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Abstract. The issues of logging for determining liability requires to
define, prior to a dispute, the logging system and the log analysis in
a manner that would determine the parties liable for a predetermined
misbehavior of the system. We propose a formal framework for specifying
and reasoning about decentralized logs to be used in legal disputes. In
addition, we study how previous results can be used in the incremental
analysis of larger inputs to obtain precise or approximated results. We
illustrate our approach with an example of a travel arrangement service.

1 Introduction

Due to the growing impact of the Information and Communication Technologies
on everyday life, and the increasing complexity of computer systems, the logging
of these systems raises greater challenges. Logging is a necessity for debugging
a system at development time, or after a fault, for identifying security attacks,
guaranteeing safety, and establishing liability for software providers. With re-
spect to the last one, Fred B. Schneider pointed [23] that liability determination
needs a mature discipline of forensics for computing systems and components.
It requires to change software development practices, because, in addition to
delivering systems, producers will also need to deliver instruments to show that
they behave well.

The use of log as electronic evidence for establishing contractual liability is
a challenging problem [18, 6, 12]. Actual solutions that propose formal models
to specify liability [17, 10] are more focused on the system models rather than
using logs as electronic evidences in cases of litigation. Meanwhile, other works
[4, 11, 21, 3] present a well-defined model for analysing properties in logs, but
a small effort has been made to specify the liability associated with the log
content. Existing research stops short of discussing how one might determining
whether the information found in a given log is precise enough to be used for
legal disputes.

The LISE project1 aims to address liability issues from the legal and technical
points of view. The goal is to cover the whole chain of “liability engineering”, from
1 Liability Issues in Software Engineering: http://licit.inrialpes.fr/lise/
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liability specification (at contract negotiation time) to liability determination (at
litigation time). With the purpose of reduce legal uncertainty, the LISE approach
incorporates in B2B contracts (between services providers) an agreement about
the electronic evidence to be produced and used in case of failures. According
to this agreement, the parties commit to build these pieces of evidence, and
to rely on them for determining their share of responsibility. We assume that
certain conditions (such as, proof of authenticity and integrity) are satisfied by
complementary means.

In contrast with others frameworks that focus either in liability [17, 10] or
properties verification for logs [4, 11], we propose here an integrated frame-
work that allow us to specify liability, claims, and logs as electronic evidence
(Figure 1.a). As mentioned before we restrict ourselves in the context of liability
defined for a contractual environment. Furthermore, we exploit the central no-
tion of agents (seen as parties implied in a contractual engagement) that organize
claims, properties and distributed logs in a very tractable way. Then, we are able
to propose a general analysis procedure (Figure 1.b) allowing us to evaluate the
admissibility of a given claim instance. This procedure is focused on the notion
of properties attached to a given claim, rather than general properties describing
the behavior of the system [4, 11, 21, 3]. The fact that, in our context, claims are
defined a priori allow us to provide a simpler specification for such procedure.
We also study the incremental aspects of our procedure and propose alternative
solutions to obtain new results based on the results of a previous analysis.

(a) (b)

Fig. 1. Framework for liability specification and analysis

This paper is dedicated to the presentation of our framework for the formal
representation and analysis of logs. We explore the aspects of the LISE methodol-
ogy introduced in [15] considering the distribution and analysis of logs. Another
previous work [16] studies how different distribution of logs can be classified with
relation to their content w.r.t. the level of interest that logging agents have in
changing the events in their logs. These can be viewed as complementary results
of the present work. Section 2 introduces a motivating example and some useful
notations. Section 3 presents our general model to specify logs, log distributions
and claims. Section 4 introduces some classical operations on distributed logs, as
extraction and merge. Finally, Section 5 gives the specification of our log anal-
ysis and its use for claim admissibility together with the studies of incremental
results.
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2 Case Study and Notations

In this section we present our case study and give a brief background of the B
notation used in this paper.

2.1 Case Study

Throughout this paper we will use a travel booking case study as a running
example of the different aspects of our framework.

Fig. 2. Travel booking system

In this case study (Figure 2), the client (Client) submits a request (Request)
for a hotel reservation to the travel agency (Agency). On the request arrival,
Agency performs some research to find a hotel that supplies the specifications
requested by Client (for example, price or hotel location). Having found a hotel,
Agency sends a request (Book) to the hotel (Hotel) with the specification of
dates and room. Hotel confirms the reservation sending a message (Confirm)
to Client. Client can cancel the reservation before the reservation date free
of charge. To cancel the reservation, Client shall send a message (Cancel) to
Hotel informing that s/he no longer desires the room. If Client did not cancel
the reservation within the time specified, Agency makes a debit in the client’s
account sending a message (Debit) to Bank. Finally, Bank sends a message
(Justify) to Client with the justification for the payment made with his/her
account.

From the Client’s point of view a number of things could go wrong. We
consider here two claims:

Example 1. (claim NoRoom) Let us consider the case that Client submits a
request and receives a justification from Bank, but when s/he arrives at the
hotel there is no information about the reservation in Hotel’s registry. Client
complains to Agency that s/he received a message from Bank and still there is
no room available.
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Example 2. (claim LateCancel) Let us consider another claim where having can-
celed the reservation, Client is still charged by Agency. Then, Client complains
to Agency that s/he sent the message to cancel the reservation. On the other
side, Agency complains that Client did not send the message before the reser-
vation date. In this example, the time that the client sends the message can be
confused with the time that the message is received by Hotel. It is necessary to
make clear in the agreement between Agency and Client how such details will
be taken into account.

In such situations, liability can be specified in terms of well-defined properties
written in function of events recorded in the logs. Consider, for example, the
scenario in Figure 3. In this scenario Agency does not send the request of reser-
vation to Hotel, but still charges the client by sending a message to Bank. Client
receives the justification from Bank and could think that, although s/he has no
confirmation from Hotel (maybe Client does not even know that should receive
a confirmation from Hotel), the fact that s/he was charged by Agency assures
the confirmation of the reservation.

Fig. 3. Sequence diagram for possible scenario where claim NoRoom will happen

For the agreement to work it is necessary that the values found in the logs can
be trusted by all entities of the system and that it contains no error. In this pa-
per, we assume that this hypothesis is valid and the values that compose the logs
correspond exactly to what happened (no duplication, no replication, no loss).

2.2 Notation B

This formal framework is based on the B-method [1]. This methodology was cho-
sen because it allows specifications that are focused both on data and behavior.
Another important aspect for our lawyer partners is the industrial status of this
approach [5, 2] that is a positive argument in term of trust, a central notion in law.

We give here a short summary of the B notations we use in this paper. Given two
sets,A andB, the set of relations betweenA andB, the set of functions fromA toB,
and the set of partial functions from A to B are respectively denoted by A ↔ B,
A → B, and A �→ B. We note F(A) all finite subsets of A, R[U ] the relational
image of U under the relation R (set of all elements that are under relation R with
an element of U), and union(A) the generalized union of A (union of all elements
of the set A). We denote by f−1 the inverse function for f and by iseq(A) the set of
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injective sequences of elements of A. A sequence is delimited by the square brackets
(’[’ and ’]’) and its elements separated by commas (’,’). The notation λx.(P | E)
denotes the function that maps every x that verifies the predicate P into the value
of expression E. Finally, for readability, we sometimes omit the declaration of the
type of variables whenever we judge the type is easy to infer.

3 Logs and Claims

In this section we present how, in our framework, we specify the expected infor-
mation about the system, the logs and the claims. The proposed model is based
on exchanged messages that are used to represent the interactions between the
entities of the system. We will assume here that each message is unique. We
will also assume that we are able to identify the origin of exchanged messages.
However, our framework can be easily adapted for working without assuming
such hypothesis. This model of communication is well adapted to the domain
of B2B applications that we mentioned in the introduction, including electronic
service and resource provision.

We consider a system consisting of agents participating in some form of inter-
actions described as events, and each event is performed by one of the agents.
Particular agents may have the ability to monitor the events performed by itself
and other agents and record these events in a log2. The agents should agree that
the produced logs are liable for representing the event’s history.

3.1 System Information

The machine SystemInfo specifies a set of agents (AGENT ) and a set of actions
(ACTION). Each action is associated with the agent that can execute it by the
function Interface. The information associated with the system in study is
marked in bold.

Example 3. (agents and interface) Let us write the machine SystemInfo for our
case study such that:

MACHINE SystemInfo
SETS

AGENT = {Client,Agency,Hotel,Bank};
ACTION = {Request,Book,Debit,Confirm,Justify,Cancel}

CONSTANTS Interface
PROPERTIES

Interface : ACTION → AGENT ∧
Interface = {(Request,Client), (Book,Agency), (Debit,Agency),

(Confirm,Hotel), (Justify,Bank), (Cancel,Client)}
END

2 Logs can also be produced by some mechanism that does not directly belong to the
system, such as protocol sniffers.
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The actions specified for a given system may depend on the claims that need to
be evaluated. Other actions, such as confirmation of the reservation between Hotel
and Agency, were not considered here to keep the simplicity of the example.

3.2 Logs and Distribution

An event (EV ENT ) is described as a tuple consisting of the type of event
(OP ), the source and destination agents, and the action to be executed. A log
file (LOG FILE) is defined as a pair consisting of the set of agents that have
their events logged and the sequence of events, recorded in the order of execution.

A log architecture (LOG ARCH) represents a set of logs produced during
the execution of the system. The constant Dist describes how we have chosen
to regroup and distribute logs. Each element X ∈ Dist represents that a single
log file records the events performed by the agents in X . Notice that in this
definition the events of an agent might be recorded in more than one log file.

Logs are modeled using the machine LogModel.

MACHINE LogModel
INCLUDES SystemInfo
SETS OP = {Send, Rec}
CONSTANTS EV ENT , LOG FILE, LOG ARCH , Dist
PROPERTIES

EV ENT = OP ×AGENT ×AGENT ×ACTION ∧
/* Log files */
LOG FILE = F(AGENT )× iseq(EV ENT ) ∧
/* Definition of the chosen log distribution */
Dist ⊆ F(AGENT) ∧ Dist = {· · ·} ∧
/* Log architectures defined as a set of log files */
LOG ARCH = {logs | logs ∈ F(LOG FILE) ∧ ∀ log.(log ∈ logs⇒
agents(log) ∈ Dist)}

END

In the rest of the paper we use the functions agents and content that maps
every log file into its agents and content respectively. The function events maps
every log file into the set of events (rather than the sequence) of the log’s content.
We abuse our notation and assume that agents and events can also be applied
to log architectures: applying agents (or events) to a log architecture log arch
is equivalent to applying agents (or events) to each log file that belongs to
log arch and make the union of the results.

Example 4. (log distribution) Let us consider the following two examples of dis-
tributions:

1. Dist = {{Client}, {Agency}, {Hotel}, {Bank}}
2. Dist = {{Client,Agency}, {Hotel}, {Bank}}

In the first example we describe a distribution where each agent is logged inde-
pendently. In the second example we assume that there is a single log file that
records the events performed by Client and Agency.
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3.3 Properties and Claims

In our case study, the agents make an agreement to trust the content of logs,
in order to establish liability for a given set of claims. Then it is necessary to
express these claims in terms of log events in an unambiguous way. We assume
that liability for claims take the form: “if Prop holds, then agent defendant is
responsible”. This structure is explained in more details in [15].

The machine Claims below introduces some general definitions and allows us
to declare particular instances of properties and claims.

MACHINE Claims
INCLUDES LogModel
CONSTANTS PROP, CLAIM
PROPERTIES
/* Log Properties */
PROP = {prop | prop ∈ F(AGENT )× (LOG FILE �→ BOOL) ∧
∀(ags, log).(prop = (ags, log)⇒ ags = agents(log))} ∧
propNoRoom ∈ PROP ∧ propLateCancel ∈ PROP ∧ . . . ∧

/* Claims */
CLAIM = {claim | claim ∈ (AGENT ×AGENT × PROP ) ∧
∀(plain, def, prop).(claim = (plain, def, prop)⇒
{plain, def} ⊆ agents(prop))} ∧

NoRoom ∈ CLAIM ∧ NoRoom = (Client,Agency,propNoRoom) ∧
LateCancel ∈ CLAIM ∧ LateCancel = (Client,Agency,propLateCancel)

END

Due to the distributed nature of logs, the first element of a property explicitly
states the agents that are concerned with this property. The second element of
the property is a partial function that maps a log file to true or false depending if
the log file verifies the property. We use the notation agents(prop) and val(prop)
indicating respectively the first and second parts of a property prop. In a property
it is imposed that the domain of logs matches exactly with the agents concerned
by the property. Claims are tuples consisting of a plaintiff, a defendant, and a
property that describes the claim, with the plaintiff and the defendant belonging
to the agents of the property.

Example 5. (property propNoRoom) Now, consider the claim NoRoom described
in Section 2.1. Let propNoRoom be the property that describes the claim where
Client complains of Agency being responsible for charging him/her without
booking the reservation:

agents(propNoRoom) = {Client, Agency} ∧
val(propNoRoom) = λ log.(agents(log) = {Client, Agency} |

(Send, Client, Agency, Request) ∈ events(log) ∧
(Send, Agency, Bank, Debit) ∈ events(log) ∧
(Send, Agency, Hotel, Book) 
∈ events(log)) ∧
pos((Send, Client, Agency, Request), log) <

pos((Send, Agency, Bank, Debit), log))
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This definition starts limiting the agents of the property to Client and Agency.
The second part of the definition gives the conditions that verify the property.
We use the function pos(ev, log) that maps every event ev and log log such that
ev ∈ events(log), into the position of ev within the sequence content(log).

4 Log Functions

Like others frameworks dedicated to distributed systems we provide some func-
tions for manipulating distributed logs. The functions presented here are based
in the well known relation “happened-before” introduced in the early work of
Lamport [14].

4.1 Log Extraction

The function extract allow us to obtain information contained in a log file con-
cerning a certain group of agents.

Definition 1. (function extract) The partial function extract : (F(AGENT )×
LOG FILE) �→ LOG FILE maps every pair (ags, log) such that ags
⊆ agents(log), into logext with logext having the following properties:

1. agents(logext) = agents(log)
2. events(logext) = {ev | ev ∈ events(log) ∧ ∃(ag1, ag2, ac).(ag1 ∈ agents(log) ∧

ev = (Send, ag1, ag2, ac) ∨ ev = (Rec, ag2, ag1, ac))}
3. ∀(evA, evB).(evA ∈ events(logext) ∧ evB ∈ events(logext) ∧

pos(evA, logext) < pos(evB, logext)⇒ pos(evA, log) < pos(evB, log))

The last two properties of Definition 1 respectively state that the extracted log
(2.) contains all events that represent messages sent or received by the agent in
ags and (3.) respects the order of events in log. In the rest of this paper we use
extractags(log) to denote extract(ags, log).

Example 6. (application of extract) Let us imagine the variable log ∈
LOG FILE representing the log of Client and Agency for the scenario de-
scribed in Figure 3:

log = ({Client, Agency}, [(Send, Client, Agency, Request),
(Rec, Client, Agency, Request), (Send, Agency, Bank, Debit),

(Rec, Bank, Client, Justify)])

Then, we can use extract to obtain the events performed only by Agency:

extract{Agency}(log) = ({Agency}, [(Rec, Client, Agency, Request),
(Send, Agency, Bank, Debit)]).
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4.2 Log Merge

The relation merge produces, for a given log architecture, the set of logs respect-
ing the order of each log file in the architecture and the order of corresponding
Send/Rec events. Each log produced by this relation represents a scenario de-
scribing the sequence of events in the order they were performed.

Definition 2. (relation merge) The relation merge : LOG ARCH ↔
LOG FILE maps every log architecture into logs that will represent all pos-
sible total orders for this architecture. That is, for any log arch and log, such
that (log arch, log) ∈ merge, then:

1. agents(log) = agents(log arch)
2. events(log) = events(log arch)
3. ∀ logag ∈ log arch⇒ extractagents(logag )(log) = logag

4. ∀(evB, ag1, ag2, ac).(evB ∈ events(log arch) ∧ evB = (Rec, ag1, ag2, ac) ∧
ag1 ∈ agents(log arch)⇒ ∃(evA).(evA ∈ events(log arch) ∧
evA = (Send, ag1, ag2, ac) ∧ pos(evA, log) < pos(evB , log))

The last two properties in Definition 2 respectively state that the scenario repre-
sented by log (3.) respects the local order of each log file in log arch and (4.) for
every event of type Rec if there is a corresponding event of type Send then the
event of type Send precedes the event of type Rec in this scenario. That is, the
relation merge collects all interleaving that respect local and causal orderings.

Example 7. (application of merge) Let us, from now on, denote events omitting
the sender and receiver and using the simplified notation (Send, ac) to represent
an event of the form (Send, ag1, ag2, ac) and similar for (Rec, ac). Let us imagine
the distribution log arch composed by the logs of Client and Agency where:

logClient = ({Client}, [(Send, Request), (Rec, Justify)])
logAgency = ({Agency}, [(Rec, Request), (Send, Debit)])

Then, merge[log arch]3 produces the set {log1, log2, log3} such that:

log1 = {Client, Agency}, [(Send, Request),
(Rec, Justify), (Rec, Request), (Send, Debit)]
log2 = {Client, Agency}, [(Send, Request),

(Rec, Request), (Rec, Justify), (Send, Debit)]
log3 = {Client, Agency}, [(Send, Request),

(Rec, Request), (Send, Debit)], (Rec, Justify)

That is, the event (Rec, Justify) can be permuted with the events
(Rec, Request) and (Send, Debit) because there is no order constraint between
these events. However, we know that all these events shall come after the
event (Send, Request) and that the event (Send, Debit) comes after the event
(Rec, Request).
3 In this paper we use the notation merge[log arch] rather than merge[{log arch}]

for sake of simplicity.
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5 Log Analysis

In this section, we give the general method of our log analyzer. Given the values
of the current logs and a particular claim, the aim is to establish the truthfulness
of this claim based on the content of the logs.

5.1 Log Analyzer

First, we present the definition of the operation PropAnalysis.

scen, ok← PropAnalysis(logs, prop)=̂
PRE

logs ∈ LOG ARCH ∧ prop ∈ PROP ∧ agents(prop) ⊆ agents(logs)
THEN

scen := extractagents(prop)[merge[logs]];
ok := scen ∩ val(prop)−1[{TRUE}]

END
END

For a given set of logs logs, the operation PropAnalysis researches scenarios
that hold for a given property prop. Two results are computed: the set of possible
different scenarios (scen) zooming only on the concerned agents of the property,
and among them, the subset of these scenarios that fulfill the property (ok). The
ratio between the two sets scen and ok may inform us the level truthfulness of
the researched property for the given logs.

Now, the method for the analysis of a claim of the form (plain, def, prop)
proceeds as follows:

1. Select a set of logs in the global log architecture such that {plain, def} ⊆
agents(prop). These logs may represent the current global set of logs or only
a subset of them.

2. Execute scen, ok← PropAnalysis(logs, prop)
3. Analyze the results in term of the admissibility of the claim and its expla-

nation. For instance:
– if ok = scen the property holds for all scenarios, which leads us to

conclude that the claim is valid and the defendant is responsible;
– if ok = ∅ the property is false for all scenarios, and leads us to conclude

that the claims should be rejected;
– otherwise, an appropriate examination of scenarios that fulfill (or not)

the property has to be conducted.

If the results are not conclusive, it could be necessary to increase the amount of
logs used in the analysis, as we explain in Section 5.2.

Example 8. (claim NoRoom analysis) Suppose we have the following current
logs representing the scenario illustrated in Figure 3:
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logClient = ({Client}, [(Send, Request), (Rec, Justify)])
logAgency = ({Agency}, [(Rec, Request), (Send, Debit)])
logBank = ({Bank}, [(Rec, Debit), (Send, Justify)])
logHotel = ({Hotel}, [ ])

If we execute PropAnalysis for NoRoom using all these logs it is clear that
Agency is liable for Client’s damages4, because only one scenario is generated
and fulfills the property propNoRoom. However, suppose that obtaining logBank

can be an issue and that we want to verify if Agency is responsible for the
incident. Then, the property can be analyzed for a reduced architecture using
only logClient and logAgency. This setting will generate the three scenarios de-
scribed in Example 7, but for all of them propNoRoom holds, which leads to the
conclusion that the claim is valid and Agency should be responsible.

5.2 Incremental Analysis

When results are not precise enough, a deeper investigation can be conducted,
for instance, inspecting more logs or in looking for some other dysfunctions. We
focus now on an incremental approach to obtain more precise results when more
logs are later added in the analysis.

Let logs and prop be respectively the logs and the property that have been
already analyzed. Now let logs′ be a new set of logs, selected in order to ob-
tain more precise results. Here we study how scen′, ok′ ← PropAnalysis(logs∪
logs′, prop) can be incrementally computed, reusing the results obtained by
scen, ok← PropAnalysis(logs, prop).

Incremental calculus for merge[logs∪logs′]. The following property allows
us to compute merge[logs ∪ logs′].

Property 1. (merge by parts) Let logs and logs′ be two sets of logs. We have:

merge[logs ∪ logs′] = union({merge[logs′ ∪ {log}) | log ∈ merge[logs]}]

Then, in the first step of PropAnalysis(logs∪ logs′, prop) it is possible to reuse
the result of merge[logs] to compute merge[logs∪ logs′]. However, the operation
extract does not distribute on the operator merge (see Property 2 below).

Incremental calculus for scen′ and ok′. The results of PropAnalysis(logs∪
logs′, prop) can be approximated using the previous results for scen and ok in
the following way:

4 In law, the term “damage” is associated with an award of money to be paid as
compensation for loss or injury. In this paper we refer to this term in a more general
meaning.



A Formal Framework for Specifying and Analyzing Logs 205

iscen, iok← IncrPropAnalysis(logs′, prop, scen, ok)=̂
PRE

logs′ ∈ LOG ARCH ∧ prop ∈ PROP ∧
scen ∈ F(LOG FILE) ∧ ok ∈ F(LOG FILE) ∧
agents(prop) ⊆ agents(scen) ∧
agents(prop) ⊆ agents(ok)

THEN
iscen := extractagents(prop)[union({merge[logs′ ∪ {log}] | log ∈ scen})];
iok := extractagents(prop)[union({merge[logs′ ∪ {log}] | log ∈ ok})]

END
END

Now we can compare:

scen, ok ← PropAnalysis(logs, prop)
scen′, ok′ ← PropAnalysis(logs ∪ logs′, prop)
iscen, iok ← IncrPropAnalysis(logs′, prop, scen, ok)

The result is:

ok′ ⊆ iok ⊆ ok and scen′ ⊆ iscen ⊆ scen

This result can be concluded using the following property.

Property 2. (extraction by parts) Let log be a log, log arch a log architecture,
and ags a set of agents. We have:

extractags[merge[log arch ∪ {log})] ⊆
extractags[merge[log arch ∪ {extractags(log)})]

This property suggests that when an extraction is made before the merge some
information about the order of events may be lost and may result in a large set
of scenarios for merge. Since IncrPropAnalysis uses the results scen and ok of
PropAnalysis, some information may be lost with the extraction of the events
that only concern the agents of the property.

Application. Although we do not obtain exact results, this operation is inter-
esting because it does not retest the researched property, what can be a complex
step. Moreover in some cases we may obtain conclusive results. For instance, it
is always the case where iok = ∅ or iok = iscen.

Example 9. Suppose the claim LateCancel = (Client, Agency, propLateCancel)
such that:

agents(propLateCancel) = {Client, Agency} ∧
val(propLateCancel) = λ log.(agents(log) = {Client, Agency} |

(Send, Cancel) ∈ events(log) ∧
(Send, Debit) ∈ events(log) ∧

pos((Send, Cancel), log) < pos((Send, Debit), log))
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Fig. 4. Sequence diagram for possible scenario

That is, Agency is responsible for the claim LateCancel if Client sends a message
to cancel the reservation before Agency sends the message to Bank charging the
client. Now, consider the scenario described in Figure 4 and an initial call of
PropAnalysis only with logClient and logAgency. The values for the logs can be
written as follows:

logClient = ({Client}, [(Send, Request), (Rec, Confirm), (Rec, Justify),
(Send, Cancel)])

logAgency = ({Agency}, [(Send, Request), (Send, Book), (Send, Debit)])

Then, it is not possible to verify if the claim is valid, because the result of
merge[{logClient, logAgency}] will produce 20 different scenarios where in ten of
them the position of CancelSend is before DebitSend.

Now, we call IncrPropAnalysis with the result of the previous analysis and
logBank that should contain the following value:

logBank = ({Bank}, [(Rec, Debit), (Send, Justify)])

The bank’s log adds a restriction to the previous scenarios. Now we know that
Client tries to cancel the reservation after the message (Rec, Debit). After exe-
cute IncrPropAnalysis we remain with four scenarios in iscen because we are
not sure about the position of the event (Rec, Confirm). However, we obtain
iok = ∅ and can conclude that the claim should be rejected.

6 Conclusion

This paper has presented some parts of the LISE context [15], a project with
the objective to create a formal framework to precisely define liability in IT
systems and establish liability in case of failure. Our framework provides a model
for formally specifying the aspects of liability in a contractual setting. We also
present the specification for a log analyzer that can be used to establish the
validity of claims with relation to a given distributed log architecture. Finally,
we explore the aspects of incremental analysis for this log analyzer.
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6.1 Related Works

A large amount of work has been dedicated to the formal specification of con-
tracts, among them [13, 9, 8]. Such specifications are useful but they still lack
in specific issues of legal evidences and can be considered as a complementary
approach to our framework.

Works in the domain of forensics [19, 20, 22, 26] and audit [24, 7, 27] make
general references to analysis of digital information in a legal setting. However,
in general these contributions seem to be targeted towards security issues and
attack detection rather than define liability for possible claims that may rise.

The contributions presented in this paper differs from other works such as
[25] and [7]. In these works the authors make reference to liability using logs but
they are more focused in the aspects of monitorability of events and how the logs
should be produced. The management of log distributions related with liability
is an important related topic which has been covered by our prior work [16],
where we characterized the acceptability of a given distribution with respect to
a trust relationship and the neutrality of agents to log some given events.

6.2 Future Work

In this paper, we assumed that logs will not contain inconsistencies or incorrect
values. As commented before, this hypothesis is justified by the use of other
means, for instance digital signatures, that will assure characteristics such as
integrity and non-repudiation for the logs. Another possibility, to verify log in-
tegrity, is the use of redundancy in a log architecture, when the events concerning
one agent is recorded several times. However, situations where this hypothesis is
not assumed has been considered in our previous works [16].

In the future we will extend our framework to take into account parameterized
claims and properties (for instance to extend our case study with several clients
and hotels). Future work also includes the integration of our work presented in
[16] in this general framework.
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