

ged(x,y) =
if (x=0) then y
else if (x<=y)
then ged(x, (y-x))
else gcd(y,x)

IDTUT T4 ged i, LD tactic & FHOERE
EXHLTWA. REPEAT DAKKTH 5
(A_TAC ORELSE B_TAC ORELSE C_TAC)

£V tactic 1k, ?2.(GCD z y z) EWIFBD
goal \2x L THEA S, LD subgoal % AEmT
5. $72b % REPEAT OETHICEHN DL goal I3E
CLD goal DY —VEBBELZD DR -TH
D, ged RZONY -V OERBD %51 8ET5H
BiczoTwa, ged(z,y) LI BEEILUE Lid
k2 ?22.(GCD z y 2) LW IFHD goal L TLED
tactic PET SN L ITHET 5. 72, B ged
DERD T DM (x=0) i, tactic A_TAC 2SI
TBEM, ROSM (x<=y) 3 tactic B_.TAC A3EI)
T BEHIHIG LTS,

F» ?2.(GCD 2 y 2) L\ goal 1%t L T B_TAC
ke ?2.(GCD z (y-z) z) £\ subgoal % 45
T3, SREHIELT, 7075 A TRERIEUH L
ged(z, (y-x)) %477% ). BRI tactic C.TAC 4
B¥ % subgoal IHE L TERIEUH L ged(y,z)
1T% 9. FhFh, BEO5IHII subgoal DHIIE
CTE 5.

BE ged ORYfHIE, goal DFOEELEH 2
CEBLERBMEIIET 5. ThbE, Lo tac
tic ZHREMEBICE 72.(GCD z y z) LV I FBOER
REWHT B, TNICX->THOSNAIHITT nik
AHRTH S EXISTS KI-oTHIELLDTH 5.
HOL THIEHIKDLATLI I, COQ 0L
FERA TR LCHBEINEEEE, BEE
BICRB SN2k WP oM T 2 LA TS
5. 7z, Isabelle(8] *mBEE OFERIFYR (H 2
¥ APROLOG[3) ® k3 cwb W 2 RBERY &+
L EHAHR T Fy 72.(GCD z y 2) &\ goal

3L YIERICVS & B.TAC i b, (GCD x y z) % k2 (GCD x (y-x) z) i, C.TAC it +,?2.(GCD x y z) % b, ?z. (GCD y x z)

WKOOBWERZ B tactic ELTDOL o TH B,



DR DI (GCD z y 2) &\ goal % tactic I
Lo THBETA. 2 3VbWAREERTDH D, tac-
tic DETHIELLZEIC L o TRBLEN S, 7
TR T 5 BARILIE tactic DA EFEI LN, F
DX 7 tactic 2 SHH SN ABEE, FREERIC
BARbSNAEEZORVELT 5.

tactic DHIFIE LCiE, GELREDL LIIHAR
B~ BAEEoMIc, REOBITHE<RS LI, dis-
junctive % goal XA LTEH 5 disjunct VL
DUoD (BPER) KHT2L08¥H5. Z0KE,
tactic A Sl X 53T bool EXET I Lilhk
5.

FoEE ged(z,y) H, ok 2AREOM
(z,y) et LT EET S Zhid, BREOH®D
FENEF A LT, 5 (z,y) PERIFTHLD
BRETERCBLT 2025 TH5. tactic 2 HHHI
NIRRT I LI, tactic PSR ET S
goal PEICEBL LTRIL>TWAHEI & 2 EKT
5. ged OBIOBE, B ged DEFILEFRD I
TWhbibid ez byl ) 2ERKICL TR
HAEL T, F32.(GCD z y z) LV EEVY L
.

E512, EETHAPHRE LTV HHBERD
b BROBIEEERTIENTELL 51, goal
DINE = OROER RBEEROPTEIMLT 2
ZERTELRITTHS. ged DHIDHEIE

FVx.Vy.3z.(GCD x y z)
LWHEENEY T, o7 7a—F T, EikE
DERICH L TR O LR ERELELLE
WEVIHERD L. (IRETHEPLOTTT T A
HHOFHREEME DD >TWE)

UEoELEI D, tactic 6707 F AT
LRI RROZAVEELZRETH L LR IFE
7z

1. tactic ¥R E TS goal D/VF—
HEYIIRD B, tactic DHERDEL
(REPEAT) % YofiliEE 2 &THE
i3, tactic DEITHEETIENS goal D
NF—V LR A,

2. 85 N7z goal DNy — >k, EHEEH
ROBEEFZOPTRIAT 5.

BRI, BT 8% BEICIT ) FEERD
WEEZTWnh,

FRFFETIE, LOREFPEELbOLT 201
X U non-trivial ZEFZOWTEE LK. ZRhIZD
WTRETHRET 5.

4 co-induction DEHI

ARHEITIE, tactic 225071 7T AH O non-trivial
BB L LT, co-inductive [ZEH S NBEEOTR A
%# 2 Ch D, co-induction 17— & B ukehk % &%
KABEICL > TEET HFET, FORRBEL.
BE BT O S5 v ETHESRAERD
2 M) — Al co-inductive 27— B E L TEHS
nan. I, HITEREOHEBTHV 5N S bisimula-
tion 13, co-inductive WEBINAMBFELEZ LN
A,

Wi, BRBELEO®E Q@ NKROLHIT co-
inductive IZEFHESINTVWL LT 5.

Qo) Q1
(q1) @

Q1)
(q2) (g )

@1 (@Q3)
(at) — @Q 2

DTt e 520N TnELE(Qa) TS
2, HBNIE(Qa) THhEEE HET S tactic ¥5E
#£#7 5.

BAHlELT (QO) ¥ RTIL:EXL). #
Al (q1) &9,

Qo) /\ (Q 1) ==> (Q 0)
MDD, T, BRI (q2) &9,

Q1) ==> Q1)
FROIED. fEoT(@Qo0) & (Q 1) PEYIL-T
WHEEIRET AL, (Q0) & (Q 1) BEVEDE
FErLTHBLRD ThbL (QO0) & (Q1)k
W REIR ED co-inductive ZEZEEFBHL TG
W, fEoT (Q o) & (Q 1) BEYL>. T co-
induction PREETH 575, BAWICELTO LI I
5.

BB EO®EE P A LT,

\x. ((x=0) /\ (P O) /\ (P 1)) \/
((x=1) /\ (P 1)) \/
((x=2) /\T) \/
((x=4) /N (P 1) /\ (P3))\/F

Ev BREOMEER (TQ P) L&EL. #FFPF
1x. (P x) ==> (TQ P x)
iz L5 L 5T,

mw~@77

Ix. (P x) ==> (Q x)
B3 p L5 (co-induction).
toflogs,

P = \x.(x=0) \/ (x=1)

EBE, P tx.(P x)==>(TQ P x) 2{iT D
T, 1x. (P x)==>(Q x) PEDINL. HLH»IT P(O)
BEYZoDT Q) BELNA.

—#IZ, BB 0 1T LT (Qa) BARLIWE S

[
P = \x.(x=a) \/ ...

—12—



DEHIWP AEELTBE, 1x. (P x)==>(TQ P x)
PRYIZ2EHIC ... oSG EEHMELTeE L
W EoBio ki, L. O (x=a) LV H
A disjunction 7% 5.

(Q 0) X RTHE, (Q 0) xR/ ITFOHEA (q1)
DRSS TH S (Q 1) 12X > T(x=1) v dis-
junct 23F 7z chinb 5. 2 disjunct 1259 (Q 1)
T AER IO BRAN R R TS, SNEHA (q2) TH 5.
& ADHA (q2) DHERS S EH 2% disjunct 13
BOERBRVDT, P DEEVFERT 5.

HIZ7(Qa) FRTICIEE)TRITL VS ) 2
BT -(Q 4) ERTHSE, (Q 4) LERIKHFOR
HlZ (q4) L2 ot

Q4)==>@Q1D/\ @3
B2, (Q 1) 1A (q2) KX DB Lo,
(Q 3) 2B IIFOHRUIP VDT, (Q 3) BED

Mzw. $bh, (Q 3) Thh. {EoT “(Q 4)

LY L.

IR (Q4) RETRE)ELILE, REP
BEDIIIEREINLLESLI M. (Q 0) DAL
Mk 5L,

P o= \x.(x=4) \/ (x=1) \/ (x=3)
EWVIERIELNDL. TOEHZEDORDOHTDS,

(Q 4) ==> tx. (P x) ==> (Q x)

PO oTHED, TRk “(Q 3) Lh-(Q 4) kM
LZeHFTESL.

PlEoEamiciy,

Fo tx. ((P x)==>(TQ P x)) \/ "(Qa)

where P = \x.(x=a)\/(P’ x)

EWVWH D goal %, P’ O % BAEILL 2210 FEH
5 tactic ¥ ROAHIEDFTWETE LI LER L
na. 79, Lo goal %

(Qa), ((x=a)\/(P* x)) k7 (TQ P x)

where P = \x. (x=a)\/(P’ x)
EEIMIDL, KDL % tactic Ty, Ty, Ty 28
LZEHTEL. ED tactic b,
Q(b1),QCb2)...,Q(h,), -

((x=b1 )N/ (x=b)\/. . . \/(x=b,)\/ (P’ x))
Fo (TQ P x)
where P =
\x. ((x=a)\/.. \/(x=a,)\/
(x=b1 )N/ (x=b)\/. . \/(x=b)\/
(P’ x))
LWV BD goal LI LTHBEINL L DT, kD &
%12 REPEAT & ORELSE ICL o THAGLINTE
fTans.

REPEAT (7, ORELSE 717 ORELSE T5)

%8B, AFROEREEDO—2F, 2D L ) % goal D
8% — % tactic Da— FRSIEREICRD B LI
H 5.

(tactic Tp)

n=00LICPFTHENSE. P'=\x.F &
W) B LR o CAEAR T T 5. Co%E
Qa) VENT>TWAEI LIRS,

(tactic T1)

(TQ P by) D% disjunct ¥FA<5. L&D dis-
junct WKBWTE (x=...) OFHHED L7
ZWnE, C(Q b)) ERAOEE (Q b)) &%
TEICTHEHERT TS, Z0BHE ~(Q @)
PN ToTWEI Lilhb.

(tactic T3)

¥9 (TQ P by) % disjunct IZxF L
T(x=...) OWIPEYL2PE ) B EHRAX
5. Yo disjunct BPEET LI ENE

(x=b1)}/\P(d1)/\.. WANIC D)

L7k &, P(d)) PRIBISERTE 2, 7
7{.&2’)1’3 (lj bf[al,...,am,bl,...,bn] L:Aﬁ\i
NEwb Dk leg,...,al LT5. L7,

P’ = \x.(x=c))\/...\/(x=c;)\/ (P’ x)

EWIHRARIToTRD XD % subgoal %3&
7.

Qd2),...,Q(b,),QCc1), ...
((x=b)\/. . . \/(x=b,)\/
(x=c)\/. . . \/(x=¢;)\/ (P’ x))
i_'? (TQ P x)
where P =
\x. ((x=a)\/. .. \/(x=am)\/
(x=b2)\/. . . \/(x=b)\/
(x=cO\/. . N/ (x=c)\/
(P’ x))

’Q(ck) >

Bl Lo#mcid
@by) ==> (Qd)/\.../\Qdp)
FEYLOZ L REEL TS,
ME Cl~z L)1,

1. tactic 2R LT 5 goal D/8F — ¥ % #EENIC
KdDHZ L
2. EEEHROREEROFTRRATHI L

PEADORREETH HF, EROBEIBEHL L
Tikiw. Eoga,
@b1),@by)...,(Q by,
(Ge=b )N/ (x=b)\/. . N/ (x=b)\/ (P’ X))
F. (TQ P x)
where P =
\x. ((x=a)\/.. . \/(x=an)\/
(x=b )N/ (x=b)\/. . \/(x=b,)\/
(P’ x))

TERL, BN goal i n=1,bj =a, m=0LhoTn3.



L) goal RF—TERD RISV, Io
WNE =3 ROTZOOBHREO I A M 5L LT
W,

Lay,...,am], [b1,...,b,]
[by,...,0,] OFE, Ny =Dy FRIZAHLT,
LrbBEZBETHHALTWL, k)i
§— % tactic DI — FP LB KD 5 LENDH
5., LT Oo0Y AN, FAFLEHEEE T
L2ddE0EZE2ET R, LWIKIBEHELT
Wi, ZOR#ENT, tactic B L < i tactic 22 HHH X
N72T0 77 A0EE.ERRTBRCLETH S, L
RS —UBBLANE, Zo0HKED ) A R
FI¥E T A% Lo tactic 2ot AT LA
TELESS.

RORT v 7T, KD SN T — kg HsF
HRDOHREERROF TR LY., Loflogaid,
BERBOU A PERROTTEREINTEY, YR
FOEFENRBEICL > TLED goal DX — VMK
FOBRTERETRE TR 252, k5%
EFDTREL A, co-inductive ZEZRDIER L M7
TEHABPCERE TH NI, Lo tactic DEIEER
EROFTRT I ENTED. 2¥% 61, kL
T HREOBEEE N OLE N-m BT ko
TEICBDT AL TH 5.

5 F&

tactic 225 D70 7T AHHICOWTHE L7, tac-
tic (ZFFB R R T 5 FIEE RHRT 5 720 O flEEE

o TBY, tactic DBIFR - REHBELFOT T
TUTTADERE - BORLLBE LTERZDL T
EDITED. Tz, tactic DET, o IHH SN
L570Y T ADET, BPELETHEVWIFEELT S
DI, tactic IKE o THFEHWR 5T goal 257
EBLNRY— WP LTRWET », 72, 2o
F— U REFRDLEPTERIL, tactic ICE H0EDE
IEMEFRT L L, PERERTREBETH 2.

ZEIH:

(11 R.L.Constable et al., Implementing Mathe-
matics with the Nuprl proof Development System,
Prentice-Hall, 1986

(2] The Coq Proof Assistant Reference Manual,
V6.1, 1996

[3] A Felty, Implementing tactics and tacticals in a
higher-order logic programming language, Journal
of Automated Reasoning, 1993

(4] M.Gordon and T .Melham (ed.), Introduction to
HOL, Cambridge University Press, 1993

[5] S.Hayashi and H.Nakano, PX: A Computa-
tional Logic, MIT press, 1988

[6] C.Paulin-Mohring, Eziraction de programmes
dans le Calcul des Constructions, PhD thesis, Uni-
versité Paris 7, 1989

[7] L.Paulson, Logic and Computation, Cambridge
University Press, 1987

[8] L.Paulson, Isabelle: A Generic Theorem
Prover, LNCS828, Springer-Verlag, 1994



