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Abstract
The Iris framework for concurrent separation logic has been
widely used for program verification research. An important
factor contributing to the framework’s adoption is its high-
quality mechanization in Rocq. This mechanization uses a
number of Rocq features in sophisticated ways, including
a carefully constructed algebraic hierarchy for modeling
separation logic resources, and a proof mode for embedded
separation logic proofs, which combines custom Ltac with
extensible typeclasses. The library has been developed for
over a decade with dozens of contributors, with an emphasis
on modularity and maintainability.
This paper presents Iris-Lean, a reimplementation of Iris

in the Lean proof assistant. The reimplementation provides
complete coverage of all of the non-experimental features
included in Iris. We explore how Lean features like flexible
metaprogramming and quotient types can simplify the de-
sign and usage of Iris. Using these features, we provide a
novel implementation of the Iris proof mode with improved
performance, simplify the handling of equivalences through
quotient types, build a variant of Diaframe proof automation,
and provide convenience features like automatic construc-
tion of Iris fixed points. Building on Lean lets us integrate
with the extensive Mathlib library, allowing us to re-use re-
sults from this library for program verification tasks that
have heavy mathematical dependencies, as we demonstrate
with an application to probabilistic program verification.

1 Introduction
Iris [31–33, 38] is a framework for higher-order concurrent
separation logic implemented and verified in Rocq. Iris has
been used to define and implement separation logics for a
wide variety of programming languages; see, e.g. [1, 5, 11,
15, 18, 19, 26, 30, 41, 48, 57, 58, 60], and to develop semantic
models of sophisticated type systems; see, e.g. [12, 16, 17,
21, 22, 69, 70]. While Iris has mostly been used to reason
about safety properties, several projects have also investi-
gated applications to reason about security properties such as
non-interference, as well as probabilistic properties and live-
ness properties; see iris-project.org for a complete overview.
In all of these projects, the Rocq formalization of Iris has
been crucial, as it has made it much easier to formalize new
Iris-related projects. Notably, this formalization not only cov-
ers the meta-theory (e.g. soundness of a program logic) but
also provides the Iris Proof Mode (IPM) [37, 39] to facilitate
reasoning inside the embedded logic using tactics, much like
one reasons in ordinary Rocq. The IPM is extensible, which is
used by many of the aforementioned projects to implement
support for their own domain-specific logical connectives.
In this paper we present the Iris-Lean project, a reim-

plementation of Iris in the Lean proof assistant. Given the
mentioned success of Iris in Rocq, one may wonder about the
motivation for such a reimplementation. In fact, there are sev-
eral motivating factors: (1) While the Iris Proof Mode is a feat
of engineering, implemented using tricky Ltac code, Lean of-
fers outstanding facilities for metaprogramming, which may
make it easier to implement and extend proof modes, and
to explore different design decisions. (2) Lean may support
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more automation, either by using built-in tactics, such as
grind, or by programming automated solvers using Lean’s
metaprogramming features. (3) Lean has a very extensive
library, Mathlib [66, 67], with nearly 2,500,000 lines of for-
malized mathematics, much of which has yet to be ported to
the Rocq Prover. Access to this library can help us explore
program logics which make use of more sophisticated math-
ematical techniques. (4) By implementing Iris in a new proof
assistant, one gets to re-evaluate different implementation
decisions and possibly explore some new ones. (5) Finally,
one might hope that Lean’s focus on performance makes an
implementation of Iris in Lean more performant than the
existing Rocq implementation of Iris.
We will begin with an overview (§2) of the reimplemen-

tation of Iris in Lean, which covers all of the Iris logic and
Proof Mode (excluding generalized step indices). To evalu-
ate using Iris-Lean on a full-fledged program logic, we have
also ported more than 80% of the separation logic for the
HeapLang programming language, including a variety of
examples. After the overview, we describe some of the tech-
nical differences between the Iris-Lean and the Iris-Rocq
implementations (§3), and then we move on to describing
some of the new applications of Iris-Lean (§4), including a
new probabilistic program logic, automation for proof search
and for declaring fixed points. We also describe some perfor-
mance benefits. Throughout these sections, we will return to
the list of motivations above. Finally, we will conclude and
discuss related work (§5).

2 Overview
Iris-Lean is a faithful port of Iris to Lean 4. While Iris-Lean

is written from scratch, we track its correspondence to Iris-
Rocq on a per-declaration basis (detailed in §2.1), including
our departures, which we elaborate on in §3. Finally, §2.2
illustrates some key features of Iris-Lean with an end-to-end
example from HeapLang, taking a program from its syntax
to a closed statement about its operational semantics.

Iris-Lean comprises the Iris library of ghost resources, the
step-indexed bunched implication (BI) interface [56], the
Iris base logic, the Iris Proof Mode (IPM), the library of de-
rived IProp constructions, the Iris language interface and
the language-parametric program logic, and the HeapLang
example program logic. The port of the core Iris library (i.e.
not HeapLang) is complete,1 in that every Iris-Rocq defini-
tion either has a Lean counterpart or is deliberately handled
differently in Lean. The only exception is generalized step in-
dices, for which we are still investigating how to best balance
concision, performance and robustness.

To illustrate Iris-Lean in action, Figure 1 shows the higher-
order specification and proof of a simple concurrent counter
in HeapLang, realized both in Iris-Lean and Iris-Rocq. The

1Relative to Iris-Rocq revision a5375188 of August 2026.

Iris-Lean tactics closely resemble their Iris-Rocq counter-
parts, though with some minor Lean-specific adaptations.
Most visibly, no strings occur in the surface syntax of Iris-
Lean where Iris-Rocq uses them, as binders (line 3) and
hypothesis names (line 14) are ordinary Lean identifiers.
Some parts are more verbose: HeapLang syntax is entered
through the explicit macros hl_val and hl for notation scop-
ing (line 1), since Lean cannot associate a scope with a type
and open it automatically. The entailment further carries an
explicit type ascription @{IProp GF} (line 10). Nevertheless,
the proofs written by users of Iris-Lean remain in intention-
ally close correspondence with their Iris-Rocq counterparts.

2.1 The Mechanics of Porting Iris-Rocq
Early on in the port, we discovered that it was useful to sys-
tematically track the correspondence between Iris-Rocq and
Iris-Lean at the level of individual declarations. To facilitate
this we developed a custom attribute, rocq_alias, which can
be attached to any definition, theorem, or structure field in
Iris-Lean. Tagging any declaration with @[rocq_alias Name]

automatically registers it as a new alias under Rocq.Name,
which is given an informative deprecation message guiding
any user of Rocq.Name to its Lean counterpart. We used this
feature extensively during the port, but even with the port
complete, it remains useful for clients of Iris-Lean porting
other Iris-based program logics.
This explicit correspondence also enables fine-grained

tracking of our porting progress. On each commit to the
master branch of the Iris-Lean repository, the CI (1) compares
all known aliases from Lean against a pinned version of Iris-
Rocq, (2) updates a website summarizing the correspondence
and overall progress, and (3) generates a GitHub issue if our
aliases have gone out of date. We view rocq_alias as an
important tool we can use to keep Iris-Lean in sync with
Iris-Rocq in the future.

2.2 HeapLang
This section illustrates our port of HeapLang, the default

language shipped with Iris, using the example in Figure 2.

Syntax. Let us start by considering the implementation of
the quicksort and sortAndCheck functions. As in Figure 1a,
we implement these functions with a dedicated ML-like syn-
tax, invoked by the hl_val and hlmacros. The surface syntax
reuses native Lean identifiers for its binders, although the
macro emits a deeply embedded abstract syntax tree (AST),
converting the identifiers to strings in the process. To refer
to Lean definitions inside a HeapLang program, one can use
&: quicksort uses this to refer to the partition, append, and
cons functions defined earlier and omitted from the figure.2
One can also use & to embed more complex Lean expres-
sions into a HeapLang program, such as in sortAndCheck,
which generates a HeapLang list from the given Lean list l
2In Rocq, this corresponds to identifiers that are not in quotes.
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1 def newcounter := hl_val% 𝜆 _, ref(#0)

2 def incr := hl_val%

3 rec incr l :=

4 let n := !l;

5 if snd(cmpXchg(l, n, #1 + n))

6 then #() else incr l

7 def read := hl_val% 𝜆 l, !l

8

9 theorem newcounter_mono_spec :

10 ⊢@{IProp GF} {{ True }} hl(&newcounter #())

11 {{ l, RET hl_val(#l); mcounter N l 0 }} :=

12 by

13 unfold newcounter; iintro %Φ - HΦ
14 wp_lam; wp_alloc l with Hl

15 imod (MonoNat.own_alloc 0) with ⟨%𝛾, H𝛾, H𝛾'⟩
16

17 imod (inv_alloc N _ (mcounter_inv 𝛾 l)) $$ [Hl H𝛾]

18 · inext; iexists 0; iframe

19 imodintro; iapply HΦ; unfold mcounter; iframe

20

(a) Iris-Lean

Definition newcounter : val := 𝜆: <>, ref #0.

Definition incr : val :=

rec: "incr" "l" :=

let: "n" := !"l" in

if: Snd (CmpXchg "l" "n" (#1 + "n"))

then #() else "incr" "l".

Definition read : val := 𝜆: "l", !"l".

Lemma newcounter_mono_spec :

{{{ True }}} newcounter #()

{{{ l, RET #l; mcounter l 0 }}}.

Proof.

iIntros (Φ) "_ HΦ". rewrite /newcounter /=.

wp_lam. wp_alloc l as "Hl".

iMod (own_alloc (• (MaxNat O) · ◦ (MaxNat O))) as (𝛾) "[H𝛾 H𝛾']";

first by apply auth_both_valid_discrete.

iMod (inv_alloc N _ (mcounter_inv 𝛾 l) with "[Hl H𝛾]").

{ iNext. iExists 0. by iFrame. }

iModIntro. iApply "HΦ". rewrite /mcounter; eauto 10.

Qed.

(b) Iris-Rocq

Figure 1. A HeapLang monotone counter, specification, and proof in Iris-Lean (left) and Iris-Rocq (right).

using the Lean makeList function. Afterwards, sortAndCheck
sorts the list using quicksort and checks whether it is sorted.
sortAndCheck_spec proves that this check always succeeds.
Iris-Lean also implements a linter to warn when a Hea-

pLang variable is unbound. This linter catches a class of
typos, e.g. writing cons in place of &cons.

HeapLang Proof Mode. To reason about HeapLang pro-
grams, Iris-Lean provides tactics following Iris-Rocq. These
are used in quicksort_spec to prove that quicksort returns
a value l' modeled by a sorted list ls' (Pairwise LE.le

ls') that is a permutation of the original list ls (ls ~ ls').
The proof uses standard Iris tactics like iintro to introduce
Iris quantifiers and magic wands, and iloeb to perform Löb
induction. In the same way as in Iris-Rocq, Iris-Lean also
provides specialized tactics for symbolically executing Hea-
pLang programs. For example, wp_pures performs pure re-
duction steps, wp_load executes a load instruction (e.g. !x in
quicksort), or wp_smart_apply applies a lemma to a subex-
pression after potentially executing pure reductions.

Integration with Lean automation. Iris-Lean can use
the powerful automation provided by Lean in order to dis-
charge pure side conditions, such as the final three lines of
quicksort_spec. Here, one must prove that partitioning the
list, sorting them individually, and then recombining them
gives a sorted permutation of the input list. Proving this re-
quires combining different facts about filtering, sorting, and
permutations. We delegate this tedious reasoning to Lean’s
grind tactic: provided with the right facts from the standard
library (pairwise_cons and filter_append_perm), grind can
discharge these proof obligations automatically.

Adequacy. Just like its Rocq counterpart, Iris-Lean pro-
vides an adequacy result for HeapLang that turns an Iris-
Lean verification of a HeapLang program into a closed state-
ment about the operational semantics. This adequacy the-
orem is exercised by sortAndCheckAdequate: this theorem
proves that, for an arbitrary list l, the sortAndCheck func-
tion does not get stuck and, if it terminates, returns true.
The theorem sortAndCheckAdequate follows directly from
sortAndCheck_spec and the generic HeapLang adequacy the-
orem heap_adequacy.

3 Differences between Iris-Lean and
Iris-Rocq

This section describes how Iris-Lean differs from Iris-Rocq,
startingwith the implementation of the Iris ProofMode (§3.1),
then discussing how Iris-Lean replaces setoid equivalences
with equality (§3.2), and some engineering challenges (§3.3).

3.1 The Iris Proof Mode
The Iris Proof Mode (IPM) [39] is what makes interactive
proofs within the Iris-Rocq framework powerful and prac-
tical, as it not only abstracts away the basic properties of
separation logics, such as the associativity and commuta-
tivity of the separating conjunction, but also offers a full
set of tactics for proofs at the level of Iris entailments. Our
implementation of the IPM in Lean is based on the same
theoretical foundations as in Rocq, namely MoSeL [37].
Within the IPM, the Iris context supplements the regu-

lar context in the proof state with intuitionistic and spatial
hypotheses, whose names are prefixed with 2 and ∗, respec-
tively. IPM tactics are comparable to the built-in tactics in
Lean. For example, iapply and ispecialize use magic wands

3
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def quicksort : Val := hl_val%

rec quicksort l :=

match l with

| none() => l

| some(x) =>

let p := !x;

let part := &partition (fst(p)) (snd(p));

let a := quicksort (fst(part));

let b := quicksort (snd(part));

&append a (&cons (fst(p)) b)

theorem quicksort_spec l ls :

{{ isList (GF := GF) l ls }}

hl(&quicksort &l)

{{ l' ls', RET l'; isList l' ls' ∗
⌜Pairwise LE.le ls'⌝ ∗ ⌜ls ~ ls'⌝ }} := by

iloeb as IH generalizing %l %ls

iintro %Φ Hl HΦ; wp_rec; rw [isList.eq_def]

cases ls with dsimp only

| nil =>

icases Hl with %rfl; wp_pures; imodintro

iapply HΦ $$ %_ %([]) <;> simp [isList] <;> itrivial

| cons head tail =>

icases Hl with ⟨%l, %tl, %rfl, Hpt, Hl⟩
wp_load

wp_smart_apply partition_spec $$ [$] with %l1 %l2 H1 H2

wp_smart_apply IH $$ [$H1] with %l1' %ls1' ⟨H1, %_, %_⟩
wp_smart_apply IH $$ [$H2] with %l2' %ls2' ⟨H2, %_, %_⟩
wp_smart_apply cons_spec $$ H2 with %_ Hcons

wp_smart_apply append_spec $$ [$H1 Hcons] with %_ _

iapply HΦ; iframe; isplit <;> ipureintro

· have : ls2'.all (head < ·) := by grind

grind [pairwise_cons]

· grind [filter_append_perm]

def sortAndCheck (l : List Int) : Exp := hl%

let v := &(makeList l); let v' := &quicksort v;

&checkSorted (none()) v'

theorem sortAndCheck_spec (l : List Int) :

{{ True }} sortAndCheck l {{ RET #true; True }} := . . .

theorem sortAndCheckAdequate (l : List Int) (𝜎 : State) :

adequate .NotStuck (sortAndCheck l) 𝜎

(fun v _ => v = #true) := by

apply heap_adequacy (GF := HeapLangS); intro _

iapply sortAndCheck_spec <;> itrivial

Figure 2. Quicksort verification.
PROP : Type u

inst : BI PROP

𝜑 : Prop

h : 𝜑

P1 P2 Q : PROP

⊢
∗HP1 : P1

2HP2 : P2

∗HPQ : ⌜𝜑⌝ -∗ P1 -∗ P2 -∗ Q

⊢ Q

Figure 3. An example of a proof state within the IPM.

inductive Hyps {prop : Q(Type u)} (bi : Q(BI $prop)) :

(e : Q($prop)) → Type where

| emp (pf : $e =Q emp) : Hyps bi e

| sep {elhs erhs}

(lhs : Hyps bi elhs) (rhs : Hyps bi erhs)

(pf : $e =Q iprop($elhs ∗ $erhs)) : Hyps bi e

| hyp (name : Name) (p : Q(Bool)) (P : Q($prop))

(pf : $e =Q iprop(2?$p $P)) : Hyps bi e

Figure 4. Definition of Hyps (with minor simplifications).

def Hyps.add {prop : Q(Type u)}

(bi : Q(BI $prop)) (name : Name) (p : Q(Bool))

(P : Q($prop)) {e} (h : Hyps bi e) :

(e' : Q($prop)) × Hyps bi e' ×
Q(iprop($e ∗ 2?$p $P ⊣⊢ $e'))

Figure 5. The type signature of Hyps.add.

similarly to how apply and specialize use implications in
regular Lean proofs, albeit while potentially removing their
hypotheses from the spatial context. In the proof state in
Figure 3, one can invoke ispecialize HPQ $$ %h HP1 HP2 to
discharge the premises in HPQ; the spatial hypothesis HP1

is consumed while the pure hypothesis h and intuitionistic
hypothesis HP2 are not. The IPM also includes tactics for
Iris-specific constructs, such as iloeb for Löb induction and
iinv for opening invariants.
From the perspective of the user, the IPM tactics in Iris-

Lean offer the same functionality as their counterparts in
Iris-Rocq. However, the tactic implementations in Iris-Lean
notably differ from Iris-Rocq in paradigm: whereas Iris-Rocq
uses the Ltac tactic language to apply specialized lemmas to
the proof goal, Iris-Lean tactics are implemented using Lean
metaprogramming functions to manipulate the IPM hypothe-
ses and goals as first-class objects. The rest of this section
describes this difference in more detail by highlighting (1)
the representation of the proof state; (2) the internal tactic
implementation paradigm; (3) Iris-Lean’s custom typeclass
synthesis algorithm; and (4) how these decisions surface in
the user interface.

Proof mode representation. Iris-Lean uses a single in-
ductive tree to represent the context, given by the type Hyps

shown in Figure 4. An value of Hyps is either empty (emp), a
separating conjunction of two subtrees (sep) or a hypothesis
(hyp) consisting of its name (name), a flag indicating whether
it is intuitionistic or spatial (p) and the proposition itself (P).
A Hyps value is dependently typed by the expression e

it represents. For example, the context in Figure 3 is rep-
resented by a value of type Hyps bi e, where bi is the BI
instance for the logic and e is the expression P1 ∗ 2 P2 ∗
(⌜𝜑⌝ -∗ P1 -∗ P2 -∗ Q). Each node in Hyps records in the
field pf that e is equal to the represented proposition.

To track these object-level propositions like e in themetapro-
gram, Iris-Lean uses the Qq library [68]. Qq provides Q(𝛼):
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the type of Lean expressions (Lean.Expr) of type 𝛼 .3 Typed ex-
pressions are useful when manipulating Hyps using metapro-
gramming. As an illustration, Hyps.add (Figure 5) is the func-
tion used for inserting a new hypothesis into the IPM context.
In addition to the updated Hyps value, it also returns a proof
term asserting that the original context e combined with the
newly added hypothesis 2?p P corresponds to the new con-
text e'. Thanks to Qq, the type of this proof term is part of
the signature of Hyps.add; the compiler checks that the tactic
produces type-correct proof terms. Hyps provides a full inter-
face of functions, meaning that the tactic implementations
are agnostic about the low-level details of how hypotheses
in the IPM context are managed.

Tactic implementations. Context management is only
one aspect of how the IPM in Iris-Lean differs from Iris-
Rocq: rather than rewriting the proof goal in a sequence of
steps, the tactic implementations in Iris-Lean are elaborators
that run inside our domain-specific monad, ProofModeM. All
Iris-Lean tactics essentially follow the same implementation
paradigm:

1. Use the function ProofModeM.runTactic to parse the
proof state into its components, such as the Hyps value
(hyps : Hyps bi e), the conclusion of the entailment
(goal) and the metavariable for the goal (mvar).

2. Introduce new subgoals for the user (addBIGoal).
3. Construct a proof of type Q($e ⊢ $goal) for mvar to

close the original goal.
As a concrete example, Figure 6 shows the implementation

of isplit, which splits a conjunction (∧) into two subgoals
and keeps the entire IPM context for both. The function
addBIGoal performs two operations at once—it registers the
new subgoal in the proof state while also immediately re-
turning a term representing its proof. This is possible only
because unsolved goals are ordinary values that can already
be used within the metaprogram in Lean. The ProofModeM

monad also allows us to provide various convenience func-
tionality. For example, the throwIPMError macro allows us
to raise consistent error messages across tactics by automat-
ically including the current tactic name (which is tracked by
the monad) in the error message.
To inspect the shape of the goal, isplit, following Iris-

Rocq, uses the FromAnd goal A1 A2 typeclass, which searches
for propositions A1 and A2 such that goal corresponds to A1

∧ A2. Typeclasses like FromAnd let users extend isplit to
work on other connectives (e.g. to split a pure goal ⌜𝜑 ∧𝜓⌝
into ⌜𝜑⌝ and ⌜𝜓⌝) just by adding new instances. The isplit
tactic searches for a FromAnd instance using the function
ProofModeM.trySynthInstanceQ, which we turn to next.

Custom typeclass synthesizer. The extensibility of tac-
tic functionality relies on the typeclass search mechanism.

3Qq shares similarities with Mtac2 [34] in Rocq, but Qq is not tied to a
specific monad, and its types are less strictly enforced.

theorem from_and_intro [BI PROP] {P Q A1 A2 : PROP}

[FromAnd Q A1 A2] (h1 : P ⊢ A1) (h2 : P ⊢ A2) : P ⊢ Q

elab "isplit " : tactic => do

ProofModeM.runTactic `isplit 𝜆 mvar

{ prop, e, hyps, goal, .. } => do

let A1 : Q($prop) ← mkFreshExprMVarQ prop

let A2 : Q($prop) ← mkFreshExprMVarQ prop

let some _ : Option Q(FromAnd $goal $A1 $A2) ←
ProofModeM.trySynthInstanceQ

q(FromAnd $goal $A1 $A2)

| throwIPMError "{goal} is not a conjunction"

let m1 : Q($e ⊢ $A1) ← addBIGoal hyps A1

let m2 : Q($e ⊢ $A2) ← addBIGoal hyps A2

mvar.assign q(from_and_intro (Q := $goal) $m1 $m2)

Figure 6. Implementation of isplit as an elaborator using
the theorem from_and_intro.

It is critical that Iris-Lean includes a typeclass search mech-
anism consistent with Iris-Rocq, despite the differences in
how Lean’s built-in typeclass synthesizer operates.
In Iris-Rocq, tc_solve is used to invoke typeclass search,

with Hint Mode declarations constraining the positions of
the parameters that are allowed to be metavariables.4 Lean
also provides a typeclass synthesis mechanism, but it does
not allow instances to create or instantiate metavariables.
While this restriction enables Lean’s synthesizer to cache
the typeclass search results, the IPM relies on instances that
create and instantiate metavariables (e.g. for instantiating
universal quantifiers with metavariables when applying a
lemma), so the default synthesis procedure is not suitable.
We would also like a metavariable in an input position to
fail one instance rather than aborting the entire search. To
address this gap, we implement a custom typeclass synthe-
sizer specifically for IPM tactics. This might sound like a
daunting task, but since Lean’s built-in typeclass synthesizer
is implemented in Lean, we can reuse large parts of its func-
tionality for the IPM synthesizer, including the complete in-
frastructure for declaring classes and instances. Typeclasses
intended for our IPM synthesizer just need to be labeled
with the @[ipm_class] annotation, and synthesis is invoked
as ProofModeM.trySynthInstanceQ. The IPM synthesizer is
implemented as a simple recursive search over the registered
instances. Backtracking is disabled by default and can be
enabled per instance using the @[ipm_backtrack] attribute.
This keeps the proof search algorithm predictable and avoids
accidental blow-ups from unintended backtracking.
Having full control of the synthesizer’s implementation

lets us smooth over some rough edges from Iris-Rocq. In
place of Hint Mode in Rocq, typeclasses in Lean use annota-
tions in the signature to determine which parameters are
inputs and which ones are outputs. IPM classes offer fine-
grained control over the synthesis direction. As an example,
IsOp (Figure 7) is used by tactics such as icombine and icases

4Unification variables or existential variables in Rocq parlance.
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@[ipm_class]

class IsOp [CMRA 𝛼]

(d : IsOp.Direction) (a : semiOutParamIPM d.toInOut 𝛼)

(b1 : semiOutParamIPM d.toInOut.negate 𝛼)

(b2 : semiOutParamIPM d.toInOut.negate 𝛼) where

is_op : a = b1 · b2
instance (priority := low) isOpFrac_merge (q1 q2 : Qp) :

IsOp .merge (q1 + q2) q1 q2

instance isOpFrac_half d (q : Qp) :

IsOp d q q.half q.half

instance (priority := high) isOpFrac_split (q1 q2 : Qp) :

IsOp .split (q1 + q2) q1 q2

Figure 7. The IPM typeclass IsOp along with its instances
for fractional permissions (Qp).

to merge and split expressions. Iris-Rocq needs three sepa-
rate typeclasses to deal with this, so that each can have its
own Hint Mode configuration. Our synthesizer can express
this using a single typeclass: the direction d—either .split
or .merge—determines whether a is split into b1 and b2 or
whether b1 and b2 are merged, resulting in a. This is en-
coded using the semiOutParamIPM annotation, whose first
argument determines whether the parameter is an input
or an output. An instance can be applicable in both direc-
tions (e.g. isOpFrac_half) or only in a specific direction (e.g.
isOpFrac_merge and isOpFrac_split). The different priorities
ensure that q.half + q.half is split into q.half and q.half,
but these are merged into q.

Finally, our IPM typeclass instances are not limited to the
ordinary format of a declarative instance—it is also possible
to define instances as Lean functions with the annotation
@[ipm_tactic_instance], which corresponds to Hint Extern

in Rocq. Such an instance is free to utilize arbitrary metapro-
gramming to build the synthesis result and can invoke syn-
thesis recursively. The classes NatCancel and TCSideCondition
in Figure 8 are two prominent examples. The former is used
for canceling common parts shared by the arithmetic expres-
sions n and m, with the output parameter stuck indicating
whether it makes progress to cancel any expressions. What
is implemented in Rocq using three typeclasses and over a
dozen instances with delicate configuration of instance pri-
orities can be implemented as a single function in Lean that
programmatically performs the arithmetic manipulations.
Meanwhile, TCSideCondition uses tactics such as simp for
discharging proof obligations.

UI features. The expressive metaprogramming infras-
tructure in Lean shows its value not only within the internal
implementation details of the IPM but also in its user in-
terface. The most visible advantage is that the IPM tactic
syntax is handled directly by Lean’s parser without the use
of any string literals. Consequently, we can not only reuse
syntax parsing machinery defined for rcases and induction

for IPM tactics (e.g. in icases and iinduction) but also to

@[ipm_class] class NatCancel (n m : Nat)

(n' m' : outParam Nat) (stuck : outParam Bool) where

nat_cancel : n' + m = n + m'

@[ipm_tactic_instance NatCancel _ _ _ _ _]

def instNatCancel : SynthTactic := 𝜆 e => do . . .

@[ipm_class] class TCSideCondition (𝜑 : Prop) : Prop where

sidecondition : 𝜑

@[ipm_tactic_instance TCSideCondition _]

def solveTCSideCondition : SynthTactic := fun e => do . . .

Figure 8. IPM typeclasses with non-declarative instances.

Try this:

[apply] irevert ^x ^h H

Try this:

[apply] irevert! ^x

Figure 9. Suggestions to correct the tactic usage.

offer localized error messages (e.g. for a specific part of a
case destruction pattern).
We have also introduced features to specifically address

differences between Lean and Rocq. For example, the tactic
revert h in Lean reverts not only the hypothesis h but also
other hypotheses that are forward-dependent on h. Mean-
while, the tactic iRevert in Iris-Rocq fails when dependent
hypotheses are not reverted in the correct order explicitly.
This is especially inconvenient in Lean, where hypotheses
may be unnamed. As a solution, we offer two variations
of the tactic—irevert, consistent with the Rocq tactic, and
irevert!, consistent with Lean’s revert, which automati-
cally reverts dependent hypotheses. For example, suppose
the Iris hypothesis H references a pure Lean hypothesis h,
which in turn depends on the variable x. Invoking irevert %

x raises an error since h and H depend on x. In this situation,
the tactic interactively suggests corrected calls to irevert or
irevert! as shown in Figure 9, which the user can accept by
clicking on [apply]. The same feature is available for other
tactics that generalize hypotheses, such as iinduction.
The IPM in Lean provides further UI features such as

type information when hovering over terms and hypothesis
names, as well as jumping to definitions, both in the tactic
script and in the goal display. Since the IPM is implemented
in Lean like the standard Lean tactics, these features can be
implemented by reusing standard Lean functionality also
used by other tactics. This is unlike Rocq, where standard
tactics are usually implemented in OCaml and IPM tactics
are implemented in Ltac.

3.2 Replacing Setoid Equivalence by Equality
Setoids. Setoids [32] are a key feature of the Iris-Rocq alge-

braic hierarchy: everyOFE carrier comeswith an equivalence
relation (denoted ≡) and step-indexed distances (denoted

𝑛≡),
which are related by the law equiv_dist : 𝑥 ≡ 𝑦 ↔ ∀𝑛, 𝑥 𝑛≡ 𝑦.
The algebraic laws of Iris are only required to hold up to ≡,

6
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class OFE (𝛼 : Type _) where

Dist : Nat → 𝛼 → 𝛼 → Prop

dist_eqv : Equivalence (Dist n)

eq_dist : x = y ↔ ∀ n, Dist n x y

dist_lt : Dist n x y → m < n → Dist m x y

Figure 10. OFE definition in Iris-Lean.

meaning users of Iris-Rocq are free to represent an OFE us-
ing any type whose propositional equality is finer than their
intended equivalence. For example, an OFE of sets can be
realized over the type list by defining its setoid equivalence
to be bi-inclusion; [a, a] ≡ [a] even though [a, a] ≠ [a].

In Rocq, setoids are quite common:
• Rocq’s type theory has no quotient types; setoids are
the canonical workaround.
• Some OFEs use setoids to avoid introducing axioms,

e.g. functional extensionality for function-space OFEs.
The complexity added by this extra congruence layer is han-
dled in Rocq using generalized (setoid) rewriting [62]. By
registering terms as being ≡-preserving, the rewrite tactic
is capable of manipulating terms up to equivalence during
Iris proofs. The price is an unavoidable body of congruence
bookkeeping: Proper instances for every operation (149 oc-
currences in iris/algebra alone), _proper lemmas, and the
Leibniz/leibniz_equiv typeclass with a parallel family of _L
lemmas (46 occurrences under iris/algebra) for the special
case where ≡ does coincide with =.
Lean 4 has no built-in counterpart of generalized rewrit-

ing: rw/simp rewrite with = (and↔) only. A faithful port of
the setoid design leaves the user without its main rewriting
tactic, turning every rewrite up to ≡ into a chain of transitiv-
ity steps and manually applied congruence lemmas. On the
other hand, Lean comes with different technical and social
norms. Quotient types (Quot) are a kernel primitive with a
definitional computation rule, and the principles avoided by
Iris-Rocq (functional extensionality, propositional extension-
ality, and choice) are freely assumed across Lean’s standard
library.5 This suggests a different design: require ≡ to co-
incide with = (in Iris-Rocq nomenclature this amounts to
all OFEs being Leibniz) and use quotient types when this
property does not hold on the nose.

Leibniz OFEs. The Lean OFE class (Figure 10) keeps only
the distances and states the former equiv_dist law directly
against equality. The field eq_dist plays two roles: the right-
to-left implication is the Leibniz requirement (elements at dis-
tance𝑛 for every𝑛 are equal); the left-to-right direction is the
usual compatibility of equality with distance. We still have
𝑛≡ as a family of relations. Non-expansiveness, contractivity,
the later modality (⊲), COFE limits, and the America–Rutten
domain equation solver are the same.

5Iris-Rocq may be capable of abandoning setoids by adopting similar axioms,
but Rocq libraries are generally expected to avoid doing so.

structure Agree.Raw 𝛼 where

car : List 𝛼

not_nil : car ≠ []

def SameElems (x y : Agree.Raw 𝛼) : Prop :=

(∀ a ∈ x.car, a ∈ y.car) ∧ (∀ b ∈ y.car, b ∈ x.car)

def Agree (𝛼 : Type u) : Type u :=

Quotient ⟨SameElems, . . .⟩

Figure 11. Constructing Agree as a quotient.

def OFE.ofQuotient {s : Setoid X}

(dist : Nat → X → X → Prop)

(dist_eqv : Equivalence (dist n))

(dist_lt : dist n x y → m < n → dist m x y)

(coincide : ∀ x y, x ≈ y ↔ ∀ n, dist n x y) :

OFE (Quotient s)

Figure 12. The OFE structure on quotients.

The construction where Rocq’s equivalence is most visibly
not equality is the agreement OFE/CMRA: a record of a non-
empty list agree_car : list A with distance

𝑥
𝑛≡ 𝑦 := (∀𝑎 ∈ 𝑥, ∃𝑏 ∈ 𝑦, 𝑎 𝑛≡ 𝑏) ∧ (∀𝑏 ∈ 𝑦, ∃𝑎 ∈ 𝑥, 𝑎 𝑛≡ 𝑏).

The corresponding equivalence 𝑥 ≡ 𝑦 := ∀𝑛, 𝑥 𝑛≡ 𝑦 identifies
duplicated and reordered lists, and must admit rules such
as agree_idemp : 𝑎 · 𝑎 ≡ 𝑎. Figure 11 shows the two-step
construction of Agree in Iris-Lean. We first replicate the defi-
nition in Iris-Rocq as Agree.Raw, and then quotient it by the
required setoid equivalence.
We recover the OFE structure on Agree as an instance of

a generic quotient OFE presented in Figure 12, setting the
setoid s to be SameElems, and defining Raw.dist as above:

def Agree.Raw.dist (n : Nat) (x y : Raw 𝛼) : Prop :=

(∀ a ∈ x.car, ∃ b ∈ y.car, a ≡{n}≡ b) ∧
(∀ b ∈ y.car, ∃ a ∈ x.car, a ≡{n}≡ b)

instance [OFE 𝛼] : OFE (Agree 𝛼) :=

OFE.ofQuotient Agree.Raw.dist . . . sameElems_iff_dist

To construct the quotient OFE, we must supply a proof
that the setoid relation SameElems coincides with the intersec-
tion of distances (sameElems_iff_dist). The forward direc-
tion SameElems x y → ∀ n, Raw.dist n x y is trivial. For
the reverse direction, we must show that agreement at ev-
ery distance implies SameElems. Let 𝑎 ∈ 𝑥 . At every index 𝑛
there exists a witness 𝑏 ∈ 𝑦 such that 𝑎

𝑛≡ 𝑏. Since 𝑦 is finite
and there are infinitely many indices, a classical pigeonhole
argument returns a single 𝑏 ∈ 𝑦 with 𝑎

𝑛≡ 𝑏 for arbitrar-
ily large 𝑛. Then, downwards closure (dist_lt) implies that
𝑎

𝑛≡ 𝑏 at every index, and by the Leibniz property of 𝛼 we
get 𝑎 = 𝑏. Note that this argument relies on 𝛼 itself being
Leibniz, though with our change to OFE, this is always true.
In the quotient, algebra laws are proved on Raw since dis-

tance lemmas can be converted into equalities on the quo-
tient. For instance, Raw.idemp : ∀ n, x · x ≡{n}≡ x can be
promoted to op_idemp : x · x = x by eq_dist.
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We close this section by discussing another important OFE
which fails to be Leibniz for a different reason. Monotone
predicates over step-indices and resources (uPred) underlies
the model of the Iris base logic. The setoid equivalence on
uPred identifies predicates that are logically equivalent over
the set of valid index-resource pairs, i.e. P ≡ Q when ∀ n

x, ✓{n} x → (P n x ↔ Q n x). This construction is not
Leibniz in Rocq for several reasons (e.g. all invalid elements
are identified with each other).

In Iris-Lean, we modify the definition of uPred M to quan-
tify over elements that are valid by construction:

structure UPred (M : Type _) [UCMRA M] where

holds : (n : Nat) → {x : M // ✓{n} x} → Prop

mono : . . .

Now funext, propext and proof irrelevance imply that UPred
is Leibniz. Since uPred M is the model of separation logic
resources, this change percolates upwards. Namely, in Iris-
Lean, the equality of BI propositions also coincides with
bi-entailment. As such, logical rules like 𝑃 ∗ 𝑄 ⊣⊢ 𝑄 ∗ 𝑃 turn
into 𝑃 ∗ 𝑄 =𝑄 ∗ 𝑃 via BiEntails.to_eq, so rw and simp can
rewrite by them anywhere, including under binders and in
dependent positions, where Rocq’s setoid rewriting fails.

Benefits and costs. With equality in place of ≡, Lean’s
rewriting tools apply directly to the algebra laws, and equa-
tional laws can be added to simp sets (unit laws, idempotence,
etc.), so simp can normalize terms. Rocq’s autorewrite offers
an analogue for setoid equivalence, but every step is still
a generalized rewrite, so it inherits the bookkeeping costs
that the setoid-free design removes. These conveniences are
not free: each non-Leibniz construction needs lifting boiler-
plate, around 90 lines for Agree. We also note that Iris-Lean
does not yet support rewriting by single entailments ⊢ or the
step-indexed distances

𝑛≡. Mathlib’s grw and König’s original
rw' tactic [36] show promise, but we have yet to identify a
technique that is on par with Iris-Rocq.

3.3 Engineering Challenges
Some features of Iris-Rocq required us to take alternate
routes and come up with new ways to express the construc-
tions in Iris. The two differences we cover in this section are
Rocq’s cumulative universes and canonical structures. In the
following we describe how Iris-Rocq uses each, as well as
their replacements in Iris-Lean.

Universe cumulativity and abstract quantifiers. In
Iris-Rocq, quantifiers are stated using a fixed universe Quant:

bi_forall : ∀ A : Type@{Quant}, (A → bi_car) → bi_car

This single universe is enough since Rocq’s universes are
cumulative [63]: every type at a level below Quant also lives
in Type@{Quant}. Lean’s universes are not cumulative, so an
identical design would only allow quantification over types
at exactly one level. Parameterizing by the level is not enough

either: structure fields cannot bind universe variables, so
BIBase instances at different levels would be unrelated.

Instead, Iris-Lean states quantification over sets of propo-
sitions as primitive: sForall : (PROP → Prop) → PROP. No
universe appears in its type, by impredicativity of Prop, and
the usual indexed quantifiers are defined as the infimum and
supremum of the image of the body:

def «forall» {𝛼 : Sort _} (P : 𝛼 → PROP) : PROP :=

sForall fun p => ∃ a, P a = p

The predicate fun p => ∃ a, P a = p lands in Prop no
matter which universe 𝛼 lives in, so «forall» ranges over all
of Sort _, including PROP itself. The Rocq interface offers less:
each use of a quantifier adds a global constraint on Quant, and
conflicting constraints surface as universe inconsistencies.
The entailment rules are stated once for sForall/sExists and
derived for the quantifiers.
It is notable that, following on from this work, a merge

request applying the same approach to Iris-Rocq was cre-
ated by one of its maintainers [28]. If there comes a situ-
ation where the Iris-Rocq developers seek to remove that
additional universe constraint, our work in Iris-Lean demon-
strates that the core constructions of Iris generalize to the
set-based construction.

Bundled Hierarchies and Canonical Structures. The
core theory of Iris is built atop a hierarchy of algebraic struc-
tures, and inheritance is prevalent throughout. One impor-
tant decision when implementing an algebraic hierarchy in
a dependently typed proof assistant is the degree to which
structures are bundled, i.e. which types, terms, and proper-
ties belong as fields of data structures versus parameters of
them. The bundling discipline of an algebraic hierarchy has
a significant impact on which kinds of structure inference
are possible and efficient.
Iris-Rocq implements this using a sophisticated combi-

nation of semi-bundled typeclasses and bundled canonical
structures, arising in part from performance issues with
Rocq’s typeclass synthesis algorithm early on in the devel-
opment of Iris [29]. While this mixed approach has been
successful in Rocq, it is not without limitations. A systematic
approach for building bundled hierarchies in Rocq has been
developed as part of MathComp and condensed into a gen-
eral tool called Hierarchy Builder [8]. However, Hierarchy
Builder does not support embedding typeclass fields in the
algebra, a feature that Iris requires to support generalized
rewriting. This makes Hierarchy Builder not suitable for Iris.
To this day, there are certain extensions to the Iris hierarchy
which cannot be added in a modular way: Iris-Rocq reverted
the Duplicable typeclass shortly after it had been merged
for this reason [27].
Lean has excellent built-in support for hierarchies based

on semi-bundled typeclasses, and Mathlib demonstrates that
this approach scales well beyond the needs of Iris, so Iris-
Lean fully embraces a typeclass-based hierarchy. This makes
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the hierarchy easy to extend while also integrating well
with Lean’s existing libraries. For instance, in §4.1 we will
encounter a type that carries both an Iris language and a
Mathlib MeasurableSpace instance. Here, adding a typeclass
instance for each structure is vastly easier than in the bun-
dled approach, wherein we would need a new layer in the
hierarchy combining the properties of both structures.
We found that fully bundled structures were only really

necessary in the definition of the IProp model. There, the
construction requires one to prove that a fixed point over a
list of resource functors induces a function from indices to
resources. The well-formedness of this function requires the
resource structure associated to each functor to be equal: this
is not provable using unbundled typeclasses, so we locally
bundle a single canonical choice for the resource structure
before taking the fixed point. Nevertheless, we were able to
abstract over this bundling with a typeclass-based interface,
so clients of IProp can avoid the bundled terms entirely.

4 Applications
In this section, we present some new developments using
Iris-Lean related to motivations (1), (2) and (3) from the in-
troduction: metaprogramming, automation and Mathlib.

4.1 Generalizing Probabilistic Program Logics
A benefit of developing an Iris project in Lean is access to
its library of mechanized mathematics. As a case study, we
will show how the combination of Iris-Lean and Mathlib can
already address a gap in the Iris literature. In particular, we
develop a Continuous Probabilistic Program Logic: a program
logic for languages which generate and manipulate random
real numbers. Languages of this sort are attractive targets for
verification as they serve as idealized models for processes
in cryptography and differential privacy.
Unfortunately, they have proven to be challenging to

mechanize in Iris. At the time of writing, none of the proba-
bilistic Iris-based logics [1, 20, 21, 23–25, 42–45] are capable
of handling languages with a continuous semantics. The
closest is Continuous Eris (CE) [9]; however, the CE logic has
a number of limitations. CE can only verify samplers from
particularly well-behaved distributions,6 only against one
implementation of real sampling, and its technique based on
time receipts [49] prevents it from establishing the probabilis-
tic termination of its samplers as in Total Eris (TE). Each of
these issues stems from the same place: CE, like all other Iris-
based probabilistic logics to date, avoids measure-theoretic
probability in Rocq.

We present Continuous Total Eris (CTE), a continuous gen-
eralization of Total Eris which addresses the aforementioned
limitations of Continuous Eris. To our knowledge, this is the
first program logic capable of formally verifying properties

6Distributions with countably piecewise-continuous probability mass
functions.

of higher-order, stateful, continuous probabilistic programs
using conventional measure theory.

GeneralizingTotal Eris. Generalizing TE to CTE changes
little about the program logic—the difficulty lies in altering
the underlying operational semantics to use more general
definitions from measure theory. Two of the main challenges
are (1) equipping the type of program expressions with a
non-trivial MeasurableSpace, and (2) generalizing countable
sums in the program semantics to Lebesgue integrals. Both
pose issues for the Rocq implementation of TE.
Our development of CTE began with a one-to-one port

of TE to Iris-Lean. This port was supported by LLMs: a
multi-agent system completed an initial version of this port
within a few days. We then addressed challenge 1: equip-
ping the type of program expressions with the structure of
a MeasurableSpace. The space itself is induced by the pro-
jection maps from expressions into their sub-expressions;
this is a standard construction in measure theory and is im-
plemented using Mathlib’s MeasurableSpace.generateFrom.
Changing the underlying measure space means that nearly
every theorem in TE is broken. However, here the unbun-
dled typeclass hierarchy of Mathlib comes to the rescue. The
MeasurableSpace on program expressions in CTE is parame-
terized by the MeasurableSpace on the type of real numbers
rT, and we proved that if the real numbers are equipped
with a discrete MeasurableSpace then the remainder of the
development collapses to the discrete case as well. Therefore,
by postulating the discreteness of rT on a per-declaration
level, we obtained an intermediate version of TE that has
measure-theoretic foundations but a discrete program logic.
Addressing challenge 2 involved generalizing the proofs

and definitions of TE in order to remove these discreteness
hypotheses. Lean assisted us here as well: we wrote tempo-
rary linters and attributes to track the dependencies between
definitions and lemmas as they were gradually generalized,
preserving the build at all stages, and letting us explore al-
ternate generalizations by tweaking high-level statements in
the program logic. Through personal correspondence with
the authors of CE, we learned that the front-loading of chal-
lenges 1 and 2 stalled their initial attempts at making the
same generalization: CTE did not suffer from these issues.

Corollaries of CTE. We have explained how Lean was
instrumental in generalizing TE to CTE. Now we will outline
three ways that access to Mathlib makes our logic stronger.
First, we resolve the open question in Section 7 of CE,

where the authors propose a proof rule for sampling uni-
formly over [0, 1] while avoiding all rational numbers:

[ ] urand [𝑟 : R. 𝑟 ∈ [0, 1] ∧ 𝑟 ∉ Q]
The suggested proof using CE’s error credit technique amounts
to showing that the integral of the indicator function of
Q ∩ [0, 1] is arbitrarily small. The authors note that CE can-
not mechanize this proof as this indicator function is not
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Riemann integrable. This is not an issue in CTE: the Math-
lib theorem establishing that the Lebesgue measure of any
countable subset of R is zero allows us to complete the proof.

For our second example, we verify an algorithm by Karney
[35] for sampling exactly from the unit normal distribution.
This is the main case study of CE, and we largely adapt their
proofs. However, as our logic is total, we replace Löb induc-
tion with the credit induction technique from TE. As a result,
our theorems are stronger: we verify both that the algorithm
is correct and that it terminates with probability one. This
proof is impossible in CE, as the time receipts technique they
use to avoid measure theory is unsound in a total logic.

Finally, we prove a suite of concentration bounds for our
implementation of the unit normal sampler. A concentration
bound establishes the probability that a random sample falls
outside a certain range, and can be used to analyze the accu-
racy of differentially private programs. Equation (1) is the
general formulation of a concentration bound in CTE; it is
read as “For any 𝑡 > 0, the probability that the unit normal
sampler returns a value outside [−𝑡, 𝑡] is at most 𝐵(𝑡)”.7

∀𝑡 > 0, [E (𝐵(𝑡))] unitNormal [𝑟 : R. |𝑟 | < 𝑡] (1)

Section 5.2 of CE proves a simple concentration bound
for their Laplace sampler, but their method of direct cal-
culation is a special case that does not work for the nor-
mal distribution. Instead, concentration bounds on the nor-
mal distribution typically follow from Markov’s inequal-
ity (𝐵(𝑡) =

√︁
2/𝜋 𝑡−1), Chebyshev’s inequality (𝐵(𝑡) = 𝑡−2),

Chernoff’s inequality (𝐵(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑡
2/2), or Mills’ inequality

(𝐵(𝑡) =
√︁

2/𝜋𝑒−𝑡2/2𝑡−1), to name a few. In CTE, we establish
these four concentration bounds as instances of Equation (1).
The bulk of the work is done by Mathlib, which includes a
substantial development of classical probability theory and
allows us to establish all four rules in under 300 lines.

4.2 Wander: Proof Mode Automation
In §2.2, we saw how grind can automate pure parts of an Iris
proof. This raises the question of whether it is also possible to
automate the parts that pertain to separation logic. As it turns
out, Iris proofs very often follow familiar patterns and are
therefore amenable to goal-directed search, with each proof
step chosen without backtracking according to the shape
of the goal. In Iris-Rocq, these regularities are exploited by
Diaframe [51] and Lithium [59] to implement a set of tactics
which enable the largely automatic verification of many
programs and data structures in Iris.
Wander is an Iris-Lean tactic designed to provide the

same automation as Diaframe, but implemented using Lean’s
metaprogramming APIs. Doing so presents us with some
benefits. One such benefit is the leverage of other tactics’
implementations in our development, such as simp. Not only

7The error credit resource E (𝐵 (𝑡 ) ) in the precondition is the Eris technique
for specifying the probability that the postcondition does not hold.

theorem quicksort_spec l ls :

{{ isList (GF := GF) l ls }}

hl(&quicksort &l)

{{ l' ls', RET l'; isList l' ls' ∗
⌜Pairwise LE.le ls'⌝ ∗ ⌜ls ~ ls'⌝ }} := by

iloeb as IH generalizing %l %ls

unfold quicksort

wander =>

finish

sideconditions with

· grind [filter_append_perm]

· rename List Int => l2; rename Int => h

have : l2.all (h < ·) := by grind

grind [pairwise_cons]

Figure 13. Quicksort verification with Wander.

are simp’s internals used to replace Diaframe’s custom-built
simplifier, but its more mature implementation can be used
to subsume other Diaframe components. Another benefit is
access to Lean’s profiling and tracing infrastructure, which
proves to be a great aid in the continued development of
Wander.

The Wander tactic gives access to an interactive environ-
ment where users are able to direct Wander’s behaviour
through a DSL of actions: step takes a single (goal-directed)
proof step, continue keeps taking such steps until stuck,
and finish ensures these steps close the Iris goal, report-
ing an error otherwise. Since Wander is only able to handle
separation logic goals, pure goals encountered are stored in-
ternally as side conditions. Side conditions can be dispatched
by external tactics using the sideconditions with action.
In Figure 13, we show how the quicksort example from §2.2
can be solved using Wander. With the right configuration,
Wander is able to automate all of the Iris reasoning, leaving
the pure goals to be handled by grind.

4.3 Automating Fixed Points
The logic of Iris offers a rich supply of fixed point construc-
tors: there are combinators for least and greatest fixed points
of monotone functions as well as fixed points of contractive
functions based on the “later” modality. These constructions
are used in many definitions, including the weakest precondi-
tion and total weakest precondition connectives. Definitions
using fixed points are typically written in three stages: (1)
first the user specifies the recursion template, (2) then the
user proves monotonicity or contractivity, and (3) finally the
fixed point combinator is used to complete the desired defini-
tion. Going through these three stagesmakes for an awkward
user experience. For example, when defining monotone fixed
points with multiple arguments, the recursion templatemust
be uncurried before the fixed point combinator is applied,
because the monotonicity typeclass is limited to unary pred-
icates, an implementation detail which must be known a
priori.
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In Iris-Lean we provide a custom suite of elaborators for
defining Iris fixed points in a style similar to how recursive
functions and inductive relations are defined in Lean, cir-
cumventing the awkward boilerplate. Consider this example
adapted from Krebbers et al. [40]:

ifix isDelList (l : Loc) (vs : List Val) :

IProp GF := iprop%

(l ↦→ NIL ∗ ⌜vs = []⌝) ∨
(∃ tl v vs', l ↦→ CONS v tl ∗

isDelList tl vs' ∗ ⌜vs = v :: vs'⌝) ∨
(∃ tl, l ↦→ DEL tl ∗ isDelList tl vs)

The predicate isDelList l vs asserts that the location l

is a list, possibly including DEL nodes representing deleted
values, and containing the values vs. Note that the recursion
is non-structural and the fixed point combinator is implicit.
Here, our ifix elaborator takes the syntax of the recursive
definition and handles stages (1), (2), and (3) of the boilerplate
described above automatically. In this example, the keyword
ifix tells the elaborator to take the least fixed point. Likewise,
one can write icofix for the greatest fixed point, or iguarded
for the contractive fixed point.

For stage (2), it is necessary to ensure monotonicity or con-
tractivity of the recursion template. Using typeclass search,
together with additional automation for purposes including
uncurrying and case splitting on matches, our approach is
able to automatically derive these conditions across most
typical use cases. Should the automation fail, the user may
also manually provide the required proof.

We also define an elaborator for specifying inductive rela-
tions within Iris, mirroring how one defines inductive rela-
tions in Lean. With this notation, the above example can be
written as:

iinductive isDelList : Loc → List Val → IProp GF where

| nil (l : Loc) : l ↦→ NIL -∗ isDelList l []

| cons (l tl : Loc) (v : Val) (vs : List Val) :

l ↦→ CONS v tl -∗
isDelList tl vs -∗ isDelList l (v :: vs)

| del (l tl : Loc) (vs : List Val) :

l ↦→ DEL tl -∗ isDelList tl vs -∗ isDelList l vs

This command is similar to the Iris Inductive command
of Krebbers et al. [40] in Rocq, implemented using Elpi [13].
While Elpi provides convenient facilities to construct defi-
nitions, it can be difficult to integrate with the proof mode
tactics written in Ltac. For this reason, Krebbers et al. reim-
plemented parts of the Iris Proof Mode in Elpi. This is un-
necessary in our case as IPM tactics are implemented within
the same metaprogramming framework.

4.4 Performance
We use two sets of benchmarks to study the performance
of the Iris Proof Mode in Lean against Iris-Rocq.8 The mea-
surements were collected on an AMD Ryzen AI 7 350, using
Lean 4.32 without asynchronous elaboration and Rocq 9.2.0.

Framing. First, to evaluate the performance of the core
tactics and the custom typeclass synthesizer (§3.1), we create
proof goals of the form 𝑃 0 ∗ . . . ∗ 𝑃 𝑛 ⊢ 𝑃 0 ∗ . . . ∗ 𝑃 𝑛with
varying 𝑛. Upon introducing and destructing the hypotheses
using iintro, they are canceled against the conclusion using
iframe. The same tests are also done with the conclusion
consisting of the propositions in reverse order (i.e. with en-
tailments of the form 𝑃 0 ∗ . . . ∗ 𝑃 𝑛 ⊢ 𝑃 𝑛 ∗ . . . ∗ 𝑃 0). The
results of the benchmark are shown in Figure 14a. These two
benchmarks test the two extremes of iframe. For the forward
order, iframe takes quadratic time since iframe traverses the
hypotheses from last introduced to first introduced (i.e. from
𝑃 𝑛 to 𝑃 0) and thus it needs to inspect all hypotheses until
finding the one that matches the leftmost conjunct of the
goal. For the reverse order, the first hypothesis that iframe
inspects matches the predicate it searches for, avoiding a
traversal of the whole context and leading to linear perfor-
mance. What is striking is the performance comparison with
Iris-Rocq: even in the case where constant time is required
for iFrame9 to find a hypothesis, the performance in Rocq is
still quadratic rather than linear, and thus the gap widens
with 𝑛. For 𝑛 = 10, it takes 4ms in Lean, as opposed to 7ms
in Rocq; for 𝑛 = 120, there is about a 27× difference (0.046 s
in Lean vs 1.256 s in Rocq). A similar picture holds for the
worst case, where Rocq exhibits cubic complexity against
Lean’s quadratic, so a 2.7× gap at 𝑛 = 10 grows to nearly
9.0× difference at 𝑛 = 50.

HeapLang verification. Second, we evaluate the perfor-
mance of program verification with a HeapLang program
that consists of 𝑛 calls to a function and creates a list of size 𝑛.
This tests the symbolic execution tactics of Iris-Lean and Iris-
Rocq, in particular wp_pures, wp_bind, and iapply. As shown
in Figure 14b, the performance of Iris-Lean is approximately
linear, while it is superlinear in Iris-Rocq. Even for small
sizes, the difference is significant, e.g. around 3.3× for size
10 (86ms vs 279ms). The difference grows to around 10.6×
at size 100 (1.06 s vs 11.2 s).

Performance differences. It is hard to precisely pin-
point the causes for the performance differences between
Iris-Rocq and Iris-Lean. We speculate that a constant factor
can be attributed to the fact that the context (the Hyps ob-
ject) is directly manipulated using meta-level Lean functions.
In contrast, Iris-Rocq represents the context as object-level
lists that have to be reduced using reduction strategies like
cbv, which accounts for a fifth of the runtime of iFrame in
8Iris-Lean revision 728a1714, Iris-Rocq revision a5375188.
9The Iris-Rocq equivalent of iframe.
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Figure 14. Benchmark results.

the benchmark. For the asymptotic performance difference,
we speculate that it is caused by better term sharing and
caching of type checking in the Lean kernel: while the algo-
rithm of iframe is linear for the reverse order in both Rocq
and Lean, the proof term has quadratic size since the goal is
repeated as a subterm at every step of the proof. Our guess
is that Lean can share the terms and type checking of these
repeated occurrences of the goal, leading to linear perfor-
mance, while Rocq repeatedly traverses every occurrence
of the shared subterm, leading to quadratic performance.
While these benchmarks are synthetic, they suggest that
Iris-Lean has the potential to deliver significant performance
improvements for large-scale verification projects.

5 Conclusion
5.1 Related Work
There have been a large number of mechanizations of vari-
ous forms of separation logic inside proof assistants. Several
important early works were developed shortly after the ini-
tial development of separation logic itself. Weber [71] gave
the first machine-checked soundness proof in Isabelle of a
separation logic for a simple language. Although Weber was
focused on verifying the meta-theory of the logic, subse-
quent work began to use mechanizations of separation logic
to verify programs of interest directly in a theorem prover.
Marti et al. [46] applied a Rocq separation logic library to
verify a memory allocator from an embedded operating sys-
tem. The VST project [2] developed a separation logic library
in Rocq for the Cminor language used in CompCert, thereby
demonstrating that the approach of foundationally embed-
ded separation logic could scale to complex features of a real
programming language. To do so, it incorporated a semantic

model based on step indexing, as Iris later required for its
advanced features.
Many separation logic frameworks, like Iris-Rocq and

Iris-Lean, use a deep embedding to represent programs in
the object language that are being verified. However, other
works have explored shallow embeddings that more tightly
integrate with features of the meta-language. Ynot [54] is
an axiomatic extension to Rocq based on Hoare Type The-
ory [53], which uses separation logic to reason about imper-
ative monadic code. CFML [6] translated OCaml programs
into a representation using characteristic formulas in Rocq.
These works used a shallow embedding for sequential pro-
grams. The FCSL project [52] developed a shallow embed-
ding in Rocq that incorporated concurrent separation logic
features. SteelCore [65] and PulseCore [14] support reason-
ing about shallowly embedded F* programs [64], and include
support for challenging logical features like impredicative
invariants, similar to those in Iris.
Productively using an embedded separation logic library

requires a suite of tactics for carrying out proofs in the logic,
as the Iris Proof Mode provides. Several works have focused
on the design of such tactic libraries. McCreight [47] devel-
oped interactive tactics for a separation logic for Cminor. The
Charge! framework [4] included tactics for a higher-order
separation logic. Although these tactics provided an inter-
active experience, making it easier to apply the rules of the
logic, they did not have the Iris Proof Mode representation of
the separation logic context that could be manipulated using
tactics analogous to the usual context in the proof assistant.
Bedrock [7] instead focused on tactics for highly automating
separation logic proofs. Yolo [50] implements automation
for separation logics in Lean by separating proofs into two
stages: a faster but unverified search phase followed by a
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slower proof reconstruction phase. An early version of Iris-
Lean by König is used for a case study, where its CFML-style
hProp is mapped to Iris-Lean’s BI. We would be interested
to see whether the two-stage approach can be extended to
support our full Iris-Lean development.
IsarIris [61] is a prototype implementation of Iris in the

Isabelle/HOL proof assistant [55]. Like Iris-Lean, IsarIris at-
tempts to closely adapt Iris-Rocq, using ML code generation
to work around features that use dependent types such as inG.
The port to Isabelle is incomplete, axiomatizing construc-
tions like the America–Rutten fixed point theorem, although
the authors claim that a proof is possible. IsarIris does not
adapt the MoSeL proof mode, adopting a fully custom back-
tracking search instead, though the authors conclude that
this confers few advantages for automation.

Iris-Lean itself began with the initial proof mode founda-
tions developed by König [36]. This initial development con-
tained only a (partial) adaptation of the Iris Proof Mode and
the generic bunched implications interface it uses. The ver-
sion of the project described in this paper represents several
years of subsequent work by a large group of contributors.

5.2 Future Work
Our vision is for Iris-Lean to become a canonical piece of
infrastructure for program verification in Lean. To this end,
we are exploring how Iris-Lean can best integrate Lean’s
new computer science library CSLib [3] and with the Std.Do
program logic, which is being developed in Lean’s standard
library. With the core library in hand, it is now possible to
port specific program logics to Iris-Lean.

A long-term challenge remains in coordinating the future
development of Iris-Lean and its relationship to Iris-Rocq.
While Iris-Lean has achieved parity with Iris-Rocq’s current
features, the latter continues to grow and evolve. We hope
to continue exploring ways in which we can take advantage
of unique features of Lean to improve upon or simplify the
implementation, while still trying to maintain some form of
correspondence between the two developments.

Data Availability Statement
The Lean mechanization accompanying this work is avail-
able on Zenodo [10] and on GitHub at https://github.com/
leanprover-community/iris-lean.
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