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Section 8.7, page 447

The backward ternary substraction operation −G is de−ned as

−G(q1, q2, p) 1= let (r1, r2) = −G(q1,−F(q2), p) in

(r1,−F(r2)) .

should be:

The backward ternary substraction operation −G is de−ned as

−G(q1, q2, p) 1= let (r1, r2) = +G(q1,−F(q2), p) in

(r1,−F(r2)) .

Section 9.2, page 449

In equations (46),

b1 b b2
1= b1 b i2 .

should be:

b1 b b2
1= b1 b b2 .

Section 10.3, page 454

The calculational design of the abstract equality operation =̌ does not depend upon the speci−c
choice of L

1



α2({〈i1, i2〉 | i1 ∈ γ (p1) ∩ � ∧ i2 ∈ γ (p2) ∩ � ∧ i1 = i2 = tt})�
def. (45) of = �

α2({〈i, i〉 | i ∈ γ (p1) ∩ γ (p2) ∩ � })
v2 �

γ B α is extensive (6) and α2 is monotone �
α2({〈i, i〉 | i ∈ γ (p1) ∩ γ (p2) ∩ γ (α( �

))})�
γ preserves meets �

α2({〈i, i〉 | i ∈ γ (p1 u p2 u α( �
))})�

def. (12) of γ 2 �
α2(γ 2(〈p1 u p2 u α( �

), p1 u p2 u α( �
)〉))

v2 �
α2 B γ 2 is reductive and let notation �

let p = p1 u p2 u α( �
) in 〈p, p〉

v2 �
def. (36) of ?

F �
let p = p1 u p2 u ?

F
in 〈p, p〉

=
�
by de−ning =̌ 1= let p = p1 u p2 u ?

F
in 〈p, p〉 �

=̌ .

should be:

The calculational design of the abstract equality operation =̌ does not depend upon the speci−c
choice of L

α2({〈i1, i2〉 | i1 ∈ γ (p1) ∩ � ∧ i2 ∈ γ (p2) ∩ � ∧ i1 = i2 = tt})
=

�
def. (45) of = �

α2({〈i, i〉 | i ∈ γ (p1) ∩ γ (p2) ∩ � })
v2 �

γ B α is extensive (6) and α2 is monotone �
α2({〈i, i〉 | i ∈ γ (p1) ∩ γ (p2) ∩ γ (α( �

))})
=

�
γ preserves meets �

α2({〈i, i〉 | i ∈ γ (p1 u p2 u α( �
))})

=
�
def. (12) of γ 2 �

α2(γ 2(〈p1 u p2 u α( �
), p1 u p2 u α( �

)〉))
v2 �

α2 B γ 2 is reductive and let notation �
let p = p1 u p2 u α( �

) in 〈p, p〉
v2 �

def. (36) of ?F �
let p = p1 u p2 u ?

F
in 〈p, p〉

=
�
by de−ning =̌ 1= let p = p1 u p2 u ?F in 〈p, p〉 �

=̌ .

Section Theorem 1, page 456

If 〈M, �〉 is poset, f ∈ M 7→ M is monotone and reductive, …
should be:

If 〈M, �〉 is poset, f ∈ M 7→ M is monotone and idempotent, …

Section Proof of Theorem 1, page 456



α B f B γ (x)
v �

f reductive (so that f ( f (γ (x))) v f (γ (x))) and α monotone �
α B f B f B γ (x)

should be:

α B f B γ (x)
= �

f idempotent �
α B f B f B γ (x)

Section 12.5, −gure 12, page 462

Equation (75):

Program P = S ;;

〈`, ρ〉 77==� S �=⇒ ρ

〈`′, ρ ′〉 77==� S ;; �=⇒ 〈`′, ρ ′〉 . (1)

should be:

Program P = S ;;

〈`, ρ〉 77==� S �=⇒ ρ ′

〈`, ρ〉 77==� S ;; �=⇒ 〈`′, ρ ′〉 . (2)

Section 12.8, page 470

τ ? � C � = τ � S � 0 ∪ (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)+ ∪ (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)? B τ B B τ � S � ?
∪ (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)? B τ B̄ ∪ τ � S � ? B τ R B (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)?

∪ τ � S � ? B τ R B (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)? B τ B B τ � S � ?
∪ τ � S � ? B τ R B (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)? B τ B̄

= (16 � P � ∪ τ � S � ? B τ R) B (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)? B (16 � P � ∪ τ B B τ � S � ? ∪ τ B̄) .

should be:

τ ? � C � = τ � S � 0 ∪ (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)+ ∪ (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)? B τ B B τ � S � ?
∪ (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)? B τ B̄ ∪ τ � S � ? B τ R B (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)?

∪ τ � S � ? B τ R B (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)? B τ B B τ � S � ?
∪ τ � S � ? B τ R B (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)? B τ B̄

∪ τ � S � ?
= ((16 � P � ∪ τ � S � ? B τ R) B (τ B B τ � S � ? B τ R)? B (16 � P � ∪ τ B B τ � S � ? ∪ τ B̄)) ∪ τ � S � ? .



Section Figure 13, page 476

In equations (94),

τ ? � while B do S od � = (16 � P � ∪ τ ? � S � B τ R) B (τ B B τ ? � S � B τ R)? B•
(16 � P � ∪ τ B B τ ? � S � ∪ τ B̄)

should be:

τ ? � while B do S od � = ((16 � P � ∪ τ ? � S � B τ R) B (τ B B τ ? � S � B τ R)? B•
(16 � P � ∪ τ B B τ ? � S � ∪ τ B̄)) ∪ (τ ? � S � )

Section 13.9, page 496

The third example shows the imprecision on reachability resulting from the choice to have
γ ()BOT 6= ∅).

should be:

The third example shows the imprecision on reachability resulting from the choice to have
γ (BOT) 6= ∅).

Section “References”, page 504
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should be:
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End of corrigendum


