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unsigned int x = OxO0ffffff0;
while (x > 0) {
X —= 2;

1 unsigned int x = OxO0ffffff0;
> 1if (x > 0) {

3 X = nondet_uint () ;

4 if (x > 0) {

5 return 0O;
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(a) Original program assert (! (x % 2)));

Leveraging ACSL [7]: ACSL is a specification language for C programs, used by (b) Havoc abstraction
interactive verifiers, while automatic verifiers store invariant information in so-called
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witnesses. By translating between these formats, we can create novel interactions > if (x > 0) {
: : : : 1 unsigned int x = OxO0ffffff0; B .
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MetaVal [6]: Verification Witnesses increase the trust in the verification result, 3 long long iterations = x/2; _ re:urn 0
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limited. MetaVal Encodes the validation as a verification problem into the original 6 } X == 2 s Aif (x > 0) {
program, which allows to use off-the-shelf verifiers for validation. ; \ 9 } return 0;
Unifying Loop Abstractions [5]: Loop abstractions are easy yet often very o assert(:(x % 2))); N \
powerful program transformations which correspond to transition invariants of the (c) Constant extrapolation 12 assert (! (x % 2)));
loop. Determining which of the available loop abstractions need to be applied for (d) Naive abstraction
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