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Abstract

This thesis studies notions of program equivalence for a call-by-push-value functional
language with algebraic effects and general recursion. We mainly focus on behavioural
equivalence, where program behaviour is specified by a collection of effect-specific for-
mulas. Two programs of the same type are deemed equivalent if they satisfy the same
formulas. To interpret effectful behaviour in a generic way, computation terms are eval-
uated to trees built from effect operators. These trees are then interpreted in a logic
using modalities, which lift predicates on value types to predicates on computation
types.

One of the main contributions of this thesis is identifying conditions on the modali-
ties under which the behavioural equivalence induced by the logic is a congruence. This
means equivalent terms cannot be distinguished by programs. To prove this property,
we show that the behavioural equivalence coincides with an appropriate notion of ap-
plicative bisimilarity, where effects are interpreted using relators (which lift relations).
This allows us to prove the aforementioned congruence using a variation of Howe’s
method.

The algebraic effects to which the results apply include error, nondeterminism, prob-
ability, global store, input/output, and timer. Several combinations of these effects can
also be described with the logic. However, in order to combine effects more easily, and
to give more natural descriptions of program behaviour, the logic is generalised to a
logic with quantitative formulas. Once again, the congruence property and connections
with applicative bisimilarity are established.

Finally, we show that similar results hold also if the language is extended with
additional type constructors. In particular, we consider universal polymorphic and
recursive types.

Math. Subj. Class. (2010): 68Q55, 03B70, 06B35, 68Q10, 68Q85

Keywords: Program equivalence, functional programming, call-by-push-value, be-
havioural logic, modalities, algebraic effects, applicative bisimilarity, Howe’s method,
complete lattices
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Izvlecek

Disertacija preucuje pojem enakovrednosti programov za funkcijski programski jezik z
algebrajskimi u¢inki in splogno rekurzijo, ki uporablja klic po nalozeni vrednosti (call-by-
push-value oz. na kratko cbpv). Osredotoc¢amo se predvsem na vedenjsko ekvivalenco,
pri ¢emer je obnaSanje programa dolo¢eno z zbirko formul, ki so odvisne od u¢inkov. Dva
programa istega tipa imamo za enakovredna, ¢e zados¢ata istim formulam. Za splosno
interpretacijo obnasanja programa z ucinki izra¢une ovrednotimo z drevesi, zgrajenimi
iz u€inkovnih operacij. Ta drevesa potem interpretiramo v logiki z modalnostmi, kar
dvigne predikate na tipih vrednosti do predikatov na tipih izra¢unov.

FEden glavnih prispevkov disertacije je dolo¢itev pogojev na modalnostih, pri katerih
je vedenjska ekvivalenca, ki jo inducira logika, kongruenca. To pomeni, da enakovrednih
izrazov ni mogoce razlikovati s programi. Za dokaz te lastnosti pokazemo, da vedenjska
ekvivalenca sovpada z ustreznim pojmom aplikativne bipodobnosti, kjer ucinke inter-
pretiramo z uporabo relatorjev (ki dvigajo relacije). To nam omogodci, da dokazemo
omenjeno kongruenco s pomocjo razli¢ice Howejeve metode.

Algebrajski uc¢inki, za katere veljajo rezultati, vkljuujejo napake, nedeterminizem,
verjetnost, globalni pomnilnik, vhod/izhod in ¢asomer. Z logiko lahko opiSemo tudi
razlitne kombinacije teh u¢inkov. Da bi lazje kombinirali u¢inke in naravneje opisovali
obnaSanje programov, posplosimo logiko na kvantitativno logiko. Tudi tu pokaZemo
lastnost kongruence in povezavo z aplikativno bipodobnostjo.

Na koncu pokazemo, da podobni rezultati veljajo tudi, ¢e jezik razsirimo z dodatnimi
konstruktorji tipov. Posebej preuc¢imo univerzalne polimorfne in rekurzivne tipe.

Math. Subj. Class. (2010): 68Q55, 03B70, 06B35, 68Q10, 68Q85

Kljuéne besede: Enakovrednost programov, funkcijsko programiranje, klic po na-
loZeni vrednosti (call-by-push-value), vedenjska logika, modalnosti, algebrajski u¢inki,
aplikativna bipodobnost, Howejeva metoda, polne mreze
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Introduction

1.1 Foreword

Not everything is as you imagine it to be. Human creations, conjured in the confines
of the brain, may behave differently when brought into existence. Nowhere has this
become as apparent as in the field of computer science. Coders meticulously craft tools
to aid their fellow human beings. But once downloaded on the users phone, all manner
of different things may alter the apps behaviour. Can the downloaded app on the users
phone still be considered the same as the original code on the designer’s laptop?

This depends on a variety of circumstances. What phone is the user using? What
operating system? Is it connected to the internet? Was it dropped on the floor recently?
The real world has many ways to effect the behaviour of computer programs. When
you type in a calculator ‘24+-2="it will say ‘4’, unless the calculator ran out of batteries,
or a dog mistook it for a biscuit. A calculator fresh from the box is surely different from
a calculator which has been chewed in half.

Once you are aware of such effects the world can have on a program, there is a choice
to be made. Do you avoid the effects as much as you can, or do you harness them for
your own gain? Whatever decision you make, real world effects are a fact of life. So in
order to verify the behaviour of, and equality between, programs with effects, one needs
to understand how effects influence program behaviour.

This understanding needs to be built on a suitable level of abstraction. Fundamen-
tally, we can consider a program to be a ‘function’, something that takes an input and
computes from it an output. Effects may then be considered as any real world influence
which will make the program behave ‘non-functionally’. This can be anything; some-
thing that stops the program from outputting a result, a potential random influence
which makes the program output different results at different runs, or some interaction
with an outside memory source like the internet.

In order to understand the behaviour of the program, one could measure under what
circumstances and how often the program outputs a result with certain properties.
Such measurements can be conceptualised with the notion of observation, which are
formalised using modalities. In case of some random interference, such a modality
might be constructed to measure the frequency at which certain things are outputted
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by the program.

We consider two different programs to be equal if there is no measurement, e.g., a
modality, which can distinguish the two. These measurements are abstractly defined,
and as such need to be reasonably formulated to express actual things which the users
of the program can observe. An important property the resulting notion of equality
needs to satisfy, is that no other program can distinguish between two equal programs.
Establishing this for different effects and languages is a main contribution of this thesis.

1.2 Technical introduction

The title of this dissertation, “Equality between Programs with Effects”; is quite general.
Therefore, as an introduction to the material presented in this thesis, we give an outline
of what exactly is meant by the three concepts mentioned in it.

Equality: There are many different notions of equality between programs in computer
science. Such equalities are normally called equivalences, where the word ‘equality’ is
often-times reserved for syntactic equality: two programs are equal if their codes are
exactly the same. There are however multiple ways to code the same ‘function’, ab-
stracting away things like execution time. No one notion of equality could be considered
the ‘be-all and end-all’, which is why we will talk about ‘a’ notion of equivalence, instead
of ‘the’ notion of equality.

Firstly, we consider the notion of denotational equivalence, transporting a program
from its real world implementation to an abstract space of mathematical denotations.
These are mathematical models describing a program as the user might imagine it, a
black box, a function, an abstract representation of the program. If the representations
of two programs are equal, we consider the two programs denotationally equivalent.
Programs which receive inputs and return outputs can for instance be interpreted as
continuous mathematical functions, which is done in domain theory [93, 98]. Alter-
natively, one can consider as denotation functions that are realized by codes, as in
realizability [48, 104], or consider strategies of a game as denotation, as done in game
semantics [4, 32].

Another notion of equivalence is bisimilarity [27, 61, 71]. Two programs are related
if there is a simulation relating the two. Such a simulation needs to satisfy some local
properties of behaviour, doing similar modifications on a pair of programs related by the
simulation must result in a new pair related by the simulation. Bisimilarity itself is then
defined coinductively, as the largest symmetric simulation satisfying the appropriate
properties. A particular version of bisimilarity of interest in this thesis is applicative
bisimilarity [2]|, where the main modification tested by simulations are applications to
arguments, whilst abstracting away evaluation time of programs.

Thirdly, there is the notion of contezrtual equivalence [61, 62, 64]. When a program
outputs basic data, like natural numbers, it is easy to see when two such programs
are equal; which is if they output the same thing. We can define observations for such
programs, e.g., the program outputs the number 3. Programs of more complicated types
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can be tested at such basic data types, by plugging them into a context, a program of a
basic type with a hole. Two programs are contextually equivalent if within each context
they satisfy the same observations. This is the largest ‘reasonable’ notion of equivalence,
since it is the largest relation which is both preserved under program composition, and
satisfies basic observations. It is also the most mysterious notion of equivalence, since
its formulation does not give a clear description of the equivalence at higher types.

The main focus of this thesis however, will be the fourth and final notion, logical
equivalence. This notion has primarily been developed in concurrency theory [27]. Using
the notion of observation at basic types used for contextual equivalence as a foundation,
we define observations for any type of programs. These describe behavioural properties
of programs, and are defined as formulas in a behavioural logic. Two programs of the
same type are equivalent if they satisfy the same formulas of that type. Unlike contexts
with observations, these formulas give more intuitive tests on programs, like applying a
program to some argument, akin to what is done in applicative bisimilarity.

Effects: The matter of defining equivalences becomes more complicated once effects
are involved. If the behaviour of a program is altered by an outside influence, such
that it for instance might output different things on different evaluations, observations
used for effect-free programs become insufficient for interpreting program behaviour.
Observations and denotational models of programs need to be adapted to account for
the way the program can be affected by the real world.

A program can for instance be affected by some random process, introducing prob-
ability, in which case the likelihood that a certain result is produced becomes relevant.
A program might interact with some outside memory source, a global store, in which
case what is stored there becomes important, both before and after the program is
evaluated. Maybe the program communicates to the human user, with input-output, in
which case any possible line of communication with the user must be taken into account.
It can also be that whatever the program interacts with is completely unpredictable,
nondeterministic, so one can only check what is and is not possible.

The equivalence needs to be modelled to suit the situation. In denotational models,
we can for instance change what we consider as outputs the program can produce. In
case of nondeterminism [79, 97| for instance, sets of results are considered, whereas for
probability [36] it is distributions over results. A general way to describe effects in such
a denotational way is with the use of monads [63, 106]. Efforts have also been exerted to
adapt the notion of applicative bisimilarity to different effects [12, 16, 41], with recently
an important formulation for generic effects using monads and relators [14].

In the case of contextual equivalence, we can alter the notion of observations on
basic types, inspired by the denotational models described above. For instance, in [35]
observations are defined on the type of natural numbers, and using the method of top-
top closure [35, 75| properties are established for the resulting contextual equivalence.
Inspired by such effectful observations, we define the notion of modality for lifting pred-
icates and defining behavioural properties for higher types. These modalities are the
foundation for the formulation of logical equivalence used in this thesis.
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Programs: To study the notions of equivalence in sufficient detail, we need to choose
a specific programming language. This language is chosen to feature a wide range
of program behaviour, but is otherwise kept as simple as possible in order to focus
on the interesting details. Fundamental to this language is the inclusion of higher-
order programs, allowing us to construct programs which use other programs as input.
Moreover, we like the language to be Turing-complete, which can be accomplished by
including general recursion. This allows us to code up any function which is computable
in a mathematical sense.

We could consider Plotkin’s PCF [80], a functional programming language based on
Scott’s logic for computable functions [25, 94]. The behaviour of such a programming
language based on lambda-calculus is heavily dependent on the strategy used to evaluate
terms. When applying a function term to an argument, which can be a program, this
argument can either first be evaluated or directly be substituted in the function term.
The choice of such evaluation strategies, respectively called call-by-value (CBV) and
call-by-name (CBN), becomes vital once either divergence or effects are present in the
language. In order to study both aspects of effect behaviour, we use Levy’s call-by-
push-value (CBPV) [42, 43] with general recursion as our vehicle of study.

We add algebraic effects [82, 84| to the language, representing effects concretely
as algebraic operators. For instance, pr(M,N) is a program which either continues
evaluation with M or N, with equal probability. So we see pr(—, —) as a probabilistic
algebraic operators on programs of the language. In order to keep our treatment of
effects as generic as possible, the behaviour of effects will however not be directly im-
plemented in the formulation of program evaluation, the operational semantics of the
language. The behaviour will instead be specified in the logic, using the aforementioned
modalities.

Call-by-push-value with general recursion and algebraic effects will form the concrete
basis of our studies. We will however consider extensions of this language separately.
Such staples of functional languages like universal type polymorphism and type recur-
sion will also be studied. With such extensions, we hope the language is general enough
to cover a wide range of (real-world) variations of programming languages.

1.3 Contributions

Behavioural equivalence: In this thesis, we study the notion of logical equivalence,
where two programs are equated when they satisfy the same formulas. Programs can be
seen as models which may or may not satisfy predicates describing patterns of program
behaviour. We will focus in particular on classifying the correct formulas, such that
they can be used to formulate behavioural properties from the literature, and such that
the resulting logical equivalence between programs has the right properties. We call
such a logical equivalence induced by formulas describing behavioural properties, the
behavioural equivalence.

Fundamental to the set-up is how we treat effects. When a program is evaluated, if an
effect is encountered, the effect operator is marked down and all possible continuations
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are taken into consideration. As such, we see a program of a producer type, containing
computations which can produce a result, as constructing what is called an effect tree,
whose leaves are given by values the program can produce, and whose nodes are given
by effect operators. We then use modalities to lift formulas on return values to formulas
on programs of the producer type. The interpretation of effects is completely specified
by such modalities, and other formula constructors are there to capture other aspects
of call-by-push-value programs.

A main result of this thesis is given in Theorem 3.3.8 (The Compatibility Theorem),
which states: given that the set of modalities satisfies certain properties, the resulting
logical equivalence is preserved under program composition. This partially motivates
the relevance of the logical equivalence, and shows it is a good notion of program
equivalence. Contributions of this thesis include the identification of those sufficient
properties on modalities, dealing with continuity and sequencing, together with the
proof of the theorem itself. It is particularly interesting that numerous examples of
algebraic effects can be described by suitable unary modalities, where by ‘suitable’ we
mean they satisfy the properties required by the theorem.

Some combinations of effects however, like nondeterminism with probability or
global store, cannot be described by such modalities. This can be proven by study-
ing which equational theories can be described by suitable modalities. To remedy this
problem, we generalise the logical equivalence to use quantitative formulas. These ex-
press behavioural properties which can be satisfied to a certain quantitative degree. In
some ways, they more naturally describe properties of effectful programs. For instance,
they can describe the probability that a program terminates or the set of suitable start-
ing states required for termination. Modalities for such a quantitative logic are then
quantitative themselves, and the theorem from before can be generalised appropriately
to Theorem 6.3.15 (The Generalised Compatibility Theorem).

Relationships between equivalences: Though we focus on one notion of program
equivalence, its relationship to other notions of equivalence is important. For instance, if
we use modalities to specify observations for contextual equivalence, Theorems 3.3.8 and
6.3.15 (The Compatibility Theorems) imply that the logical equivalence is included in
the corresponding contextual equivalence. We could also potentially relate the logical
equivalence with denotational equivalence, by noting that the modalities defined on
effect trees (the free monad) in a sense capture the behavioural aspects of the more
general monads used in some denotational models. But this is not done in this thesis.

The most important relationship established in the thesis is the relationship between
logical equivalence and applicative bisimilarity. Using the modalities, a relator can be
defined in the sense of [14]. This allows us to define a notion of applicative bisimi-
larity for the call-by-push-value language with effects, which coincides with the logical
equivalence. Establishing this connection between two prominent notions of program
equivalence (Theorem 4.2.8, The Coincidence Theorem) is one of the main contributions
of this thesis. Moreover, this connection allows us to prove the Compatibility Theorems
using a variation on Howe’s method [31, 44], as done in [14].
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Other contributions of this thesis involve variations on the logical equivalence. First
and foremost, we can choose to include or exclude negation in our logic. This may
change the resulting logical equivalence, in particular when it is used to describe non-
deterministic effects. The logical equivalence in the absence of negation coincides with
a notion of mutual applicative similarity. Other variations on the logic can be carried
out without changing the resulting logical equivalence. This includes a ‘pure’ variation,
where the formulas do not reference program terms directly. Other variations entail
reducing the class of formulas without changing the equivalence. In particular, by de-
fault we close the formulas under countable conjunction and disjunction, which can be
changed to finitary (or binary) conjunction and disjunction for most examples of effects.

O\
N

|
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Figure 1.1: Chapter dependencies

Overview: In Chapter 2 we set up the base language of study, a call-by-push-value
lambda calculus with general recursion and algebraic effects. We also define its opera-
tional semantics, including the use of effect trees constructed with the algebraic effect
operators.

In Chapter 3 we define the formulas used to describe behavioural properties of the
language, and in particular the modalities used to describe each effect. We formulate
Theorem 3.3.8 (The Compatibility Theorem), and define the properties on modalities
used in the theorem. The chapter ends with a study of equational theories resulting
from such modalities.

Chapter 4 establishes the aforementioned connection with applicative bisimilarity
via the Coincidence Theorems 4.2.7 and 4.2.8, together with an explicit proof of the
Compatibility Theorem 3.3.8, using Howe’s method.

Chapter 5 is used to explore the variations on the logic discussed before, together
with which combinations of effects are possible in a Boolean logic with unary modalities.

In Chapter 6 we generalise the logic from Chapter 3 to a quantitative logic, capable
of describing more examples of (combinations of) effects. It also generalises other parts
of the thesis. In particular, Sections 6.4 and 6.5 partially generalise Chapters 4 and 5
respectively.
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Last but not least, Chapter 7 extends the language and logic to include universal
polymorphic and recursive types, and Chapter 8 concludes the thesis with some related
work and potential topics for future research.

A lot of the material covered in this thesis has been featured in previous publications.
The conference paper [95] and its journal version [96], co-written with Alex Simpson,
contains most material from Chapters 3 and 4, though there the underlying language
is a more modest fine-grained call-by-value lambda calculus (with algebraic effects and
general recursion). The paper [105] describes most of Chapter 6, and uses the same
underlying CBPV language as defined in Chapter 2 of this thesis. Material in this
dissertation which has not yet been published before includes: Section 3.5, most of
Chapter 5, Section 6.5 and Chapter 7, together with minor extra results spread out
throughout the thesis.

1.4 Published papers

Below is a list of the author’s publications, on the basis of which this thesis has been
prepared:

[96] Alex Simpson and Niels Voorneveld. 2019. Behavioural Equivalence via Modali-
ties for Algebraic Effects. ACM Trans. Program. Lang. Syst. 42, 1, Article 4
(2020), 45 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3363518

[105] Niels Voorneveld. Quantitative logics for equivalence of effectful programs. In
Proc. of MFPS XXXV (Thirty-Fifth Conference on the Mathematical Founda-
tions of Programming Semantics), ENTCS. Elsevier, 2019. To appear.

[104] Niels Voorneveld. Non-deterministic Effects in a Realizability Model. Electronic
Notes in Theoretical Computer Science. 336 : 299 - 314, 2018. (MFPS XXXIII).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.entcs.2018.03.029.

[95] Alex Simpson and Niels Voorneveld. Behavioural equivalence via modalities for
algebraic effects. In Programming Languages and Systems (ESOP 2018), pages
300-326, 2018.
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007%2F978-3-319-89884-1


https://doi.org/10.1145/3363518
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.entcs.2018.03.029
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Language and operational semantics

In this chapter we give the core functional language considered in this thesis. We
look at a general language, incorporating different evaluation strategies and a variety
of different data types. To keep the technical details clear and concise, we focus on a
simply typed language for now. But later on in Chapter 7 we will go beyond simple
types, and consider possible parametric language extensions.

Two of the main features of the language are algebraic effects and general recursion.
In the presence of these features, as discussed in the introduction, the particular way of
resolving function application becomes fundamental for our interpretation of program
behaviour. This amounts to the following question:

When we apply a functional lambda term to an argument, do we evaluate that argu-
ment before we substitute it? Or do we substitute the argument as is?

The two options correspond to two different reduction strategies, specifically call-
by-value (CBV) and call-by-name (CBN) [47, 78, 80| respectively. This choice becomes
important when, for instance, the argument diverges or invokes other effects.

Take for instance the following example. Let write(7; M) be a computation which
prints the numeral n on the screen, after which it continues with the evaluation of the
computation M. We look at the following computation:

(Az. write(0; z)) write(1; return(x))

Under the CBN reduction strategy, ‘0 1’ is printed on the screen, whereas with CBV
‘1 (0’ is printed. We desire a language which accommodates both these attitudes towards
effects.

In order to incorporate both behaviours, we choose to use Paul Levy’s call-by-
push-value language as in [42, 43]. This language combines CBV and CBN terms by
translating them into different call-by-push-value terms of different types.

2.1 Effect-free core language

We give an overview of the language and its semantics. The types are divided into two
categories, value types and computation types. Value types contain value terms that are

9
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passive; they will not compute anything on their own and can be substituted into other
terms. Computation types contain computation terms which are active, which means
they either start evaluating or wait for an input.

Value types consist of:

A,B n= UQ|1|N|2161A1|AXB

where I is any finite indexing set! as in [43]. In [42], infinitary indexing sets are used.

U C is a thunk type, which consists of computation terms which are ‘frozen’. These
terms were initially computation terms but are made inactive by wrapping them into
a thunk. 1 is the unit type, only containing one value *. This type forms a foundation
for testing behavioural properties. N is the type of natural numbers, containing the
non-negative integers. With this type, we can program any computable function on the
natural numbers like in PCF [80]. Lastly, 3;c; A; is the sum type over a finite collection
of types and A x B contains pairs of values.

The computation types consist of:

C.D := FA|A - C|Ii; C,

with I again being a finite indexing set. F A is a producer type. When terms of this
type are evaluated, they perform a computation which may invoke effects and either
produces a value term of type A or diverges (the evaluation procedure never terminates).
A — B is the type of functions, which is considered a computation type since its terms
are actively awaiting an input, mainly the argument of the function. Lastly, IL;cr C,
is the product type over a finite collection of types. Unlike A x B, this type combines
computations and is considered active, awaiting an index ¢ from the set I as argument,
before continuing its computation.

Note that there is a mismatch between the binary pair type constructor A x B and
the indexed product type constructor Il;c; C,, since we follow the type system presented
in [42]. Alternatively, we could replace the indexed type constructors by binary type
constructors A + B, A & B and the empty type 0. Vice versa, we could replace the
pair type constructor by an indexed version. This change will not make any significant
difference.

A term’s type also depends on its contezt denoting which variables (from some count-
able list of variables x,y, z, ... ) the term may refer to. Contexts consist of sequences of
distinct variables of value types:

' == 0| T,z:A .

The contexts only contain value types, meaning that we can only ever substitute value
terms for variables. Despite this restriction, we can still substitute computation terms
by turning them into values of a thunk type.

Tt is of course natural to have finite indexing sets for sum and product types, as it produces a
finite syntax. As a result, the sets of terms are countable, which has technical benefits as it is helpful
in the formulation of our logic and the Howe’s method used in Chapter 4.
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The value terms consist of:
VWL = | Z|S(V) |« | thunk(M) | (i, V) | (V. W)
Whereas the computation terms contain:
M,N,K == case V of {M,S(z) = N} |let x be V.M | return(V) | M to z. N |

force(V) | Xe. M | MV |pm V as {..., (i.x).M;,...}|
pm Voas (z,y).M [ (M; [ i € I) [ M j | fix(M)

In several terms, variables are being bound: case V of {M,S(z) = N} and
M tox.N bind x in N, and both let x be V.M and Ax. M bind z in M, whereas
pm V as {...,(i.x).M;,...} binds z in M, and pm V as (z,y).M binds = and y in M.
Terms are identified up to a-equivalence (|7, 77]), allowing us to change variable names
when necessary.
We write P, R, @ for general terms, which can either be value or computation terms.

The typing rules for the terms are given in Figure 2.1. There are two typing judg-
ments, a value typing rule I' = V' : A which says V is a value of type A with context I,
and a computation typing rule I' & M : C which says M is a computation of type C
with context I'. We write I' - P : E in case the type of the term is generic (i.e. value

or computation). A term is called closed if it is typed in the empty context. For any
type E, we write Terms(E) for the set of closed terms of type E.

Lemma 2.1.1. If ' P: E and x is not mentioned in P or I, then z: AT E P: E

This can be proven by a routine induction on the typing judgements.

Given a general term P, a value term V' and a variable z, we write P[V/z] for the
substitution of V for any free occurrence of x in P. We have the following result which
can be established by a routine induction.

Lemma 2.1.2. If Iz : AE P:E, I' EV : A and x is not bound in P, then

2.1.1 Operational semantics

Computation terms are active, and may evaluate if they are not in their terminal form.
What they evaluate to must be specified by certain rules. We give the semantics of this
language by specifying a reduction strategy in the style of a CK-machine [18, 42].

We distinguish a special class of computation terms, called terminal computation
terms. They are the terms which will not reduce further.

Definition 2.1.3. A {erminal computation term is a computation term of the form:

return(V), Xx.M, or (M,;|i€l)
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'FV:N
I'kx%:1 I'Z:N '-S(V):N
I'HV:N I'EM:C z:NEN:C

I' £ case V of {M,S(z) = N}:C

r-v:A Nzx:AEM:C
Fz:Al'Fz: A I'kletebe V.M :C
I'cV:A I'EM:FA I''e:AEN:C
I' & return(V) : FA I'EMtoxz.N:C
'EM:C 'EvV:UC
'+ thunk(M) : UC ' b force(V): C
'e:AEFM:C I'cV:A 'EM:A—C
I'EXx@M:A—C 'EMV:.C
jel THV:A; 'V :3erA; Ne:A; E M,:C foreach 1€1
L' (5,V): Bier Ay ' pmVas{.. (ix).M,;,...}:C
'V:A r-w:B I'V:AxB 'z2:A,y:BE M:C
r-(V,w): AxB ' pmVas (z,y).M:C
'k M,;:C, foreach i€l I'E M: I G Jjel
I'E(M;|iel): i C; I'EMj:GC;
r- M:uCc—cC
' b fix(M) :

Figure 2.1: Typing rules

For most computation types C, there are closed terminal computation terms M
such that M € Terms(C). We denote by Tct(C) the set of such terms of type C. Note
for instance that Tct(F A) = {return(V) | V € Terms(A)}.

We first give the rules for terms we can directly reduce. These correspond to (-
reduction rules, where the continuation of the computation is apparent.

Definition 2.1.4. We define the relation ~» on closed computation terms, which gives
a partial function Terms(C) — Terms(C) according to the following rules:

1. case Z of {M,S(x) = N} ~ M
2. case S(V) of {M,S(z) = N} ~» N[V/x]

3. letx be V.M ~» M[V/x]
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4. force(thunk(M)) ~~ M

5 pm (j,V)as{...,(i.x).M;,...} ~ M;[V/z]

6. pm (V, W) as (z,y).M ~» M[V/z,W/y]

7. fix(M) ~» M thunk(fix(M))

Given a routine induction we can establish the following result.
Lemma 2.1.5. If F M:Cand M ~ N, then = N:C .

Sometimes, the reduction of a subterm is required in order to continue the evaluation
of the term. For instance in the case of M V', we need to first reduce the subterm M to
a terminal like Azx. IV before we can apply it to V. To handle this, we define stacks which
are used to express future continuations of the computation. Such stacks have a similar
roles as evaluation contexts where the term considered for evaluation is highlighted
[19, 107]. The stacks are given by:

S,Z = e | So((=)tox. M) | So((=) V) [ So((=)J),

where j is an element of an indexing set for product types. We denote by SQZ the
result of appending stack S with stack Z. A stack accepts terms of one computation
type, and returns a term of another computation type. We can denote the types of
stacks by S : C = D where:

e:C=C.

If S:C=Dand z: Ak M:C, then So(—)toz. M :FA = D.
If S:C=D and V:A, then So(—)V:(A—-C)=D.

If S:C=D and C;=C, then So(—)j:l’[;egjig

Let Stack(C,D) be the set of stacks with type C = D. For any pair (S,M) €
Stack(C,D) x Terms(C), we can substitute M into the stack S.

Definition 2.1.6. We denote by S{M} : D the computation term resulting from the
substitution of a term M : C in a stack S € Stack(C, D), according to the rules:

e{M} = M
(S0 (~) to 2. N){M} i= S{M to z. N}
(S0 (=) V){M} = S{M V}

(So(-) i){M} = S{M i}

We can interpret a pair (S, M) as the computation term S{M }, where currently the
reduction of the computation is focussed on reducing M. Whenever you encounter a
computation of which you need to first evaluate a subterm, you unfold the outermost
term constructor into the Stack and continue evaluating the subterm.
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Definition 2.1.7. For each computation type C, the stack reduction relation —
gives a partial function Jp (Stack(D, C) x Terms(D)) — Up (Stack(D, C) x Terms(D))
according to the following rules:

1. If M ~ N, then (S,M) — (S,N).

2. (S, M toz.N) — (So(=)tozN,M).

3. (So(-)tox N, return(V)) — (S, N[V/x]).
4 (SSM V) — (So(-) V,M).
5. (So(=) V., z. M) — (8, M[V/x])
6. (S,M j) — (So(=)j,M).

7. (So(=) g, (M; |iel)) — (5,M;)

This definition is well-defined because of the type preservation properties, as given in
Lemmas 2.1.2 and 2.1.5.

For a relation R, we write R* for the reflexive and transitive closure of R. When
we want to evaluate a computation M, we proceed by evaluating the pair (¢, M). So if
(e, M) —* (¢,N) where N : C is a terminal computation term, we say that M reduces
to N. We can observe the following fact.

Lemma 2.1.8. For each M : C there is at most one terminal computation term N : C
such that (e, M) —* (¢,N).

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of the fact that any pair (5, M) has at most
one pair (Z, N) it can reduce to via —. Moreover, for any terminal computation term
N : C, the pair (e, N) cannot reduce to anything. Given these facts, the result follows
from a routine induction. d

With the inclusion of fixpoint operators, computations may diverge. We specify for
every computation type, a canonical nonterminating computation

Q := fix(A\z. force(z)) : C .
This term diverges, because for any stack S the reduction relation creates a cycle:
(S,9Q) — (S, Az. force(x) thunk(€2)) — (S o (=) thunk(2), Az. force(x)) —

— (S, force(thunk(2))) — (S,Q) .

Since the reduction relation is deterministic, by Lemma 2.1.8, we can conclude that €
does not reduce to a terminal computation term.

We write ® as short for the terminal computation term return(x). We can observe the
difference between call-by-name and call-by-value by looking at a program ‘(Az. ®) .
The call-by-name interpretation of this term in our language is ‘(Az. ®) thunk(£2)’ which
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reduces neatly to ®. The call-by-value interpretation is ‘Q to x. (Ay. ®) a’, which re-
duces to the pair ‘(€ o (=) to z. (Ay. ®) x,Q)’, which diverges. See [42]| for a precise
embedding of call-by-value and call-by-name PCF into this language.

For simplicity in our examples, we add some more syntactic sugar.

o rt(M) := return(thunk(M)).

e (M;N):=M to z. N, when is x not free in N. This is a special kind of sequencing
where first M is evaluated and then IV is evaluated. The final result will be the
result produced by N, whereas the result produced by M is discarded.

e 0:=Z and for all natural numbers n € N, n + 1 := S(n).

2.2 Adding algebraic effects

To the language defined in the previous section, we add a collection of algebraic effects
in the style of [82]. Effects are those aspects of computation that involve a program
interacting with the world ‘outside’; for example: nondeterminism, probabilistic choice
(in both cases, the choice is deferred to the environment); input/output; and mutable
store (the machine state is modified). Algebraic effects in particular are effects modelled
by effect-triggering operations, whose ‘algebraic’ nature means that effects act indepen-
dently of the continuation. In particular, it holds that stacks distribute over algebraic
effect operations.

What moreover makes these effects algebraic is the way in which they are generated.
In general, an effect is specified using an effect signature 3, which is a set containing
one or more effect operators. Each operator combines a tuple of arguments given by
computations into a single computation. How such a combination behaves depends on
the specific effect in question. An effect operator has a specified arity. We consider
arities of the following forms:

N"x o™ =« N" x (o) = «

where n and m are non-negative integers. Normally in the literature, the word arity is
used to designate the number of arguments an operation has. Using that formulation,
we can see the above ‘arities’ as describing a family of operations (indexed by N"™) of
arity m and N respectively. For convenience, we use the word arity in this thesis to
mean the more descriptive functional forms above. There, the symbol « is used as
a mnemonic device, which can be instantiated by any computation type. The arity
shows us how computations can be combined into a single computation of type . With
the inclusion of type polymorphism in Chapter 7, the effect operators can be seen as
polymorphic functional terms, where ¢« is a polymorphic type.

Note that in the arities, both n and m can be zero, in which case no arguments of
that type are necessary. An example of an effect operator is or(—, —) : N x o? — q,
which combines two computations M and N into a single computation or(M, N). This
new computation will, when evaluated, continue evaluation with either M or N. Which
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of the two computations is evaluated depends on the behaviour of the effect; for instance
it can be determined by some probabilistic procedure, or by a scheduler of the operating
system. As another example of effect operator, consider update,(—; —) : N! x a! — a,
where update;(7; M) stores the number n at some global store location [, and continues
evaluation with M.

The effect operators pertaining to the effects we want to study are collected in
an effect signature X, giving a set of effect operators. Given such a signature, new
computation terms can be constructed according to the typing rules in Fig. 2.2. There,
op(Vi,...,Vy,x — M) binds x in M.

I'FV,:Nforeachl<i<n I'kE M,:Cforeachl1<i<m
T E op(Vi,. .. Vi My,...,M,,): C

op: N"x "™ —aeX

I'EV;:N foreach 1<i¢<n ''e:NEFM:C

: N" N )
'k op(Vi,...,Vp,o =~ M) : C op Xay = ac

Figure 2.2: Effect typing rules

Remark: We use N for arguments of algebraic effect operations, since it is the only
non-trivial base type in the language. Other cases, in which we for example want to
used Boolean-valued arguments, can be simulated using natural numbers.

In the presence of algebraic effects, computation terms may be reduced to trees
of effect operators. Whenever we encounter an effect operator in the evaluation of a
computation term, we continue the reduction for each of its arguments, collecting all the
continuations into a tree. This way, we define an operational semantics which reduces
a computation term to a tree whose internal nodes are effect operators and leaves are
either labelled by L (representing divergence) or by terminal terms.

Definition 2.2.1. An effect iree (henceforth tree), over a set X, determined by a
signature X of effect operations, is a labelled and possibly infinite depth tree whose
nodes have the following possible forms:

1. A leaf node labelled with | (representing divergence).
2. A leaf node labelled with (x) where x € X.

3. A node labelled op;, ; with children ¢y,...,%y, when the operator op € ¥ has
arity N x @™ — « and Iy, ...,l, € N. In this case, we write the subtree at that
node as opy, _; (t1, ..., tm).

4. A node labelled op;, ; with an infinite sequence g, 1, ... of children, when the
operator op € ¥ has arity N” x oN — o and [1,...,l, € N. In this case, we write
the subtree at that node as op;, _; (m = ty).

n
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The set of effect trees over a set X determined by ¥ is denoted by Tx(X), but we
tend to just write it as T'(X) in case ¥ can be inferred from the context. We define a
partial ordering on T'(X) where ¢; < tg, if t; can be obtained by pruning ta, removing
a possibly infinite number of subtrees of ¢35 and putting a leaf node labelled L in their
place. In particular, 1 < t for any tree t. This forms an w-complete partial order,
meaning that every ascending sequence t; < t9 < ... has a least upper bound [_]n tn.

Given f : X — Y and a tree t € T(X), we write tfz — f(z)] € T(Y) for the
tree whose leaves labelled by (z) for any € X are renamed to leaves labelled (f(x)).
We define f* := T(f) : T(X) — T(Y) for the function sending ¢ to t[x — f(z)],
so T(—) can be considered a functor in the category of sets. We have a function
w: T(T(X)) — T(X), which takes a tree r of trees and ‘flattens’ it to a tree ur € T(X),
by taking the labelling tree at each non- 1 leaf of r as the subtree at the corresponding
node in pr. The function p is the multiplication associated with the monad structure
of the T(—) operation. The unit of the monad is the map n : X — T'(X) which takes
an element x € X and returns the tree whose root is the leaf labelled ().

Proposition 2.2.2. The triple (T(—),n, 1) is a monad on the calegory of sets.

We will define the operational semantics of our language in terms of such effect trees.
These trees may carry information that would not be detectable by an observer of the
program. However, in order to treat algebraic effects in a generic way, we choose to
define the operational semantics using trees dependent only on the algebraic signature
Y of the effects. We postpone the interpretation of behaviour of effects to the next
chapter, where we define behavioural properties of programs in terms of effect trees.
Those properties will be defined in such a way that they do not distinguish between
behaviourally equivalent terms.

For a computation type C we write T(C) := T(Tct(C)), and T(A) :=
T(Tct(FA)) (= T(FA)). The latter is isomorphic to T'(Terms(A)) (e.g., T(1) =
T({*})), and the two may be used interchangeably. We will define a reduction relation
from computations to trees of terminal computation terms. The operational mapping
from a computation M € Terms(C) to an effect tree T'(C) is defined intuitively as fol-
lows. Start evaluating the M in the empty stack e, until the evaluation process (which
is deterministic) terminates (if this never happens, the tree is 1). If the evaluation
process terminates at a configuration of the form (¢, V), where N is a terminal compu-
tation term, then the tree consists of one leaf labelled (V). Otherwise the evaluation
process can only terminate at a configuration of the form (S,op(...)) for some effect
operation op € X. In this case, create an internal node in the tree of the appropriate
kind (depending on op) and continue generating each child tree of this node, repeating
the above process on the appropriate subcomputation using stack S.

Formally, we define the tree reduction for computation terms as a function
| — | : Terms(C) — T(C), which returns a tree whose leaves are either | or termi-
nal computation terms of C 2. We do this inductively by first defining approximations

2In the case of an operator of arity zero, we can have an ‘internal end node’ given by that operator,
which we do not count as a leaf, even though it has no children
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of this tree.

Definition 2.2.3. The approzimating tree reduction is a function |[—,—[_y from
Up Stack(D, C) x Terms(D) x N to T'(C) defined using the following rules:

1. |S,M|p = L
2. |le,M|p41 = (M) if M is a terminal computation term.
3. |87M|n+l = |S,5M/‘n if (S)M) — (S,aM/)'

4. ‘S7Op(n717"'7n7k7M17'"7Mm)’n+1 = Opnl 77777 nk<‘S7M1’n7"'7|S7Mm‘n>
if op : N*¥ x o™ — .

5. |S,0p(A1, .-, ks T = M)|nt1 = 0py, (M= S, MM /%] max(0,n—m))
if op: N¥ x oN = a.

A tree t is finite if it has only finitely many nodes and non- L leaves. Equivalently:
Definition 2.2.4. A tree t € T'(X) is finite if the set {r € T'(X) | r <t} is finite.

Note that for any pair (S, M) and any natural number n € N, |S, M|, is finite. In
particular, the definition for | — |41 for effect nodes with countably many children has
been formulated in such a way, using ‘max’, to ensure that this property holds.

Lemma 2.2.5. For any pair (S, M) € Stack(D, C)x Terms(D) and any natural number
neN, |S, M, <|S, M|nt1.

Proof. We prove this by an induction on n. If n = 0, then |[S,M|o = L < |S,M];.
Assume the statement holds for all k£ smaller or equal to n. We do a case analysis.

L If (S, M) = (¢, N) with N terminal, then |S, M|,1+1 = (N) =[S, M| 1)+1-

2. If (S,M) — (Z,N), then |S, M|,+1 = |Z, N|n, which by induction hypothesis is
smaller or equal to |Z, N|,+1 = |S, M |42

3. If M = OP(7T17 v 7n7k‘)M17 s aMm)? then |57M|n+l =
Py (IS Mylny o 1S, M, |n). By the induction hypothesis, |5, M;], <
|S, M,|n+1 for each 1 <i < k. Hence |S, M|,4+1 <
opnl,...,nk<‘87M1|n+1v oy 1S, Mo 1) =[S Mn2.

4. If M = op(n,...,ng, ¢ — N), then

1S, Mlnt1 = 0Py, n,, (M = |S, N[M/2]|max(0,n—m)). By induction hypothesis,
for each m, ‘Sﬂﬂ[m/'r”max((),n—m) < "svﬂ[m/w”max(o,n—i—l—mﬁ hence |S>M|n+1 <
ng <m = ‘S7M[m/x”max(0,n+1fm)> - ’SaM’n+2-

-----
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Because of the previous Lemma, we can take the supremum of the sequence, defining
|S, M| = |],|S,M|,. Using this, we define |M|, = |e, M|, and [M]| = |e, M| =
Ll,, |M],. For instance, since  diverges, any approximation ||, will yield L and hence
2] = L. We look at some other general results, which are quite technical. The reader
who would like to skip the technical material on first reading may continue reading at
Section 2.3.

Lemma 2.2.6. For any triple (S,Z,M) € Stack(C',C) x Stack(D,C’) x Terms(D)
and any natural number n, |SQZ, M|, < u(|Z, M|,[N — |S,N|,]).

Proof. We prove this by induction on n.

Suppose n = 0, then |SQZ, M|y = L < u(|Z, M|,[N — |S, N|,]).

Suppose the statement holds for any k < n, we prove it holds for n 4+ 1 by case
analysis on (Z, M).

1. f (Z,M) = (¢,N) with N a terminal computation term, then |SQZ, M|,+1 =
19, N1 = p((WIN =[S, Nnga]) = p(IMpa [N =[S, Nnsa]) =
N(‘27M|n+1[ﬂ/ = "Sa ﬂ/’n+1])~

2. If (Z,M) — (Z',M’), then by induction |SQZ, M|,+1 = |[S@QZ', M'|,,, which
by induction hypothesis is smaller or equal to u(|Z',M'|,[N — |S,N|,]) =
w(|Z, M|ps1[N +— |S,N|,]). By Lemma 2.2.5, this is smaller or equal to
N(‘Z7M|n+1[ﬂ'_> |S7ﬂ‘n+1})

3. If M =op(y,..., A5, M,,...,M,,), then |SQZ, M|, 41 =

Py, (1SQZ, M|, ..., |SQZ, M, |,). Each [SQZ, M,|, is by induction hy-
pothesis smaller or equal to u(|Z, M;|n[N — |S, N|,]). Hence |SQZ, M|,11 <
By (17 M o[ > (S, NJu)), . (12, M [V 5 |8, NJ, ) <
(OB (17 My 0[N > [S, Nl .., | Z, M, o[ |8, N], ) <

(0Prs o {17, Myl 112, Mo o) 5 |8, N ]) <

w(|Z, M|ps1[N — |S,N|,]). By Lemma 2.2.5, this is smaller or equal to
112, Ml 1[N > |8, N|p1))

4. If M = op(n1,...,nk,x — N), the proof goes similarly to 3.

Corollary 2.2.7. |S{M to z. N}|n+1 < p(|M|p[return(V) — |[S{N[V/z]}|n])-

Proof. If S is of length | € N, then [S{M to z.N}|ny1 = |[S,M to x.N|p41-1 =
|So—tox. N,M|,—;. If n <1, then |S{M to x. N}|,+1 = L and the statement holds.
So we may assume that n > [.

|ISo—tox. N, M|,—; < p(|M|,—i[return(V) — |S o — to x. N, return(V)|,—i]) by
Lemma 2.2.6. Since for any V, |[S o — to z. N, return(V)|,—; = |S,N[V/x||n—1-1 =
|S{N[V/x]}|n—1, it holds that |S o —toxz. N, M|, < p(|M|p—i[return(V)
|S{N[V/x]}n-1]), which is lower or equal to u(|M|,[return(V) — |S{N[V/x]}|n]). O
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Lemma 2.2.8. For any triple (S,Z, M) € Stack(C’,C) x Stack(D,C’) x Terms(D)
and any two natural numbers n,k, p(|Z, M|,[N — |S,N|x]) < |SQZ, M|ntk+1-

Proof. We prove this by induction on n.
Suppose n = 0, then u(|Z, M|o[N — |S,N|g]) = p(L) = L < |SQZ, M|, q541-
Suppose the statement holds for any n’ < n, we prove it holds for n + 1 by case
analysis on (Z, M).

1.If (Z,M) = (¢,M') with M’ terminal, then u(|Z, M|,1[N — |S,N|x]) =
p((M)N = |5, N|x]) = |5, M'|), = |SQZ, M|y, < [SQZ, Mp+pi2

2. 11 (Z, M) — (2, M), then p(|Z, M|npr[N = [S,Nl]) = p(|2', M|s[N —
|S, N|x]) which by induction hypothesis is smaller or equal to |SQZ’', M|, 141 <
|SQZ, M|yt k42-

3. M =op(ly,....[1, My,...,M,,), then u(|Z, M|, 1[N — |S,N|i]) =

y m

..... W12 Myln, o |2, Moy ) [N =[S, Nx]) =
N(Oplh...,lquvMﬂn[ﬁH |S7ﬂ‘k]7 R |ZaMm|n[M = ’S7M|k]>) =
opy,, i (| Z, My |n[N =[S, Nlk]), - - (|2, Moy [n[N = |S, Ni])) <
Ole,...,zl<|S@Z> M;ilntk+1,- -5 19QZ, M,y lnikt1) = |SQZ, M pto-

4. If M = op(ly,...,l,x — N), the proof goes similarly to 3.
O

As a consequence of the previous two lemmas we can conclude with the following
proposition:

Proposition 2.2.9. For any triple (S,Z,M) € Stack(C',C) x Stack(D,C’) x
Terms(D), |S@Z, M| = pu(|Z, M|[N ~ [S, NI]).

Proof. By Lemma 2.2.6 and Lemma 2.2.8, it holds for any n € N that:
|SQZ, M|, < pu(|Z, M|n[N — |S,N|n]) < |SQZ, M|2p41, so the suprema of the two
sequences {|SQZ, M|, tnen and {u(|Z, M|,[N — |S, N|n]) }nen are identical. O

Since |e, S{M}| = |S, M| we can derive with Proposition 2.2.9:
Corollary 2.2.10. The following three statements hold:

1. [M toz.N| = u(|M|[return(V) — |N[V/z]]).

2. M V] = p(IM|Az. N — [N[V/x][]).

8. IM j| = p(IMI[(N; | i€T)—[N).

In the future, we will sometimes use t[V +— f(V)] as shorthand for ¢[return(V') — f(V)].
As discussed before, at Definition 2.2.4, a tree t is finite if and only if it has finitely
many non-1 nodes. Finite trees are exactly the finite elements of the domain 7'(X),
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which has the following consequence: if r <| | ¢, for r finite and {t, },,en some ascend-
ing sequence, then r <, for some n € N. Moreover, if op;; ;- (to,t1,te,...) is finite,
then for some n € N, it holds that Vk e Nk >n — ¢, = L.

Moreover, any finite tree in T'(C) occurs as the computation tree of a computation
term in the empty stack.

Lemma 2.2.11. For any finite tree t € T(Terms(C)), there is a term M : C such that
| M| = p(t[N — [N]]).

Proof. Any such finite tree t € T(C) can be transformed into a term by the following
inductively defined function f: T(C) — Terms(C):

fUM)) =
fL) = Q
f(Opl1 lm (tl,.. tk)) p(ll,...,lm,f(tl),...,f(tk)).
f(Opl1 77777 Im (to,...,tk, )) p(E,...,E,xo —

case xq of {f(t),S(z1) =
case x1 of {f(t1),S(z2) = ...

case wk.of {f(tr),S(zr11) = Q}}}).

The last part uses some iteration of case distinctions on the natural numbers. If ¢ is
finite, then the function f is defined, and it can be proven that |f(¢t)| = p(t[N — |N]|])
with a simple induction on finite trees. O

Corollary 2.2.12. For any finite tree t € T(C) = T(Tct(C)), there is a term M : C
such that | M| = t.

2.3 Examples of effects

We will look at some examples of effects and their signatures of effect operators. Our
focus here is to define the particular effect operators needed to describe certain effects,
giving only a rough idea of the behaviour of the effect. The operational semantics are
given in terms of trees, which in general gives a lot of information irrelevant to the
behaviour of an effect. The precise interpretation of behaviour for the different effects
will be given in Chapter 3. The examples given here are mainly the standard examples
of algebraic effects, taken partially from [35, 82, 84].

2.3.1 Pure

The first example is the case where there are no effects present, resulting in a language
of pure functional computations, a call-by-push-value variant of PCF [80]. This entails
taking the empty signature Xy := (), in which case the set of trees over a set X is given
by the disjoint union Tx,(X) := X; = XU{L}. When describing elements of Tx,(X),
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we will omit the use of ‘inleft” and ‘inright’. Here T'(X) = X has the expected domain
structure where z <y <= =z € {L1,y}.

2.3.2 Error

We can extend the language with a set of error messages. We take a set of error
messages Err, and for each of these messages e € Err we add an effect operator raise.()
with arity N? x o — a, which simplifies to 1 — «. This arity describes the fact that
no continuation is possible after the error has been raised. Our signature is given by
Yer := {raisec() : 1 — a | e € Err}, where the computation raise.() aborts evaluation
and displays e as an error message.

Alternatively, we may allow the program to give some more feedback about the
particular error to accompany the message. To this end we may give some of the
algebraic effect operators an extra natural number as input, taking raise.() : N — a.
For simplicity, we will only consider the former definition.

The trees over a set X can be given by the disjoint union (X UErr); = XUErrU{ L}
(we will omit the use of ‘inleft’ and ‘inright’). An example of a possible use for error
messages is the ‘safe’ predecessor function, which raises an error if you ask for the
predecessor of zero.

Pred := Ay : N.case y of {Z = raisenegative(); S(x) = return(x)} .
This generates the following ’trees’:

|Pred 0| = raise yegative |Pred (n +1)| = (n) .

2.3.3 Nondeterminism

Nondeterminism can arise in many ways. It may arise as the result of decisions made
by some external scheduler, or from the particular environment in which the program
is run. The key characteristic of nondeterminism is that we cannot predict how a
computation will continue its reduction.

One way of implementing this algebraically is by taking a binary choice operator
or(—,—) : a® = « which gives two options for continuing the computation. Given
two computations M and N, or(M,N) is the computation which will either continue
evaluation with M or with IN. Which of the two it will be is however unknown. The
choice of continuation can be understood as being under the control of an external agent,
which one may wish to model as being cooperative (angelic), antagonistic (demonic),
or completely unpredictable (neutral).

Our signature in this case only contains this binary choice operator, with ¥,4 :=
{or(—,—) : @® — a}. Trees over X are given by binary trees whose leaves are either
labelled by L or labelled by elements from X.

An example of a nondeterministic computation is a term of type FIN which may
return any natural number:
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?7:=fix(Az: 1 — N.or(Ay : 1. Z, Ay : 1.2y to z.return(S(2)))) to w. wx

7 = 5

Alternatively, we may want to implement countable choice using an operator
c-or(—) : aN — a. However, with the tools used in this thesis, we will not be able
to prove that the behavioural equivalence for demonic or neutral nondeterminism with
countable choice is compatible (Theorem 3.3.8). We will discuss this in more detail in

Subsection 3.3.2.

2.3.4 Probabilistic choice

Similarly to the previous example, this illustrates the scenario where a computation’s
results may differ on different runs. However, here this variation is controlled by chance,
and hence we can speak of the probability that a computation produces a certain output.

Again we implement this using a single binary choice operator pr(—, —) : a®> — «
which gives two options for continuing the computation, with effect signature ¥, :=
{pr(—,—) : @® — a}. In this case, the choice of continuation is probabilistic, where
pr(M, N) has an equal probability of either continuing with the computation M, or
with the computation N. This is different from nondeterminism, in which we cannot
associate a probability to the continuations. Trees over X are given by binary trees
whose leaves are either | or from X.

The following gives an example of how a dice throw can be simulated using the
fixpoint operator and fair choice. We use ret(V') as shorthand for return(V'). Notice
that the tree is defined recursively in terms of itself, leading to an infinite tree.

Dice := fix(A\z. pr(pr(force(x), pr(ret(1), ret(2))), pr(pr(ret(3), ret(4)), pr(ret(5), ret(6)))))

|Dice| = pr pr
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We could alternatively give our program easier control over the probability by im-

plementing it with a weighted operator w-or(—, —, —, —) : N2 x a? — a. We interpret
n-ﬁm
probability of continuing with N. If n = m = 0, the computation is resolved

w-or(m, m, M, N) as the computation which has probability of continuing with M

m
n+m
via fair choice. This is just one way of incorporating weighted probabilistic choice. The

and

particular choice of definition does not matter however, since any type of weighted prob-
abilistic choice operator can be programmed in terms of the fair choice operator and
recursion. See for instance how the computation Dice defined above recursively models
a fair choice between six possible continuations.

2.3.5 Global store

Here we look at the case where programs can interact with some global memory, being
able to read from it and write to it.

We take a set of locations Loc for storing natural numbers. For each | € Loc we
have two effect operators lookup;(—) : &N — « and update;,(—; —) : N x a — a, so its
signature is given by g := {lookup;(—), update;(—;—) | I € Loc}. The computation
lookup;(x — M) looks up the number at location [ and substitutes it for x in M, and
update;(m; M) stores n at location [ and then continues with the computation M.

The following computation accepts as an argument a natural number, which it will
store at location [. After that, it will check the same location [ and produce whatever
is stored there.

V := Ay : N.update;(y; lookup;(Az : N.return(z))) : N —N

update; ;

V1| = lookup;
-
) /04 % \n\

{0) {1 (2) e (m)

We see that the resulting tree exhibits redundancies with respect to the expected model
of computation with global store. Since the update; operation sets the value of location
[ to 1, the ensuing lookup; operation will retrieve the value 1, and so execution will
proceed down the branch labelled 1 resulting in the return value 1. The other infinitely
many leaves of the tree are redundant. These redundancies are a result of the operational
semantics being defined independently of the effect behaviour, as motivated before. In
the next chapter, the behaviour of such computations will be specified accordingly,
keeping the above considerations in mind.

There are several variations we might consider. We look at three, though they
are not exhaustive. Firstly we can consider partiality, where some store locations may
be empty, and we have a way to clear the contents of a location with the operator
clear;(—) : @ = a. Secondly we may limit the way with which we are able to update
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a store, e.g., only allowing to add one to the store with add;(—) : @ — «. Lastly, we
might number the store locations with natural numbers, and make choosing the location
interactive with lookup(_y(—) : N x aN — o and update(_y(—;—) : N2 xa — a.
Such variations considers stores as heaps allowing for pointer arithmetics, like the ones
considered in the separation logic [68, 69, 89]. Though the above examples of variations
on global store are very natural, they are not considered further on in the thesis. These
examples may be studied in the future.

2.3.6 Input/Output

Here we consider an interaction with some external entity, for instance another computer
or a human user. In this case, we have no way of predicting how this outside source will
behave. However, unlike in the case of nondeterminism, the particular choices made are
observable. For example, the users of a computer know which buttons they pressed to
get a certain result.

Here we have two operators, read(—) : oY — a which reads a number from an input
channel and passes it as the argument to a computation, and write(—; —) : N x a — «
which prints a number (the first argument) on the screen and then continues as the
computation given as the second argument. Combined they have the signature ¥i, :=
{read(—) : o™ — o, write(—; —) : N x a — a}.

The following example simply displays the number from some input on the screen.

Echo := read(z — ) to y. write(y; ®)
read

writeg writeq writeo - write,,

() () () ()

We take this opportunity to emphasize that the natural numbers, elements of type
N, are used as an abstraction of types of decidable datasets. One could easily extend
the language to include other decidable discrete types, like strings of symbols, which
are more appropriate for input/output. However for simplicity, we only use its mathe-
matically isomorphic counterpart N.

2.3.7 Timer

This effect controls the passage of time, and can be used to study two different effectful
phenomena. Firstly, we may want to delay the computation for a particular amount of
time. Secondly, we might want to keep track of time spent on an evaluation by explicitly
tagging particular subterms of a program we know to take a long time to evaluate.
We make some arbitrary choices in our implementation of timer. Firstly, we do not
model inherent computation timing. We only look at time we explicitly flag. One could



26 CHAPTER 2. LANGUAGE AND OPERATIONAL SEMANTICS

use a similar mechanism to flag some other resource, like monetary cost or memory. As
such, we see this example as an illustrative case of more general phenomena.

We define a countable set of positive rational time increments Inc C Qsg,> where
for each ¢ € Inc we have an operator tick.(—) : @« — a. Our effect signature is 3y :=
{ticke(—) : @ = a | ¢ € Inc}, where tick.(M) is the computation where evaluation
gets postponed for ¢ units of time, after which it continues with M. Note that the
same operator could alternatively be used to keep track of the evaluation time of a
computation, using the operator as a token. If a certain part of the evaluation takes
a certain amount of time, this operator can be used to mark the computation of that
evaluation, so one can keep track of how many times that evaluation has occurred.

As an example, consider the functional term M := Az. (force(z); force(x)) and apply
it to the term V' := thunk(tick; (return(17))).

ticky

|M V‘ = ticky

(W)

Since M forces evaluation of its argument twice, and V invokes a ‘tick’ when evaluated,
the resulting tree exhibits two ‘ticks’.

Alternatively, we can have the program determine the number of milliseconds the
computation gets postponed using a single sleep operator sleep(—;—) : N x a — a.
Moreover, as mentioned before, this example is part of a bigger group of examples
modelling costs, where other resources like money or memory can be considered. These

can be implemented in a similar way.

3The choice of using rationals is arbitrary. Instead, we could have used the natural numbers N or
the positive reals R>o. Other total orders with commutative operations could potentially also work.



Behavioural equivalence

The main aim of this thesis is to study notions of equality between programs that feature
effectful behaviour. This is done in an axiomatic way, establishing for an effect signa-
ture appropriate notions of behaviour for effects in the form of modalities. Though by
necessity, this investigation is done for one language, one hopes this would be applicable
to a wide range of languages with effects.

In the previous chapter, we have given operational semantics where we see computa-
tions as generating trees. However, such trees do not capture the behaviour of effectful
programs, and tend to contain information which is not ‘observable’. Take for instance
the nondeterministic terms or(M, N) and or(N, M) which may operationally generate
different trees, but are behaviourally indistinguishable.

This brings us to the main notion of equality in this thesis, behavioural equivalence.
Here we look at the behaviour of a program externally. Two programs are different
when they have different behaviours. To formalise this, we need to establish what the
possible properties are for describing this behaviour. In this chapter, we define this
notion of behavioural property and express them using formulas from a logic.

3.1 Design criteria

For every type E, we are going to define a set Form(E) of formulas. For each ¢ €
Form(E), we use P = ¢ to denote that the term P exhibits the property expressed
by ¢. In that case, we say P satisfies formula ¢. The formulas together with the
satisfaction relation |= will induce a behavioural equivalence on terms, where two terms
same formulas (see Definition 3.3.2 later on).

We identify three properties we desire the logic to have. This will guide our formu-

lation of the logic and its formulas.

1. Each formula of the logic should express a property which is behaviourally mean-
ingful. The formulas should align with the natural understanding and interpre-
tation of program behaviour of effectful computation, i.e., if P has the same be-
haviour as R, then P = ¢ if and only if R | ¢.

27
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2. No program should be able to distinguish between behaviourally equivalent pro-
grams. In other words, substituting two equivalent programs P = R in another

program C[—] should yield equivalent programs C[P] = C[R].

3. The logic should be as expressive as possible, given the desires expressed by the

previous two points.

According to the first criterion, we add to each type basic formulas, which are
either atomic or constructed from formulas of other types. Such basic formulas express
properties pertinent to the type, and thus the choice of formula depends on the type in
question.

Besides these basic formulas, we close each set Form(E) under infinitary proposi-
tional logic. Boolean connectives can be used to combine particular facets of computa-
tional behaviour, so following criterion 3 it is reasonable to close our sets of behavioural
properties under such connectives. In particular, we add countable disjunction, count-
able conjunction and negation to our logic'.

We now consider the basic formulas on a type by type basis, starting with the natural
numbers type. Since we have a ‘case’ operator for natural numbers in the language,
it is possible for programs to distinguish any two different natural numbers. As such,
criterium 2 motivates us to distinguish between different numbers. Of course, such a
distinction is also behaviourally meaningful, as statements like 1 # 2 align with our
natural understanding of numbers. So both criteria 1 and 2 motivate us too include a
basic value formula {n} € Form(IN) for every n € N. This property checks whether a
numeral expressed in the language is equal to some natural number, with the semantics
of this formula given by:

V E {n} = V=n.

By the closure of Form(N) under countable disjunction, every subset of N can be
represented as some value formula.

For the unit type 1, we do not require any basic value formulas. The unit type
has only one value, x. The two subsets of this singleton set of values are identified by
the formulas | (‘falsum’, given as an empty disjunction), and T (the truth constant,
given as an empty conjunction). These two formulas exist for any type, being satisfied
respectively by all terms and by no terms.

For a function type A — C, the main way of observing the behaviour of its terms
is to give it a specific argument and check the behaviour of the resulting computation.
Given a computation M of this type, and a value V of type A, the application M V
gives a computation of type C. This motivates us to include, for every value V €
Terms(A) and computation formula ¢ € Form(C), a basic value formula (V — ¢) €
Form(A — C) with the semantics:

ME (Ve 9) — MVES.

!Since there are only countably many terms, adding countable connectives to the logic is equivalent
to adding arbitrary connectives to the logic. See Lemma 3.3.1
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Other natural behavioural properties can be expressed using these basic formulas to-
gether with the infinitary propositional logic. For example, given ¢ € Form(A) and
¥ € Form(C), we can construct a formula (¢ — 1) with the semantics:

ME(p—1) <<= VYVeTerms(A), VI ¢implies MV v .

This formula can be defined in the logic as a conjunction of V' — ¥ formulas over all
values V' € Terms(A) such that V = ¢, so

(@) = NV —>¢|VWeTerms(A)V = ¢} .

In Section 5.4, we shall consider the possibility of changing the basic value formulas in
Form(A — C) to formulas (¢ — ).

The basic formulas for UC, ¥;cr A;,; A x B, and ILic; C; are relatively straight-
forward interpretations of the behaviour of the terms at such types. In case of U C for
instance, each formula ¢ € Form(C) is lifted to a formula (¢) € Form(U C) with the

semantics:

VE({@ <<= force(V)Eo

The behavioural properties of ¥;cr A;, A x B, and Il;c; C, are given by observing
properties of the components of their terms. The precise formulation and semantics of
the basic formulas of these types are given in Section 3.3.

3.2 Modalities for effects

The crucial design decision in the logic is the choice of how basic computation formulas
in Form(F A) are formed. Terms of this type return values of type A when converging.
The moment of convergence is observable, and is possibly influenced by effects. This
lies in stark contrast with other computation types like A — C, whose terms only
evaluate when necessary and the particular moment of the convergence (to a lambda
term) of the evaluation is deemed unobservable. This is according to the call-by-name
interpretation the call-by-push-value language gives the function type.

The only moment when effects can be observed is when terms of type F A are evalu-
ated. To interpret the way these effects can be observed, in a behaviourally meaningful
way, we require a given set O of modalities depending on the algebraic effects contained
in the language. The basic computation formulas in F A have the form o(¢), where
o € O is a modality, and ¢ is a value formula from Form(A). Thus a modality ‘lifts’
properties of values of type A to properties of computations of type F A.

Take for instance nondeterminism as defined in Subsection 2.3.3. A computation of
type F A will, after a (possibly infinite) sequence of binary nondeterministic decisions,
return a value or diverge. One possible modality for this language is the ‘diamond’
modality ¢, which given a formula ¢ € Form(A) creates a formula ¢(¢) € Form(F A),
which describes the possibility of satisfaction of ¢, with the informal definition:

MEO(p) <= M ‘may’ return a value V such that V = ¢ .
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The formal semantics of a modality o is given by a single subset [o] C T(1) =
T(Tct(F1)) = T({x}) (here there is a minor abuse of notation, since the second equality
is formally an isomorphism) such that for M : F1, M = o(T) <= |M] € [o]. We call
[o] the denotation of the modality o.

In general, given a tree t € T'(X) and some subset D of X, we define:

(x) ifzxeD

tleD] = tlx— e T(1).
1 otherwise

Ifte T(FA)=T(Tct(FA)) and ¢ € Form(A), we write:
tl=¢] = tle{return(V) |V € Terms(A),V = ¢}].
Given this, formulas of the form o(¢) have the following semantics:

MEo(gp) <= [|M[=9g] € o] (3.1)

The particular modalities needed depend on the effects under consideration, and

what kind of property should be considered observable. In all cases of effects under

consideration, we shall asses the appropriateness of our choice of modalities using three
criteria.

1. The modalities correspond to behaviourally meaningful properties, which repre-
sent behaviour patterns observable externally.

2. The modalities relate to already existing models of effects, e.g., the resulting
equivalences satisfy the correct equations, as discussed in Section 3.5.

3. The modalities satisfy properties such that the resulting behavioural equivalence
is compatible. This will be discussed in Subsection 3.3.2.

We now introduce suitable modalities for each of our running examples of effects.

3.2.1 Pure computation: Termination

In the case where there are no effects present, when the effect signature is Xy := ()
as in Subsection 2.3.1, there is only one fundamental thing we can observe; that the
computation has terminated/converged and returned a value.

We define our set of modalities as Oy = {|}, with one termination modality |; where
1 (¢) asserts that a computation terminates with a return value V satisfying ¢. The
following gives both an informal and formal definition of the semantics of the formula:

M El(¢) < M returns a value V such that V = ¢
< |M] is a leaf (return(V)) such that V = ¢ .

Note that, in the case of pure functional computation, all trees are leaves; either term
leaves of the form (return(V')), or nontermination leaves labelled L. The denotation
of the termination modality, which determines via (3.1) the formal semantics of | (¢)
stated above, is given by:

[ = {()} (where (x) is the tree with a single leaf ).
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3.2.2 [FError: Detecting the message

When the language is extended with a set of possible error messages Err as in Subsec-
tion 2.3.2, giving the signature X, := {raise.() | e € Err}, the set of modalities must be
extended in an appropriate manner. We define

Oer = {J} U{Ec | e € Err},

using the semantics of the termination modality | defined above. We have some new

error detecting modalities, each E, detecting error e:?

M =E.(¢) < M raises error message e

< |M] is a node labelled raise, .

Note that the semantics of E.¢ makes no reference to ¢. Indeed it would be natural
to consider E. as a basic computation formula in its own right, which could be done
by introducing a notion of 0-argument modality, and considering E. as such. In this
thesis, however, we keep the treatment uniform by always considering modalities as
unary operations, with natural 0-argument modalities subsumed, as above, as unary
modalities with a redundant argument.

To determine the right semantics for our new modality, we define its denotation in
the following way:

[Ec] = {raise.}.

3.2.3 Nondeterminism: May and Must

As introduced in Subsection 2.3.3, we consider nondeterminism with a single effect
operator Y4 := {or(—, —) : a®> — a}, which describes a binary choice made by some
unknown external scheduler.

We define Onq = {0, O} consisting of two modalities. The ¢-modality determines
what is possible, where we look at which formulas may be satisfied given some pos-
sible resolution of nondeterministic choices. The [-modality determines what must
happen, where we look at which formulas will always be satisfied regardless of how the
nondeterministic choices are resolved. We have the following definitions:

MEO(p) < M may return a value V such that V = ¢
< |M] has some leaf return(V') such that V |= ¢ ,
M EUO(¢) < M must return a value V such that V = ¢
< |M]| is finite and every leaf is of the form return(V) s.t. V = ¢

Including both modalities amounts to a neutral view of nondeterminism, considering

both the best case and the worst case scenario in a single model. Only including the

2 . . . . . . .
“Because raise.() is an operation of arity 0, a raise. node in a tree has 0 children.
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¢ modality amounts to angelic nondeterminism, and only including the [J modality
amounts to demonic nondelerminism.

Because of the way the semantic definitions interact with termination, divergence
and finiteness, the modalities [J and ¢ are not De Morgan duals. For instance, ¢ :=
—(O(—(¢))) expresses the fact that if a computation returns a value V, that value will
satisfy ¢. However, to satisfy ¢, termination need not be guaranteed, so the formula
is not equivalent to (J(¢). The two modalities are not completely unrelated however,
since we do have the following nice equivalence of formulas:

=(0(=(0) AD(T) = D).

The above semantics are implemented by defining the denotations of the modalities
as follows:

[0]

[E] = {t|tis finite and every leaf is *} .

{t | t has some * leaf}

Each of the three possibilities {¢, O}, {0}, {O} for O leads to a logic with a different
behavioural equivalence. See Subsection 3.4.1 for examples of such differences.

The diamond modality ¢ can be adapted to work for countable nondeterminism,
with effect operator c-or(—) : o — @, in the obvious way. We could also give a natural
definition of the box modality for the countable choice operator, where e.g., [(J] contains
precisely the trees t € T'(1) which are well-founded and contain only leaves labelled (x).
However, this [J modality violates one of the properties introduced in Subsection 3.3.2,
and can as such not be used in our proof of the forthcoming Compatibility Theorem.

Other behavioural properties of nondeterministic programs can be expressed in
terms of the above modalities with the use of negation. For example:

e M E —(O(—(¢))) holds if, when M is guaranteed to terminate, then it may
produce a value satisfying ¢.

o M E —(O(T)) iff M must diverge.
e M | —(O(T)) iff M may diverge, possibly by an infinite sequence of or-operators.
For instance, this holds for the term M such that |M| = or(|M], (x)).

3.2.4 Probability: Expected satisfaction

In the case of probability, as in Subsection 2.3.4, we take as effect signature the singleton
Ypr = {pr(—,—): a? — a}. We define:

Opr:{P>q’q€Q70§q§1}7
where the modality P, has the semantics:

M |=P+4(¢) < The probability for M of returning a value V
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such that V' |= ¢ is larger than g,
< P(M|[=9]) >

Here, P : T'(1) — [0, 1] calculates the probability that a run through the tree ¢, starting
at the root, and making independent fair probabilistic choices at each branching node,
ends up with a leaf (x). Formally, we define for each n € N a function P,, : (1) — [0, 1]
in the following way:

Po(t
Py ((x)
Pyii(L
Pryi(pr(t,r)

0
(Pn(t) + Pn(r))/2

These give lower approximations of the true probability of termination, and for each
t € T(1) we define P(t) := sup{P,, | n € N}. The denotation of P~ is:

[P>q] = {t e T@)|P@)>q}.

Since our logic is closed under countable disjunction and conjunction, our choice of

) :
) :
) :
) :

only having modalities for rational strict thresholds ¢ is immaterial, as, for any real r
with 0 <r <1, we can define:

Psr(o \/{P>q )1 qeQ, r<q} .

Similarly, we can define non-strict threshold modalities, for 0 < r < 1, by:

Por(¢) = N\{P>q(¢) € Q qg<1} .

Also, we can use negation to define modalities expressing strict and non-strict upper
bounds on probabilities.

P<r(¢) = =(P>r(9)), P<r(9) = =(P>r(0)) -
We shall see in Subsection 3.3.3 that, because of continuity issues, it is important that
we include only strict lower-bound modalities in our set Op, of primitive modalities.
3.2.5 Global Store: Initial and final state

For global store, as introduced in Subsection 2.3.5, we specify a set of locations Loc,
and have as algebraic effect signature ¥4 := {lookup;(—),update;(—; —) | I € Loc}. We
define the set of global states State := N'°°, where for s € State, s(I) = m means the
number m is stored at location [. The modalities are given by the set:

Ogs = {(s—7) | 5,7 € State},
where informally:

M E (s—r)(¢) < the execution of M, starting in state s, terminates in
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final state r, and returns a value V' such that V' = ¢.
We make the above definition precise using the effect tree of M. We define
exec: T(X) x State — X X State,

for any set X, to be the least partial function satisfying for each s € State:

exec((z),s) = (x,s) foranyzxe X
evec(lookup(n = t,),s) = ezec(tsq),s)
evec(update, ,(t),s) = ewec(t,s[l :=n]) .

where s[l := n] is state s with the modification that location [ contains n. Intuitively,
exec(t, s) defines the result of “executing” the tree of commands in effect tree ¢ starting
in state s, and whenever the execution terminates, produces both the final state and the
value produced by the execution. In terms of operational semantics, it can be viewed
as defining a ‘big-step’ semantics for effect trees (in the signature of global store). We
can now define the semantics of the (s—r) modality formally:

M (s—r)(¢) < exee(|M],s)=(V,r) where V |E ¢ .

To obtain the above semantics, we define the denotation of the modalities using exec

function on {x}:
[(s—r)] = {te T)| exec(t,s) = (x,1)} .

The modality implements a notion of total correctness, in the sense that M | (s—1)(¢)
holds if and only if M, starting with state s, will terminate with state r producing a
value V such that V' |= ¢. It is also possible to define partial correctness assertions in
the logic. For instance,

M E —(s—=r)C@) A N\ s (T)

r’€State,r’ #r

holds if and only if M, starting with state s, either diverges or terminates with state r
producing a value V such that V' = ¢.

3.2.6 Input/Output: Traces of communication

Consider the input/output effect from Subsection 2.3.6, with the signature given by
Yio := {read(—) : N — a,write(—; —) : N x a — a}. We define an i/o-trace to be a
finite word w over the alphabet of characters

{tTm|neN}U{In|neN}.

The idea is that such a word represents an input/output sequence, where ?n means
the number n is given in response to an input prompt given by the read operator, and
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In means that the program outputs n via the write, operator. We define the set of
modalities:
Oio = {(w)], (w).. | w an i/o-trace} .

The intuitive semantics of these modalities are as follows:

M E (w)] (¢) < wis a complete i/o-trace for the execution of M

resulting in termination with V s.t. V |= ¢
M E (w). (¢) < wis an initial i/o-trace for the execution of M .

In order to define the semantics of formulas precisely, we first define satisfaction relations
t = (w)l Pandt = (w). , betweent € T(X) and P C X, by induction on words. (Note
that we are overloading the = symbol.) In the following, we write & for the empty word,
and we use textual juxtaposition for concatenation of words.

t= ()P < tisaleaf (x) and z € P
t = (("n)w)] P t = read(to,t1,...) and t,, = (w)) P
t = ((In)w) P t = write, (') and ¢’ = (w)] P
t= (o).

t = (("n)w)._. t = read(to,t1,...) and ¢, = (w)._.
tE((n)w). <& t=write,(t') and t' | (w)

=
=
& true
=

The formal semantics of modalities is now defined as follows:
ME (wl(¢) < [M]E (w){retun(V) [V | ¢}
ME (). (¢) < [ME (w)..

We may write (w)i where i is a variable ranging over {], _}. Note that (w)_, like E,
in Example 2.3.2, has a redundant formula argument. Also, note that our modalities
for input/output could naturally be formed by combining the termination modality |,
which lifts value formulas to computation formulas, with sequences of atomic modalities
(?n) and (In) acting directly on computation formulas.

The above semantics is formally obtained by defining:

[(wl] = {t]tFE (Wi}
[(w)..] = {t|tk (w). }.

Input/Output is the only example given in this thesis where trees of unit type are
behaviourally equivalent if and only if they are the same. In particular, for any tree t €
T'({}) there is some set of modalities A C O such that () c4[0o] = {r € T({*}) |t < r}.
This distinction between different trees is behaviourally meaningful, since with a correct
series of inputs, any branch in the effect tree can be visited and can be observed by
whoever is choosing the inputs.
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3.2.7 Timer: Time taken

As given in Subsection 2.3.7, the signature of the timer effect is given by X :=
{ticke(=) : @ = a | ¢ € Inc}, where Inc C Qs is some set of time increments. For
each rational number ¢ € Q, we consider three types of modalities: C<,4, C>4 and CT>q,
where the modalities are informally defined as follows:

M =Ccy(¢) << M terminates with V' in at most ¢-time, where V' |= ¢.
M= Csy(¢) << M terminates with V' after at least ¢-time, where V' |= ¢.
M= Ciq(qﬁ) < M delays computation for more than q.

This is formally defined using a function clock : N x T'(X) — (X U{L}) x Q where:

clocky(t) = clock,4+1(L) == (L,0)
) = (2,0)
) = (mo(clocky,(t)), m1(clock,(t)) + c) .

clock,+1({x)
clocky, 41 (tick.(t)
Here my and 7 used for left and right projections respectively. We can define the
denotation as:

[C<q] == {t € T({+}) | In € N, clock,(t) = (*,p) A\p < ¢}

[Csq] == {t e T({+}) | In € N, clock,(t) = (*,p) A\p > q}
[CL,] = {te T({*}) | In € N,mi(clock,(t)) > q} .

We take three different sets of modalities, corresponding to three different theories for
the timer effects.

1. The down-modalities Otii ={C<q | g€ Q>0}.
2. The up-modalities (’)tTi = {C5q, CT>q | ¢ € Q>0}.

3. The combined modalities Oy = (’)tii U (’)E.

We see the down-modalities as the primary way of interpreting this effect, since it
looks at the passage of time as a negative thing. Moreover, any diverging computation
takes an infinite amount of time, and hence tick.(£2) should be seen as indistinguishable
from €2. The down-modalities formally implement this sentiment.

Of course, there might be other interpretations of the timer effect for which the
other modalities are more natural. E.g. one could see tickiggp(£2) as dispensing a cash
price to the user of the computer, which can be interpreted as a positive event. In such
a case, the up-modalities may be a better interpretation of the effect.
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3.3 Behavioural preorders

We have defined all the tools needed to construct our logic of behavioural properties,
and the resulting behavioural equivalence. In this section, we assume that we have
an effect signature ¥ and a set of modalities O, each with an associated denotation
[—]- We will first give a precise formulation of the construction of the formulas, where
Form(E) gives the set of formulas of type E.

We use ¢, 1, ... for formulas over value types, ¢, ¥ for formulas over computation
types, and ¢, ), ... for formulas over a non-specific type E (i.e. either value or compu-

tation). Figure 3.1 gives the inductive rules for generating these formulas.

n €N

(1) {n} € Form(N)
@) ¢ € Form(C) (3) jel ¢ € Form(A;)
(¢) € Form(U C) (J,¢) € Form(Zicr Ay)
¢ € Form(A) ¢ € Form(B)
(4) mo(¢) € Form(A x B) (5) m1(¢) € Form(A x B)
(6) V € Terms(A) @ € Form(C) ) 00O ¢ € Form(A)
(V= @) € Form(A — C) o(¢) € Form(FA)
JORS FOT‘m(Qj) X Ceountable Form(E)
®) (j — @) € Form(ILic; C;) ©) VX € Form(E)
X gcountable Form(E) (b € Form(E)
(10) N X € Form(E) (11) —(¢) € Form(E)

Figure 3.1: Formula constructors

Satisfaction of the formulas is given by the following rules:

ViE{nl <« V=n
ViE (@ <« force(V)Eo.
(,V)E (,¢) <= i=jandV | ¢.
(VW) Em(d) = Vi
VW) Em(d) — WEe
MEV—¢ <= MVEs
M=o(¢) <= |[M][¢]€ o]
ME@G—d) <= MjkEo
PE\/X <« 3eX PEo
PEA\X << VoeX PE4
PE-(@) = ~(PFg).



38 CHAPTER 3. BEHAVIOURAL EQUIVALENCE

Note that conjunctions and disjunctions are formed over countable sets of formulas
only. The choice to not include connectives over larger sets is inconsequential, since there
are only countably many terms, any disjunction or conjunctions over a set of formulas
can be reduced to a disjunction or conjunction over a countable set of formulas.

Lemma 3.3.1. For any type E and any set X C Form(E), there are countable subsets
Xv, XA C X such that:

1. PEVX, < JpeX. PE¢.
2. PEANX, < VgeX. PEg.

Proof. Let f : N — Terms(E) be an enumeration of all terms, which exists since the
number of terms is countable. We construct sequences of sets X} and X} inductively,
with X9 = X9 = (). For each n € N we do the following:

If there is a ¢ € X such that f(n) = ¢, then choose such a ¢ and define X7 =
X2 U{¢}. If such a ¢ does not exist, define X7 = X2, If there is a ¢ € X such that
f(n) £ ¢, then define X7 = X7 U {¢}, else define X7 = X7

The resulting sets Xy := J,, XU and X, := |J,, X} have the desired properties. [

A basic formula is a formula which on the top level does not have a conjunction,
disjunction or negation. A —-basic formula, is either a basic formula or the negation
of a basic formula. We will distinguish between two different logics, one with and one
without negations:

e All formulas together form the general logic V, where the ‘V’ stands for the fact
that functions are tested by checking for a specific Value argument?.

e The formulas without negation symbols — form the positive logic V. Of course,
the positive logic forms a subset of the general logic.

3.3.1 Logical preorders

We can define the preorders resulting from the logic. For a subset £ C V, also called a
fragment of V, and a type E, we write Form(E), for Form(E) N L.

Definition 3.3.2. For any subset (fragment) of the logic £ C V', we define the logical
preorder . such that:

Here we use P: E as a shorthand for P € Terms(E).

The general behavioural preorder T is the logical preorder C),, whereas the positive
behavioural preorder 7 is the logical preorder C+. Because these preorders are

3 As opposed to the pure logic F, where ‘F’ stands for Formula, introduced in Section 5.4
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fundamental, we leave out the subscripts. We write =, = and =7 for the equivalence
induced by the preorders T, T, and CT respectively:

VP,R:E, P=;R <= (Vg€ Form(E);, PE¢ < R ¢).

Note that for any fragment £ C V, we always have that (E) C (C,) simply because
fewer properties are tested by £ then by V. We study some other general results.

Lemma 3.3.3. For any fragment of the logic L CV, T, is reflexive and transitive.

Proof. This is a consequence of the reflexivity and transitivity of the logical implication
(:>7. D

Lemma 3.3.4. The general behavioural preorder C is symmetric, so (C) = (=).

Proof. Assume PC R and R = ¢. Then if P £~ ¢, it holds that P = —¢ and hence
R = —¢ which leads to a contradiction. We conclude that P |= ¢, which is for all such
¢,s0 RC P. O

Henceforth we will use = instead of C, since the two coincide.

The following result can be established from the fact that satisfaction of conjunc-
tions, disjunctions and negations are completely determined by the satisfaction of the
subformulas (the formulas over which the connectives are taken).

Lemma 3.3.5. The preorders = and T are completely determined by basic formulas.
For example, we can state the following classifications of the preorders:

1.V EBQ W if and only if V¢ € Form(C)y+ we have V = (@) = W = (¢).

2. M =pa N if and only if Yo € O and ¢ € Form(A) we have M = o(¢p) <
N F o4).

Similar properties hold at the other types.

basic formula ¢, P = ¢ < R | ¢. We prove by induction on ¢y € Form(E) that

P = v < R E 1. The induction base is the case where 9 is a basic formula. Hence
the desired statements holds by assumption.

Proof. Let E be some type, and assume that for two terms P, R : E, and for any

Now for the induction step. Assume by induction hypothesis that for a countable
subset X C Form(E), it holds that forany ¢ € X, PF¢ < R} ¢. Then PV X &
JpeX,PFoedpec X,REF ¢+ REVX. Similarly, PE AX & Vg € X, P|=
o< Voe X,RE ¢< RE NX. Lastly, assume as induction hypothesis that the
statement holds for ¢, then since P = ¢ < R | ¢, it holds that P = ¢ < R = —¢.

This finishes the induction. The proof for the positive behavioural preorder CV is
similar, and can be obtained by replacing all instances of ‘<’ in the above proof by ‘=,

and removing the case of negation. O
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Lemma 3.3.6. Suppose L is either V or V. For any term P there is a formula xp
such that R = xp <= P, R. Moreover, xp can be expressed as a conjunction over
—-basic formulas in case of V (and over basic formulas in case of V7).

Proof. We prove the statement for £ = V, where C, = =. For any R such that
—(P = R), we can find by Lemma 3.3.5 a basic formula ¢ such that P = ¢ ¢ R = ¢. So
we can find a =-basic formula 1%, which is either ¢ or its negation, such that P |= 1)~ #
and R £ ™%, We choose such a formula for each R for which ~(P C, R), and define

Xp:={¢7% | -(PC, R)}. We prove that xp := A Xp has the desired properties,
noting that it is a conjunction over —-basic formulas. The set Xp is countable, as it is
a subset of the countable set of terms.

If PC, @, then for any ¢ € Xp, since P |= ¢, it holds that @ = ¢. Conversely,
suppose Q = A Xp, and assume P Z, Q. Then ¥"? € Xp and =(Q | ™), which
directly contradicts @) = /\ Xp. We can conclude that PC, Q,s0 PC, Q < Q = xp.

The proof for £ = V7 is a simplification of the above proof. O

3.3.2 Compatibility

The defined formulas only test properties of closed terms (terms with empty context).
To deal with open terms, we will make use of the open extension of our behavioural
equivalence on closed terms.

Definition 3.3.7. A relation R on terms is well-typed, if it only relates terms of the same
type and context. Given a well-typed relation R on closed terms, the open extension
R° of R is the well-typed relation on open terms such that:

r1:A1,..., T A, EF PRPR'E —

v‘/lAla7VTLATL7P[‘/1/x177‘/7L/xn]RR[‘/l/x177‘/n/xn] E

We desire the open extension of the behavioural preorders to be compatible, in the
sense of [24, 41, 75]. In other words, the preorders should be precongruences and hence
be preserved under program composition. Compatibility can be formulated using an
operation on well-typed relations of open terms, the compatible refinement 7%, whose
rules are given in Figure 3.2. A relation R is compatible if R C R. Note that the
compatible refinement R of a well-typed relation is not necessarily compatible.

We now state the main theorem of this chapter, that under sufficient conditions,
which we will define later, the behavioural equivalence and the positive behavioural
preorder are compatible. The proof of this theorem will be concluded at the end of
Chapter 4.

Theorem 3.3.8 (The Compatibility Theorem). If O is a decomposable set of Scott-
open modalities then the open extensions of the full behavioural equivalence = and the
positive behavioural preorder T are both compatible.

We work towards defining the two properties (decomposability and Scott openness)
mentioned in the theorem.
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Figure 3.2: Compatible refinement.
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Definition 3.3.9. We say that o € O is upwards closed if [o] is an upper-closed subset
of T1; ie., if t € [o] and ¢ < ¢’ implies ¢’ € [o].

Definition 3.3.10. We say that o € O is Scott-open if [o] is an open subset in the
Scott topology on T'(1); i.e., [o] is upwards closed and, whenever t; < t3 < ... is an
ascending chain in T'1 with supremum | |, ¢; € [o], we have t,, € [o] for some n.

The main use for Scott openness is expressed by the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3.11. If o € O is a Scott-open modality, then M = o(¢) holds if and only if
there is an n € N such that |M|,[= ¢] € [o].

Proof. This is a simple consequence of the fact that | |, (|M|,[E ¢]) = |M|[= ¢]. O

We will show in Subsection 3.3.3 that all the modalities given for the examples are
Scott-open. This is because for any tree ¢t € [o] there is a finite subtree ¢’ < ¢ such that
t' € [o]. E.g., if t € [0], then ¢ has a leaf labelled (x), and there is a finite subtree ¢ of
t which contains that leaf as well, hence ¢’ € [0].

An example of a modality which is not Scott-open is the nondeterministic must
modality [J as defined for countable nondeterministic choice in Subsection 3.2.3. In
a finite tree, any node of countable nondeterministic choice will have infinitely many
diverging 1-leaves as children. As such, guaranteed termination can not be checked at
a finite level. This is the reason why we only consider binary nondeterministic choice.

A potential open question to investigate in the future may be to check whether the
theory established in this thesis, for instance Theorem 3.3.8, still applies to modalities
that are not Scott open. Such a result would be applicable to countable nondeterminism.

Though Scott openness will be required in the main inductive proof of the Compat-
ibility Theorem (see Lemma 4.3.2), it is not a necessary condition in a lot of auxiliary
proofs. In fact, a much weaker version of upwards closure seems sufficient for most
results, for instance for the Coincidence Theorem (Theorem 4.2.7).

Definition 3.3.12. A modality o € O is leaf-upwards closed if for any ¢t € [o] and
re T(1),if t <r <tL+— x| (equivalently, r can be obtained from ¢ by replacing a
choice of L-leaves with x-leaves), then r € [o].

Decomposability

We now focus on the much more technical notion of decomposability. The main purpose
of the decomposability property is to enable us to prove that the logical preorder is
preserved over the to constructor (cf. case 4 in the proof of Lemma 4.4.18). Semantically,
the sequencing of programs by the to constructor is implemented using the monad
multiplication map g : TTX — TX defined in Chapter 2. As such, we formulate
decomposability as a preservation property of p. It turns out to be sufficient to formulate
decomposability as a property of 4 only in the case that X is the singleton set {*}. As
such, the formulation involves trees of unit type, that is trees in T'1, as well as double
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trees, that is trees in TT'1. The decomposability condition is formulated using preorders
< and = on such trees and double trees respectively.

The relation < is an extension of the positive behavioural preorder CT at type F 1,
from a relation on closed computation terms to a relation < on arbitrary effect trees*.
To accommodate this extension, we introduce a new notation; for A C X and o € O
we write ox(A) for the subset {t € TX | tle A] € [o]} C TX. We will often write
o(A) instead of ox(A) when X is clear from the context. For instance, if ¢ € TX then
t € 0o(A) means t € ox(A). One case of particular interest is when A = X = {4}, for
which we note that o({+}) = [o].

As a preliminary to extending T to a relation on arbitrary effect trees, we extend
the class of positive formulas of type F 1, and interpret them over arbitrary 71 com-
putation trees rather than just terms. The class of tree formulas TF (1) is the smallest
class of formulas closed under arbitrary (not necessarily countable) disjunctions \/ and
conjunctions /\, such that for any o € O, o(T) € TF (1) and o(L) € TF(1)%. For each
¢ € TF(1), we define its denotation [¢] C T'1 inductively, according to the following
rules:

[o(T)] = o), [o(1)] = o(0),
Vx| =UtIel 16 € x}, IAX] =1l 1 ¢ € x).

Note that tree formulas subsume positive formulas of type F 1. Moreover, for any
closed term M : F1 and formula ¢ € Form(F 1) it holds that M |= ¢ < |M| € [¢].

We use tree formulas to define a behavioural preorder between arbitrary trees of
type 1.

Definition 3.3.13. We define the preorder < on T'1 by: for any two trees t,t' € T1,
txt <= VoeTF(1), te[g]=1t €9].

The simple result below characterises the preorder on trees determined by tree for-
mulas.

Proposition 3.3.14. For any t,t' € T'1, the following three statements are equivalent:
1. t<gt.
2.ttt N tle ] xt'[e.
3. Yoe O, (teo({s}) =t €o({d)) A (t € o) =t €o(0)).

Proof. The equivalence (1) < (3) follows from a straightforward induction on the struc-
ture of tree formulas. The equivalence (1) < (2) is obvious considering the equivalence
(1) & (3). O

4This extension is necessary because there are uncountably many effect trees, whereas there are
only countably many terms of type F 1.

"We could have alternatively taken the size of disjunctions and conjunctions to be the size of the
set T'1, in which case TF (1) forms a set.
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It is now immediate that < is a conservative extension of the positive behavioural
preorder on computation terms of type F 1.

Proposition 3.3.15. For computation terms M,N € Terms(F1), it holds that
M| < N if and only if M C* N.

Proof. The implication |M| < |N| = M C' N holds because of the inclusion of
formulas Form(F1) C TF(1). The implication M T N = |M| < |N| follows from the
equivalence (3) < (1) in Proposition 3.3.14, and the fact that o(T),o(L) € Form(F1).

0

Corollary 3.3.16. For any ¢ € TF (1), there is a ¢' € Form(F 1) such that:
VM € Terms(F1), M E ¢ < |M| € [4].

Proof. Using characteristic formulas from Lemma 3.3.6, we can prove using Proposi-
tion 3.3.15 that ¢ := \/{xm | M € Terms(F1),|M| € [¢]} has the right proper-
ties. O

In all of the examples of sets of modalities O given in Section 3.2, the preorder <
based on O can be characterised in a simpler way, where:

txt << VYoeO, te]o]=1t €]o]. (3.2)

This is a consequence of the fact that each of the particular modalities o of the examples
satisfy one of the following two properties:

(i) o() = 0. The modalities with this property are: |, 0,0, Psq, (s — &), (w)l, C>q,
and C<,.

(i) Vt € T1,t € o({#}) & t € o(()). The modalities with this property are E., (w)._,
and Clq.

There do however exist sets of Scott open modalities for which the characterisation of
< via (3.2) does not hold. For example, for ¥ = {raise : o’ — a} and O = {0} where
[o] = {(x),raise}. There we have that raise # (x), since raise € o(f)) and (x) ¢ o(0).
However, it does hold that for all o € O, raise € [o] = (x) € [o].

We next define the relation < on double trees, which is an abstraction of the positive
behavioural preorder on type F (U (F1)).

Definition 3.3.17. We define the preorder < on TT1 by: for any two double trees
r,r € TT1,

rxr <= VYoeO,Voe TF(1), r €o([g]) =" € o([g])
Proposition 3.3.18. For any two terms M, N € Terms(F (U (F1))),

MCTN <<= |M|[V s |force(V)|] R |M|[V > |force(V)]].
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Proof. For the left to right implication, assume M T N and |M|[V ~ [force(V)|] €
o([¢]). Take ¢ € Form(F1) from Corollary 3.3.16, then o({(¢')) € Form(F (U (F1)))
and M E o((¢')). So N E o({¢')) and hence |N|[V > [force(V)|] € o([¢]). We
conclude that |M|[V ~ [force(V)|] < |N|[V > |force(V)]].

For the right to left implication, assume |M|[V + [force(V)|] X |M|[V + |force(V)]].
Using Lemma 3.3.5, we know that M T N if for any 0o € O and ¢ € Form(U (F 1)),
M = o(¢) = N = o(¢). Assume M = o(¢). Since the (—) formula constructor
distributes over \/ and A, and formulas (T) and (L) are equivalent to T and L respec-
tively, we can find (by induction on ¢) a formula ¢ € Form(F1) C TF(1) such that
o = (¢). Tt follows that M = o((¢)) which leads to |M|[V > [force(V)]] € o([¢]), hence
IN|[V ~ |force(V)]|] € o([¢]) and N = o(¢). We conclude that M CEF N. O

We give some alternative characterisations of <. These use the notion of right-
set, that is; for any relation R C X X Y and any subset A C X, we write
(RMA]) :={y € Y |3z € A,z Ry} for the right-set of A under the relation R.

Lemma 3.3.19. If O is a set of leaf-upwards closed modalities, then for all v, € TT1,
the following are equivalent:

1. r=r.
2. VA C T1, r[eA] < r'[e(x1A])].
3. Yoe O,VACTL, r€o(A) =1 €o(x'[A)).

Proof. (1) = (2). Assume r[€A] € o({#}), then since A C (x'[A]) and o is leaf-
upwards closed, r[€(<T[A])] € o({#}), which means r € o(<'[A]). Let ¢, :=
Viea((Noco teoi) 9(T)) A (Noeo.teomy 0(L))) € TF(1), then [¢4] = (IT[A]) as &4
perfectly replicates the condition of membership of (x'[A]). So by (1) it holds that
' € o(xT[A]), hence r'[€(5T[A])] € o(f}). If r[€A] € o(D), then € o(P) hence 7 € o())
(since (\/0) € TF(1) and [\/ 0] = 0), so 7'[€(xT[A])] € o(})). With Proposition 3.3.14,
we conclude that r[€A] < 7/[e(xT[A])].

(2) = (3). Since r[€A] =< r'[e(x"[A4])], then for any o € O it holds that
rleA] € o({#) = '[e(xT[A])] € o({#}), which is identical to the statement r € o(A) =
€ o(xT[A]).

(3) = (1). If r € o([¢]) with ¢ € TF(1), then by (3) it holds that ' € o(<"[[¢]]).
By the definition of < it holds that (x'[[¢]]) C [¢], and since < is reflexive [¢] C
(<™[[2]]). Hence (xM[[#]]) = [¢] and we conclude that ' € o([¢]). O

We can now finally define the promised notion of decomposability.

Definition 3.3.20 (Decomposability). We say that O is decomposable if, for all double
trees r,7’ € TT1, r < r' implies ur < pr’.

As an immediate consequence of Propositions 3.3.15 and 3.3.18, we can see that
decomposability implies the preservation of CT over the to constructor for sequencing
over type F (U (F1)):
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Lemma 3.3.21. If O is decomposable, then for any two closed terms M,N €
Terms(F (U (F1))),

MCTN = M toux.force(z) CT N to z.force(w).

Proof. Use that |M to x.force(x)| = p(|M|[V — |force(V)|]) from Corollary 2.2.10. [

The two lemmas below provide different characterisations of decomposability, which
hold if all modalities are upwards closed. The first provides a reformulation that is
immediate in the case of our examples, where the statement ¢ < ¢’ can be simplified via
(3.2). The general case, however, requires a rather technical proof.

Lemma 3.3.22. A set of leaf-upwards closed modalities O is decomposable if and only
if for all v, € TT1, if r X 1/, then Yo € O, ur € o({x}) = pur’ € o({+}).

Proof. (=) The result follows by observing that ur < pr’ implies Vo € O, ur € o({¢}) =

' € ol ).
(<) Assume:

() Vr,r' €eTT1, r X7 = VYoeO, ur € o({}) = ur' € o({}).
Take some r,r’ € TT1, and suppose that » < ', which with Lemma 3.3.19 means:
(I) Yoe O,ACT1, r€o(A) =1 € o(x'[4]).

We need to prove that ur < ur’. By (I) we derive that Yo € O, ur € o({s}) = pr’ €
o({+}). To prove ur < pr’ we need only prove Yo € O, ur € o(0) = ur’ € o(0).

Assume pr € o'(0) for o' € O, then u(r[t — t[ed]]) = (ur)[€l] € o' ({}). We prove
that r[t — t[€l]] X /[t — t'[€D]] using equivalent notion (3) from Lemma 3.3.19.
Suppose for some o € O and A C T'1, it holds that r[t — t[€l]] € o(A). Let B := {t €
T1 | t[eP] € A}, then r € o(B). By (II) it holds that 7" € o(x"[B]).

For ¢ € (x"[B]), there is a t € B such that t < t’. Since t € B, t[c)] € A and
hence t'[€()] € (xT[A4]). So (xT[B]) C {t' € T1 | ¢[€l] € (xT[A])}, and we can use
leaf-upwards closure of o’ to derive r'[t' — #'[€)]] € o(x"[A]). Hence by Lemma 3.3.19,
rit — t[ed]] R [t — t'[€0]].

We can apply (I) to derive p(r[t — t[€d]]) < wp('[t' — ¢'[€0]]). So since
u(rft — t[€d])]) = (ur)[€d] € o' ({+}), it holds that and u(r'[t' — t'[€D]]) € o' ({+}) and
hence pr € o'(0). We conclude that pr < pr’, so we are finished. O

The second formulation of decomposability shows that it is equivalent to being able to
‘decompose’ statements of the form pr € o({«}) into a collection of modal properties of
the double tree 7.

Proposition 3.3.23. A set of leaf-upwards closed modalities O is decomposable if and
only if for any r € TT1 and o € O such that ur € o({x}), there is a collection of pairs
{(0i,®;) Yicr, with each o; € O and ¢; € TF (1), satisfying the following two properties:

1. Viel, reo[e])
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2. €eTT1, (Viel, ' €o0i([¢]) = w' €o({4).

Proof. We use the equivalent statement for decomposability established in
Lemma 3.3.22.

(=) Assume decomposability, and that for some r € TT1 and o € O, it holds that
pr € o({#}). Take as set of pairs the following set: {(¢o/,¢') | o' € O,¢' € TF(1),r €
o ([¢'])}. This collection by definition satisfies condition (1). For any r' € TT1, if
r" € o ([¢]) for any pair in the collection, then r < /. Hence by decomposability it
holds that Yo" € O, ur € o"({}) = pr’ € 0" ({#}), so in particular r' € o({+}), and thus
condition (2) holds.

(<) Assume the statement given in the lemma, we need to prove decomposability.
For some r,r" € TT1, suppose that » < r’. Now let 0o € O such that ur € o({}), then
there is a collection of pairs {(o;, ®;)}icr satisfying the properties given above. So by
property (1), Vi € I, r € 0;([¢;]), and since » < 7" it holds that 7 € o0;([¢;]).- By
property (2) we conclude that pur’ € o({#}) which is what we needed to prove. O

The following result is a direct consequence of the above proposition.

Corollary 3.3.24. If O and O’ are both decomposable sets of Scott open modalities for
the same signature X, then O U O’ is a decomposable set of Scott open modalities.

The following stronger notion of decomposability simplifies the property given in
Proposition 3.3.23. Our running examples turn out to all satisfy this stronger property,
as we shall verify below.

Definition 3.3.25 (Strong decomposability). We say that O is strongly decomposable if,
for every r € TT1 and o € O for which pr € o({+}), there exists a collection {(0;, 0}) }ier
of pairs of modalities such that:

1. Vi€ I, r € 0;(0i({#})); and
2. For every ' € TT1, if for all i € I, v’ € 0;(0}({+})) then pr’ € o({+}) .

Proposition 3.3.26. If O is a strongly decomposable set of leaf-upwards closed modal-
ities, then O is decomposable.

Proof. Using Proposition 3.3.23, this result is a simple consequence of the fact that for
any o; € O, 0;(T) € TF(1) and [o;(T)] = 0;({+). O

The converse statement is not always true, even if we assume Scott openness.

Lemma 3.3.27. There is a decomposable set of Scott open modalities (moreover satis-
fying property 3.2) which is not strongly decomposable.

Proof. Take the following decomposable set of Scott open modalities; O := {], 0’} for
the signature ¥ := {or(—, —) : axa — a}. Here, [|] := {(x)} (termination without any
nondeterministic choice) and [O'] := [O] — {(*)} (MUST termination with at least one
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nondeterministic choice). These two modalities are obviously Scott open. For r € TT1,
it holds that:

pre 1] = rel(L{).

pre [0 = rel (@) v re D@V L),

Since | (T) and O'(T)V 4 (T) are both tree formulas, we can use Proposition 3.3.23 to
derive that O is decomposable.

However, consider the following tree; r := or({(x)), (or({x), (x)))) € TT1. This tree
has the property that i = or({x),or((+), (+))) € [V]. However, (+) and or((x), ())
do not have a modality they satisfy in common. As such, there is no pair o0;,0, € O
such that 7 € 0;(0;({+})), so any collection of pairs satisfying property (1) of strong
decomposability must be empty. But then, for property (2) to be satisfied, it must hold
that V' € TT1, ur’ € ['], which is obviously not true. So we cannot find a collection
of pairs of modalities satisfying both properties, and we conclude that O is not strongly
decomposable. O

3.3.3 The examples have the correct properties

In this subsection, we prove that the sets of modalities for the examples of Section 3.2
satisfy the Scott openness and decomposability property. As such, the Compatibility
Theorem, Theorem 3.3.8, holds for those sets of modalities.

In the examples, it is straightforward to observe that the modalities are upwards
closed, so the proofs of this are left out. Decomposability will be proven by proving
the strong decomposability property, which will take the following form. Given ¢t €
T(T(1)), the observation ut € [o] will be expressed as an equivalent expression using
observations of the form t € o'(0”({#})). As such, if Vo',0",t € /(" ({})) = ' €
o (0" ({+})), then ut € o] = pt’ € [0'], and strong decomposability is proven.

Pure computation: (Subsection 3.2.1)
Here Xy = (), and the modalities are Oy = {|}. All trees Tx,(1) are finite, so Scott
openness holds. Oy is strongly decomposable, since for any t € T, (Tx,(1)),

ptelll < tel(l({d)).

This means t terminates, and returns z which terminates with x.

Error: (Subsection 3.2.2)

Here Yo := {raise.() | e € Err}, and the modalities are Qg = {l} U {E. | e € Err}.
Here too Scott openness holds because all trees of T, (1) are finite. O is strongly
decomposable, as we can observe that for any ¢ € Ty, (T%,,(1)) it holds that:

ptel] <= tel(l{))

This means r returns a tree ¢ which returns .

pt € [Ee] <= teBe(BEe({s)) vVt el (Ec({))

This means r raises an error immediately, or returns a tree that raises an error.
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Nondeterminism: (Subsection 3.2.3)
Here ¥4 := {or(—,—) : a x @ = a} and Oyg = {0, O}. Any element of [OJ] is finite,
so it is Scott open. If ¢ € [Q], then ¢ has a (x)-leaf, and there is a finite subtree ¢’ <¢
containing that leaf. Hence ¢’ € [0], since it has a (x)-leaf, and we can conclude that ¢
is Scott open. Oyq is strongly decomposable, since for any t € Ty, ,(Tx, (1)) it holds
that:

pte0] <= teO(0(td))

This means ¢ may return a tree, which may return .
pte[d] <= teD0O{)).

This means t is finite and must return a finite tree, which must return x.

Probability: (Subsection 3.2.4)

Here ¥ = {pr(—, —) : a x & = a} and modalities are Opy = {P54 | ¢ € Q, 0 < ¢ < 1}.
If t € [Psg], then | |, Pn(t) = P(t) > ¢. There must be an n such that P,(t) > ¢, since
otherwise P(t) < ¢q. Now P, (¢) only looks at a finite part of ¢, the part of ¢ bounded
by tree-depth n. So defining t" < t to be the finite subtree of ¢ bounded at layer n
(replacing nodes at that layer with L leaves), it hold that P, (t") = P,(t) > ¢. Hence
t" € [Psq], showing that the modality is Scott open.

To establish that Op, is strongly decomposable, an intricate argument must be
given. Given t € Ty, (Tx, (1)), we define a real-valued function f; : [0,1] — [0,1]
where for each rational number ¢ € [0,1] we define fi(p) = P(t[e [Ps,]]) =
sup{r € [0,1] rational | ¢ € Ps,(P>,({+))}. The set [Ps,] gets smaller as p gets bigger,
and as such, the function f; on the rationals is monotone decreasing. We can extend
the definition of f; to a function on the reals.

The proof of decomposability relies on the fact that P(ut) = fol ft(p)dp, which can
be observed by studying how the probability of ut is calculated: its the sum of 27"P(x)
over all leaves x of t where n is the depth of x in ¢. The integral allows us to express
this sum by using only t € P>, (P>, ({#})) statements. We can conclude that:

1
pt € [P>g] = /Oft(p)dp>q = 3| > flm)n]|>q.

i=1,2,...n

Since f; is defined using pairs P-,,P-,, this gives us a strong decomposition for
pt € [Psq], so we can conclude that Oy, is strongly decomposable.

Global Store: (Subsection 3.2.5)

Yes = {lookup;(—) : o — a,update;(—;—) : N x a — a | I € Loc} and Og =
{(s = 7) | s,r € State = N°¢}. Each [(s ~ r)] is Scott open, since for each tree
t € [(s~—r)], there is a single finite branch which determines its satisfaction. Og is
strongly decomposable, since for any t € Ty _ (T, (1)):

pt € [(s—r)] <<= JeeNY¢ te (s—c)((c—7)(f)).

This means that for some ¢, ezxec(t,s) = (z,c) and ezec(z,c) = (x,r).



50 CHAPTER 3. BEHAVIOURAL EQUIVALENCE

Input/Output: (Subsection 3.2.6)

Yio = {read(—) : o — o, write(—; —) : N x a — a} and

Oio = {(w)], (w).. | w an i/o-trace}. The modalities are Scott open, since only a single
finite branch, exactly following the specified i/o trace, is checked by the modalities. So
any finite subtree containing that branch is contained in the modality. Moreover, for
each modality o, there is a finite tree ¢ such that [o] = {r | t < r}. Oj, is strongly
decomposable, since for any t € Tx, (1%, (1)):

pt € [(w)l] <= Fu, v, st.w=v' At e ) (V)] ({5)).
This means ¢ follows trace v returning xz, and z follows trace v’ returning *.

pte(w).] <<= te . .(w.(§) v @, w=v'Ate @) (V).({))

This means either ¢ follows trace w immediately, or it follows v returning a tree which
follows v'.

Timer: (Subsection 3.2.7)

Here % = {tick.(—) : @ = a | ¢ € Inc} and Otii ={C<qy | g € Q>0}, (9;2 = {Czq,Clq ]
q € Q>0} and Oy = Ofi U (’)tTi. Note that for each ¢, [C<,], [C>4] and [[CT>q]} are Scott
open, since for any n € N and any tree t € T(1), there is a finite subtree t" < ¢ such
that clock,(t) = clock,(t™). All three sets of modalities are strongly decomposable,
since for any t € Tx,,(Tx,;(1)) it holds that:

pt € [C<q] <= 3Ja,beQ,(a+b) <qAte Ceu(Cap($)).
pt € [Coq] <= Fa,beQ,(a+b)>qg N teCsa(Cop({4)).
pte[Cl,] = tecl (L, () v Ia,beQ ((a+b)>gAte Coa(Cl,(f)).

Remark: The set of modalities, only containing modalities of the form ng is not
decomposable, which is why we do not consider it as a valid interpretation of the effect.

3.4 Properties of the preorders

In the next two sections we will investigate some properties of the behavioural preorders
C* and =. In Section 3.5, we look at the equations and inequations for effect trees of
computations of type F' A in particular. In this section, we will look at other proper-
ties and classifications of the behavioural preorders. Moreover, we will investigate the
different behavioural preorders for the effect of nondeterminism as a case study, e.g., to
see how the general and positive behavioural equivalence can differ.

Firstly we observe that equality of operational semantics implies the general be-
havioural preorder.

Lemma 3.4.1. For any M,N : C, if |M| = |N| then M = N.
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Proof. We prove by induction on computation formulas ¢ € Form(C) , that for any
closed terms M, N : C, if |[M| = |N| and M = ¢, then N = ¢.

In the case that ¢ is not a basic formula, the result can be easily proven. E.g., if
¢ =NA\X whereforany py e X, M =¢Y = NE¢,then M =EAX =N} AX. If
¢ = —(v), then since |N| = |M| it holds that N =¢ = M =¥ M, hence M = ¢ =
No

If ¢ :=0(¢), then M = ¢ means |M|[|= ¢] € [o]. So since |N| = |M| we can derive
that |N|[= ¢] € [o], hence N = o(¢).

If ¢ := (V + 1), assume as induction hypothesis that the statement holds for .
Suppose M = (V + 9), then M V = 9. Now, |[M V| = p(|M|[ x. M" — |M'[V/z]])
by Corollary 2.2.10, which is equal to u(|N|[ z. M' — |M'[V/z]]) = [N V|. So by
induction hypothesis on ¥ and |[M V| = |N V| we can conclude that N V = ¢ and
hence N = (V +— 1).

The case where ¢ := (i — 1) can be proven in the same way as the previous case
using Corollary 2.2.10.

This finishes the induction and we can conclude that M = N.

O

Corollary 3.4.2. M = force(thunk(M)), and hence (thunk(M) |= (¢)) < (M = &).

Using Lemma 3.3.5, the following classification of the behavioural preorders can be
established by unfolding the definitions of the basic formulas:

Lemma 3.4.3. For R either ° or =, it holds that:
1. VRNW <= V=W.
2. VRuycW <= force(V) R¢ force(W).
8 (4, V)R A, (W) <= (j=k)AVRa, W.
4. V,VYRaxp (W,(W') <= VRAWAV' RgW'.
5 MRacN <= YV € Terms(A),(M V)Rc (N V).

6. MR, c, N <= Vjel (M j)Rc, (N j)

el
Proof. We use Lemma 3.3.5.

1. If n Rnm, then since n |= {n} it holds that m = {n} hence n = m.
If V=W, then VRN W by reflexivity (Lemma 3.3.3).
2. VRuycW <= V¢ € Form(C),(V = () =W = (¢) <

Vo € Form(C), (force(V) = ¢ = force(W) = ¢) <—
force(V') R¢ force(W).
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3. If (j,V)Rs,c, A, (k, W), then from (j,V) |= (4, T) we derive that (k, W) |= (4, T),
so k = j. For any ¢ € Form(A;) we now have V |= ¢ < (j,V) = (j,¢) =
4 W) E (U, ¢) == W = ¢, so we conclude that V Ry, W.

If VRy, W and j = k, then (j,V) |= (I, ¢) means j = and V |= ¢, hence W = ¢
so (k,W) = (I,¢). We conclude that (7,V)Rx,; A, (k,W).

4. (V,VYRaxs (W, W) «<—
(Vo € Form(A),(V,V') = mo(¢) = (W, W') |= mo(9))
A(V$ € Form(B), (V,V') E m1(¢) = (W, W') = m1(9)),
which is true if and only if V RA W and V' Rg W'.

5. MRAHQM <~
VYV € Terms(A),Vo € Form(C),( M = (V= ¢)=NE (V- 9¢)) <
VYV € Terms(A),V¢ € Form(C), MV E¢= NV E ¢) <
VYV € Terms(A),M VRcN V.

6. MRHiEIgiM —
Vj € 1,V¢ € Form(C;), (M |=(j = o) = N = (j = 98) <
Vi€ LYo e Form(C;), (M j o= N j o) <
VjGI,Mj'RQjﬂVj. .

Many other properties can be derived from Lemma 3.4.1 and 3.4.3. Here we look at
a selection of three interesting examples, though this list is not comprehensive.

e thunk(M) =uc thunk(N) <= M =c¢ N.

ox:AtMEC’gN:Q = Av.M =p_c Az N.

3.4.1 Differences between equivalences for nondeterminism

The various logics for nondeterminism give arguably the most diverse collection of logical
equivalences out of all the examples given in this chapter. Not only does the logical
equivalence depend on the chosen modalities, the intersection of the may equivalence
created by the ¢ modality and the must equivalence created by the (O modality does
not yield the neutral equivalence given by the O = {{,0}. Moreover, including or
excluding negation changes the equivalence for any type of nondeterminism.

For terms of type F 1, we have the basic equivalences which hold for both the general
and the positive logic:

return () =0} or(return(x), Q) ?O} Q

return () EFD} or(return(x),Q) =y Q
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(=) U= )TN | M o= rt(or(Q, ®)) | N = or(xt(Q), rt(@)) | K := Mor N
0 O T T T
O O F F F
o o | Fo| r | T
O O T F F
O =(0) F T T
O —(0) T F F
= T R r | T
O =(0) F F F
O O A=(0) T F T
O av-(0) F T T
O O A -(0D) T F F
O OV —(0) F T F

(=) KO = )(T)]|or(€ rt(®)) | or(Q, or(rt(2), rt(®)))

O O T T

O O F F

o o | T | T

O O F F

9 =(0) F T

O —(0) F F

Table 3.1: Differences between the nondeterministic equivalences

For type FUF 1, more differences between the logics can be observed. Examples of
these differences are adapted from [41, 70| using the coincidence between the behavioural
equivalence and applicative bisimilarity proven in the forthcoming Chapter 4.

We study five terms and the logical formulas they satisfy in Table 3.1. The logical
formulas are given in a systematic way, in the shape of (=)[(( — )(T))] with two slots
that can be filled with logical combinations of modalities.

The first column only contains base modalities, since Lemma 3.3.5 establishes that
the behavioural equivalence and positive behavioural preorder only depend on basic
formulas. The second column contain more complex logical expressions of modalities.
In particular, the second column of the first table features all possible distinct logical
combinations of modalities: any other expression is equivalent to one featured in the
table. For example, JAQ = 0. The two columns together give all pairings of expressions
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relevant to our study of the behavioural preorders.

From the first table of 3.1, we can deduce that the three terms M, N and K are equal
according to the equivalences E?O} and E?D} as they satisfy precisely the same set of
formulas from the table, and any basic positive formula of type F U F 1 is equivalent to
a formula in the table. However, M and N are not equal according to the equivalences
E?QD}, =0y and =y, while for these equivalences N and K are still equal. The only
equivalence for which all three terms are considered different, is the general behavioural
equivalence =, my, where composite formulas using V or A are necessary to prove the
difference between N and K.

The second table in 3.1 gives an example of a difference between the relations E?Q,D}
and =4y N =¢my. We can conclude that the following equivalences are all different:

EE_O}’ E?D}’ E?—O} N E?D}’ E?O,D}’ =) =Oph ={0) N =) and ={0,0}

This subsection does not show all sorts of nondeterminisin. One example which
is excluded is the notion of ambiguous nondeterminism as studied in [45, 55|, which
considers concurrent evaluations. This type of nondeterminism does not fit into the
framework of this thesis, as it breaks monotonicity, i.e. there are no upwards closed
modalities for specifying the behaviour of ambiguous nondeterministic programs.

3.5 Equational theories

In the study of algebraic effects, equational axiomatisations play a major role. These
equational axiomatisations are specified between algebraic terms formed from variables
and effect operations. In our setting, we have used modalities as a foundation to derive
semantic preorders on the set of closed terms. Using the modalities, we can derive which
equations are valid for the semantic preorders. This process of going from modalities
to equations is quite natural, whereas extracting modalities from equational axiomati-
sations is not as straightforward.

In this section we explore which equations and inequations are valid with respect
to these behavioural preorders, and we relate them to the standard axiomatisations of
the effects. Note that by inequation we do not mean a non-equation, but a notion of
equation which is not necessarily symmetric.

Instead of looking at equations and inequations between algebraic terms, we look at
equations and inequations between effect trees whose leaves are variables, as in [49]. As
a basis of exploring validity of equations and inequations with respect to our preorders,
we want to extend the concept of behavioural preorder C and = on computation
terms to a preorder on effect trees. This has already been done for unit type effect trees
in Subsection 3.3.2. Here we generalise this to a preorder on trees of any value type.

Definition 3.5.1. For any value type A, given t,r € T(A) we say:
o t T} rif Vo€ O,V¢ € Form(A)y+,t[= ¢ € [o] = r[E ¢] € [o].

e t =a1if Yo € O,Yp € Form(A)y,t[= ¢] € [o] < rlE ¢] € [o].
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Note by Lemma 3.3.5 it holds that for any M, N € Terms(F A):

MU' N < |M|C} IN], M=N « |[M|=x|N|

We now formalise the notion of equation between effect trees. We use the natural
numbers N to enumerate a countable set of variables x,y, z,.... As such, we see e €
T(N) as a variable expression of effect operators. An equation or inequation is simply
a pair of such effect trees, where for e, ¢’ € T(N) we can state the equation e = ¢’ and
we can state the inequation e < ¢/. We will study what it means for such (in)equations
to be valid for our behavioural preorders.

Given an expression e € T(N) and a sequence f : N — T(X), we denote by
e{f(n)/n}, the substitution of f in e given by p(e[n — f(n)]) = pu(f*(e)). In the
following technical development, we use variables and their associated number inter-
changeably, e.g., we view or(0,1) as or(z,y).

There are two notions of validity of (in)equations we will study; a natural version
and an abstract version, and we will show that they coincide if O is a decomposable set
of leaf-upwards closed modalities. We first define a notion of validity for (in)equations
with respect to substitution of computation terms. This is the most natural notion of
validity with respect to the behavioural preorders, as it directly refers to the extended
notions of behavioural preorders T and = defined in Definition 3.5.1.

Definition 3.5.2. For e,¢’ € T(N) and Value Type A:
o eﬁze’ if for any M(_y : N — Terms(F A), e{|M,,[/n}, T4 e{|M,|/n}n.

o e=acif forany M(_y: N — Terms(FA), e{|M,,[/n}, =a €'{|M,|/n}n.

Moreover, the general inequation e C "¢ holds iff for all A, e=p€, and e=¢ holds iff
for all A, e=a€’.

Alternatively, we can define validity of (in)equations with respect to the substitution
of unit type trees. This notion is useful, as it only refers to the modalities, and does
not reference the programming language and behavioural logic.

Definition 3.5.3. For e, e’ € T(N):
e e<e ifVf:N— T(1),Yo € O, e{f(n)/n}n € [o] = e{f(n)/n}, € [o].

e e=¢ ife<e and € <e.

3.5.1 Relating equation definitions

We will see in this subsection, that under sufficient conditions, an (in)equation is valid
with respect to term substitutions (Definition 3.5.2) if and only if it is valid with respect
to unit type tree substitutions (Definition 3.5.3). In fact, we show that there are more
notions of validity which are equivalent to the given two.

~ ~+ ~ .
Lemma 3.5.4. For anye,e’ € T(N), e<e’ = eL ¢, ande=e¢ = e=¢.
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Proof. Suppose e <. Let A be a value type, M(_y: N — Terms(F A), and take o € O
and ¢ € Form(A)y (a general formula) such that e{|M,,|/n},[= ¢] € [o]. Note that

e{|M,|/n}nll= @] = e{|M,[[I= ¢]/n}n. Since |M_)[[= ¢] gives a map from N to T(1),
we get (since e < ¢’) that e/{|M,,|[= #]/n}n € [o]. We conclude that e < e implies:

Vo € 0,¥¢ € Form(A)y, (e{|M,|/n}nlk= ¢] € [o] = €{|M,|/n}n[k= ¢] € [o])

Since VT C V, we can derive that e<e implies eEXe’ for any value type A, so we
/\+ /
conclude that eC €.
If e=¢/, then e<e and ¢’ <e, so we can derive with the above result that e =a¢’
for any value type A, so e=¢€’. O

Lemma 3.5.5. Suppose O is a decomposable set of leaf-upwards closed modalities, and
e, e/ € T(N), then e < ¢ holds if and only if:

Vi:N—={L {(x)},Voe O, e{f(n)/n},elo] = ¢€{f(n)/n}, € [o].

Proof. The left to right direction is trivial, since { L, (x)} C T(1).
The other direction makes use of decomposability. Suppose:

(I) Vf:N—={L,(x)}and o € O, e{f(n)/n}n € [0] = €'{f(n)/n}, € [0].

Take some substitution of unit trees ¢ : N — T(1) and a modality o € O such that
e{g(n)/n}n € o], we want to prove that ¢’{g(n)/n}y, € [o].

Note that p(e[n — g(n)]) = e{g(n)/n},. We want to apply decomposability on the
two double trees e[n — g(n)], €'[n — g(n)] € T(T(1)). Assume D C T(1) and o' € O
such that e[n — g(n)] € o/(D). We define the following function, f : N — {1, ()},
where f(n) = (x) precisely when g(n) € D. Then e{f(n)/n}, = e[n — g(n)][€ D], so
e{f(n)/n}n €[]

By assumption (1), €’{f(n)/n}, € [0], so €'[n +— g(n)] € (D). Since D C (xT[D])
and o' is leaf-upwards closed, we can derive that €'[n — g(n)] € o/(xT[D]).

By Lemma 3.3.19, we have derived that e[n — g(n)] <X ¢€[n — g(n)]. So by
decomposability, e{g(n)/n}n = pleln = g(n)]) < u(efn — g(n)]) = {g(n)/nhn,
hence €/ {g(n)/n}n € [o]. We can conclude that e <¢’.

O

Combining the previous lemma with Lemma 3.5.4 we get:

Proposition 3.5.6. Suppose O is a decomposable set of leaf-upwards closed modalities,
e, € T(N), and A an inhabited value type (there is a term of type A), then the
following 5 statements are equivalent:

1. e<e¢. 2. eEJre’. 3. eﬁze’,
4. V[N = A{L (0}, Yo €O, e{f(n)/n}n € [0o] = €{f(n)/n}n € [o].
5 Yf:N—={Lz}, e{f(n)/n}n < {f(n)/n}n (wherex=0¢€N).
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Proof. We prove that the first four statements are equivalent, and then prove they are
equivalent to the fifth statement.

(1. = 2.) This case is given by Lemma 3.5.4.
(2. = 3.) This case holds by definition of c*.

(3. = 4.) Assume that eize' holds. Let f: N — {L,(x)} and o € O such that
e{f(n)/n}, € [o]. Let V : A some value term, ¢ := T € Form(A)y+ and
My : N — Terms(F A) such that M,, := Qif f(n) = L, else M,, := return(V').
Then e{|M,|/n}n[= ¢ = e{f(n)/n}, € [o]. Since e EZe’, we can conclude that
e{f(n)/n}n = e{|M,|/n}nl= ¢] € [o].

(4. = 1.) This case holds because of Lemma 3.5.5.

(5. < 4.) For this case, we use the already established equivalence (1. < 4.) to unfold
statement 5. to: Vf: N — {L,0},Vg: N — {1, (x)},Vo € O,
e{g(f(n))/nin € [o] = {g(f(n))/n}n € [o],

which is equivalent to statement 4.

With similar proofs, using symmetry, we have the following analogous result.

Proposition 3.5.7. Suppose O is a decomposable set of leaf-upwards closed modali-
ties, e,e’ € T(N), and A an inhabited value type, then the following 5 statements are
equivalent:

1%

/

1. e=¢. 2. e=¢. 3. eZ=a€.

4. Vf:N—={L x},Voe O, e{f(n)/n}, € [o] & {f(n)/n}, € [o].

5. Vf:N—={L,x}, e{f(n)/n}, = €{f(n)/n}, (where x=0¢€N).

If alternatively, Scott openness holds, we have a slightly weaker result:
Proposition 3.5.8. Suppose all o € O are Scott open, then eiie’ — e<e¢.

Proof. Let f : N — T(1), and for each m € N we write f(n),, for the m-th finite
approximation of the tree f(n). Suppose that for o € O we have that e{f(n)/n}, € [o].
Since o is Scott open, there must be an m € N such that e{f(n)m,/n}t, € [o] (since
L, e{f(n)m/n}n = e{f(n)/n},). For each n, f(n)m is finite, so by Lemma 2.2.11
there is a term M,, such that |[M,| = f(n),. Define My : N — F1 by choosing the
M, as above, then e{|M,|/n}n = e{f(n)m/n}n € [0]. Since by assumption eiie/, it
holds that €{f(n)m/n}, = €'{|M,,|/n}n € [0], hence with o being Scott open (hence
upwards closed) this implies that €/{f(n)/n}, € [o]. We conclude that e < ¢'. O
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3.5.2 General properties

We show that the properties of admissibility and compositionality from [35] for < are
consequences of the properties of the modalities.

Definition 3.5.9. The preorder < is admissible, if for any two sequences of expressions
en, e, € T(N) such that Vn € N, e, < e,11 and €], <e], 4,

(VneN,e,<el)) = (Upen) < (Unel).
Proposition 3.5.10. If all o € O are Scott open, then < is admissible.

Proof. A simple derivation:
(Unen){f(m)/m}m € [0] = In,e{f(m)/m}tn, € 0] =
In, e {f(m)/m}m € [o] = (Unen){f(m)/m}m € [o]. m

~

Definition 3.5.11. The preorder < is compositional, if for any e<e and any
E,E':N — T(N) such that ¥n € N, E(n) < E'(n), e{E(n)/n}, < e{E'(n)/n},.

Proposition 3.5.12. If O is a decomposable set of leaf-upwards closed modalities, then
< s compositional.

Proof. Let e<¢ and E,E' : N — T(N) such that Vn € N, E(n) < E'(n). We use the
equivalence (1. < 4.) from Proposition 3.5.6.

Take ¢ : N — {L,(x)} and o € O such that (e{E,/n}n){g(m)/m}n,
e{En{g(m)/m}tm/ntn € [o]. Note that pleln —  En{g(m)/m}m]) =
e{En{g(m)/m}m/n}n. We prove the requirement of decomposability, using
Lemma 3.3.19, that for any D C T'(1) and o € O we have
e[n = En{g(m)/m}m] € o(D) = e[n = Ep{g(m)/m}m] € o(x'[D]),
to conclude that ¢'{E,{g(m)/m}m/n}, = u(e[n — E,{g(m)/m}nm]) € [o].

Take some arbitrary D C T(1). Note first that for any n € N, it holds that
Eulg(m)/mbm < Ei{g(m)/m}m (since Bn{g(m)/minle 0] = En{g(m)€ 0]/m}n
and (n — g(n)[€ 0]) is a function from N to T'(1)). Hence Vn, E,{g(m)/m}, € D =
EL{g(m)/m}m € (XT[D)).

Let h : N — {L,(x)}, where h(n) := (x) if E,{g(m)/m},, € D, otherwise
h(n) := L. So in particular, (I): h(n) = (x) implies E/{g(m)/m}, € (5T[D]).
Remember that e < e/, so suppose for some o/ € O such that e{h(n)/n}, € o ({#),
eln — E,{f(m)/m}n] € o/(D) holds, so it follows that e’{h(n)/n}, € o'({s). Now
by observation (I) and leaf-upwards closure of o, €'[n + E'{f(m)/m},] € o' (x[D]).
This proves that e[n — E,{f(m)/m}n,] X '[n— E{f(m)/m},].

By decomposability, u(e[n — E,{g(m)/m}n]) < u(e'[n — E/{g(m)/m},]) and
hence ¢{E/ {g(m)/m}m/n}tn € [0]. Thisis for all g: N — {L,(x)} and 0 € O, so we
can conclude with Proposition 3.5.6 that e{E,/n}, < e/{E /n},.

O

Hence if O is a decomposable set of Scott open modalities, then < is admissible, and
both < and = are compositional and completely determined by substitutions of ()
and L.
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3.5.3 The equations and inequations of the examples

In this subsection, we look at the traditional axiomatic equations and inequations for
effects from, e.g., [81, 83|, and prove that they are valid for our behavioural equivalence,
according to any notion of validity established above. An inequation which holds for
any effect is:

(B): L<=z

This inequation will hold for < whenever all modalities are upwards closed. More
generally, we expect admissability and compositionality to hold. We will have a look
at the other traditional axiomatic equations used for defining effects. The point is to
establish that these axioms/rules hold for our derived equations = and inequations
<. Lemmas 3.5.6 and 3.5.7 make this easier to establish, since we only need to check
whether they hold when substituting either L or (x).

For error and input/output, there are no particular equations or inequations besides
(B). This reflects the fact that any two different effect trees of unit type are considered
behaviourally different. The other effects do have traditional axiomatic equations.

Nondeterminism: Subsections 2.3.3 and 3.2.3.
)
)
N3): or(z,or(y,z)) = or(or(z,y), 2).
)
)

where NA and N D are for angelic and demonic nondeterminism respectively.

Probabilistic: Subsections 2.3.4 and 3.2.4.

(P1) :
(P2) :
(P3) :
(P4) :

Where pr(pr(pr(...,z),x),x) is the infinite tree ¢ such that ¢ = pr(t, z).

Global Store: Subsections 2.3.5 and 3.2.5. For all [,r € Loc:
(G1) :  lookup;(i — z) = =.
(G2) : update;(n; update;(m;x)) = update;(m; x).
(G3) : update;(n;lookup;(i — x;)) = update;(n; zy,).
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G4) :

)

G5) :
)
)

lookup; (i — update;(i; z;)) = lookup;(i — z;).
update;(n; update,(m; z)) = update,(m; update;(n; x)) if [ # 7.
Go6) :

(
(
(
(G7) :

(
update;(n; Iookupr(z — x;)) = lookup, (i — update;(n;x;)) if [ # 7.
(n;

1) =

(G7) is actually a consequence of the other six rules, rule (B), and compositionality.

update;

This is proven in the case of a single Boolean state in Lemma 3.5.14.

Timer: Subsections 2.3.7 and 3.2.7. We look at some the equations for the down-
interpretation of this effect. For all ¢,d € Inc:

(T1) :  ticke(tickg(x)) = tickeiq(2) if (c+4d) € Inc.
(T2) : tickg(x) < tick.(x) itd>ec.
(T3): ticke(L) =L

Lemma 3.5.13. For each effect, with its effect signature > and chosen modalities O,
the resulting inequation < satisfies the effect specific inequalities given above in the
following way:

If e < €' as above, then e <.

If e = €' as above, then e=¢'.

Proof. We use equivalence (1. < 4.) from Propositions 3.5.6 and 3.5.7, so we may
assume the variables are instantiated by either L or (x). We need to prove that for any
given inequality, if the left satisfies some modality then the right does, and for any given
equality, the left satisfies a modality if and only if the right does. First note that (B)
holds for all effect examples since all modalities are upwards closed. Moreover, < and
= are admissable and compositional too, since we have a decomposable set of Scott
open modalities for each effect.

Nondeterminism: Note first that by the definition of the modalities, or(z,y) €
[0] < z€[0]Vye€[Q] and or(z,y) € [O] < =z € [O] Ay € [O]. So (N1), (N2)
and (N3) hold because of the reflexivity, symmetry and transitivity of the connectives
V and A. (NA) hold since if predicate P holds, then PV @ holds. (ND) is true, since if
P A @ holds, then P holds.

Probability: Remember that t € [Ps,] <= P(t) > ¢, where P(¢) is the
probability of termination. Therefore, an equation holds if for any substitution of
1-s and unit leaves, both sides have the same probability of termination. Note that
P(pr(z,y)) = (P(z) + P(y))/2 because of how P is formulated, so it is easy to verify
that (P1), (P2) and (P3) hold. For (P4), observe that that P(pr(pr(pr(...,z),x),z)) =
supy P (pr(pr(.... . 2),2)) = 5up, (3 < Pr(2)/20) = sup, (1 = 27")P () = P(a).

Global Store: A tree t € T(1) satisfies the modality (s — ) if the function
application ezec(t, s) results in (x,7). So e=¢’ holds if and only if Vf : N — {1, (%)},
and all s € State, exec(e{f(n)/n}n,s) = exec(e'{f(n)/n}n,s) (if one side is undefined,
the other side is too). It can be verified that for each of the given equations, the result of
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applying the exec function is the same. E.g. (G3): exzec(update;(n;lookup;(i — z;)), s) =
exec(lookup; (i — x;), s[l := n]) = evec(zs.—n)(1), S|l := n]) = evec(update;(n; x,), s).

Timer: Note that (x) satisfies any C<4, L satisfies no C<4, and tick.(t) satisfies
C<q if and only if ¢ < d and t satisfies C<4_.. Given these facts, the equations can be
easily verified. E.g for (T2), take e € Q:

For x := (x), tickg(z) € [C<.] implies d < e, hence ¢ < e and tick.(z) € [C<.].

For z := L, tickg(L) ¢ [C<]- O

3.5.4 Problematic effect combinations

In this subsection, we give examples of two inequational theories for computationally
interesting effect combinations, that cannot be represented by a decomposable set of
upwards closed modalities. This motivates the transition to a quantitative logic formu-
lated in Chapter 6.

Demonic nondeterminism + Global Store

We combine the effects of demonic nondeterminism with global store. For simplicity,
we only have one store location, which contains a Boolean value. The problem however
carries over to the more complex case of multiple N-valued stores. The signature > is
comprised of four operators:

{or(—,—):axa— a,upp(—):a— a,upp(—) : @« = a,look(—, —) : a X @ = a}

upp (M) stores T in the global store, and continues with M. upg(M) stores F in the
global store, and continues with M. look(M, N) continues with M if F is stored in the
global store, else it continues with V.

We assume that we have a decomposable set of upwards closed modalities O, such
that < (from Definition 3.5.3) satisfies the desirable inequations. Firstly, note that

(1): L <=z

holds because all modalities are upwards closed. This inequation is expected to hold
regardless of that fact.

Secondly, we assume that inequations related to demonic nondeterminism and re-
lated to global store hold for the combination of the two effects. As such, from demonic
nondeterminism we want the following inequations:

(2) ror(z,y) <z, or(z,y) <y, (3) iz =or(z,x) .

From global store, adapting the general equations to this single Boolean store location
case, we want the following equations:

(4) - upg (upy(2)) = upy(z),  (5) : look(z,z) ==

(6) : look(upp(z),y) = look(z,y), look(z,upp(y)) = look(z,y)
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(7) - upp(look(z,y)) = upp(z), upg(look(z,y)) = upr(y)

where (4) holds for any a,b € {T, F}. These are not all the inequations one would
expect from the effects, but listed here are the ones used in the proofs. We also do not
need to include equations for how the two effects interact, the following results are a
consequence of the above inequations and equations only.

Lemma 3.5.14. Suppose <’ is compositional and satisfies rules (1),(4),(5) and (6),
then it holds that upp(L) =" L =" upg(L), where (=) = (<) N (>).

Proof. Tt holds that | <’ upp(L) by rule (1), hence by using compositionality on
the inequation upp(z) <’ upp(x) we can derive that upp(L) <" upp(upy(L)). By
vule (4) it holds that upp(upz(L)) = upp(L), hence upp(1) <' upp(L). Similarly,
upz(L) <’ upg(L), 50 upp(L) = upg(L).
Using compositionality on look(z,y) =" look(z,y), we can derive that
look(upp(L), upp(L)) =" look(upp(L), upz(L)). By rule (5), look(upp(L),upp(L)) =
upp(L). By rule (6) and (5), it holds that look(upg(L),upp (L)) ="look(L, L) =" L.
We can conclude that upp(L) =" L, and upp(L) =" L. O

This is a perfectly natural thing to expect, and holds in the example where one only
considers the global store effect. It reflects the fact that when a computation diverges,
the (final) global state is not observable.

By applying the previous lemma to < , we can now derive the following result.

Proposition 3.5.15. Given a decomposable set O of upwards closed modalities, such
that < satisfies rules (1) to (7), then it holds that: upp(x) <z and upp(z) < z.

Proof. We use equivalence (1. < 5.) from Proposition 3.5.7 and Lemma 3.5.14 to prove
that or(upp(y),z) <y. There are only four different substitutions of {L,z} for y and
z. In the following table, we check that for each substitution, the inequation holds:

y =z | or(upr(y),=2) Y
L L | or(upp(L),L) <@ 1
r L | or(upp(x),L) <@ 1 <@ g
Loz | oupp(D)e) 2@ wpp(l) = L
x x or(upp(z),x) <@ x

Table 3.2: Unwanted equation for global store + demonic nondeterminism

The = in the table uses Lemma 3.5.14. We can conclude that or(upz(y), z) <.
Substituting z := upp(y), we get that: upp(y)=®or(upgp(y), upp(y)) <y. Similarly,
we can prove that upp(y) <y.

O
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Lemma 3.5.16. For any compositional relation <', satisfying rules (1) to (7), and both
upp(x) <"z and upp(z) <" x, then it holds that x =" L.

Proof. By compositionality, composing upg(x) <" with upp(z) <" upp(x), we derive
that upp(upg(z)) <" upg(x), so with rule (4), upgp(z) <" upg(z). We can derive in a
similar way that upg(z) <" upy(x), hence upp(x) = upp(x).

Using Lemma 3.5.14 and rule (7):

1L =" upp(L) =" upp(look(L,z)) =" upgp(look(L,z)) =" upy(z).

Similarly, upg(x) = L, so we can conclude by rule (5) and (6) that L =" look(L, L) =’
look(upp(z),upg(z)) =" look(x,z) =" x. 0

We can combine all the results together in the following negative result.

Proposition 3.5.17. Given a decomposable set of upwards closed modalities, such that
rules (2) to (7) are valid for <, then x =y (hence all expressions are equal).

Proof. Rule (1) follows from the fact that all modalities are upwards closed. So from
the previous two results, we can derive that x =1 =y.
O

Angelic nondeterminism + probability

Another problematic combination of effects is the combination of nondeterminism and
probability. The fact that it is difficult to formulate such a combination of effects with
Boolean valued predicates is a common observation. Take for instance [49], where it was
observed that quantitative expectations used for interpreting this effect combination
could not be replaced by Boolean probabilities. Here we will look at a similar but
slightly different observation, that this combination cannot be adequately modelled by
a decomposable set of Scott open modalities.

We will look at angelic nondeterminism in particular, with the effect signature:
Yi={or(—,—):axa—apr(—,—):axa— a}. Weassume a decomposable set of
upwards closed modalities O, such that we have the following equations and inequations
from the theory of probability and angelic nondeterminism are satisfied by = and <:

(1) :or(z,x) = x (2):x

(3):pr(z,z) = (4):y
(5) : pr(m,y) = pr(y,x)

IN

or(x,y)

IN

or(z,y)

Note that because all modalities are upwards closed, we have L <z Moreover, < s
compositional, so by rule (2); 2 < or(x, L) < or(z,2) < =, and hence

(6):z = or(z, L) = or(L,z) .
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Proposition 3.5.18. Suppose O is o decomposable set of upwards closed modalities
such that the above (in)equations hold for <, then pr(or(z,y), or(z, 2)) < or(z, pr(y, z))

(which is very undesirable).

Proof. We use equivalence (1. < 5.):

x y =z |prlor(z,y),or(z,z)) or(z, pr(y, z))

L L dprlor(L, L),or(L, L)) =W pr(l, 1) =6 or(L,pr(L,1))
w L L |prlor(w,L),or(w, L)) =6 or(w, 1) < or(w,pr(L, 1))
1L w L|prlor(L,w),or(L, L)) =6 pr(w, L) =) or(L,pr(w, L))
w w L prior(w,w),or(w, 1)) 209 pr(w,w)2®w 23 or(w, pr(w, 1))
L w w|prlor(L,w),or(L,w)) =G or(L,w) =) or(L,pr(w,w))
w w w|prlor(w,w)or(w,w) =@ or(w,w)=Vw 2@ or(w, pr(w, w))

Table 3.3: Unwanted equation for probability + angelic nondeterminism

So we conclude that pr(or(z,y), or(z, 2)) < or(z, pr(y, 2)). O

The inequation pr(or(z, ), or(z, z)) < or(z, pr(y, z)) is undesirable. We give an infor-
mal argument for this claim. Say z is a computation which has a probability of 1/4 of
terminating, y always diverges and z always terminates. Since nondeterministic choices
are made cooperatively, the computation with the highest probability of termination is
chosen. So with the above inequation:

5/8 = (1/4 +1)/2 = pr(1/4,1) = pr(or(1/4,0),0r(1/4,1)) < or(1/4,pr(0,1)) =
or(1/4,1/2) = 1/2.

Since informally, 1/2 < 5/8, we can conclude that a computation, whose probability
of termination is 5/8, is equal to a computation whose probability of termination is 1/2,
which contradicts the behaviour of probabilistic programs. This undesirable equality

can be proven more formally:

Proposition 3.5.19. Suppose O is o decomposable set of upwards closed modalities
such that the above (in)equations hold for <, then pr(pr(pr(w, L), L), w) = pr(w, L).

Proof. To see this, we substitute z := (1/4)w := pr(pr(w, L), L) (1/4 probability of
getting w), y := L and z := w, in pr(or(z,y),or(z, z)) < or(z, pr(y, z)). The left-hand
side is bigger then:
pr(or((1/4)w, 1), or((1/4)w, ) = BDpr((1/4)w, w)

The right hand side is smaller then:
or(pr(pr(w, 1), 1), pr(L,w)) Z or(pr(pr(w, w), 1), pr(L,w)) =
or(pr(w, 1), pr(L, w)) = Gor(pr(w, L), pr(w, 1)) = Dpr(uw, 1)

So we can conclude that pr((1/4)w,w) < pr(w, L). By compositionality and 1 <z
we have pr(w, L) < pr(w, (1/4)w), so with rule (5) we can conclude that:

pr((1/4)w,w) = pr(pr(pr(w,J_),J_),w)épr(w,J_) :
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O

In both examples given in this subsection, we show that the use of a Boolean valued
logic forces undesirable equations and inequations to hold. In Chapter 6, we solve
this problem by considering a generalisation of the logic, using quantitative valued
predicates.






4

Applicative bisimilarity

In the previous chapter, we have established an equivalence relation for terms by in-
ductively defining sets of formulas acting as unary predicates. In this chapter, we look
at an alternative approach to equivalence. We will define an equivalence coinductively,
as the largest relation exhibiting suitable properties. This is the notion of bisimilar-
ity |59, 60], where in particular, we will look at applicative bisimilarity in the sense of
Abramsky [2, 12, 15, 41].

In a recent paper [14], it is shown how this approach can be used for establishing
an equivalence for an untyped lambda calculus with algebraic effects. There, relators
[46, 102] are used to capture the notion of behaviour of effects, which we will here adapt
to lift relations on A to relations on F A. We will show that our behavioural equivalence
is identical to the notion of applicative bisimilarity determined by a relator defined using
our modalities. This applicative bisimilarity will be proven to be compatible using a
variation of Howe’s method [31]. This approach to Howe’s method follows closely the
methods from [14].

4.1 Relators

In this section, we define the operation that lifts relations on terms of value type A,
to relations on terms of computation type F A. This operation, called a relator, is
fundamental for interpreting effects in the context of applicative bisimilarity. First, we
introduce some notation for relations.

A relation on sets X and Y is a subset R C X X Y, where we write t Ry for x € X
and y € Y precisely when (z,y) € R. We define three standard operations on relations:

e Given RC X xY, R CY x X is the relation such that yRPzr <— xRy.

e Given R C X xY and S CY x Z, we write RS C X x Z for relation composition,
where RS y iff there is a y € Y such that t Ry and y S 2.

e Given R C X x Y, and two functions f: Z — X and g : W — Y, we define the
relation (f x ¢)"1(R) C Z x W, where z [(f x g) ' (R)] w < f(2)Rg(w).

67
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Given a set of modalities O for some signature >, we define a relator in the sense
of Levy and Thijs [46, 102], which in our setting is an operation that lifts relations on
sets to relations on X-trees. Unlike the modalities, which lift unary predicates on terms,
these are designed to lift relations on terms. We define an operator given by a family
of maps Oxy(—) : P(X xY) = P(T(X) x T(Y)), indexed by pairs of sets X and Y,
such that:

tOxy(R)r <= VDCX,0€0,(teo(D)=rcoR'D]).

Henceforth, we do not write the indices X and Y as subscripts for the O(—) operator.

Remember that (RT[D]) := {y € Y | 3v € X,z Ry} (introduced just before
Lemma 3.3.19). We require this lifting of relations to satisfy the defining properties
of relators from [46].

Definition 4.1.1. A family of maps I'(—) : P(X xY) — P(T(X) x T(Y)) indexed by
pairs of sets X, Y, is a relator (in the sense of [46]) if the following four properties hold.

1. For any set X, =px) C I'(=x).

2. VRCX XY, VSCY xZ, T(R)I'(S)CT(RS).

3.VR,S§CX xY, RCS=TI(R)CI(S).

LY X 52,9 Y S WRCZXW, T((f x 9)'R) = (T(f) x T(9))'T(R).

As a direct consequence of point 1 and 3, it holds that for any reflexive relation
R C X x X, I'(R) is a reflexive relation.

To prove that O(—) is a relator, we need the condition that all modalities are
leaf-upwards closed, from Definition 3.3.12.

Lemma 4.1.2. If the modalities from O are leaf-upwards closed, then O(—) is a relator.
Proof. We prove each of the four properties individually.

1. For any set D C X it holds that D = (=xT[D]). So for any t € T(X), if t € o(D)
then t € o(=x"[D]). We can conclude that for all t € T(X), t O(=x)t, and hence
=rx)C O(=x)-

2. For any subset D C X, it holds that (RS)'[D]) ={z€ Z |3z € D,a RSz} =

(€ Z|3reD3ycY,sRyAySzt ={z¢€ Z |3y € (R'[D),ySz} =
(ST(RT[D])]). So with t O(R)r O(S)1 and o € O it holds that:

teo(D) = reoR'D]) = [ecoSTR'D]) = o((RS)'[D)).
3. If R C S, then for any set D it holds that (RT[D]) C (ST[D]). Assume t O(R)r

and t € o(D), then r € o(R'[D]). Hence by leaf-upwards closure of o, it holds
that r € o(ST[D]).
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4. Note that ((f x g)"'R'[D]) = g~ (R[f(D)]), where f(D) = {f(z) | € D}.

If tO((f x g) IR)r then for all D C X and o € O it holds that t € o(D) = r €

o((f x g)_lR [D]) = r € o(g 1 (RT[f(D)])). So, given a set E C Z and a modal-
ity o such that T(f)(t) € o(E), then t € o(f~Y(E)) so r € o(¢g " (R[f(f~1E)])).
Since f(f~'E) C E, and hence g~ (R[f(f1F)]) € g~ (R[E]), we use leaf-
upwards closure of o to derive that r € o(g~'(RT[E])). Hence T(g)(r) € o(R'[E])
and we conclude that T'(f)(t) O(R) T(g)(r).

If T(f)(t) O(R) T(g)(r) and t € o(D), then since T'(f)(t) € o(f(D)) it holds that
T(g)(r) € o(RT[f(D)]) so r € o(g~ (R[f(D)])). This is for all such D and o, so
we can conclude that ¢t O((f x g)™'R) 7. O

We will call O(—) the O-relator, since it is a relator specified by the set of modalities
O. The next property together with the previous lemma establishes that O(—) is a
monotone relator in the sense of Thijs [102]'.

Lemma 4.1.3. If the modalities from O are leaf-upwards closed, then for any two
functions f : X = Z, g: Y = W, two treest € T(X),r € T(Y), and relations
RCX XY, SCZxW:

(Vo,y, 2Ry = f()Sgy) ANtOR)r =tz f(x)] OS) rly — g(y)]
Proof. Let RC X xY and S C Z x W. Assume:

(I) Va,y, xRy = f(x) O(S) 9(y).
(I1) tO(R) .

Take 0 € O and D C T(Z) such that t[z — f(x)] € o(D). Take E := f~1(D), then
t € o(E). So by (II), r € o(R'[E]). For y € (R'[E]), there is an x € E such that
x Ry, hence by (I) it holds that f(z)Sg(y). Since x € E implies f(z) € D, it holds
that g(y) € (ST[D]). Tt follows that (RT[E]) C ¢g~'(ST[D]). Using leaf-upwards closure,
r € o(g~1(ST[D])). Since this is for all 0 € O and D C T(Z) with t[z — f(x)] € o(D),
we conclude that t[z — f(z)] O(S) rly — g(y)]. O

A relation R on Terms(A) can be considered a relation on terminal computation
terms Tct(F A). So we can consider its lifting O(R) to be a relation on T'(Tct(F A)).
This relator characterises the equivalence for F A-types.

Lemma 4.1.4. If all modalities of O are leaf-upwards closed, then for °, it holds that
M Cis N = M O(CR) N].

Proof. Assume M T, N, 0€ Oand D C Terms(A) such that |[M| € o(D). Defining
xp = V{xv |V € D} (with xy from Lemma 3.3.6) it holds that

Wi xp <= (AVeDVETW) < (We (T (D).

'[102] defines a monotonic relator as a family of relation lifting operations satisfying conditions 1,
2 and 3 from Definition 4.1.1, and satisfying the condition stated in Lemma 4.1.3.
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By reflexivity of C7 it holds that D C (E+T[D]), hence if |M| € o(D) then by
leaf-upwards closure of o we get |[M| € 0(E+T[D]). Hence M | o(xp) from which we
know that N | o(xp) and we can derive that |[N| € O(EJFT[D]). So we conclude that
M| O(CK) NI

Assume [M] O(C%) [N] and M = (), so [N| € o=+ [g]). W & (Z*"[6]) then
there is a term V such that V |= ¢ and V. £ W, hence W = ¢. So it holds that
W € (E+T[¢]) = W [ ¢. Since o is leaf-upwards closed, we can conclude that
IN|[E= ¢] € [o], so by Lemma 3.3.5 it holds that M T, N. O

By a similar proof, using the symmetry of = we can prove the following.

Corollary 4.1.5. If all modalities of O are leaf-upwards closed, then for =, it holds
that: M =pa N <= |M| O(=a) [N|AN|N| O(=a) |M].

Proof. By the same proof as in Lemma 4.1.4, M =pa N = |M| O(=a) |N|. Since
M =pa N=N =pa M, it also hold that M =pa N = |N| O(=a) |M]|.

Given |M| O(=a) |[N| A |N| O(=a) |M]|, it holds by the same proof as in
Lemma 4.1.4, that M |= o(¢) iff N |= o(¢). Hence also, M = —(o(¢)) iff N = =(o(¢)),
so by Lemma 3.3.5 it follows that M =gpa N. O

4.1.1 Relators of the examples
We study what the relators look like for all of the given examples of effects with their
modalities from Section 3.2.
Pure functional computation: (Subsection 3.2.1)
For Oy = {l}, the statement ¢t Oy(R) r holds if and only if:
- When t is equal to a leaf labelled z € X, then 7 is equal to a leaf labelled y € Y
such that z R y.

Error: (Subsection 3.2.2)
For O = {}} U{Ec | e € Err}, the statement ¢ Og(R) 7 holds precisely when the
following two statements hold:

- When t is equal to a leaf labelled z € X, then r is equal to a leaf labelled y € Y
such that z R y.

- When ¢ raises an error e € Err, then r raises the same error e.

Nondeterminism: (Subsection 3.2.3)
For Onq = {0, O}, the statement ¢t Onq(R) 7 holds precisely when the following two
things are true:

1. If x € X is a leaf of ¢, then r has a leaf y € Y such that x R y.

2. If t is finite and has no L-leaves, then:
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e 7 is finite and has no 1-leaves.

o If y € Y is a leaf of r then there is a leaf x € X of ¢ such that x R y.

The relator for angelic nondeterminism {0 }(R) is characterised by rule 1 only, whereas
the relator for demonic nondeterminism {{J}(R) is characterised by rule 2.

Probabilistic choice: (Subsection 3.2.4)
For Opr = {P>q | ¢ € Q, 0 < ¢ <1}, the statement ¢t Op(R) 7 holds if and only if:

- For any A C X, the probability of ¢ terminating with an element of A is less than
or equal to the probability of r terminating with a y such that there is an x € A
with 2 Ry. In other words, VA C X. P(t[c A]) < P(r[c (RT[A])]).

Global store: (Subsection 3.2.5)
For Ogs = {(s — 1) | 5,7 € State}, the statement t Oy(R) r holds if:

- For any s € State, if ezec(t,s) = (z,s') then exec(r,s) = (y,s’) for some y such
that R y.

Input /output: (Subsection 3.2.6)
For Oi, = {{w){, (w)._.. | w an i/o-trace}, t Ojo(R) r holds precisely when the following
two statements hold:

- If w is an initial i/o-trace for ¢, then w is an initial i/o-trace for r. Formally,

tE(w)., = rE(w)..

- If w is a complete i/o trace for ¢ resulting in termination/leaf z € X, the w is
a complete i/o trace for r resulting in termination/leaf y € Y such that z R y.
Formally, t = (w)] {z} = 7= (w)l (RT{z}]).

Timer: (Subsection 3.2.7)
For Oy = {C<yq, C5q, C¢>q | ¢ € Q}, then the statement ¢ Oy;(R) r holds if and only if:

1. If t evaluates to x in c-time, then r evaluates to a y within c-time s.t. z R y.
2. If t evaluates to x in c-time, then r evaluates to a y in at least c-time s.t. xR y.
3. If t delays computation for c-time, then r delays computation for at least c-time.

The relator for the down-interpretation of delays Otﬁ(R) is characterised by rule 1 only,
whereas the relator for the up-interpretation of delay OE(R) is characterised by the
combination of rules 2 and 3.

In [14], relators can be defined for monads which carry a continuous X-algebra,
which the tree monad Tx(—) does. The examples of relators in [14] for specific effects
are, unlike here, defined on monads which are specifically designed for the effect in
question. Those relators can however be compared to the relators given above. Let M
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be a monad which carries a continuous X-algebra, then for each set X we can define
a function f : T%(X) — MX which respects the monadic and X-algebraic structure.
For any relator I'y; on M given as an example in [14], the relator I'r on T, defined as,
VRCXxY. tTr(R)r < fx(t) Tm(R) fy(r), coincides with the relator for the
same effects as given above.

Take for instance the example of probability, which in [14] is described using the
subdistribution functor D which sends a set X to the set of subdistributions p : P(X) —
[0,1]. The continuous X-algebra carried by the monad provides us with a function
f:T(X)— DX, given by f(t)(U) = P(t[€ U]). So with the relator I'p from [14] given
by 4 T'p(R) v & YU C X.u(U) < u(RTU]), we see that fx(t) Tar(R) fy(r) holds
precisely if t Oy (R) 7.

We could potentially generalize the notion of modality to work for any monad M
which carries a continuous Y-algebra. However, in such a generalisation, any such
modality v on M denoted by a subset [y] € M({*}) can be appropriately specified
by a modality o, on T denoted by [o,] = f~1([v]) € Ts({*}). As such, there is
no real loss of generality when studying tree monads only. So we choose to capture
behaviour of effectful programs with modalities on T%. Such modalities implicitly carry
the information of more effect-specific monads. See |54] for a setting in which more
general classes of ‘well-behaved’ predicate liftings induce relators.

As an illustration of how we do not lose any generality when studying tree monads,
we look at the example of global store, with a monad on the partial global store functor
MX := (State x X)3®t A modality v on M would be denoted by a set [y] C
M {*} ~ (State)3®*, so a set of partial endofunctions on State. Generalising the Scott
opennes property, this set [v] will need to open with respect to the domain structure
of M{x} (where g < h : <= Vs € State.g(s) # L = g(s) = h(s)). The function
f:T(X)— MX given by the continuous X-algebra carried by M can be defined as
f(t) = As.swap(exec(t,s)) where swap(z,s’) = (s',x). Given that [v] is open (hence
upwards closed), the modality o, given by [o,] = f~1([7]) can be constructed in terms
of the modalities (s—s’) defined in this thesis:

[ox]=70D =V A [s—g())] -

g€[y]  s€State,g(s)#L

We conclude that the logic defined for the state monad M can be expressed within our
logic defined for the tree monad.

4.2 Applicative simulations

Following [14], but adapted to our call-by-push-value typed setting, we use relators to
define notions of applicative similarity and bisimilarity.

Definition 4.2.1. A well-typed relation R on closed terms is an applicative O-
simulation if:

L. VRNW = V=W.
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2. thunk(M) Ry cthunk(N) = MRcN.
3. (V)R A, (B,W) = (j=k) N VRa, W.
4. (V,VYRaxs W,W') = VRAW A V' RgW'.
5. MRaoc N = VYV & Terms(A), MVRcN V.
6. MReaN = [M]|O(Ra) |N|
7. MRu.c,N = VYjel, MjRc, N j.

The applicative O-similarity is the largest O-simulation.

Applicative O-similarity exists when all modalities of O are leaf-upwards closed,
since the union over all O-simulations is also an O-simulation. We will prove in Theo-
rem 4.2.7 that the positive behavioural preorder C* is applicative O-similarity, which
gives an alternative proof for the existence of applicative O-similarity. We define mu-
tual applicative O-similarity as the largest symmetric subset of applicative O-similarity,
which is equal to =7 given Theorem 4.2.7. Lastly, we define applicative O-bisimilarity,
which by Theorem 4.2.8 coincides with the full behavioural equivalence.

Definition 4.2.2. A well-typed relation R on closed terms is an applicative O-
bisimulation if it is a symmetric applicative O-simulation. The applicative O-bisimilarity
is the largest applicative O-bisimulation.

Sometimes a more general notion of applicative bisimulation is used in the literature.

Definition 4.2.3. A well-typed relation R on closed terms is a generalised applicative
O-bisimulation if both R and R are applicative O-simulations.

If O(—) is a relator, and hence has the relator property that for any relations
R CS, O(R) C O(S), we have the following relatively simple result (see [15] for
similar observations in the context of probabilistic applicative bisimulations):

Lemma 4.2.4. If O(—) is a relator, then applicative O-bisimilarity is the largest gen-
eralised applicative O-bisimulation.

Proof. Note that any applicative O-bisimulation R is a generalised applicative O-
bisimulation, since R? = R.

Given a generalised applicative O-bisimulation R. Then R U R is an applicative
O-bisimulation. O

This allows for a more general proof technique for establishing that two terms are
related via the bisimilarity.

We will now establish the connection between our positive behavioural preorder and
applicative O-similarity.

Lemma 4.2.5. If all modalities are leaf-upwards closed, then the positive behavioural
preorder T is an applicative O-simulation.
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Proof. This is a consequence of Lemma 3.4.3, Corollary 3.4.2, and Lemma 4.1.4. O

Lemma 4.2.6. If all modalities are leaf-upwards closed, then any applicative O-
simulation is a subset of CT.

Proof. For R an O-simulation, we prove that R C (CT). Specifically, we will prove

Terms(E), if P Rg R and P = ¢ then R | ¢.
We prove this by an induction on ¢, which can be done because all formulas are
well-founded. Hence, for any formula ¢, we need to prove that R preserves ¢, given

that it preserves any subformula® of ¢. We perform the induction by case of ¢.

1. If ¢ = {n}, then ¢ € Form(N). Assume V Ry W and V |= ¢, then by simulation
rule (1), V = W, from which it is apparent that W = ¢. Hence we can conclude
that R preserves @.

2. If ¢ = (¢), then ¢ € Form(UC). Assume thunk(M)Rycthunk(N) and
thunk(M) = (¢) hence force(thunk(M)) = ¢, and by Corollary 3.4.2, M = ¢.
By simulation rule (2), M Rc N. So by induction hypothesis N = ¢ and we
conclude (by Corollary 3.4.2) that thunk(N) = (¢).

3. If ¢ = (j,¢), then ¢ € Form(Zicr A;). Assume (a,V)Rs,_;a, (b,W) and
(a,V) E ¢, then @ = j and V = . By simulation rule (3), b = a = j
and V'Ra, W, hence by induction hypothesis W E 1. We conclude that
(0, W) = (j,¥).

4. If ¢ = mo(v), then ¢ € Form(A x B). Assume (V,V')Raxp (W,W') and
(V,V') & @, hence V' = 4. By simulation rule (4), V Ra W, so by the induction
hypothesis W = . We conclude that (W, W') = ().

The case where ¢ = 71(¢)) goes similarly.

5. If ¢ = (V — ¢), then ¢ € Form(A — C). Assume M Ra_,cN and M =
¢, hence MV = ¢. By simulation rule (5), M VRc N V, so by induction
hypothesis N V' = ¢. We can conclude that N = (V +— ¢).

6. If ¢ = o(¢), then ¢ € Form(FA). Assume M Rrpa N and M = o(y), hence
|IM[= ¢] € [o]. By simulation rule (6), it holds that |[M| O(Ra) ||, so
IN|[€ (RAT{V |V = 4}])] € [0]. By induction hypothesis, R preserves 1, hence
for each W € (RAT[{V | V = ¢}]), since there is a V such that V = ¢ and
VRaW, it holds that W = v. So (RaT{V |V E¥}]) C {V |V E ¢}, and
hence by leaf-upwards closure of o it holds that |[N|[E 9] € [0]. We can conclude
that N = o(y).

7.1 ¢ = (j— @), then ¢ € Form(Il;c; C;). Assume M Ru,.,c, N and M | ¢,
hence M j = ¢. By simulation rule (7), M j Rg; N j, so by induction hypothesis
N j = ¢. We can conclude that N = (5 — ¢).

2With subformula of ¢, we mean any formula used in the construction of ¢.
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8. If ¢ = Vcr %, then ¢ € Form(E) (it can be of any type). Assume P Rg R
and P = ¢, hence there is an i € I such that P = ;. By induction hypothesis,
R = 1, so we can conclude that R = \/,;c; -

9. If ¢ = Nics%i, then ¢ € Form(E). Assume P Rg R and P |= ¢, hence for any

i € I it holds that P = ;. By induction hypothesis, R = ; for all i € I, so we
can conclude that R = A;c; .

This finishes the induction on formulas, so by the principle of well-founded induction,
it holds that R preserves all formulas. We can conclude that R C (CT). O

This proof is slightly different from the proof in [95], which this chapter is based on,
which uses types as the basis for the induction. The proof is changed in this dissertation,
to accommodate situations where an induction on types is impossible (e.g., polymorphic
and recursive types). This accommodation will be needed in Chapter 7.

Note that the previous lemma provides us with a proof technique for proving that
two terms are related via the positive behavioural preorder, by relating them via some
simulation. We can conclude from Lemmas 4.2.5 and 4.2.6 that T is the largest
applicative O-simulation, hence we can conclude that the following theorem holds:

Theorem 4.2.7 (The Coincidence Theorem I). If all modalities are leaf-upwards closed,
then the positive behavioural preorder ° is applicative O-similarity.

Adapting the proofs of Lemmas 4.2.5 and 4.2.6 slightly, we also get the following:

Theorem 4.2.8 (The Coincidence Theorem II). If all modalities are leaf-upwards
closed, then the full behavioural equivalence = is applicative O-bisimilarity.

Proof. By Lemma 3.4.3 and Corollary 4.1.5 it holds that = is an O-simulation, and
obviously = is symmetric, so it is an O-bisimulation.

Now, let R be an O-bisimulation. We prove that it preserves all formulas ¢ € V by
an induction on formulas. Since R is a simulation, we can copy the proof of Lemma 4.2.6
containing all the cases for ¢ except ¢ = —(1). We need only add this negation case.

10. If ¢ = —(¢), then ¢ € Form(E). Assume PRp R and P |= ¢. Since R is

symmetric, R Rg P, so if R = 1 then by induction hypothesis P = 1. However,
P = —(¢) so we have a contradiction. We conclude that R = —(v).

This concludes the induction, so R preserves all formulas from V. So = is an O-
bisimulation containing all O-bisimulations, hence it is the largest O-bisimulation. [

The connection to applicative simulations will allow us to prove that the open ex-
tensions of the behavioural equivalences are compatible: Theorems 4.5.2 and 4.5.5. The
rest of this chapter is devoted to the proofs of those theorems.
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4.3 Relator properties

In this section, we look at other properties of relators needed to establish compatibility
of the open extensions of applicative O-similarity and applicative O-bisimilarity. These
properties were identified in [14], and require that we have a decomposable set of Scott
open modalities.

The next lemma states that the relator interacts well with the structure of the monad

given by the triple (T'(—),n, ).
Lemma 4.3.1. If O is a decomposable set of leaf-upwards closed modalities, then:

1. ForalRCX xY,zeXandyeY, zRy = (x) O(R) (y).

2. ForRCXxY,te T(T(X)) andr € T(T(Y)), tO(O(R))r = utO(R) ur
Proof. We prove the properties in sequence.

1. Let D C X and (z) € o(D), then either: x € D and (x) € [o], or L € [o].

By leaf-upwards closure of o, if L € [o] then (%) € [o] and hence, since the tree
(y)[€ (RT[D])] either is equal to L or (x), (y) € o((RT[D])).

If (x) € [0o] and = € D, then y € (RT[D]). So (y)[€ (RT[D])] = (x) € [o].
2. Assume:
(I) tO(O(R))r and ut € o(E), where o € O and E C X.

Take D C T(1) and v € O such that t[a — al€ E]] € v(D). We define S :=
{a e TX | a[e E] € D}, so it holds that ¢ € (S). By tO(O(R))r we get
rey(O(R)1[S]). We prove that for b € (O(R)T[S]), ble (RTE])] € (x1[D)).
Suppose b € ((’)(R) [S]), then there is an a € S such that a[€ E] € D and
aO(R)b. ale E] € [§] for some § € O, then be (R'[E })] e [0]. 1If
ale El[e @] = al[e (] € [§] for some § € O it holds that ble (RT[E])][€ 0] =
ble 0] = ble (RT[0))] € [0]. So a[€ E] < ble (RT[E])], and since a[€ E] € D it
holds that b[e (RT[E])] € (xT[D]). It follows that:

(OR)'S) < {beT(y) | ble (RVE])] € (T[D]))}

By leaf-upwards closure of v and since r € ~(O(R)'[S]), it holds that r e
v({b ] ble (RT[E])] € (5T[D])}) and hence r[b = bl (RT[E])] € v(x"[D]). So
we have derived that for all v and D:

tarrale B €y(D) = b~ ble (RED] € «(<TD)).

By decomposability, (ut)[€ E] = u(t[a — a[€ E]]) < u(r[b — ble (RTE])]]) =
(ur)[e (RT[E])]. With (ut) € o(E) from our starting assumption (I), we get
(ur) € o(RT[E]). So we conclude that ut O(R) ur
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O

The following properties show that the relator behaves well with respect to the domain
structure on trees. These properties will be used in our application of Howe’s method,
particularly in Lemma 4.4.17, whose proof contains an induction on the operational
semantics.

Lemma 4.3.2. If O only contains Scott open modalities, then:
1. If R C X x X s reflexive, then t < r implies t O(R)r.

2. Suppose R C X xY. For any two sequences ugp < u; < ug < --+- € T(X) and
v <v<ve<---€T(Y): (Vn,u, OR)vy) = (Unu,) O(R) (Unvy)

Proof.

1. If R is reflexive then O(R) is reflexive by Lemma 4.1.2. Now for ¢ < r, it holds
that t[€ D] < r[e D]. Hence if t € o(D), by upwards closure of o, r € o(D). By
reflexivity, r O(R) r, so r € o(RT[D]).

2. Suppose that for all n € N, u,, O(R)v,. Take D C X and o € O such that
(Upuy) € o(D). Now (Upup)l€ D] = Up(un[€ D]), so by Scott openness there
is an m € N such that u,, € o(D). Using the assumption that u,, O(R) v, we
derive v, € o(RT[D]). Since vy, < Upvn, vml€ (RT[D])] < (Unvn)[€ (RT[D])],

hence by upwards closure of o, we conclude that (U,v,) € o(RT[D]).
O

The lemmas above list the properties of the relator sufficient for establishing com-
patibility, which are satisfied when our set O is a decomposable set of Scott open
modalities. The results below follow from those above, specifically the next result com-
bines Lemma 4.3.1 with the fact that O(idy) is actually the same relation as <, and
O(x) is the same relation as <.

Corollary 4.3.3. If O contains only leaf-upwards closed modalities, then O is decom-
posable iff YR C X x Y,Vt,r € T(T(1)), tO(O(R))r = ut O(R) pr.

This provides yet another characterisation of decomposability, complementing
Lemma 3.3.22 and Proposition 3.3.23.
Lastly, we verify preservation over sequencing and algebraic effect operators.

Corollary 4.3.4. If O is a decomposable set of leaf-upwards closed modalities, then:

1. Gwen f X =>Z,9g: Y W, RCX XY and S C Zx W, if for all x € X and
y €Y it holds that t Ry = f(x) O(S) g(y) thenVt € T(T(X)),r € T(T(Y)):

tOR)r = p(tlr = f(x)]) OS) pu(rly = g(y)])
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2. For an effect operator op : N™ x aN =« or op : N*" x a™ — «, and u;Sv;
for all i € I, where I = N or I = {0,...,m — 1} respectively, it holds that:
Opll7---7ln (’LL(), Uy, .- ) O(S) Opll,---,ln (UO, (% )

Proof. We prove the properties in order.

1. Using Lemma 4.1.3 on the assumptions we get t[z — f(z)] O(O(S)) rly — g(y)].
We can then apply property 2 of Lemma 4.3.1 to get the correct result.

2. We apply the previous property to the following data; t = r = op(0,1,2,...) €
T(N), f(n) = up, g(n) = v, and R = idy. The conclusion follows directly.

O]

Point 2 of Corollary 4.3.4 has been stated in such a way that it contains both the infinite
arity case N™ x aN — «a and the finite arity case N™ x a™ — « for algebraic effect
operators. So it states that any lifted relation is preserved under any of the algebraic
effect operators.

4.3.1 Relator observations

We finish this section with some minor results about our particular construction of
relators. These are not needed in Section 4.4 for the proof of the Compatibility theorem.
However, they do further our understanding of O-relators. First we show an equivalent
definition of O-relator.

Lemma 4.3.5. If all modalities of O are leaf-upwards closed, then t O(R)r holds if and
only if:

VACX,BCY, (VzeX,yeY,(eRyAhzeA)=yeB) = tle A =<r[eB]
Proof. This holds sinceif Vo€ X,y € Y, (t RyAz € A) = y€ B, then (RT[A]) C B. O

The following lemma holds since O(R) is defined using a universal quantification
over the modalities of O.

Lemma 4.3.6. Let O and O be two sets of modalities for the same signature X, then
OMR)NO'(R)=(OUO)N(R).

We relate the notion of relator to the notion of behavioural property.

Definition 4.3.7. Suppose R C X x X. A subset D C X is called R-closed, if:
Ve,ye X, tRynxz€eD = ye€D.

Note that if R is an equivalence relation, then any R-closed set is a union of equiv-
alence classes of R.

The notion of R-closedness generalises the notion of behavioural property, since the
=g -closed sets are given precisely by formulas ¢ € Form(E) in the following sense:
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Lemma 4.3.8. Suppose D C Terms(E), then D is =g -closed if and only if there is a

formula ¢ € Form(E) such that D = {P € Terms(E) | P = ¢}.

Proof. If D is a =g-closed set, then it is characterised by \/{xp | P € D}, where xp is
as in Lemma 3.3.6.
If D={P¢c Terms(E) | P = ¢}, then for P€ D, R € Terms(E), if P =g R then

since P |= ¢ it holds that R = ¢. So R € D and we conclude that D is =g-closed. [
We can make two observations about R-closed sets in general:
e If R C X x X is transitive, then for any D C X, (RT[D]) is R-closed.
e If R C X x X is reflexive, then for any R-closed set D C X, (R'[D]) = D.

These observations can be used to give a last characterisation of the O-relator, in
the case that it is acting on endorelations.

Lemma 4.3.9. If R C X X X s a preorder and all o € O are leaf-upwards closed, then
for any t,r € T(X):

tOR)r <= VR-closed D C X,Yoe O, (te€o(D)=r¢coD)).

Proof. (=) Assume t € o(D) for D an R-closed set, then r € o(R'[D]), and since
(RT[D]) = D we conclude that r € o(D).

(<) Assume t € o(D) for some D C X. Since R is reflexive, D C (R'[D]), and
since o is leaf-upwards closed, t € o(R"[D]). Since (R'[D]) is R-closed, we can conclude
that r € o(RT[D]). O

4.4 Howe’s method

In this section, we use Howe’s method, first developed in [30, 31], to establish that
the open extension of the applicative similarity and bisimilarity are compatibility, in
Theorems 4.5.2 and 4.5.5.

Given a well-typed relation R on closed terms, we define its Howe closure R*®, which
is compatible and contains the open extension R° (Definition 3.3.7). Our proof makes
fundamental use of the relator properties from Sections 4.1 and 4.3, closely following
the approach of [14].

We will go into the proof of the Compatibility Theorem, using Howe’s method, in
more detail. Remember the definitions of open extension R° (Definition 3.3.7) and
compatible refinement R (Subsection 3.3.2). For any well-typed open relation R, we
define the closed limitation R as the relation of R limited to closed terms. So in
particular, we observe that for any relation R on closed terms, R°™ = R.

Definition 4.4.1. For a closed relation R we define the Howe closure R® as the smallest
open relation S closed under the rule:

'-PSR TERRQ ()
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In other words, the Howe closure is the least solution for S to the inclusion SR°CS.
Moreover, it is also the least solution for S to the equation § = S R°. In particular, it
holds that R® = R*R°. We look at some preliminary results, mostly from Lassen [41]:

Lemma 4.4.2. If R is a well-typed reflexive closed relation, then:
1. R*® is compatible, hence a reflexive open relation.
2. R°CR®.

Proof. We prove the properties separately.

1. Since R is reflexive, so is R°. Hence R* = R*id C R°R° = R". Any compatible
relation is reflexive, since the typing judgements line up with the compatible
refinement rules.

2. Note that the compatible refinement of a reflexive relation is reflexive. Hence R*
is reflexive, since R® is. So R° =4d R° C R*R° =R°. ]

The next lemma proves that the Howe closure of a reflexive set is substitutive, as in
for example |75]. We give a sketch of the proof in terms of the coinductive definition of
the Howe closure (see, e.g., [15] for a more complete proof for a probabilistic language).

Lemma 4.4.3 (Substitutivity). If R is a reflexive, transitive, and closed well-typed
relation, and suppose that (I;x:B;TV = PR®* R:E) and (I" = V R* W : B) hold,

Proof. We perform an induction on the shape of P (which may be a value or a
computation). If (I'z : B;IY = PR°*R : E) then by H it holds that (I';z :

B;I" E7/€\'Q) and ([;z @ B;IY | QR°R) for some . So we know that

(i & QIW/a]R°RIW/al). We need to prove that (I3I" £ PIV/a]R*Q[W/a)). In

ber n. This rule has as its premise some sequence of relations P;R*°@Q;. By induc-
tion hypothesis it holds that P;[V/x]R*Q;[W/x], this is also trivially true in the base
cases n € {1,2} since then the sequence is empty. Using Cn we can then derive that

I & PIV/2]R*R[W/x]. O

Another result concerns the composition of the Howe closure with the open extension
of the original relation. The first point of this result is featured for example in [41].

Lemma 4.4.4. If R is a well-typed preorder on closed terms, and O(—) is a relator,
then we have:

1. R*°R° CR°.

2. For closed terms M,N : FA and t € T(A) such that |M| O(R®) t and
t O(R®°) |N|, it holds that |M| O(R®) |N]|.
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Proof. We prove the properties individually.

1. We use that R is transitive, hence R° is transitive meaning R°R° C R°. Hence
with R® = R*R° it holds that R*R° = (R*R°)R° C R*R° = R°.

2. This follows from applying property 2 of Definition 4.1.1 to the previous statement.
O

4.4.1 The Howe closure of an applicative O-simulation

We assume O is a decomposable set of Scott open modalities, hence by Lemma 4.1.2,
O(—) is a relator. Let C be a well-typed preorder on closed terms, and assume C is
an an applicative O-simulation. We look at the Howe closure of C. The lemmas stated
before are satisfied, hence in particular it holds that (C°) C (C°®) by Lemma 4.4.2. We
prove that C*" is an O-simulation. All terms in the following lemmas are assumed to
be closed, unless stated otherwise, and the lemmas hold for any well-typed preorder on
closed terms C.

Lemma 4.4.5. If for closed terms V., W : N it holds that V C* W, then V = W.

Proof. Using the definition of C® there must be an L : N such that V é\' L and LCW,
the latter implying L = W because of simulation property (1). We do an induction on
the shape of V.

Induction basis, if V= Z, then V' é\' L could only have come from rule C3,s0 L = Z
and hence V=L =W.

Induction step, if V' = S(V’), then the statement Vé\' L could only have come from
rule C4, so L = S(L') where V' C* L. By induction hypothesis, V' = L’. Hence
V=SV)=S(L)=L=W. O

Two other simulation properties follow directly from Lemma 4.4.2.

Lemma 4.4.6. By compatibility of C°® the following three statements are apparent:
1. For M CR_,c N it holds that YV € Terms(A), M VCAN V.
2. For M G, ., ¢, N it holds that Vj € I, M jC8 N j.

Lemma 4.4.7. For thunk(1) G5 ¢ thunk(N) it holds that M C& N.

Proof. There is a term thunk(K) such that thunk(M) gﬁgthunk(ﬁ)gothunk(ﬂ). By
simulation property, K C°N. The statement thunk(M) Cy ¢ thunk(K) could only have

come from compatible refinement rule C19, so M C* K. We now use Lemma 4.4.4 to
conclude that M C* N O

Lemma 4.4.8. If (j,V) &3, A, (k, W) then j =k and V SR, W.
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Proof. There is a pair (I, L) such that (j,V) é\i:ieIAi (I, L)C°(k,W). The latter implies
I = k and LCW by simulation property. The former statement can only have come from
compatible refinement rule C13, so j =1 =k and V C* L. We now use Lemma 4.4.4
to conclude that V C*W. O

Lemma 4.4.9. If (V,V') QRxg (W, W') then VR W and V' G W'.

Proof. There is a pair (L, L") such that (V,V’) é\AxB (L, L"YC°(W,W’). The latter
implies LCW and L'CW’ by simulation property. The former statement can only
have come from compatible refinement rule C15, so V C*L and V' C*L’. We use
Lemma 4.4.4 to conclude that V C*W and V' C*W". O

So all conditions except 6 of being an O-simulation (Definition 4.2.1) are proven to be
satisfied by the Howe closure of an O-simulation.

4.4.2 Effectful behaviour and the proof by induction

It is most difficult to prove that the Howe closure of an O-simulation satisfies condition
of Definition 4.2.1. The proof needs an induction on the reduction relation of terms.
It requires us to look at terms P, R of type F A such that PC® R, and prove that
|P|O(C®) |R|. Using continuity, this can be reduced to proving that |P|, O(C®)|R)|
for all n (see Lemma 4.4.17). So the property can be proven using an induction on n.
In this proof by induction, one would look at the shape of P and see what it reduces
to after one step, so one can use the induction hypothesis on that result. This is a
relatively straightforward investigation in the fine-grained call-by-value case considered
in the paper this chapter is based on [95].

However, in our operational semantics of call-by-push-value, we see cases where we
do not know directly how to reduce a term. In such cases, we used a system of stacks
to focus the evaluation of a program on a subterm (see Subsection 2.1.1). For instance,
to evaluate M V', we first need to evaluate M. However, M may invoke effects, and as
a term of function type, such effects are not ‘directly’ observable. So we need to give
ourselves a bit more information on M before we can properly perform the proof by
induction.

This is also necessary for terms of the form M i. One program packed in a stack
S{M} for which we do already have enough information, is a program of the shape
S{M} =M to z.N. Here, M is of a producer-type, at which effects are observed with
modalities as usual. So the induction hypothesis will give us sufficient information to
carry out the induction. Note that this (—) to 2. N operator is the only sort of stack
used in the operational semantics of a fine-grained call-by-value language.

So in order to give us sufficient information during our induction proof of
Lemma 4.4.17, we need to give ourselves more information on the terms we are in-
vestigating.

Definition 4.4.10. A stack S is called a frame if it only consists of (—) V and (=) ¢
parts. A computation term is called informative if it is not of the form M V or M i.
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We use the term ‘informative’ to simply label terms which give us enough infor-
mation to perform the forthcoming proof by induction directly. For instance, all fine-
grained call-by-value terms as embedded in the call-by-push-value language are infor-
mative. Examples of informative terms include; M to x. N, return(V'), force(V'), \x. M
and or(M, N).

Doing structural induction on terms, we observe the following result.

Lemma 4.4.11. Any computation term M 1is uniquely of the form S{M'} where S is
a frame and M’ is an informative term.

This lemma is motivation for the introduction of frames. It tells us that each term
has an informative core, which will yield enough information to carry out our proof by
induction. Before that proof however, we need to establish a plethora of smaller results.

Lemma 4.4.12. For any frame S € Stack(C,D), if MCcN then S{M}CpS{N}.

Proof. We do an induction on the shape of S. For the induction basis, where S = € the
conclusion follows from S{M} = M and S{N} = N. For the induction step, assume
as induction hypothesis that the result holds for Z € Stack(C', D).

If S = Zo(—) V, then Cis of the form A — C'. Since C is a simulation, MC ,o/N
implies M VC N V, so by induction hypothesis S{M} = Z{M V}CpZ{N V} =
S{N}.

If S = Zo(-)j, then C is of the form Il;c; C; where C; = C’. Since C is a
simulation, MCyy,_, ¢ N implies M jCo N j, so by induction hypothesis S{M} =
Z{M J}CpZ{N j} = S{N}. 0

Definition 4.4.13. Given two frames S and Z, we say Z dominates S if:
1. If S=¢ethen Z =¢.
2. S=50(—)Vthen Z=2Z"o(—) V' where VC* V' and Z’ dominates S’.
3. S=S50(—)ithen Z=2"0(-)iand Z’' dominates S’.

Note that the above relation on frames is not symmetric. Dominating frames are
very handy, since they can make use of compatibility:

Lemma 4.4.14. If frame Z dominates frame S, and M C* N, then S{M} C* Z{N}.
Proof. This follows from compatibility of C°®, using an induction on frames. O

Note that ((—) VoS){M} = S{M} V, which can be proven by a simple induction on
stacks. Similar properties hold for the other Stack constructors. We have the following
fundamental property.

Lemma 4.4.15. Given a frame S and two closed computation terms M’ and N such
that S{M'} C* N, then there is a frame Z and a term N' such that; Z dominates S,
M' C*N' and Z{N'}CN.
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Proof. We do this by induction on frame S. If S = ¢, then the statements hold by
taking Z = ¢ and N’ such that M’ C* N'CN, which exists since (C*) = (g') o (C°).
Now for the induction step, assume the statement holds for any smaller frame S’.

1.

If S=((—)V)oS then S{M'} = (S'{M'} V). Now, there is a term K such
that S{M'} C* KCN. The statement (S"{M'} V) C* K could only have been
derived from rule C12, so we know there are K’ and W such that K = (K’ W),
S{M'}C* K, and V C* W.

We use the induction hypothesis on S’{M'} C* K’ to find a term N’ and frame Z’
dominating S such that M’ C* N’ and Z'{N'YCK'. Let Z := ((—) W) o Z,
then Z dominates S. From Z'{N’'}CK’ and simulation rule 5 it holds that
Z{N'} = (Z{N'} W)C(K' W) = K. With KCN we can conclude that
Z{N'}CN because C is a preorder. From earlier, M’ é\'ﬂ’, so Z and N’ have
the desired properties.

IS =((—)i)oS, then S{M'} = (S’{M'} i). Now, there is a term K such that

S{M'} C* KCN. The statement (S’{M'} i) C* K could only have been derived
from rule C18, so we know there is a K’ such that K = (K’ i) and S'{M'} C* K.

We use the induction hypothesis on S’{M’'} C*®* K’ to find a term N’ and frame Z’
dominating S’ such that M’ C* N’ and Z/{N'}CK’. Let Z := ((—) i) o Z/, then
Z dominates S. From Z'{N'}CK’ and simulation rule 7 it holds that Z{N'} =
(Z'{N'} )C(K' i) = K. With KCN we can conclude that Z{N'}CN and from
earlier M’ é\’ﬁ’. So Z and N’ have the desired properties. O

The last important property of frames is that they act nicely with respect to the

reduction relation, which can be proven by a simple induction on frames.

Lemma 4.4.16. By induction on frames S, we can derive the following facts:

1.

2.

3.

If M ~~ N, then for any k € N and any frame S, |S{M}|x+1 = |S{N}|k-

[S{op(l1 - -y lns My, oo, M) Hgr < opyy gy, (IS{M Y, - [S{M ) and
[S{op(la, -y bn; My, M)} = opyy g, (IS{ML Y, - [S{M}), for any ef-
fect operator op : N x o — o € %.

-----

‘S{Op(E, oo 7E;x = M)}|n+1 < OPyy .. lm <k — lS{M[E/x}Hmax(O,nfkﬂ and
15{op(ly, .- -, s = M)} = opy, 4, (k = [S{M[k/z]}]), for any effect oper-
atorop:N" x o 5 ae¥.

Proof. 1f S has length m, then (¢, S{M}) reduces in m steps to (S, M). All the above
results can then be established by reducing M. If the index of | — \(,) is too small,

properties 1 and 2 still hold because both sides will be 1, and properties 3 and 4 hold

because of the use of the inequality <.

O]
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We have finally have the necessary tools to prove the Key Lemma, which contains
the proof by induction we eluded to in this subsection.

Lemma 4.4.17. (Key Lemma) Let n € N. Given two closed terms M, N of type F A
such that M C*®* N, then it holds that | M|, O(C°®) |N]|.

Proof. We do an induction on n.

Base case. If n = 0, then |[M|o = L. Hence |[M|o O(C®)|N| by Lemma 4.3.2.

Induction step (n+1). We assume as the induction hypothesis that for any k <n
and M’ C® N’ it holds that |[M'|;, O(C®)|N’|. To prove, for any M C*® N it holds that
(M1 O(C*) N].

Assume M C°®* N. We use Lemma 4.4.11 to find a frame S and an informative term M’
such that M = S{M'}. We then use Lemma 4.4.15 to find a frame Z dominating S
together with a term N’ such that: Z{N'}CN and M’ é\'ﬂ’.

In the next lemma, Lemma 4.4.18, we prove that under the current circumstances,
M1 = |S{M'}|41 O(C®) |Z{N'}| holds®. Given this, since Z{N'}CN and hence
by simulation property 6 |Z{N'}| O(C)|N|, we can conclude via Lemma 4.4.4 that
(M, 11 O(C*) N]. O

Lemma 4.4.18. Suppose that for all k € N, k < n, and for all closed terms P,Q : F A:
(IH) PC*Q = |P[,O(C")|Q| .

For any two closed terms S{M}, Z{ N} with M informative, and Z a frame dominating
the frame S, it holds that M C* N = |S{M}|n+1 O(C®)|Z{N}|.

Proof. We assume M é\' N and do a case distinction on M, which is informative, so
not equal to either (P V) or (P i). We start with the three cases where the frame S is
actively used.

1. f M = return(V) : C, then C = F B for some B, so frame S must be € as no other
frames accept a term of this type. Hence M = S{M}, C=F A, and |S{M}| =
|M| = (V). The dominating frame Z must be ¢ too, so return(V) é\'ﬂ =Z{N}.
This is only possible from compatibility rule C7, meaning N = return(W) for
some W such that V C*W. By Lemma 4.3.1, (V) O(C®) (W), hence:

[S{M } 41 = [return(V)|ni1 = (V) O(C®) (W) = |return(W)| = |N| = |Z{]N}|.

2. If M = Ax. P, then for S{M} to be of type FA, S must be non-empty, and
hence of the form S’ o (=) V. Since Z dominates S, Z = Z' o (=) W where
Z' dominates S’, and V C*W. The statement M = (\z.P) é\'ﬂ could only
have been derived via compatibility rule C11, so N = Axz.Q for some @ where
(z:B) £ PC*Q : D. By Lemma 4.4.3 it holds that P[V/x] C* Q[W/z], so we
can do the following derivation using (IH) on & = (n — 1) and Lemma 4.4.16:
[S{M}|nt1 = [S{A2. P V}Hnp1 = [SY{L[V/a]}n1 O(C®) [Z{QW/2]}| =
| Z{N}|.

3In order to more easily add cases for M when extending the language in Chapter 7, we separate
this result from the current lemma.
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If M = (P; |ie€I), then for S{M} to be of type F A, S must be non-empty, hence
of the form S’ o (=) j. Since Z dominates S, Z = Z' o (=) j where Z' dominates
S’. The statement M = (P, | i € I) é\'ﬁ could only have been derived from
compatibility rule C17, so N = <Q1 | i € I) for some sequence of Q,-s, where
Vi, P; C* Q,. We can do the following derivation using (IH) on k = (n — 1) and
Lemma 4.4.16:

[S{M } 1 = [SUB; [0 € 1) G} nta = [S{;}Hn1 O(C°) |Z{Q } = [Z{N}].

Computation sequencing is a special case, and needs the decomposability property.

4.

If M = Ptox.Q, then by Corollary 2.2.7 it holds that [S{M}|,41 <
|P|n[retun(V) — |S{Q[V/x]}|n]. Now Mg’ﬂ results only from compatibil-
ity rule C8, hence N = P’ to 2. Q', where PC®* P/ and (z:B) £ QC*Q’. By a
generalisation of Corollary 2.2.10, |Z{N}| = u(|P'|[return(W) — [Z{Q'[W/x]}]),
and by (IH) it holds that |P|, O(C®) |P'|.

Let t := |P|, and r := |P’|, which are trees from T'(7Tct(F B)).

For any V C*W we get via Lemma 4.4.3 that Q[V/x] C* Q'[W/z], and since Z
dominates S it holds that S{Q[V/z]} C* Z{Q'[W/z]} and hence by (IH) we get
|S{Q[V/z]}|n O(C®) |Z{Q'[W/x]}|. So define f,g: Tct(FB) — T(A), where:

f(return(V)) := |S{Q[V/x]}|, and g(return(V)) := | Z{Q'[V/x]}|.
By using Corollary 4.3.4 on t,r, f, g we conclude that:

[S{M} i1 < [Blafreturn(V) = [S{Q[V/x]}|n] O(C®)

|
| Pl|[return(W) = | Z{QW/al}]] = |Z{N}|

Next are the terms which we can reduce with ~:

5.

If M = force(V) : C, then since V must be a closed value of type U C it must be of
the form thunk(P) for some term P, and hence M ~» P. Now Mé\'ﬁ can only
come from compatibility rule C10, hence N = force(W) where V C*W. From
H we get thunk(P) =V é\' L CW for some L. The first relation we can only be
from C9 so L = thunk(R) where P C®* R. Since W is closed, it must be of the
form thunk(@), hence thunk(R)Cthunk(Q). Since C is a simulation, we get RCQ
hence by Lemma 4.4.4 we get P C*(@Q where N = force(W) = force(thunk(Q)).
Using the fact that Z dominates 5, it holds that S{P} C* Z{Q} which by (IH)
and Lemma 4.4.16 means:

[S{M}|n+1 = [S{P}n O(C®) [Z2{Q}] = [Z{N}].

. If M = case V of {P,S(z) = @}, then Mg’ﬂ can only come from compat-

ibility rule C4, hence N = case V' of {P’,S(x) = Q'} for which it holds that
VC*V/ PC*Pand (#:B) £ QC* Q. Since V C* V' it holds that V =V’ by
Lemma 4.4.5. We do a case distinction on V.
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a) YV =2Z=V'then M ~ P so |S{M}|n+1 = |S{P}|. by Lemma 4.4.16,
and since Z dominates S, by (IH), P C* P’, and Lemma 4.4.14 we have
[S{P}n O(C*) |Z{L'}| = [Z{case Z of {P',S(x) = Q'}} = |Z{N}|.

b) fV =S(W) =V’ then M ~ Q[W/z]so [S{M}|nt1 = [S{Q[W/x]}|. by
Lemma 4.4.16, and since (z:B) £ Q C* Q' it holds that Q[W/z] C* Q'[W/x]
(Lemma 4.4.3). Since Z dominates S, we can use Lemma 4.4.14 and (IH) to

derive:

[S{M }|ns1 = S{QIV/xl}n O(C®) [Z{QW/al}| = [Z{N}].

7. M =let V be z. P : C, then the only premise for M é\' N is given by compatible

refinement rule C6, from which we know N = let W be x. Q, where V C* W and
(r:B) £ PC®*Q. From this and Lemma 4.4.3 it holds that P[V/z] C* Q[W/x]
hence since Z dominates S, S{P[V/x]} C* Z{Q[W/x]}, so by (IH) it holds that
[S{E[V/al}n O(C®) [Z{QIW/x]}|. We have M ~~ P[V/x] hence |S{M}|nt1 =
|S{L[V/]}n, similarly |Z{N}| = |Z{Q[W/z]}| so [S{M}|nt1 O(C®) [Z{N}].

If M = fix(P) : C, then Mé’ﬂ can only be from C19, hence N =
fix(P') where P C® P'. By compatibility, it holds that thunk(P) C*®thunk(P’).
Look at the computation term @ = (force(x) thunk(fix(z))) in context
(z:UB—=C)). For any M' : B — C, fix(M') ~ Q[thunk(M')/x]. By
reflexivity it holds that @ C®*( and hence by Lemma 4.4.3 it holds that

Q[thunk(P)/x] C* Q[thunk(P')/z]. Using that Z dominates S and (IH) holds
we derive that |S{Q[thunk(P)/z]}|, O(C®) |Z{Q[thunk(P’)/z]}| and the de-
sired conclusion follows from |S{M}|,41 = [S{Q[thunk(P)/z]}|, and |Z{N}| =

|Z{Q[thunk(E')/x]}|.

The pattern match cases:

9.

10.

If M = (pm V as {(i.z).P,}icr), then Mé\'ﬂ can only come from rule C14,
hence N = (pm W as {(i.z).Q, }icr) where V- C* W and for each i it holds that (z:
B) £ (P; C*Q,). Asvalues from a sum-type, V and W must be of the form (j, V")
and (k, W’) respectively, where by the simulation rule proven in Lemma 4.4.8 it
holds that j = k and V' C*W’. Hence M ~» P;[V'/r] and N ~ Q].[W’/$],
where by compatibility P,;[V’/xz] C* Qj (W' /x]. We conclude by (TH) that:

[S{M } i1 = [S{E;[V'/2l}n O(C®) 1Z{Q,[W'/x]} = |Z{]N}].

If M = (pm V as (z,y).P), then Mé\'ﬂ can only be from rule C16, hence

N = (pm W as (z,y).Q) where VC* W and (z:B;y : B') £ (PC* Q). Asvalues
of a pair-type, V and W must be of the form (Vp, V1) and (Wy, W) respectively,
where by the simulation rule proven in Lemma 4.4.9 it holds that V5 C*®* W, and
Vi C*Wi. Hence by M~ P[Vo/z,Vi/y] and N ~ Q[Wo/z,Wi/y], and by
applying Lemma 4.4.3 twice, P[Vo/z, V1/y] C°* Q[Wo/z, W1/y]. We conclude by
(IH) that:

[S{M }nt1 = [S{B[Vo/2, Vi/yl}|n O(C®) [Z{QIWo/z, W1/yl}| = |Z{N}|.
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Lastly the effect operator cases.

11. If M = op(Vi,...,Vim; Py,..., Ps) : C where op : N™ x o — «, then Mé\'ﬂ
can only be from C20, hence N = op(V{,..., V. ;P\,...,P}.) where for all i
between 1 and m, P; C* P}, and for all j between 1 and k, V; = Vj’ because
of Lemma 4.4.5. Since Z dominates S and (IH) holds, |S{P;}|, O(C®) |Z{P}}|,

hence by Lemma 4.4.16 and Lemma 4.3.4:
[S{M}Hnt1 < opvy, v, (IS{B1 s - - [S{Bp }Hn) O(C®)
oPvi,.. Vi {UIZ{L s - | Z{ P }n} = |Z{N}].

12. If M = op(V4,...,Vpm;z + P) : C where op : N™ x N — o, then Mé\'ﬂ can
only be from C21, hence N = op(Vi,...,Vp;x — P') where : N = PC*Q.
Hence by Lemma 4.4.3, for all k : N it holds that P[k/z] C* Q[k/z] and hence
since Z dominates S and (IH) holds, [S{P[k/xz]}|, O(C*)|Z{Q[k/z]}|. So by
Lemmas 4.4.16, 4.3.4, and 4.3.2:

[S{M}ns1 < 0py; v, (K = [S{PE/2]}Hmax(0,n-k)) O(C°)
oPy;,....vin (k > | Z{Q[E/x]}) = | Z{N}.

Those were all the cases for M, so we know that [S{M}|,+1 O(C®) |Z{N}| always
holds. O

Using Lemma 4.3.2, we can conclude that M C* N = |M| O(C®) |N| for closed
terms of type FA. We combine this result with Lemmas 4.4.5, 4.4.6, 4.4.7, 4.4.8, and
4.4.9 to get the following fundamental proposition:

Proposition 4.4.19. Suppose O is a decompositional set Scott open modalities. Then
for any preorder R on closed terms forming an O-simulation, R*" is an O simulation.

4.5 Compatibility results

Using Proposition 4.4.19, we can derive that the open extensions of applicative O-
similarity and O-bisimilarity are compatible. The proof of this fact is finished in this
section. As a start, we look at the following standard result:

Lemma 4.5.1. Suppose R is a reflexive, transitive, and closed open relation, and S is
a well-typed closed relation. Then R™ C S implies R C S°.

Proof. Assume 7 : X EP R_}_R, then, because of substitutivity from Lemma 4.4.3, for
any sequence of valies V' : A it holds that P[V/?% R 3[7/?] Hence if R™ C S,
then for any V . A it holds that P[V/?] S R[V /%], and we can conclude that

7:AEMS N O

Theorem 4.5.2. If O is a decomposable set of Scott open modalities, then the open
extension of the relation of applicative O-similarity is compatible.
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Proof. We write T, for the relation of O-gimilarity. Since C; is an O-simulation, we
know by Proposition 4.4.19 that C " is an O-simulation, and hence is contained in
O-similarity C,. By Lemma 4.4.2 it holds that C? is compatible, and by Lemma 4.5.1
it is contained in the open extension CJ. By Lemma 4.4.2, we also know that C? is
contained in Cf. We can conclude that T} is equal to the Howe closure C¢, which is
compatible. O

To prove that the open extension of applicative O-bisimilarity is compatible, we need
two other results from the literature (e.g., from Lassen [41]). This particular proof uses
what is called the transitive closure trick, and only works if the syntax of the language
is finitary. See [44] for an approach to applying Howe’s method to a language with
infinitary syntax.

Lemma 4.5.3. The transitive closure of a compatible relation is compatible.

Proof. Suppose R is compatible, we want to prove that R C R*. For illustration, we
only prove this for compatible refinement rule C15, and note that the proof can be
adapted for the other rules.

Assume M RY oM’ and VR V', we prove that (M V)RE (M’ V'). There
must be sequences &1, N, + A = C and Wy,..., W, : A such that M =
N{RNy;R...RN,, =M and V=W RWeR...RW,, = V'. We may assume with-
out loss of generality that n = m because, since R is compatible and hence reflexive (so
M'RM' and V' RV’). Since R is compatible, (N; W1) R (Ny Wa)R ... R (N,, Wy),
hence we can conclude that (M V) Rg (M V). O

Lemma 4.5.4. If R° is symmetric and reflexive, then R*" is symmetric.

Proof. This proof is taken from [41, Lemma 3.8.2(4)]. Looking at the compatible re-
finement rules, it is not difficult to see Sop = §°P for any relation S. From Lemma 4.4.2
we know that R° C R*®, and R°® is compatible hence by Lemma 4.5.3, R** C R**. So:

WRO Ro*opROOP Ro* ROOP g

RE¥OPROP C RE*OPROP — ROOP*R®P C RO*P* — TR **oP

Hence R* is a solution for S to the inclusion S R° C 8. Since R® is
the least solution, it holds that R®* C R**P. So if AR** B, then A =
CoR*C1R®...R*Cy,—1 = B for some choice of sequence {C;}icr, so we can derive
that A = Cy R**P Cy R**P ... R**P (C),_1 = B meaning AR**P B. We conclude that
BR* A, so R* is symmetric. O

Given these facts, we can derive the following.

Theorem 4.5.5. If O is a decomposable set of Scott open modalities, then the open
extension of the relation of applicative O-bisimilarity is compatible.



90 CHAPTER 4. APPLICATIVE BISIMILARITY

Proof. We write O-bisimilarity as 5. From Proposition 4.4.19 we know that Cp on
closed terms is an O-simulation. The transitive closure of an O-simulation is an O-
simulation, since all the conditions for a relation to be an O-simulation are preserved
over transitive closure. In particular, the F A clause 6 for being a simulation is pre-
served because of point 2 of Lemma 4.1.2. So we know that (C9)*" = (C2)™ is an
O-simulation. Since T is reflexive and symmetric, we know by the Lemma 4.5.4 that
C;p* is symmetric, hence (E,:)*F is an O-bisimulation. By Lemma 4.5.3, Cp* is com-
patible, and by Lemma 4.5.1 it holds that (C;*) C (C;). Finally, by Lemma 4.4.2, it

holds that (Cp) C (C7) C (5p*), and hence (Cp*) = (C7). We can conclude that Cp is

compatible. O
In conclusion, we finish the proof of Theorem 3.3.8, the Compatibility Theorem.

Proof of Theorem 3.3.8. By Theorem 4.2.7, we know that the positive behavioural pre-

order CT is equal to applicative O-similarity, which is compatible by Theorem 4.5.2.
By Theorem 4.2.8, it holds that the behavioural equivalence = is equal to applicative

O-bisimilarity, which is compatible by Theorem 4.5.5. O



Logic variations

The formulas of the general logic V were chosen in such a way that the resulting log-
ical equivalence, the behavioural equivalence, is compatible (see Theorem 3.3.8). We
closed the formulas under countable disjunctions and conjunctions, not only to allow for
more expressibility, but also to prove that the behavioural equivalence coincides with
applicative bisimilarity. It turns out however, that the set of chosen formulas can be
greatly reduced without changing the resulting logical equivalence. In this chapter we
explore such different ways of simplifying the syntax of the logic as much as possible
while maintaining its distinguishing power.

Other changes can also be made to the logic, like avoiding reference to program
terms in formulas of function type, or expressing Hoare logic style formulas in the
logic for global store. This chapter studies such variations of the logic, together with
several combinations of effects for which we can find a suitable set of modalities. Since
the behavioural equivalence coincides with applicative bisimilarity, the results in this
chapter also provide different logical characterisations for applicative bisimilarity.

5.1 Eliminating computation formula connectives

In this section, we prove that excluding connectives for computation formulas does not
change the induced logical equivalence. To prove this, we first establish a standard
result from infinitary propositional logic.

A formula ¢ € Form(E) is a series of disjunctions, conjunctions and negations

of basic formulas. Let By, C Form(E) be the underlying set of basic formulas of ¢.
Specifically, By := {¢} if ¢ is a basic formula, B_4) := By, and both By, x and Bp x
are equal to (J,e x By For any set of formulas X, we define =X as the set of negations

of formulas from X, specifically =X := {=(¢) | ¢ € X}.

Lemma 5.1.1. Any formula ¢ € Form(E) can be written in disjunctive normal
form \/;c; /\jeJi @ij where each ¢;; € By U By, and in conjunctive normal form
Nier Ve, ¢i; where each ¢;j € By U—By. If ¢ € Form(E)y+, the above statements
hold where each ¢; ; € By .

91
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Proof. We first prove the result for ¢ € Form(E)y+. Let X be the set of terms P such
that P = ¢, and Y the set of terms R such that P}~ ¢. Let P€ X and R € Y. If for all
Y € By, (PE1v) = (R [ 1), then by induction on ¢, R = ¢, which is a contradiction.

of formulas, it holds that ¢ =\ pey Agey Yr.8 = Agey Vpex LP.R-

For ¢ € Form(E), we take the same X and Y as above. Let P€ X and R € Y.
If for all ¢ € By, (P E ¥) & (R E ), then by induction on ¢, R | ¢, which is
a contradiction. So there is a formula ¥)pp € By V By such that P = ¢pr and

I S LR B P S E R

R ¥ ¢pgr. For such a choice of formulas, it holds that ¢ = \pcx Apey Ypr =

Arev Vpex ¥pR-
Il

The above result is a special case of conjunctive normal form and disjunctive normal
form results in infinitary propositional logic, which can be proven using a transfinite
induction on the height of formulas.

This lemma allows us to put formulas in disjunctive or conjunctive normal form,
without changing the used basic subformulas. The main use of this is during an induc-
tion on formulas, where the induction hypothesis gives us information about such basic
subformulas. Inductions on formulas will be prevalent throughout this chapter.

Let us return to the main aim of this section, eliminating connectives from compu-
tation formulas.

Definition 5.1.2. We define the logic £* as the fragment of the logic £ which does not
use connectives (disjunctions, conjunctions and negations) for computation formulas.

For example, basic formulas in the logic L* of a function type A — F B will always be
of the shape (V — o(v)).

The following result exploits the disjunctive-conjunctive normal form result from
Lemma 5.1.1 to eliminate conjunctions, disjunctions and negations from computation
formulas.

Lemma 5.1.3. Any ¢ €V is equivalent to some formula of the form \/,.; /\jeJi Vi j
where each ¥;; € V*U-V*. Any ¢ € V' is equivalent to some formula of the form

Vier /\jeJi i where each 1;j € (V)™

Proof. We firstly prove the second statement by induction on formulas ¢ € V*. Impor-
tantly, if ¢ is a formula of a value type, then the desired \/;c; A;c, %i; is a formula
from (V*)*, so we can say that there is some ¢* € (V7)* s.t. ¢ = ¢*.

1. If ¢ = {n}, then ¢ € (V)*, and note that ¢ =\/ A{2}.

2. If ¢ = (V + ¢), then by induction hypothesis, ¢' = V,;.; A\, i, where
i € VN So g = (V= Vier Njes, i) = Vier Njes,(V = ), where
e (VhH

The proof of the cases where ¢ = (i — 1) and ¢ = (¢') goes similarly.
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3. For ¢y = m(¢), then by the induction hypothesis, ¢ = 1) where » € (VT)*. So
¢ =mo(y) € (VH)".
The proof of the case where ¢ = 71(¢), ¢ = (i,¢) and ¢ = o(¢) goes similarly.

4. If ¢ = Vyper @k O @ = Npck @k, apply the induction hypothesis on each ¢j, and
use Lemma 5.1.1 to put the formula in disjunctive normal form, without changing
the set of basic subformulas (which are from (V1)*).

In the case of the full logic, we can repeat the proof used above with an induction
on formulas ¢ € V, with two modifications. Firstly, in the first point, we may need to
use the equivalence (V +— =(¢")) = =(V — ¢”), and similarly for (i — %) and (¢'),
when necessary. Secondly, we have to add one more case:

5. If ¢ = —(¢'), then by the induction hypothesis, ¢' = Vs Ajc, ¥i; where ¢ ; €

V*U-V* So ¢ = _'(Viel /\jeJi 7?;]) = /\iel_‘(/\jeji Tﬁ;j) = /\iel \/jeJi _'(?Z?g,j)'
Ifzpéyj € V*, then — (s ;j) € ). Ifg[gaj € —V*, then mé,j = (1 ;’J) where 1 ;’] € V¥,

so =(¥; ;) = ~(=(¥7;)) = ¥;. So we can use Lemma 5.1.1 to get the desired
conclusion.
O

We can now establish the main result of this subsection. We have to be a bit careful
though, since a logic without negation for computation formulas does not generally
give a symmetric logical preorder. In particular, we prove in the next statement that
(=vy) = (=y+), where moreover we know that (=y) = (C,,), whereas (=y+) is not
equal to (Cy«) because of the lack of negation for computation formulas.

Corollary 5.1.4. It holds that (=y) = (Sy+) and (Ey+) = (Ept)-)-

Proof. We prove the result for V, the proofs for the other case is similar.

If P=y« Rand P = ¢ with ¢ € V, then by Lemma 5.1.3 ¢ = \/,; /\jeJi 1 where
each 1; ; € V* U =V*. Since P =y~ R, it holds that P |= ¢;; <= R = 1i;. Now,
there is an i € I such that for all j € J;, P = 4 ; hence R |= v; ;. We conclude that
R E ¢,s0 PCy, R, and hence P =y R.

The reverse implication holds because V* C V. O

5.2 Infinitary vs finitary value formula connectives

In the logic V*, like in the full logic V, we have infinitary conjunctions, infinitary
disjunctions and negations for value formulas. In this section, we study what other even
simpler logics still induce the behavioural preorders T+ and =. In particular, we study
in which cases we can use finitary instead of infinitary disjunctions and conjunctions,
and in which cases we may remove disjunctions, conjunctions and negations entirely.
To better keep track of all the variations of the logic, we define a logic with a quadruple
(O, a,b,c), consisting of the following four elements designating the inclusion of certain
formula constructors. These are in order:
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1. A set of modalities O.

2. A symbol a for the maximum size of disjunction for value formulas, with \/ for
countable, V for finite and L for empty only.

3. A symbol b for the maximum size of conjunction for value formulas, with A for
countable, A for finite and T for empty only.

4. A symbol ¢ given by = or +, respectively for including or excluding negations for
value formulas.

More formally, we define (O, a, b, ¢) as follows:

Definition 5.2.1. The logic (O, a, b, c¢) is the logic inductively defined using the follow-
ing rules of Figure 3.1:

1. Rules (1) to (6), and rule (8).
2. Rule (7) with modalities from O.

3. Rule (9) for value types over all countable sets X if a = \/, only over finite sets
X if a =V, and only over the empty set X = () only if a = L.

4. Rule (10) for value types over all countable sets X if b = A\, only over finite sets
X if b= A, and only over the empty set X = () only if b= T.

5. Rule (11) over value types only if ¢ = —.

We will exclude connectives for computation formulas, since their exclusion does
not change the logical equivalences according to Corollary 5.1.4. If we define (£)* as in
Definition 5.1.2, then (O,\/, A\, ) corresponds to (V)*, and (O,\/, \,+) corresponds
to (V)*.

5.2.1 Conditions for simplifying value formula connectives

We will further reduce the logic, given sufficient conditions. The goal of this subsection
is to establish properties of modalities which can be used to simplify the logic in several
ways. Mainly, we aim to replace arbitrary conjunctions and disjunctions with finite or
even empty conjunctions and disjunctions. However, which simplifications are possible
depend greatly on the effects and their modalities.

Besides Scott openness, we consider three more properties of modalities which can
be used to simplify the logic.

Definition 5.2.2. A modality o € O distributes over non-empty disjunctions if for any
non-empty countable set of formulas X C Form(A), o(\/ X) = \/{o(¢) | » € X}.

Definition 5.2.3. A modality o € O distributes over non-empty conjunctions if for any
non-empty countable set of formulas X C Form(A), o(A X) = N{o(¢) | » € X}.
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Definition 5.2.4. A set of modalities O allows for negation propagation if for any o € O
and any formula ¢ € Form(A), o(—(¢)) is equivalent to a disjunction of conjunctions
of elements from the set:

{0(¢), (L), o(T), =(d'(9)), ~(/(L)), =(o'(T)) | o € O}

We look at the modalities for our examples, and check which properties they satisfy.

Effect-free: The termination modality |distributes over both non-empty disjunctions
and non-empty conjunctions, since M =|(¢) holds if and only if |[M| = (V) and V' |= ¢.
So with |M| = (V), M =L(AX) & VE AX & Yo e XV = ¢o M AL©) |
¢ € X}, and similarly for \/ X. Moreover, Oy = {|} allows for negation propagation
since [(=(¢)) = —=((2)) A L(T).

Error: The error modalities E. trivially distribute over non-empty disjunctions and
conjunctions since E.(¢) = E.(L), and hence O, also allows for negation propagation
since Ec(—(¢)) = E.(L).

Nondeterminism: The may modality ¢ distributes over non-empty disjunctions,
since M = O(V X) holds if and only if |M]| has a leaf (V) such that there is a for-
mula ¢ € X where V = ¢, which holds precisely if M = \/{0(¢) | ¢ € X}. The must
modality [J distributes over non-empty conjunctions, since M = O(A X) holds if and
only if | M| if finite and all leaves are values V' where for any formula ¢ € X it holds that
V |= ¢. This holds precisely if M = A{O(¢) | $ € X}. None of the sets of modalities
for nondeterminism allow for negation propagation though.

Probability: The set of modalities O, allows for negation propagation since
M = P-y(=(9)) = V{P>p(T) A =(Psp—g)(#)) | p = ¢q}. But most modalities neither
distribute over non-empty disjunctions nor over non-empty conjunctions.

Global store: The modalities (s — s') distribute over non-empty disjunctions and
conjunctions since M = (s — §')(¢) holds if and only if ezec(|M|,s) = (V,s’) where
V' | ¢. So we can unfold the conjunctions and disjunctions at V. Moreover, Ogs allows
for negation propagation since (s—7)(=(¢)) = —((s—7r)(p)) A (s—7)(T).

Input/output: The modalities (w)] distribute over non-empty disjunctions and con-
junctions since like in global store, M = (w)] (¢) depends on the satisfaction V' |= ¢
for a particular leaf V of [M|. The modalities (w). . trivially distribute over non-empty

= (w). (L). Lastly, the set O, allows

—((w) 4 (¢)) A (w) | (T) and

disjunctions and conjunctions since (w). (¢)
for negation propagation since (w) | (—(¢))

(w)..(=(0) = (w).(L).
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Timer: All the modalities for timer distribute over non-empty disjunction and con-
junctions for similar reasons as the modalities of input/output, and any of the sets of
modalities for timer allow for negation propagation since:

b CSC(_'<¢)) CSC(T) A _‘<C§c(¢))'
¢ CZC(_'(Qb)) = CZC(T) A _‘(CZC((ﬁ))'
o Cic(_'((b)) = Cic(J-)

5.2.2 Connective elimination results

Using the properties defined in the previous subsection, we prove how the logics (V)*
and (VT)* can be reduced without changing the induced logical equivalences.

Lemma 5.2.5. Suppose O is a set of modalities such that all o € O distribute over non-
empty disjunctions, then (E oy A -) = (Eo,L0-) d (Eoy ) = (Eo,1,A4+))
Proof. Let ¢ € {—,+}, and take £ = (O, V, \,¢c) and £ = (O, L, \,c). We prove that

each formula ¢ € L (value or computation) is equivalent to a non-empty disjunction
Vicr %i over formulas 4; from IC. We prove this by induction on ¢.

1. If ¢ = {n}, then ¢ € K and ¢ = \/{¢}, so we are finished.

2. If ¢ = (¢), then by induction hypothesis, ¢ = \/,c;¢; where all ¢; € K.

Since (V;e;2:) = Vier(¢:), we are finished. For ¢ € {mo(v),m1(9),(V —
@), (7 — @),0(1))}, the proof goes similarly.

3. If g =1L or ¢ =T, note that ¢ = \/{¢}, which is of the correct shape.

4. If¢p = \/jeJ ¢ with J non-empty, we use the induction hypothesis and merge the
two disjunctions.

5. If ¢ = /\jej-@j with J non-empty, we use the induction hypothesis to see that
¢ = /\jeJ \/ielj ;. j. We use Lemma 5.1.1 to put the formula in disjunctive normal
form, and note that countable conjunctions over K-formulas are still a X-formulas.

6. If @ = —(¢¥), in which case ¢ = —, we use the induction hypothesis and note

that =(V,c; @i) = Nies =(@i) = V{Aics —(¢4)}, where A\;c; —(¢i) € K (since all
(ﬁz € /C).

Satisfaction of disjunctions is completely determined by satisfaction of the subformulas
of the disjunction. So since moreover K C L, we conclude that (C,) = (CEx).
O

Not all modalities distribute over disjunctions though. However, we can also reduce
the used size of disjunctions given that all the modalities are Scott open.

Lemma 5.2.6. Suppose O is a set of Scott-open modalities.
Then (EovA~) = (Eva-) ad (Eoyan) = Eovan)-
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Proof. A similar proof to that of Lemma 5.2.5, only changing the case where ¢ = o(1)).

Because of Scott continuity, o(\/ ey ¥n) = Vomen 0(\/n€N7n<m ), where \/neN,n<m U
is a finite disjunction, and hence the case goes through. 0

We can dualize Lemma 5.2.5, adapting the proof accordingly.

Lemma 5.2.7. Suppose O is a set of modalities such that all o € O distribute over non-
empty conjunctions, then (Ey.a-) = (B 1,-) and similarly (Eo\p4) =
(Eov.T.4)-

Lastly, we can combine the two results to get rid of both connectives, if possible.

Lemma 5.2.8. Suppose O is a set of modalities such that all 0o € O we distribute
over mon-empty disjunctions and conjunctions, then (Eo .y A -) = (Eo,1,7,-)) and
similarly (Eo,y.p+) = (E©,1,7+):

Proof. Let ¢ € {—,+}, and take £ = (O,\/, \,c) and £ = (O, L, T,c). We prove by
induction that each formula ¢ € £ (value or computation) is equivalent to a non-empty
disjunction of non-empty conjunctions \,c; A\ e, ¢ over formulas ¥; from K. Note
that ¢ = VV{A\{¢}} to deal with the cases where ¢ € {T,L,{n}}. The rest of the proof
is similar to the proof of Lemma 5.2.5, requiring further transformations of formulas
into their disjunctive normal form where appropriate, using Lemma 5.1.1. O

In case that moreover, the set of modalities allows for negation propagation, we can
also get rid of negation:

Lemma 5.2.9. Suppose O is a set of modalities which allows for negation propagation,
and such that all o € O distribute over non-empty disjunctions and conjunctions, then

(EoVvA~) = E©o1,L4)-
Proof. Take L= (O, T,L,—-)and K = (O,\/, A\, +). We prove that each formula ¢ € L
(value or computation) is equivalent to \/;c; A\ e, ¥i (all index sets non-empty), such

that each w; is from K U =K. This will be sufficient to derive the equality of logical
equivalences. We prove the statement by induction on ¢.

1. If ¢ = {n}, then ¢ € K and ¢ = \/{A\{¢}}, so we are finished.

2. If ¢ = (¢), then by induction hypothesis, ¢ = V;c; \je s, &5 with ¢; ; € KUK,

Since <\/ie[ /\jeJiQi,j> = \/ie] /\jeji@zgj% and for any ¥; (=(¥)) = ~((¢¥)), we
get the desired result. For ¢ € {m(¢),m1(¢),(V — @),(j — @)}, the proof is

similar.

3. If ¢ = o(v), use the induction hypothesis to find ¢ = \/,c; /\jEJi ;. So
o(Vier /\jeJi Vi) = Vier /\jGJi o(1;,j) where ¢;; € K UK. For ¢ € K, by

assumption o(— (7)) is equivalent to some disjunction of conjunctions of elements
of K. So (using Lemma 5.1.1) ¢ is equivalent to a formula of the right shape.

4. If ¢ € {T, L}, then ¢ = V{A{2}}.
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5. If ¢ = —(¥), we can use the usual connective manipulation to get the right result.

O

There is a different way to remove negations, even if the set of modalities does not
allow for negation propagation (e.g., in case of nondeterminism). This can be done by
replacing them with negative modalities. Given o € O, we define o-, to be the modality
where Jo-] = (T'(1)—[o]). Hence M |= o-(¢) <= M W~ o(¢). Let O-, = {o- | 0 € O}.
Note that the new modalities o, are not generally monotone.

Lemma 5.2.10. The relations (= \/,A,~)) and (Souo-\/,A+)) are the same. More-
over, if we add =({n}) as basic formulas to Form(IN), then:

(E(O,V,/\,ﬂ)) = (E(OUOW\/,/\,—{-)) and (E(O,L,T,—\)) = (E(OUOWL,T,—F)) .

Note that in all cases of the formulation of the lemma, the arity of disjunctions and
conjunctions match. This is due to the seventh item in the proof.

Proof. Let (a,b) € {(\/,\),(V,A),(L, T}, L=(0,a,b,), and K = (OUO-,a,b,+),
where we add —({n}) as basic formulas to K if a # \/. We do two separate inductions
on formulas.

First we prove that for each formula ¢ € K, there is a formula 3 € K such that
~(¢) =¥

1. If ¢ = {n}, then =(¢) = V,,enmpn{m}, which is in K in the case that we have
countable disjunction. In the other cases, with at most finite or empty disjunctions
and conjunctions, we added —=({n}) as a basic formula to .

2. If ¢ = —({n}) as basic formula, then =(¢) = {n} € K.

3. If ¢ = (@), then by induction hypothesis there is a ¥ € K such that —(¢) = .
Hence =(¢) = —((¢)) = (=(2)) = (¥) € K.

4. For g =mo(v), ¢ = m(¥), ¢ = (1,4), ¢ = (V — @) and ¢ = (i — @), the proof

goes similarly as in the previous case.

5. If ¢ = o(¢p) where o € O, then —=(¢) = o-(¢0) € K.

6. If ¢ = 0-(v)) where o € O, then =(¢) = o(¢)) € K.

7. If ¢ = V,c; %4, then by induction hypothesis there is for each i € I a formula
i € Ksuch that =(¢;) = . Hence =(¢) = =(V,er @i) = Nicr ~(@i) = Nier i €

K. The case where ¢ = A,.;¢: has a dual proof. The above derivation works
even if I is empty.

8. If ¢ = =(¢h), then ~(¢) = ~(=(y)) =¢ € K.
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We now do an induction on ¢ € L, to prove that for each such ¢ there is an
equivalent formula ¢y € K. In this induction, all cases except the ¢ = —(¢) case for
¢ follow directly, so we only need to prove that case explicitly. If ¢ = —(1), then by

induction hypothesis, there is a 1)’ € K such that ¢ = —-(¥)) = =(¥)). By the previous
induction, there is a formula ¢’ € K such that —=(¢)') = ¢, hence ¢ = ¢, and we are
finished.

For the other direction, note that o-(¢) = —(o(¢)). So any formula ¢ € K is
equivalent to a formula or the negation of a formula in £ (remember that there are no
connectives at computation formulas). We can conclude that each formula from LU-L
has an equivalent formula from X, and vice versa. So they induce the same logical

equivalence on the terms. O

5.2.3 Logic characterisations for effect examples

Combining the properties of the modalities for our effect examples, and the results from
the previous subsection, we can reduce the logic in various ways without changing the
induced behavioural equivalence.

Effect-free, error, global store, input/output and timer
Firstly, most examples of effects have a set of modalities which both allow for negation
propagation, and contain modalities which distribute both over non-empty disjunctions

and over non-empty conjunctions.

Proposition 5.2.11. For effect-free computation, error effect, global store effect, in-
put/output effect, and timer effect, the general behavioural equivalence = (and hence
applicative O-bisimilarity) is equal to =0, 1 T +), where O is the chosen set of modali-
ties for each effect.

Proof. As ohserved before, the modalities allow for negation propagation and distribute
over non-empty conjunctions and disjunctions. So we can apply Lemma 5.2.9 to get the

desired result. O
Since applicative bisimilarity is equal to =, and mutual applicative similarity is
equal to =7, we have the following consequence.

Corollary 5.2.12. For effect-free computation, error effect, global store effect, in-
put/output effect, and timer effect, with the given set of modalities O, applicative O-
bisimilarity is equal to mutual applicative O-similarity.

The same can be said about some combinations of effects. In Section 5.3, we will
study which combinations of effects have an appropriate decomposable set of Scott open
modalities. We conjecture that if it is a combination containing only effects from the
three mentioned in Proposition 5.2.11, the logic can likewise be reduced to (O, L, T,+)
without changing the logical equivalence.
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Nondeterminism

Unfortunately, the modalities for nondeterminism do not have many properties, except
for the fact that ¢ distributes over non-empty disjunctions and [ distributes over non-
empty conjunctions. So we can use Lemmas 5.2.5, 5.2.7 and 5.2.10 to derive that:

={ORVAS) T F{0LLAS) T F{00-EVAA)

={OLVAS) S T SOV TS T SE00-LVAA)

={0OLVAS) T F{0,0-00-1LV.AA+)
Probability

The probabilistic logic can be greatly simplified. The proofs however are a bit more
involved, since the modalities do not simply distribute over the connectives. As such,
this result is not a consequence of previously established lemmas.

Proposition 5.2.13. (Z(0,,.v.A-) = (Z(0,,,1.1+)) holds.

Proof. Let £ = (Opr, V, \, ) and K = (Opr, L, A, +). We prove by induction that
each ¢ € L is equivalent to \/,c; /\J'EJZ- ¢i; (with non-empty indexing sets) where
@ij € KU-K. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 5.2.9. There is only one
non-trivial case.

Assume ¢ = Ps4(¢), then by induction hypothesis, ¢ = V,.; A;cj, #i; where
¢;j € KU-K. In five steps, we will show that ¢ is equivalent to a series of conjunc-
tions, disjunctions and negations of formulas of the form P ,(v) (which we will call
a combination of formulas P ,(1))), where v is of an increasingly simpler shape. At
this stage, ¥ = ;s /\jeJi ¢i,; where ¢; ; € K U=, but each step we will attempt to
simplify the shape of ¥ by ‘unfolding’ the connectives out of the modalities P~,.

(I) We prove that 1 can be of the shape V¢ /\jeJi ¢;,; with I finite and ¢; ; € KU-K.
Since P(|M|[F V,en¢n]) = limm—oo P(IM|[E V,ennem @n]) we observe the

equivalence P>q¢(V,en¥n) = Vinen P>o(Vnennem ¥n), where V, oy, o, is a fi-
nite disjunction. So we can show that ¢ is equivalent to a combination of formulas

of the form P>q(\/i€[ /\jEJi gf)i,j) with d)i,j e KU-K.

(II) We prove that 1 can be of the shape /\jeJ ¢; where ¢; € KU K.
Since P(IM|[= V48]) = P(IM|[= 6])+P(M][= w])~P(M][l= oA]), we observe
Psq(¥ Vi) = Va,b,ceQ,a+b2q+c P>a(¥) A Psp(') A =(Psc(ih A4')). Using that
YA VY)Y = (P AY)V (P AY"), we can unfold the finite disjunction by applying
the above rule a finite number of times. So ¢ is equivalent to a combination of
formulas Pxq(A;c; ¢;) with ¢; € KU =K.

(III) We prove that 1) can be of the shape Ajes¢; with J finite and ¢; € KU K.
Since P(IM|[E Anen @nl) = limpoo PIMI[E Anennem nl); we observe the

fact that P>q(A,en¥n) = \/aeQ,a>q Nmen P>a(/\neN,n<m ¥n), where /\neN,n<m
is a finite disjunction (we use disjunction over a > ¢ to avoid satisfying P>, instead
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of P~gq). So ¢ is equivalent to a combination of formulas Ps4(Ajes¢;) where J is
finite and ¢; € KU -K.

(IV) We prove that ¢ can be Vier Ajey, ¢ij with I and J; finite and ¢; ; € K.

The formula Ajes¢; with ¢; € K U =K can be written in the form of ¢; A
s Nhy A=) Ao A, with all formula ¢; and 9% from K. This is
equivalent to a A =3 where o = (Y1 A -~ Apy) and B = (Y] V --- V U)).
Since P(|M|[E an—=(B)] = P(|M|[E o — P(IM|[E a A B], we observe that
Pog(a A =(8)) = Vapeqazgrs P>ala) A =Psp(a A B). Now, o = (1 A=+ Ain),
and a A B is by distributivity equivalent to a finite disjunction of finite con-
junction of formulas from K. So ¢ is equivalent to a combination of formulas
P>q(\/i€[ NieJ, (f)J) where I and J; is finite and (ﬁ@j e K.

(V) Lastly, we prove that ¢ can be of the form Ajc;¢; with J finite and ¢; € K.
This can be done by simply applying step (II) again. So ¢ is equivalent to a
combination of formulas P~4(Ajes¢;) where J is finite and ¢; € K.

We can finally conclude that ¢ is equivalent to some series of disjunctions, conjunctions,
and negations of formulas from K (since if all ¢; € IC, then P> 4(Ajcs0;) € K). Using
Lemma 5.1.1, we can find an equivalence ¢ =\, A\ e, ¥; ; where ¢} ; € KU-K, and
we are done with this case.

This completes the induction, so we now know that each ¢ € L is equivalent to
Vier N\jes, $i; where ¢;; € KU =K. Since also (Opr, L, A, 4) € (Opr, VA, —) we can
conclude that (=0, \/ A) = (S (Op, LA+))- O

In particular, this means:

Corollary 5.2.14. For the effect of probability, (CT) N (C1)° = (=). In particular,
this means that mutual applicative O-similarity is equal to applicative O-bisimilarity.

Similar results as the ones given above are featured in [12], where it is shown that
a simple testing logic is sufficient for characterising applicative bisimilarity for a prob-
abilistic lambda calculus. This testing logic is very similar to the logic (Opr, T, A, +).

5.2.4 Contextual preorder

The contextual preorder is an important relation, and is used as the default notion of
program equivalence in most places in the literature. In this section we look at the cir-
cumstances under which the positive behavioural preorder coincides with the contextual
preorder. In such cases, the general behavioural preorder, which is equal to the gen-
eral behavioural equivalence, coincides with contextual equivalence. These coincidences
can be proven using the reduced logical characterisations of the positive behavioural
preorder established in this section. In particular, in the case that connectives can be
removed completely from the logic, the coincidence can be shown as long as modalities
can be suitably formulated in terms of contexts.
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Definition 5.2.15. The contextual preorder € is the largest compatible relation satis-
fying basic observations on ground type, in particular:

VM,N € Terms(F1). M e N <— |[M|< |N]| .

Note the use of the preorder < on T'1 from Definition 3.3.13, which can be alterna-
tively characterised by t < r <= (Vo € O,t € [o] = r € [0]) from (3.2) for all of our
examples. Importantly, if " is compatible and P C" R holds, then P € R since € is
the largest compatible relation.

In the next result we use the notion of context, which is a program C[—]| of some type
E with a hole of some type F such that for any P € Terms(F), C[P] is the program
of type E resulting from plugging P into each hole (—) of C. We use the fact resulting
from compatibility of €, that for any type E, and any context C[—] of type F1 with a
hole of type E, that VP, R € Terms(E). Pe R — C[P] € C[P] = |C[P]| X |R|.

In order to prove that the positive behavioural preorder is equal to the contextual
preorder, we show that satisfaction of any formula can be represented as a set of tests
consisting of pairs (o, C[—]) of modalities and contexts. However, to be able to do this,
the set O needs to be sufficiently expressive. Though some properties of modalities
which imply the coincidence between these two preorders can be identified, it is difficult
to find properties general enough to work for all examples (the most problematic one
being global store). Identifying the general requirement for proving the coincidence may

be an interesting endeavour for the future.

Proposition 5.2.16. For the effects of error, input/output and global store with finite
store locations; PE R iff PL o | 74 R

Proof. Firstly, since £ | 7 4y is compatible, P | 74 B = FPER.

The other implication is established using pairs (o, C[—]) consisting of a modality
and a context in which to check the modality. For each formula ¢, we will define a set
G(¢) of such pairs, such that:

PEg¢ < V(o C[-]) € G(g)|C[R € [o].

Because formulas are well-founded, and every constructor of the logic (O, L, T,+) is
unary, each formula can be seen as a finite unary tree, a list. So with induction on ¢,
we will construct G(¢) such that the above statement holds. To start with, we need a

base modality 5 € O such that (x) € [8] and L ¢ [B]. This is used to check atomic
formulas. In general, we can define the following:

1. G({0}) := {(B, case (—) of {return(x),S(x) = Q})}.

2. G({n+1}) == {(B,case (—) of {©,S(x) = Clz]}) | (0,C[=]) € G({n})}.

3. G((¢)) := {(0, Clforce(=)]) | (0,C[-]) € G(¢)}-

4. G((i,0)) :={(o,pm (=) as {Q,...,Q, (i.z).C[x],Q,...,Q}) | (0,C]—]) € G(9)}.



5.2. INFINITARY VS FINITARY VALUE FORMULA CONNECTIVES 103

5. G(mo(¢)) := {(0,pm (=) as (z,y).Clz]) | (0,C[-]) € G()}-
6. G(m1(¢)) := {(0,pm (=) as (z,y).Cly]) | (0,C[=]) € G(¢)}-
7. G((V = 2) ={(0,Cl(=) V]) | (0,C[-]) € G(&)}.

8. G((i = 2)) = {(0,Cl(=) i) | (0,C[=]) € G(&)}-

9. G(L) = {(8, M}

10. G(T) :={(B, return(x))}.

For the definition of G(o(¢)), we need to look at the specific effects.
Error: Here we take 8 := | as the neutral modality.

11. G(Ec(¢)) := {(Ee, (=) to x.return(x))}.

12. G} (9)) == {{{, (=) to z.return(x)) } U {(0, (=) to z. C[z]) | (0,C[-]) € G(9)}-
I/0: Here we take 3 := ().

11. G((v). (¢)) == {((v).., (=) to x.return(x))}.
( (

12. G((v) (¢)) :={((v)d, (=) to z.return(x))}
U {({vw)i, (=) to z. Clz]) | ((w)i, C[-]) € G(¢)}-

Global store: Here we take 8 := (0—0) as the neutral modality, where o € State
is the always zero state (we could have used any state). Assume that there are only
finitely many locations for storing numbers. For any state s we define S for the program
which updates the global store to s and returns *. These programs can only exist if
there are finitely many locations.

G((s—r)(¢)) :={((s—r),(—) to x.return(x))} U

{((s=b), (=) to z.54; Clz]) | ((a—b),C[-]) € G(¢)}
O

We can conclude that for the following examples of effects, it holds that the be-
havioural preorder is identical to the O-contextual preorder, where O is the appropriate
set of modalities.

Pure: (3p, Oy) Error: (Xer, Oer)

Input/Output: (Zio, Oio) Global store: (Xgs, Ogs), with finite Loc.

In the above cases of effect examples, it also holds that the behavioural equivalence
coincides with the contextual equivalence. This is because the contextual equivalence
is equal to the mutual contextual preorder in these cases. It should also be noted that
in [12], it has been proven that for the effect of probability, applicative bisimilarity
coincides with contextual equivalence, though the programming language studied there
is slightly different.
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5.3 Combining effects

In this section we look at examples of possible combinations of effects for which we can
find a decomposable set of Scott open modalities, which adequately characterises the
behavioural properties of such combinations of effects. Combining effects will however
turn out to be a lot easier in the quantitative logic of Chapter 6, so we will not explore
all possible combinations here.

Given some combination of effects, we need to choose a set of modalities which
describe the behaviour of such effects. In most cases, we add a new effect to an already
existing set of effects with modalities, and modify those existing modalities to also
incorporate the behaviour of the newly added effect. Such modifications do not always
result in modalities with the right properties, and can only be done in specific instances.
As such, we do not propose a uniform method for combining effects. In fact, as seen in
Subsection 3.5.4, some combinations are not possible in the Boolean logic.

For several combinations of effects, we will define a set of modalities O, and we will
prove that O has the right properties: Is it a decomposable set of Scott open modalities?
The Scott open property for modalities is usually easily established. It is establishing
the property of decomposability which creates the most problems, and cannot always
be done. To this end, we first establish some general properties sufficient to prove that
certain combinations of effects have decomposable sets of modalities.

Definition 5.3.1. O is unidecomposable if for any ¢ € T(7T(1)) and o € O with
pt € [o], there are o',0” € O such that t € o (o"({*})) and for all » € T(T(1)),
red(d({x})) = ur e 0.

This is a stronger property than strong decomposability (Definition 3.3.25). For
example, the set of modalities Oy, for the effect of probability is strongly decomposable,
but not unidecomposable. Error, input/output, global store, angelic/demonic/neutral
nondeterminism, and timer all have unidecomposable sets of modalities, which is directly
established by the proofs of Subsection 3.3.3.

Definition 5.3.2. A branch-tree is a tree t € T(X) such that for any pair of smaller
trees tg <t and t; < t, either g < t; or t; < ty.

This means the tree never has more than one continuation not labelled L, it only
has one unique branch when excluding 1 leaves. In other words, each node has at most
one non- 1 child. Moreover, if ¢ is a branch-tree and r < ¢, then r is a branch-tree. See
Figure ?? for an example of a branch tree.

Definition 5.3.3. A modality o is single-branched if for any ¢ € [[o] there is a branch-
tree ¢ <t below ¢ such that ¢’ € [o].

Note that if o is also Scott open, the branch-tree ¢’ can be chosen to be finite. Examples
of effects where all modalities are single-branched (considering the standard choice of
modalities) include: Error, Angelic nondeterminism, Global Store and Input/Output.
The modalities for probability and demonic nondeterminism are not single-branched.
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Figure 5.1: Example of a branch-tree.

We first look at combining sets of modalities over the same set of effect opera-
tors. Recall Corollary 3.3.24, which shows that decomposability of sets of modalities
is preserved by union. This has some interesting applications. For example, if we can
consider the [J modality of must termination for the probabilistic binary choice operator
(which is not expressible in terms of the probabilistic modalities Op,!). The extended
set OpU{0} is also a decomposable set of Scott open modalities, which gives a different
notion of behavioural equivalence for probabilistic languages then Op,.

Another application of this proposition is that to any decomposable set of Scott
open modalities, we can add the termination modality |, with denotation [|] := {(x)},
which observes that a computation has terminated without encountering any effectful
behaviour. The resulting set of modalities is still decomposable. We may similarly add
a modality &, with denotation [£] := T'(1) — { L}, which checks that if a computation
diverges, it has at least encountered some effectful behaviour. The resulting set of
modalities is still decomposable since: Vt € T(T(1)), pt € £({*}) < t € £(£{*}).

5.3.1 Combinations with error messages

Error messages can be added to any effects. Let (2, O) be the signature and modalities
for one or more effects. Take Err to be a set of error messages we want to add, and
let XE™ := ¥ U {raise.() | e € Err} (disjoint union). A modality on X is specified by
a subset G C Err of observed error messages. Such a subset gives us a transformation
G : Tsen(1) = Tx(1) defined recursively as follows:

(L):=1

(()) = (*).
g(raisee()) = (%), ifeeG,else L.

G(opy, ..y, (to,t1,...)) ==opy, 4 (G(to), G(t1),...), for op € X.

We define a new set of modalities by:

G
G

OF" .= {(0)eq | G C Err,0 € O}.
where M | (0)eg(¢) < G(IM|[E= ¢]) € [o]. The denotation is given by [(0)ec] =
G '([0]). Note that t € (0)cc(#) <= t € (0)cp(¥).

'[O] is not equal to
almost-sure termination.

4€0 q<1[[P>q]], as the former tests sure termination while the latter tests
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For each of the modalities o, (0)eg treats error messages of G as if they are ter-
minating computations. E.g. M |= (O)eq(¢) holds if the computation M must either
return a value satisfying ¢ or raise an error e € G. In particular, M = (O)eq(L) if it
must raise an error from G.

Lemma 5.3.4. If o is Scott open, then (0)eca is Scott open.
Proof. This is a consequence of the continuity of the function G. O

Lemma 5.3.5. If O is a decomposable set of upwards closed modalities, then OF™ is
decomposable.

Proof. Since we need to deal with double trees, we define a variation of G, a function
G : TEErr(TEErr(l)) — TE(TE(].)) defined by

G(L):= 1,

G(1) = (G(0),

Glraise.()) i= ((#)) = n(n()) i ¢ € G, otherwise L,
G(op(to,ti,...)) == op(G(to), G(t1),...) for op € %.

The function is chosen s.t. for t € Tyer(Tyer(1)) we have G(ut) = ,u(é( t)). We
distinguish between < and <, the basic preorders for (X, 0) and (XE", OF) respec-
tively. Note that a %E” b <= VG C Err,G(a) < G(b). As a consequence, we have
(<E"T[(G (A c G (\ [A]). We prove the statement of decomposability given by
Lemma 3.3.19.

Assume the following, for any t,7 € Tyer(Txer (1)), Yo' € OFT and VA C Tgen(1):

(I) Tf t € o' (A) then r € o (<ET[A)).

For (0)e: € OF, assume ut € [(0)ec], hence u(G(t)) € [0]. We want to prove that
ur € [(0)ec] by using the decomposability of O for the trees G(t) and (A?(r) We prove
that the decomposability precondition G( ) = <G (r) holds:

Let § € O and A C Tx(1) such that G(t) € 0(A). There are two cases for A,
depending on whether (x) is in A.

1. If (x) € A, then errors from G raised in the ‘first’ part of ¢ (before return-
ing a tree) are acceptable sot € (5)€G(@71(A)). Using assumption (I) we
get r € (0)ec (<E”T[G (A)]). Using upwards closure of §, we establish that

r e (0)ec(G 1(<T[A])), hence G(r[e é_l(ﬁT[A])}) € [6]. We can conclude that
G(r) € 6(<"[A)) (since (x) € (5T[A])).

2. If (%) ¢ A, then errors from G raised in the ‘first’ part of ¢ (before returning
a tree) are unacceptable, so t € (5)€@(é71(/1)). Using assumption (I) we get
r € (5)€@(<E"T[@71(A)]). Using upwards closure of 6, we establish that r €
(5)69(5_1(<T[A])). Regardless of whether (x) € (xT[A]), we get from upwards
closure of § that G(r) € 8(xT[A]).



5.3. COMBINING EFFECTS 107

Having proven that G(t) Z G(r), so by decomposability we know that pu(G(t)) <
w(G(r)). Hence u(G(t)) € [o] implies u(G(r)) € [o], so G(ur) € [o] and we conclude
that ur € [(0)eg]. So we know that OF™ is decomposable. O

When combining error and global store, the final state when an error is
raised remains observable by a behavioural property. For example, the com-

putations update;(return(0);raisec()) of type FN is considered different from
update;(return(1); raise.()). The definition of error + global store could however be
manually altered to obscure this information, and still create a decomposable set of
modalities. In the quantitative logic of Chapter 6, such combinations are more easily

tweaked. See for example the discussion in Subsection 6.2.7.

5.3.2 Combinations with angelic nondeterminism

It is possible to combine angelic nondeterminism with any effect which has a unidecom-
posable set of Scott open modalities. Let (X, Q) be the signature and an accompanying
set of modalities. Take YA°" := ¥ U {or}, with a minor abuse of notation as we should
formally take the disjoint union.

A strategy is a function which chooses for each or node in a tree Tyao (X) a resolution:
do we go left or right? We formalise this by saying a strategy is a function p : N* — {l,r}
from lists of natural numbers to a choice between left [ and right r. With the set of
strategies Str := (N* — {[,r}), we define a function (/—\) :Str — (Tyna (X) — Tn(X)),
which sends p to a function p : Txao(X) — Tx(X) resolving in a tree ¢ € Tyaor (X)
all nondeterministic choices according to the strategy, resulting in a tree p(t) € Tx(X).
This is done according to the following rules (where e € N* is the empty list, and (m)s
is adding m to the front of list s):

plor(to, t1)) = (Mop((0)0)) (o) i ple) = 1.
Plor(to, t1)) = (vp((1)0))(t1) if p(e) = -
5lop(ly, .. lpym s t)) = 0p(l1s -« s Iy = (Mp((m)v))(tm)), for op € .

Note that the arity of the operation op above may be finite.
By continuity we have p(U;t;) = U;p(t;). We define the set of modalities:

0% = {(o)o|o€ 0}, where[(0)o] := | 7 *([o])

pEStr

So M = ((0)o)[#] = Fp € Str.p(|M]|[¢]) € [0].? For the rest of this subsection, we
will simply write p to mean the function p.

*Tt holds that (0)e{e} is isomorphic to (Ee)o.
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Lemma 5.3.6. If o is Scott open, then (0)¢ is Scott open.

Proof. Uiti € [(0)o] = Uiti € U, p~'([0]) = Fp, p(Liti) € [o] = 3p,Lip(t:) € [o] =
dp, Ji, p(t;) € [o] = Fi, t; € [(0)o]- O

Lemma 5.3.7. If O is a unidecomposable set of upwards closed modalities, then OA"
s unidecomposable.

Proof. Let t € Tsaor(Tsaer(1)) such that ut € [(0)¢]. Hence there is a p such that
p(ut) € [o]. There is a p’ for ¢ (simply given by p) and for each leaf x a p, (dependent
on the location of z in t) such that u(p'(tfr — p.(x)])) = p(ut). The replacement
of x in t[x — py(x)] is also dependent on the location of z in t. We use that O is
unidecomposable to get o/, 0" € O such that:

J(tlx > pala)]) € 0/(0"({})) and Vk € To(Ts()),k € o (0" ({+})) = ik € [o]-

From p'(tlx — p.(z)]) € o (0"({*})) and upwards closure of o we derive
t € (0)o((0")o({x})). I r € (0)o((0")o({x})) then there is a strategy p). for
r and for each leaf y of 7 a strategy p; (dependent on the location of y in r)
such that pf.(r[y — pi,(y)]) € o'(o"({¥})). By choice of o' and o” it holds that
w(py(rly = pj,(y)])) € [o], moreover there is a strategy p, such that p.(ur) =
1oy (rly = p,(y)])). We can conclude that p,(ur) € [o] and hence ur € [(0)o]. O

One can combine angelic nondeterminism with probability in a similar manner,
and get behaviourally meaningful modalities. Though as seen in Subsection 3.5.4, this
combination of effects is problematic. So the resulting set of modalities is not suitable
for describing a behavioural equivalence for this combination of effects.

5.3.3 Combinations with timer effect

We can also add the timer effect to some of the other effects. We will focus on the
1
ti)
whether a computation has terminated in a set amount of time g. The combination

down-interpretation of timer effects, with O};, where the modalities C<, are testing
with timer works most easily when the other effects have single-branched modalities
(Definition 5.3.3), which include error, global store, input/output and angelic nonde-
terminism.

Let (X, Q) be some other signature with modalities. For the timer effect, we choose
a countable set Inc of rational delays, constructing a signature (formally disjoint union):

»Tim.— S U {ticke(—) : @« — | ¢ € Inc}.

We develop a time-out pruner v : Tstim(X) x Q — Tx(X) which given (¢,q), goes
through the evaluation of the tree ¢t removing tick nodes and pruning subtrees (replacing
it with L) when the sum of time delays given by the removed tick nodes along some
evaluation branch exceeds q. We give a formal definition:

v(l):= 1.
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vit, q—c) ifg>c
ticko(t). q) = 4 V(0 179 T .
1 otherwise

V(Opll,...,ln (ti,t2,...),q) == Opll,...,ln@(tl? q),v(t2,q),...).

Given this map we define for each modality o € O and rational time duration ¢ € Q
a new modality (o)<, such that:

M= (0)<y(¢) <= v(IM],q) € [o]

with the denotation [(0)<,] := v~ ([o] x {q}). Note that if ¢ < ¢’ holds, then [(0)<,] C
[(0)<q]- We define the new set of modalities as OT™ := {(0)<, | 0 € O,q € Q}.

If for example we combine the effect-free language with the timer effect, we get that
the resulting set of modalities Og im js isomorphic to the set of modalities O;;Li from the
down-interpretation of timer.

These new modalities are obviously Scott open if the original modalities were Scott
open, because of the continuity of the time-out pruner function. We now look at the
proof of decomposability for this set of modalities.

For a double tree t € T(T(X)) we can define a branch-tree substructure as a branch-
tree t' € T(T(X)), which has at most one non-trivial leaf a given by a branch-tree,
such that for some b € T(X): t[a — b] <t and a < b. Equivalently, a branch-tree
substructure of ¢ is a double tree ¢ € T(T (X)) such that ut’ is a branch tree below ut,
and t'[e T(X)] < tle T(X)].

Proposition 5.3.8. If O is a unidecomposable set of single-branched upwards closed
modalities, then OT™ is unidecomposable.

Proof. Let t € Tymim(Txymim (X)) such that ut € [(0)<4], then v(ut,q) € Jo]. Since o is
single-branched, there is a branch-tree b < v(ut, q) such that b € [o]. Let r < ut be the
branch-tree such that b = v(r, q). Let ¢’ be the branch-tree substructure of ¢ such that
put' = r, hence v(ut',q) = b. Since ut’ is a branch-tree, its execution follows a single
sequence of tick operators. So there must be ¢’ and ¢” € Q, upper bounds to the sum
of the ticks before termination and after termination respectively, such that ¢’ +¢” = ¢
and p(v(t'a > v(a, ") ¢)) = b € [o].

Since O is unidecomposable, we can find appropriate o’ and o” € O such that
v(t'la — v(a,q")],q') € o'(0"({#})), and hence t' € o (02 .({*})). Now, if it
holds that r € ol (02 #({*})), then v(rla = v(a,q")],¢') € o'("({*})) so as a
consequence of uni-strong decomposability, u(v(rla — v(a,q”)],qd)) € [o]. Hence
with v(ur,q +¢") > pw(rla — v(a,q")],q')) and by upwards closure of o, we get
v(pr, q) € o], so pr € [(0)<q]- -

This approach to combining effects with timer effects can also be used to add time
delays to already existing effect operators. For instance, in combination with angelic
nondeterminism, we can let the binary or operator take a set amount of time. One can
then adapt the time-out pruner function to modify the set of modalities similar to what
is done above.
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5.3.4 Combinations with probability

We tie up some loose ends by looking at some combinations with probability. In par-
ticular, combinations of probability with global store and input/output are possible,
because when testing the satisfaction of a modality for these effects, only one specific
branch needs to be checked. We will call such modalities branch-focussed, a concept
that is formulated in Definition 5.3.9.

Given a signature 3 and a set of modalities O, we define a new set of modalities O’
on X' = X U {pr} (formally disjoint union). Consider {l,r}*, the set of lists of choices
between left and right. There is a function K : {l,r}* — (T%(X) — T(X)) resolving
the probabilistic choice of a tree ¢t € T5/(X) by a series of choices v € {l,7}* in the
following way:

Kw)(Ll) = 1

K(@)({(a)) = (a)

K(e)(pr(t,r)) = L.

K((Dv)(pr(t, 1) = K(v)(#).

K((r)v)(pr(t,1) = K(v){).

K(v)(op(l1,...,ln,m—tp)) = op(li,...,ln,m— K(v)(ty)) for op € X.

Given a Scott open modality o € O, we can now define the associated probability
function P° : Tsy({¢}) — [0,1] by calculating for ¢ € Tsx/({«}) the ‘probability’ of
{ve{l,r}* | K(v)(t) € o({)}. Formally, we define for each n € N a function 7 :
{l,r}™ — {l,r}* sending n-tuples to their respective lists of length n. Then we define
P Txy({¢) — [0,1] as Po(t) = #{s € {l,7}" | K(n(s))(t) € o({*})}/2™. Since for
v € {l,r}* an initial segment of v € {l,r}*, K(v)(t) < K(v')(t), and o is upwards
closed, we know that the sequence {P? ()} en is monotone increasing. So we can define
Po(t) as lim,en P2 (1).

Given a modality o € O and a rational ¢ € [0, 1], we define a modality o4 on ¥/
denoted by [os,] := {t € Tsv({¢}) | P°(t) > ¢}. For example, in the case of the effect-
free language with O = Oy = {l}, the modality (|)s4 is isomorphic to Ps,. We now
define our new set of modalities on ¥’ as O’ := {054 | 0 € O,¢ € [0,1]NQ}. This set of
modalities is well-defined for any set of upwards closed modalities O. However, it does
not generally hold that for any decomposable set of Scott open modalities O, the new
set of modalities O’ is decomposable.

We identify two properties on the set of modalities O sufficient for proving that the
new set of modalities O’ for the combination of effects with probability is decomposable.
These properties may not be exhaustive, though they do enable us to prove that the
global store and input/output effects can be combined with probability.

Definition 5.3.9. A modality o € O is branch-focussed if for any t € [o], there is a
unique branch-tree b < t such that b € [0].

The main function of this property is to establish that satisfaction of a modality
depends on one branch only. Examples of sets of branch-focussed modalities are the
modalities for global store, input/output and timer. An example of a modality which is
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not branch-focussed is the may modality ¢ for nondeterminism, even though it is single
branched.

Definition 5.3.10. O is disjointly unidecomposable if for any o € O, there is a family
of pairs of modalities {(0;,0})}ier such that:

1. Viel,t e TT1, t € o0;(0,({)) = put € o({4).
2.Vt eTT1, pteo(fs) = FJiel,teoi(o({4)).
3.Vi,jel, i#j = 0i(0j({3)) Noj(o;({+)) = 0.

We show that the modalities of two examples of effects satisfy this property.

Global store: For any modality (s—s') € Oy, the family of pairs of modalities given
by the set {((s—s"),(s"—5")) | s” € State} has the desired properties.

Input/output: For the modality (v)|€ Oj,, the family of pairs of modalities given
by the set {((w), (w')]) | w,w’ i/o-traces,ww’ = v} has the desired properties, and for
the modality (v).. € Oj, the set {((w)l, (w').) | w,w’ i/o-traces,w’ # e Aww' = v} U
{({(v)..., (¢)...)} has the desired properties.

Note that the error effect also satisfies this property, but we do not include it here
since we have already shown that we can do combinations with the error effect. It is
however interesting to note that (Ec)> is isomorphic to (P>q)eqe-

We can now give the main result of this subsection.

Proposition 5.3.11. If O is a disjointly unidecomposable set of Scott open and branch-
focussed modalities, then O is a strongly decomposable set of Scott open modalities.

Scott openness is relatively straightforward to verify, so we will not go into the proof
of that property. We will focus on sketching the proof of the fact that O’ is strongly
decomposable given the conditions laid out in the proposition.

Proof sketch. Suppose for t € Tsy(Tsy({¢})) and 054 € O, it holds that t € [os4]. Take
{(0s,0})}ier to be the set given to us by disjoint uni-decomposability on 0 € 0. We
prove that the set {((07)5p (0))p) | i € I,p,p/ € [0,1] N Q,t € (0)5p((0))spr ($))}
has the properties required by strong decomposability in Definition 3.3.25 (note that
property 1 holds trivially). This proof is similar to the proof that the set of modalities
for probability is strongly decomposable.

If ¢t € [osq], then there is an n € N such that P$(ut) > ¢, hence
#{se{l,r}"| K(n(s))(ut) € o({«})} > ¢ -2". Take one such s € {l,r}" such that
K(n(s))(t) € o({#). Since o is branch focussed, there is a unique branch-tree
rs < K(n(s))(ut) such that ry € o({#}). We can find a branch-tree substructure
ts of t such that K(n(s))(uts) = rs. Moreover, we can split up 7n(s) into two
lists v and w, such that vw = n(s) and pu(K(v)(K(w)*(ts))) = rs. Considering
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(K () (K (w)*(ts))) € [o], we can use disjoint uni-decomposability to find a unique
i(s) € I such that K (v)(K(w)*(ts)) € 02-(5)(0;(8)({*})).

In short, for each s € {l,r}" such that K(n(s))(ut) € o({#), we can find an asso-
ciated unique i(s) € I. So branch-tree substructures of ¢ showing that P?(ut) > ¢ can
be partitioned into sets 0;(0;({#})). The key is that each i € I can contribute some-
thing to the total probability P°(ut), and since the sets 0;(0;({#})) are disjoint, there
is no fear in counting some of the contributions multiples times. For each i € I, we
define a real-valued function f; : [0,1] — [0, 1] where for each rational number ¢ € [0, 1]
we define f{(p) :=sup{p' € [0,1]NQ |t € (0:)>p((0})>p ({*} )}. Then fo ft )dp is the
contribution of i € I to P°(ut). More precisely, P°(ut) = X;ecr fo filp

The argument sketched above motivates the equality P°(ut) = 2261 fo fi(p)dp)
in dlﬁerent ways. Property 1 of disjoint uni-decomposability implies that PO( t) >

Yier fo p)dp), whereas property 2 and 3 together imply P°(ut) < ¥;cr fo p)dp).
Lastly, note that the above equality holds for all t € Ty (Tx ({4})).

Suppose that r € Ty (Tw({4)) is included in ((0i)>p((0f)>p ($) for any p,p" €
[0,1] N Q such that t € (0;)sp((0 )>p ({))}, then for any p, fi(p) > fi(p). Hence
Po(ur) = Sier fo fi(p)dp) > Sier fo fi(p)dp) = P°(ut) > q. So we can conclude that
pr € [osq], which finishes the proof of strong decomposability. O

We can conclude that the following combinations are possible.

Corollary 5.3.12. The effects of global store and input/output can be combined with
probability. More formally: O;s and O}, as defined above are strongly decomposable sets
of Scott open modalities.

5.3.5 Conclusions on combinations

The diagram given in Figure 5.2 shows which combinations have been proven to be
possible in the framework of this dissertation. Start at Errors, and follow a choice
of arrows to make a correct combination. Any subset of such a combination is also
possible. The dotted lines with the crosses show combinations of two effects which are
proven to be problematic in Subsection 3.5.4.

Errors
Probability Angelic ND
Timer Demonic/Neutral ND
Input/Output Global Sto%é

Figure 5.2: Proven combinations and impossibilities.
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It may be possible to prove that other combinations of effects can also be interpreted
by a decomposable set of modalities, e.g., global store with input/output. The above
subsections should give sufficient ideas on how to prove that these combinations have
a suitable decomposable set of Scott open modalities. However, since with the quanti-
tative logic of Chapter 6, combinations of effects are more easily modelled, we will not
attempt all the proofs here. The diagram in Figure 5.3 contains combinations of effects
for which we conjecture to be able to find a decomposable set of Scott open modalities,
together with the combinations for which we conjecture that this is impossible.

Errors

/

Probability -

Angelic ND

" Timer - x D‘emomc/Neutml ND

Global Store x

Input/Output

Figure 5.3: Conjectured combinations and impossibilities

5.4 Pure logic

In this section, we explore an alternative formulation of our logic which is independent
of the term syntax of the programming language. This has both conceptual and prac-
tical motivations. Our very approach to behavioural logic fits into the framework of
endogenous logics in the sense of Pnueli [87]. Formulas ¢ express properties of individ-
ual programs, through satisfaction relations P = ¢. Programs are thus considered as
‘models’ of the logic, with the satisfaction relation being defined via program behaviour.

We explore the possibility to express properties of program behaviour without prior
knowledge of the term syntax of the programming language. Under our formulation of
the logic V, this idea is violated by the value formula (V' +— 1) at function type, which

mentions the programming language value V.

We replace this basic value formula (V' +— ) with the alternative (¢ — ). Such a
change also has a practical motivation. The formula (¢ — 1) declares a precondition
and postcondition for function application, supporting a useful specification style.

Definition 5.4.1. The pure behavioural logic F is defined by replacing rule (6) of
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Figure 3.1 with the alternative:
() ¢ € Form(A) ¥ € Form(C)
(¢ — ) € Form(A — C)

The semantics is specified by defining:
ME(@p—19) = VYW AWE¢o=>MWEY)

We moreover define the positive pure behavioural logic F*+ as the subset of F of
formulas not using negation.

The letter ‘F’ in F stands for Formula, and is named as such because it uses a formula
instead of a value in the basic formulas of function types. Two logics are said to be
equi-ezpressive if any formula from one of the logics is equivalent to some formula of the
other logic, meaning they are satisfied by the same terms. Given sufficient conditions,
this new pure logic F is equi-expressive to V.

Unlike in the proof of Lemma 4.2.6, proofs in this section use an induction on
types. At this stage in the dissertation, this is not a problem. However, in Chapter 7,
polymorphic and recursive types will be introduced, which will disallow the use of an
induction on types. So proofs by induction on types will not carry over to languages
containing such types. In the remainder of this chapter, we shall highlight whenever a
result uses an induction on types. All other results of this chapter should be adaptable
to the setting of Chapter 7, though we shall not include the proofs of these facts in this
thesis.

Proposition 5.4.2. If the open extension of Ty, is compatible then the logics V and
F are equi-expressive. Similarly, if the open extension of T+ is compatible then the

positive fragments VT and FT are equi-ezpressive.

Proof. The formula (¢ — %) within V, is equivalent to A{(V — ©) | V = ¢}. This can

be used as the basis of an inductive translation from F to V (and from F* to V7).
For the reverse translation, whose correctness proof is more interesting, we give a

little bit more detail. By an induction on E, we prove that any formula ¢ € Form(E)y

is equivalent to some formula ¢ € Form(E)x. This is proven with an induction on ¢.
Since the two logics F and V only vary in one formula constructor, the one at function
type, the only non-trivial case for this induction is when E = A — C and ¢ = (V — ©).

We can use Lemma 3.3.6 to find a formula xy € V such that: W | xy <=
V Ey, W. Since Cy, is compatible, we know that if M V = ¢ and V C,, W, then
MW EY. So¢= (V)= (xv — ), this is not a formula in either logic, but can
be expressed in V.

Using the induction hypothesis on A and C, we can find xy € Form(A)r and

gAQ € Form(C)r such that xy = xy and ¢ = ;Q Hence we can derive that:
¢ = (Vi) = wev) = (W) €F.

So we define 5 as (xy — 12) This finishes the inductive translation, and we can
conclude that V and F are equi-expressive. By the same proof we know that V* and
F T are also equi-expressive. ]
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Combining the above proposition with Theorem 3.3.8 we obtain the following.

Corollary 5.4.3. Suppose O is a decomposable set of Scott-open modalities. Then
=r coincides with =y, and Cx+ coincides with Ty,+ (applicative O-bisimilarity and
similarity respectively). Hence the open extensions of =r and T ry are compatible.

Alternatively, we could define the formula ¢ < 1 where:
ME—=Y — TV, VEIANMVEYD

This formula can be defined in the pure logic F since (¢ — ©) = —(¢ — —(¥)).
Moreover, it can be expressed in the positive pure logic if the behavioural preorder is
compatible, since then (¢ — ) = V{(xv — ¥) | V E ¢}.

If = is compatible, the logic using ¢ < 1 instead of (V' — 1) in V is equi-expressive
to V, since (V — ¥) = (xv < 1). This uses the fact that W = yy holds if and only if
V = W. However, the same cannot be done for the positive logic, replacing (V — 1)
by ¢ < % in V. As an example, look at the type UF1 — F1 and two of its terms
Az. return(x) and Az. force(z). These two terms are obviously not positively equivalent,
since on input thunk(€) the former terminates whereas the latter diverges. However,
since thunk(€2) i, thunk(return(x)), the two terms cannot be distinguished in the

new positive logic.

5.4.1 Eliminating computation formula connectives in the pure logic

Like for the general logic in Section 5.1, we can remove the connectives for computation
formulas in the pure logic without changing the resulting logical equivalences. Recall
the formulation of £* from Definition 5.1.2.

Lemma 5.4.4. Any ¢ € F can be written, using an induction on types, as
Vier /\jle, i ; where each v;; € F*U—F*. Any ¢ € F' can be written, using an
induction on types, as \/;c; /\jeJ@- Vi where each y;; € (FT)*.

Proof. We prove the first statement only, since the proof can be easily adapted for
the second statement. We prove with induction on E, followed by an induction on
¢ € Form(E)r, that ¢ can be written as \/;.; /\jEJi 1;,; where 1; ; € F*U-F*. Note
that in the case of ¢ being a value formula, this \/,.; /\jeh ;,j is from F*.

We can use the proof of Lemma 5.1.3 for any case except when E = A — C and
¢ = (¢ — ). Since value formulas are closed under conjunctions, we can find for
each closed value term V : A a formula xy € Form(A) characterising V Cx (—) (c.f.
Lemma 3.3.6). Since C  is compatible, (V +— 1) = (xv — ©) as argued before. Now
we use the induction hypothesis on each xy € Form(A) and on ¢ € Form(C) to find
xv =Xy € Fand ¥ = Vr \jes, ¥ ; with each 1, ; € F* U -F*. We perform the
following derivation:

g= N Vo= A VeV A= A VAVew).

V,Vi=d VVEd il jeJ; VViegicl je;
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Now apply the equivalences (V — =(¢')) = =(V — ¢/) and (V — ¢') = (x}, — ¢'),
and use Lemma 5.1.1 to establish that ¢ is equivalent to a formula from F* of the
correct shape. O

Using the proof of Corollary 5.1.4 we can get the following result.

Corollary 5.4.5. With an induction on types, it holds that (=r) = (=r+) and
(Ert) = (Erty)-

5.4.2 Finitary value formula connectives in the pure logic

How many of the results of Section 5.2 carry over to the pure logic F*7 Not all of
them, as we will see. Recall the definition of (O, a,b,c) from Definition 5.2.1. In this
subsection, we similarly define (O, a,b,c)r following Definition 5.2.1, using rule (6’)
from Definition 5.4.1 instead of rule (6). If we take (£)* as in Definition 5.1.2, then
(0,V, \,)F corresponds to (F)*, and (O, \/, \,+)r to (F)*

Firstly, it is still possible to remove disjunctions once all modalities distribute over
non-empty disjunctions. This is due to the following observation:

ME \/¢ —o

el
WAEBielLVE¢)=>MV ko)
VWYiel,(ViE¢ =MV Eo)
M N\ o).

el

Hence (V,c; i = @) = Nicr(¢i — ©).

111

Lemma 5.4.6. Suppose O 1is a set of modalities such that all o € O distribute over
non-empty disjunctions, then by induction on types it holds that (;(O,\/,/\ﬁ)f) =

(Eo,L.0-7) and (Eovann-) = (Eo, LA+ 7)-

Proof. Let ¢ € {—,+}, and take £ = (O,\/, \,c)r and K = (O, L, \,c)r. We prove
that each formula ¢ € £ (value or computation) is equivalent to a disjunction \/,;
over formulas ¥; from K. We prove this by induction on E, where of each such type we
do an induction on ¢ € Form(E)..

The proofs of all cases but E = A — C and ¢ = (¢ — ¢) are as in the proof of
Lemma 5.2.5. Assume E = A — C and ¢ = (¢ — ¢). Since the value formulas of £
are still closed under conjunctions, we can for each V : A find a characterising formula
xv € L (cf. Lemma 3.3.6). By induction hypothesis, xv = V¢, xv,i and ¢ =V, ¢;
for some selection of formulas xy,; € K and ¢; € K.

g=@W—o) = N Vo) = N vV

VA VY VA VEY jeJ
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= AN Voo = A Vv~

VA V=Y jed VIAViEy jeJ
= A V| Vxirg] = NV Abwizg)
VA ViEy jed \uely V:AVEY jed iely

where each (xv; — @;) € K. We can swap the first two connectives using Lemma 5.1.1
to get a formula of the desired shape. 0

By adapting the proof of Lemma 5.4.6, like Lemma 5.2.6 did with Lemma 5.2.5, we
get the following result.

Lemma 5.4.7. Suppose O is a set of Scott-open modalities, then by induction on types
it holds that (T oy A7) = (Eov - and (Eoyan-) = (Eovan-)-

Negation can again be absorbed into the modalities in the following way.
Lemma 5.4.8. By induction on types, (S0 ,A~)5) = (Z(OUO-VA+)7)-

Proof. Let £ = (O,\/,\,—)r and K = (OU O-,\/,\,+)r. We adapt the proof of
Lemma 5.2.10 by doing the two inductions simultaneously. With an induction on E we
prove that:

1. For any ¢ € Form(E)i there is a 1 € K such that —(¢) = 9.

2. For any ¢ € Form(E). there is a 1) € K such that ¢ = .

Both these statements are proven with an induction on ¢. Almost all of these cases are
identical to their proof in Lemma 5.2.10, where (1) corresponds to the first induction
in that proof, and (2) corresponds to the second induction in that proof.

The only non-trivial case (again) is proving (1) for E = A — C and ¢ = (¢ — ¢).
By the induction hypothesis, using statement (1), there is a formula ¥ € K such that
—(¢) = ¥. For each V : A, there is a characterising formula yy € Form(A)z. By
the induction hypothesis, using statement (2), there is a formula xj, € Form(A)g
equivalent to xy. We have all the tools to make the derivation:

Il
J

~(¢) = ~(¢ = 9) AN Veo] = V (Ve

VA VEY VA VEY
=\ ve-w@) =V we-e) =\ hew) ek
VAV VA VY VA, VY

So we are done with the inductions, and like for Lemma 5.2.10 we can conclude that
LU-L and K are equi-expressive, hence (=0 y,A,~)») = (Souo-,y,A+)-) holds. O

Adapting Lemma 5.4.6, we get a result which works well in combination with
Lemma 5.4.8.
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Lemma 5.4.9. If all modalities o € O distribute over non-empty disjunctions, then by
induction on types (Couo_ A+ ) = (Eouo., LA+))-

Proof. Adapt the proof of 5.4.6, finding for each formula ¢ of (O U O-,\/,\,+)r, an
equivalent disjunction of formulas from (O U O, L, \,+)r by induction on types.
The only case not covered is when ¢ = 0-(¢) = —(0o(¢)). By induction hypothesis,

Y=V, 50 ¢ =-(o(V,; i) = ~(V,;04s)) = \; ~(o(2);)) and we are finished. O

The above lemma can also be established for the general logic V. However, as we
have shown, the logic can be reduced much further for most examples of effects. For
the pure logic F, this seems to be the most we can do. Applying the previous results,
we get that:

Proposition 5.4.10. For effect-free, error, input-output, global store and angelic non-
deterministic computations, it holds by induction on types that: (SN A\-)yr) =

(E(OUOﬁ,J_,/\,-&-)]:)'

There is a striking difference between the value logic V and the pure logic . Even
if the modalities distribute over non-empty conjunctions, it is in general not possible to
remove conjunctions from the pure logic. We look in particular to global store, assuming
for simplicity that there is only one store location. Modalities will be given by (n>—m)
where n, m € N give possible values stored in that single store location. Even though
all modalities (n>—m) € Oy distribute over non-empty conjunctions, we cannot get rid
of the conjunctions. This is in stark contrast with the value logic V, where according
to Lemma 5.2.7, this is possible.

Proposition 5.4.11. The pure logic (Ogs, \/, T, )5 does not give a compatible logical
equivalence for global store.

We prove this in the case of a single memory location.

Proof. We study the type UF1 — F 1, and two of its terms:
M := Az.update(0; force(return(z));update(1; force(return(z))))

N := A\z.update(0; force(return(z)); update(2; force(return(x)))).

Note that these terms use sequencing of computations P;Q.  We prove that
M=o,y 7~ N

Assume that M = (¢ +— ¢), where since (\/,c;¢i = @) = N\jc;(¢s — &) and
(1)) = (=(¥)), we can assume without loss of generality that ¢ is either of the form

(o(¥)) or (—(o(v))), where » € {L, T} (the only two formulas of type 1). We use
the fact that any computation formula ¢ satisfied by a diverging computation must be
equivalent to T.

e Suppose ¢ = ((n—m)(T)) with n # 0. Take V to be a term satisfying ¢, such
that force(V') diverges when initiated with starting state 0. It is possible to find
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such a term, because the formula ¢ only checks what happens when force(V) is
imitated with state n. For this V., M V diverges, and since M V = ¢, ¢ must be
equivalent to T. Hence, (¢ — ¢) = T, so trivially N = (¢ — ¢).

e Suppose ¢ = ((0—m)(T)). Take V to be a term satisfying ¢, such that force(V)
diverges when initiated with starting state 1. Then M V diverges, so ¢ = T, and

hence N |= (¢ — @).
e Suppose ¢ = ((n—m)(L)), then ¢ = L, so N (vacuously) satisfies (¢ — ¢).

e Suppose ¢ = =(((n—m)(L))), then ¢ = T, so ¢ can only be T (by the same
proof as in the first point), so N satisfies (¢ — ¢).

e Suppose ¢ = =({(0—m)(T))), then for any V such that V |= ¢, both M V and
N V diverge, hence ¢ = | and so N satisfies (¢ — ).

e Suppose ¢ = =({(n—m)(T))) with n # 0. Take V such that force(V') always
diverges. Then V = ¢ and M V diverges, so ¢ = T, and hence N = (¢ — ¢).

Whatever the case, N = (¢ — ¢) holds. For negated formulas —(¢ — @), just let M
and N swap places in the above analysis. We can conclude that M =o_, v, 7> V.

However, let V' be the value which, when forced will only diverge when starting
with state 2. Else, it simply terminates with the state untouched. Then M V always
terminates, and N V' always diverges. So M V Z o, 1,~)» N V. We must conclude
that =0, 1,y,-)» 18 not compatible.

O

5.5 Logical statements

The propositional logic used in this thesis to specify behavioural equivalence is a low
level idealized mathematical logic with infinitary connectives. The formulas are not
always very natural for reasoning about programs, but the logic can be seen as a vehicle
into which higher level logics can be translated. In this section we will see an example
of how we can express more natural statements about effects in the behavioural logic.

Firstly, note that standard logical statements like implications and quantification
can be expressed in the infinitary propositional logic. Take for instance the following

two examples:

¢=v = -(@)Ve
WA Ve = \H{Vee|V:A}

As an example of how our behavioural logic can express natural statements about
effects, we look at global store and Hoare logic.
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5.5.1 Global store and Hoare logic

Hoare logic [28, 88| is given as an axiomatic foundation for imperative languages. An
expression in the logic is given by a triple {A}M{B}, which states that when the
starting state satisfies precondition A, then evaluating M, if it terminates, will yield an
end state satisfying postcondition B. There is a difference between partial correctness
and total correctness, where the latter requires M to terminate whereas the former does
not. We can express both such interpretations of Hoare logic statements in the full logic
for global store.

We assume that the store locations are given by a set Loc. Values stored in these
locations are natural numbers, and an allocation of numbers to the variables is called
a state s € State. An assertion of the global store is a set of such states. We can
use arithmetic expressions to describe such assertions, for instance for z,y,z € Loc,
{x =3,z =y} :={s € State | s(x) = 3,s(2) = s(y)?}.

Given two state assertions A and B, and a computation M : F1, we can express
Hoare triple statements in our logic V with modalities Ogg as:

{AyM{B}y = ME N\ \/(s—r)(T)

seA reB

(OA{B), = M N (( v <w>m) . <v<w>m))

s€EA rE&State reB
Note that uncountable conjunctions and disjunctions are used. However, as commented
before, since there are only countably many terms, the above statements are equivalent
to formulas in the logic V.

The first implements total correctness, saying that for any starting state s € A, M
terminates with a final state satisfying B. The second implements a notion of partial
correctness, saying that for any starting state satisfying A, if M terminates, then it
terminates with a final state satisfying B.

Traditionally, Hoare logic has been formulated for an imperative language with
while-loops. There is a natural translation of programs of such a language into terms
of type F 1. Given such a translation, the above formulas accurately reflect the Hoare
triples from traditional Hoare logics. More generally, terms of type F A can return
values of type A whose properties can be examined further. It is natural to incorporate
information about the returned values in the Hoare triples, as is done in [66, 67, 88].

It therefore may be nice to generalise Hoare triple expressions in the following way,
where given a computation M : F A, two assertions A and B on the state and a formula
¢ € Form(A):

{AIM{B;¢}y = ME N \(s—1)(9)

s€A reB

{AM{B;o}, = ME N ( V (8>—>7‘)(T)> = <\/(S>—>T)(¢)>

s€A \reState reB
These express Hoare triples as explained above, with the added requirement that if M
produces a value, then that value satisfies ¢.
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5.6 Proof rules

The previous section showed us a way in which a high level logic could be translated
into our low level infinitary propositional logic. Such high level logics are more suitable
for reasoning about effects. However, that does not mean we cannot reason with our
low level logic. We can develop nice compositional proof rules for our modal logic which
can be used to verify that certain properties hold. These proof rules are not meant to
be useful in practise, but are there to illustrate what proof rules would look like when
translated to high level logics.

We begin our study of compositional proof rules by looking at sequencing terms
M to x. N. We focus on this example since understanding the sequencing of effectful
programs is critical for our understanding of effects themselves. Moreover, this sequenc-
ing has a simple interaction with modal properties. This interaction is closely related
to the properties of decomposability and strong decomposability from Subsection 3.3.2.

If we have a strong decomposable set of modalities, then there are proof rules of a
particularly nice form: They are specified by a modality o € O together with a family of
pairs of modalities: {(0;,0})}icr. This data determines the sequencing proof rule below,
which makes use of the pure behavioural logic F from Section 5.4.

{MEoi(yi) Av:A N (%= 0i(¢)) bier
M toz. N E o(¢)

(5.1)

In this rule, the modalities o, 0; and 0} and their index set I have been determined by
the specifying data. The other components of the rule may be instantiated arbitrarily,
thus the rule is parametric with respect to terms M and NN and the formulas ¢, ¢; and
;. The rule is compositional in the sense that its premises require properties to be
established for M and N separately.

Definition 5.6.1. A sequencing proof rule of the form (5.1) is said to be sound if, for
all types A, B, all computation terms F M: FA and x: A - N: FB, and all value
formulas ¢ € Form(B) and {¢; € Form(A)}cr, the following implication holds:

Viel.(MEoi(y;) AN dx: AN | (= 0i(¢))) = Mtox.NEo(d) .

There is a precise connection between the above proof rules, and strong decompos-
ability. Whenever O is a strongly decomposable set of Scott open modalities, there is a
set of sound sequencing proof rules, which is complete in the sense of the proposition be-
low, which informally states: Any true modal property of a sequencing term M to x. N
can be proven from properties of its subterms M and N using some sound sequencing
proof rule.

Proposition 5.6.2. Suppose that O is a strongly decomposable set of Scott open
modalities.  Suppose also that M' to x. N' E o¢' holds (where = M': FA’' and
x: A’ = N': FB’). Then there is a sound sequencing proof rule of the form (5.1)
for o, with premise modalities {(0;,0})}icr, such that

Viel (M Eoi A dx: AN =y 0i¢') |
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for some choice of value formulas {¢; € Form(A’)}ier .

The role of Scott openness in the formulation of this proposition is purely to ensure
that the compatibility property holds, which is used in the proof.

Proof. Assume that O is strongly decomposable and M’ to z. N' = o¢’. By Corol-
lary 2.2.10, |[M' to z. N'| = p(|IM'|[V = |N'[V/z][]), so

p(IM|[V = [N'[V/a]|[= &) = p(M|[V = |N'[V/2]l])]E ¢] € o({*}) .
By strong decomposability, there is a collection {(0;, 0}) }ier of pairs of modalities s.t.:
(1) Vi€ LMV IN'[V/z]|[E ¢]] € 0i(0;({+})),

(2) Vr e TT1, if Vi € I,r € 0;(0,({})) then ur € o({x}).

We prove that {(0;,0})}ier specifies the desired sequencing proof rule for o.

Soundness: To prove that the proof rule is sound, consider types A and B,
terms HFM:FA and z: A F N: FB, and value formulas ¢ € Form(B) and
{1i € Form(A)}ier such that:

Viel.(MEoiv; and \x: AN ¢ —0.¢) .

For any i € I and V such that V |= ¢;, we have |[N[V/z]|[E ¢] € oi({*}). Defining
r = |M|[V — |[N[V/z]|[E ¢]], we have by monotonicity and because |M|[E ;] €
0i({#}), that r € 0;(0}({*})). This holds for all ¢ € I, so by property (2) of strong
decomposability (given above), ur € o({*}), hence |M to z. N|[E= ¢] € o({*}) and we
conclude that M to z. N = o0 ¢.

Completeness: We now prove that suitable value formulas {¢] € Form(A’)}ier
exist, allowing us to use the rule as a method for proving that M’ to z. N’ = o ¢'. For
any ¢ € I, define

U= \{xv |V A, N'V/a] o ¢},

where xy is the characteristic function for V', as given by Lemma 3.3.6. So if W = xv
then V C W, and since N'[V/z] |= 0} ¢/ and C is compatible, N'[W/z] = 0, ¢'. Hence,
whenever W' |= ¢!, we have that N'[W/z] = o ¢/, so \x: A/ N ¢} + 0, ¢'.

By the definition of ¢} and the observation above, it holds that, for any closed value
term W: A/, W = ¢ if and only if |N'[W/z]|[= ¢'] € 0;({*}). By property (1) above
of strong decomposability, |M'|[V — |[N'[V/z]|[E ¢']] € 0i(di({x})), so |M'|[E ¢] €
0;({*}), and hence M’ |= 0;(¢"). O

The completeness argument relies on establishing a weakest precondition in the form of
i, following completeness arguments established by [11].
We remark that Proposition 5.6.2 also works if we restrict to the positive logics. We
give examples of complete collections of sound sequencing proof rules in the case of our
effect examples.
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For error, we have the following sequence proof rules:

MEL@)  Mx:ANE (W= El(p) M = Ec(L)
M to z. N = E.(¢) Mtox. N =Ec(¢)

The second rule has been simplified by instantiating L for 1, which can be done in any
situation where the rule is applicable. For that rule, the second premise as given in
(5.1) drops out, since any formula of the form (L +— 1) is always satisfied. Note that
since E. is a nullary modality, the first statement can be equivalently formulated by
substituting L for ¢.

For nondeterministic choice, the collection of rules is given by:

MEOW) M:ANE@W—O¢) MEDOW) Az:ANE (@ - 09)
Mtoz. N = O(d) M to z. N | O(¢) ‘

For probabilistic choice, such a collection of rules is given by:

{M ): P>ai »; Ax: AN ): (@Zh = P>bi (¢))}?:1
M to x. N = P> y(9)

where each rule in the collection is specified by some natural number n > 1 and se-
quences of rationals 0 < ag < --- < ap < land 1 > bg > --- > b, > 0 satisfying
the following inequation: agbp + i (a; — ai—1)b; > ¢. Completeness can be derived
from Proposition 5.6.2, using the fact that such collections {(Psq,,P>p,)}?; arise in
the proof of strong decomposability for the probability modalities in Subsection 3.3.3.
For global store, such a collection is given by sequencing proof rules of the form:

ME(s—s")(¢)  A:ANE @ (s"—5)(¢))
Mtoz. N = (s—5)(9) '

For input/output:

ME @I (%)  A:ANE (@)= (W) (8)
M to z. N | (vw)] ()

ME@N (%)  Az:ANE ()= (w).(9) M = (w)..(1)
M to z. N E (vw)._(¢) M to z. N |= (w)..(¢)

Like in the case of error, the second rule has been simplified.
Last but not least, the timer effect.

MECa(y)  A:ANE (= Cu(o)
M to 2. N | Ceoyp(9)

MECa(¥) Ax:ANE (@)= C(9))
M to . N = C>at6(9)

M Cou(¥)  Mz:ANE (9 ClL(¢) M=l )
Mtox.NECL . ,(6) Mtox. N =CL,(¢)
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5.6.1 Other proof rules

Proof rules for other constructors of the programming language also exist. We illustrate
this for those constructors that concern themselvers directly with effects, since these
have interesting interactions with modalities.

We first give a list of rules for the return(—) constructor:

VES VEo VEo
return(V) =1 () return(V) = O(¢) return(V) = O(¢)
VE® g<1 ViE® s € State
return(V) = Ps4(¢) return(V) = (s—s)(¢)

VE®
retumn(V) = @) (0)  return(V) = (=)..(0)
Vo Vs
return(V') = C<4(9) return(V') = C>o(¢)

These rules are complete for return(—), so return(V') will never satisfy E.(¢), Clq(gf)), or

(s—8") (o) if s # 5.

Possibly more interesting are the rules for the effect operators:

raisec() = Ec(¢)
M E O(e) N E0(¢) M = 0O(9) N EO(¢)
of(M,N) = 0(¢)  or(M,N) = O(¢) or(M, N) = U(¢)
M E Psa(9) N = Py(d) p<(at+b)/2

pr(M, N) = P>p(9)

s} = (s—5)(9)  VE{n} M | (sl := n]—s")(¢)
Iookupl( = M) = (s—s")(¢) update;(V; M

Az: N.M = ({n} = (w) (¢)) VI {n} M = (w) (9)
read(z — M) |- (nD)w)) () write(V5 ML) = ((n)w)d (9)
Az: N.M | ({n} = (w)..(9)) V E {n} M E (w)..(¢)
read(z — M) = ((n?)w)..(¢) write(V; M) = ((nhw)..(4) M = (e)..(0)
M E C<y(9) p>qgtc  ME Cs(9) p<q+c
ticke(M) = C<p(0) ticke(M) | C>p(0)
M=l (9) p<q+ec g<c
ticko(M) |= CL () ticke(M) = CL(¢)

The above rules are again complete for the effect operations. So for instance, raise.()
will never satisfy a formula of the form | (¢), nor will write(V; M) satisfy a formula of
the form (g)| (¢). Moreover, if or(M, N) = O(¢), then either M = O(¢) or M = O(¢).

Most of the above proof rules can be derived from the proof rules for sequenc-
ing. As an example, consider the proof rules for or(M,N) | O(¢). Since both
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or(M,N) E O(¢) and op(return(0), return(1)) to z. (case z of {M,S(x) = N}) generate
the same effect tree or(|M|,|N|), we know by Lemma 3.4.1 that (or(M,N) = O(¢)) <

(op(return(0), return(1)) to z. (case z of {M,S(z) = N}) = O(¢)). So we can instead
apply the sequencing proof rule for ¢ on the second statement to get:

op(return(0), return(1)) = O(v) Az : A.case z of {M,S(z) = N} = (¢ — O(¢))
or(M, N) |= 0(¢)

Since op(return(0), return(1)) E O(¢) holds if and only if 0 = ¢ or 1 | 4, we can
substitute {0} and {1} for ¢ and remove the first clause. Note that K = ({n} — ¥)
holds precisely when K7 | ¥. So we can do the following derivations using the

operational semantics on the case constructor:

o If M = O(¢) then Az : A.case z of {M,S(z) = N} E ({0} — O(¢)), and hence
by the above proof rule with ¢ := {0}, it holds that or(M, N) = O(¢).

eIf N E O(¢p) then since N does not mention =z it holds that
Az : A.case z of {M,S(x) = N} = ({1} — O(¢)) and hence with ¢ := {0} we
can derive or(M, N) E O(¢).

So we have derived the proof rules for op(M, N) = O(¢) from the sequencing proof rule.
This finishes our study of Boolean logics for algebraic effects and their combinations.
Next chapter, we study a generalisation of the Boolean logic to a quantitative logic.






Quantitative logic

In this chapter, we will focus on generalising our logic to include quantitative behavioural
properties. Here we do not express truth with the two element set of the Booleans B,
but with a generalised truth space A.

The necessity of such a generalisation arises when combining certain effects, as well as
when studying particular examples of effects which are not entirely ‘algebraic’ in nature.
For instance, when one combines nondeterminism with probability in the Boolean logic,
the obvious modalities one would define do not form a decomposable set. Effects which
allow program execution to jump back to earlier places in the computation, are equally
problematic.

In this chapter we will give examples of quantitative logics for effects, including but
not limited to: probability, global store, cost, and combinations with different versions
of nondeterminism and error.

6.1 Quantitative predicates

We desire a generalised truth space A, which should have a preorder relation <. The
preorder gives us a generalised notion of implication, where a < b if b is at least as true
as a. One should keep the standard example of the Boolean space B with implication
= in mind to see how the quantitative logic generalises the definitions and results from
earlier chapters.

The space A should be a countably complete lattice, meaning for each countable
subset X C A there should be a least upper bound (supremum) \/ X and a greatest
lower bound (infimum) A X. In particular, we have T := \/A = A0 to denote
absolute truth and F := A A = \/0 for absolute falsehood. The examples of truth
spaces given in this chapter will all be complete lattices, though for the results in this
chapter it is enough to only have countable suprema and infima. This is mainly because
there are only countably many terms.

Lastly, we desire a notion of negation, also called an inwolution for the complete
lattice. It is given by a unary map —: A — A such that Va,b € Aja <b <— —-b<d—a
and Va, —-—a = a. This notion of negation is however not necessary when defining and
proving results about the positive fragment of the quantitative logic.

127
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Examples of generalised truth spaces A are:

1. The Booleans A =B = {T, F} with F < T and T € F. Suprema \/ and infima
/\ are given by disjunction and conjunction as expected, and negation — is the
standard negation (swap function) on the Booleans.

2. The real number interval [0, 1], which is used to describe probabilities as truth
values. The order < is given by the standard ‘less than or equal to’ order on real
numbers. Suprema \/ and infima /\ are as expected for the real numbers, and
negation — is given by -z =1 — x.

3. The positive reals with infinity [0, c0], which is used to describe expectations of
truth. Order is the standard ‘<’, and negation — is given by -z = 1/z.

4. For any quantitative truth space A, we can flip the order to create a new truth
space A>. In particular, we can use [0, 00]> to describe costs as quantitative truth
values.

5. For any set A we can have a truth space A = P(A) given by the powerset of
that set. One can see A as a set of possibilities, and a value a € A as denoting a
precondition for truth. The order < is given by inclusion C, supremum by union,
infimum by intersection and negation by complement —a = {x € A | = ¢ a}.

6. For any countably complete lattice A and set X, we can construct a countably
complete lattice with involution (X — A), consisting of functions with the order

and involution defined point-wise.

7. For any two countably complete lattices A and X with involutions, we can con-
struct another countably complete lattice with involution, the space of mono-
tone functions (A —4 X). Hence for f € (A -4 X) and a,b € A, <y b =
f(a) <x f(b). The order is again taken point-wise. The involution is defined as

(=f)(a) = =(f(=a)).

Using such generalised truth spaces, we will generalise the satisfaction relation of
formulas to quantitative relations. Hence, a term will now satisfy a formula to a certain
degree, where that degree is given by an element of the quantitative truth space A.
Hence the satisfaction relation = gives a map Terms(E) x Form(E) — A. More
generally, we consider quantitative predicates on X which, like formulas, now give maps
D: X — A and for t € T(X) we define t[€ D] = D*(t) = t[{(x) — (D(x))]. We will
give a definition of the quantitative logic in the next subsection.

6.1.1 The logic

In most aspects, the definition of the quantitative logic remains the same as the Boolean
logic from Figure 3.1 at the end of Section 3.2, albeit with a few modifications. Conjunc-
tions and disjunctions of formulas are replaced with infima and suprema respectively,
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neN ¢ € Form(C) ¢ € Form(A;)
{n} € Form(N) (¢) € Form(U C) (7, 0) € Form(X;ecr A;)
¢ € Form(A) ¢ € Form(B)
mo(¢) € Form(A x B) m1(¢) € Form(A x B)
V € Terms(A) ¢ € Form(C) Jel & € Form(C;)
(V = @) € Form(A — C) (j — &) € Form(ILic; C;)
qc< Q ¢ e Form(A) X Ccountable Form(E) X Ceountable FOTm(E)
q(¢) € Form(F A) VX € Form(E) A X € Form(E)
¢ € Form(E) a€cA a€cA ¢ € Form(E)
Ora € Form(E) ka € Form(E) —¢ € Form(E)

Figure 6.1: Quantitative formula constructors

and instead of negation we use involution. We also add two completely new features,
constant formulas ko, and threshold formulas ¢-,. A constant formula x, is always
satisfied to the same degree a, by any term. A threshold formula ¢, checks whether
satisfaction of ¢ is at least as high as a, and yields T when that is the case and F
when it is not. So the constant formulas are satisfied to the same degree by all terms
of its type. They already inherently existed in the Boolean logic, as \/ 0 and A (), but
since there are now intermediate values, constant formulas are explicitly added. The
threshold formula, or step construction, checks whether satisfaction of a formula passes
a certain threshold. Both such operations are used frequently (albeit implicitly) in
practical examples of quantitative verification, e.g., in [56].

To interpret the effects, we will make use of quantitative modalities Q. A quantitative
modality ¢ € Q lifts a quantitative predicate P : X — A on any set X, to a quantitative
predicate ¢(P) : T(X) — A on the trees over that set. The quantitative predicate P
can be used to change the leaves x € X of a tree t € T'(X) to values P(x) € A. The
quantitative modality then looks at the resulting tree of T'(A) and assigns to it a truth
value of A. As such, they are specified by a function [¢] : T(A) — A, with which the
lifted quantitative predicate can be explicitly given by ¢(P)(t) = [q] (t[(z) — (P(z))]).

We give the precise formulation of the logic in Figure 6.1, which is very similar to
the Boolean logic in Section 3.3, except for the addition of the threshold and constant

formulas.

We define a quantitative satisfaction relation as a function : Terms(E) X

Form(E) — A, thus for P € Terms(E) and ¢ € Form(E), the satisfaction state-

ment P = ¢ denotes an element of A. Satisfaction of the formulas is defined inductively
by the following rules, starting with the basic formulas:
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V= (n) _ T itV :.ﬁ
F otherwise.
GV EGe = 4 00 e
F otherwise.
V E (o) = force(V) = o.
Vo) Emole) = Voo ME®Veg) = MVes
Vo, V1) Emi(e) =  ViEe. ME@G—eo) = MjkEgs

The basic quantitative formulas at F A are particularly important, as they express how
the quantitative modalities are used to observe effects:

ME=q(9) = [d(M|l=9]) = [d(M[V) = (Ve .

The satisfaction relation for non-basic formulas is defined as follows.

PEVX = \V{PE¢ | X}

PEANX = NMNPE¢ | ¢eX}
PEke = a

PE-(@) = -PkF2).

All formulas together form the general logic U. We distinguish a specific fragment
of U, the positive logic UT excluding all formulas which use involution —(). The logic
U™ can be interpreted without assuming an involution on A.

6.2 Examples

We will look at some examples of effects for which there is a natural description of
behaviour using quantitative logics. Some of these examples coincide with examples
for the Boolean logic, in which case the resulting behavioural equivalence will be the
same. One of the main benefits of the quantitative logics is that it will be easy to build
on each of the quantitative descriptions of effects to combine those with the effect of
nondeterminism. This is in contrast with the Boolean logic, for which it was shown
in Subsection 3.5.4 that it could not properly describe the combinations of probability
and global store with nondeterminism. Moreover, other combinations of effects, like
probability and global store, are also more easily described compared to for instance
Subsection 5.3.4.
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In the following subsections, we look at examples of effects and effect combinations
which can be described by the quantitative logic. Such (combinations of) effects are
represented by an effect signature 3 of effect operations, for which we need to choose
a relevant truth space A and one or more relevant quantitative modalities. In order to
define the modalities, we shall always proceed in the following steps. The modalities
of the examples are constructed inductively. We define [g]_)(—) : N x T(A) — A and
take the actual denotation to be [¢](t) := \,en([g]n(t)). There are three standard
cases in the definition:

L. [qfo(t) == F.
2. [alns1(L) == F.

3. [aln+1(n(a)) = a.

The remaining cases concerning the nodes of effect operations, are specific to the effects
in question. By defining the modalities in such a way, it will be easy to prove that they
satisfy the correct properties (of continuity and decomposability) from Subsection 6.3.1
to prove that the resulting behavioural equivalence is a congruence.

6.2.1 Probability

As in Subsection 2.3.4, we have the singleton signature X, := {pr(—, —) : a® — a}.

The complete lattice of truth values is the space of real-valued probabilities
A :=0,1], with the standard ordering < := <, so \/ = sup and A = inf. The minimal
element is 0 and maximal element is 1.

We have a single quantitative modality E where

[Elnsi(pr(t, 7)) = ([E[n(t) + [Eln(r))/2

the average of two continuations.

Given a computation M : FA, and a formula ¢ € Form(A), the element
M = E(¢) € [0,1] gives the expectation of V' |= ¢ when V' is sampled/obtained from
M. In the special case that ¢ is Boolean, meaning it gives only T or F, M |= E(¢)
can be seen as the probability that ¢ is satisfied by whatever M returns. Note that
the original modality formulas P41 for the Boolean description of probability can be
defined as \/{E(¢)=p | p € QN [0,1],p > ¢}, given a suitable translation for .

6.2.2 Probability with score

Alternatively to interpreting probability with a truth space of probabilities [0,1], we
could interpret it with a truth space of expectations A := [0, oo], the non-negative real
numbers with infinity and < order. This interpretation also lends well to the inclusion
of score operators, which can assign value multipliers to certain evaluation branches.
These give a way of reweighting the distribution of results by a non-negative factor, as
done in [103].
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We take as signature the set ¥ := X, U {score,(—) : @« = a | ¢ € Q>0}. We again
have a single quantitative quantitative modality ES where

[ESTnt1(pr(t, 7)) == ([ES]n(t) + [ES]n(r))/2

[ES]n+1(scorey(t)) := g - [ES]n(t) -

Now for a bit of a tangent. In the case of probability (optionally with score) inter-
preted using truth space [0, o0], we may replace the threshold operator with products
of formulas ¢ - 1 with the interpretation P= ¢ - ¢ := (P = @) - (P | ¥). Taking ¢" to
be the n-th product of ¢, the threshold formula ¢, is equivalent to

Adsa- (1 A N (650" | € Qu0,1/g < a} -
neN

So the inclusion of the threshold operator can be seen as a consequence of the fact that
a computation could be sampled any number of times.

6.2.3 Global Store

As in Subsection 2.3.5, we have the signature consisting of two operators per store
location: Y4 := {lookup;(—) : & — a,update;(—;—) : Nx a — « | I € Loc}.

The countably complete lattice of truth values is A := P(State), where State is the
set of states (Loc — N). The order < is given by inclusion C, where \/ := |J and
A :=[)- So the minimal element is () and maximal element is State.

We have a single quantitative modality G where

[[G]]n+1(|ookupl(t0,t1, - )) = {S € State | s € State € [[Gﬂmax(o,n—s(l))(ts(l))} R

[G]nt1(update;(m;t)) := {s | s[l :=m] € [G].(t)} .

Given a computation M : F A, and a formula ¢ € Form(A), the element M =
G(¢) C State is the set of beginning states for which the evaluation of M terminates,
with some value V and end state s such that s € (V' |= ¢). Hence we can see M = G(¢)
as the weakest precondition on global states for which, when M is run, ¢ is satisfied.

6.2.4 Probability and global store

As an example of how easy it is to combine effects using a quantitative logic, compared to
the Boolean logic as done in 5.3.4, we turn towards the combination of probability with
global store. This combination has as effect signature the disjoint union 3 := ¥, U ¥g.
For this combination of effects, we take as truth space the functions A := [0, 1]5t with
point-wise order, where State is the set of global states N'°¢ and [0, 1] the lattice of
probabilities with standard order. Intuitively, this space assigns to each starting state a
probability that a property is satisfied. We define a single modality EG which, for each
state s € State, is given by the following rules:

[EGln+1(por(t, 7)) (s) := ([EG]n(t)(s) + [EG]n(r)(5))/2 ,
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[[EG]]H+1(IOOkupl(th lis ... ))(8) = [[EG]]max(O,n—s(l))(ts(l))(s) ’
[EG]nt1(updatey , (t))(s) = [EG]n(t)(s[l := m]) .

The statement P = EG(¢) gives the function sending each state s € State to the
expected result of the following computation: Run P with starting state s. If the
evaluation diverges, the result will be zero. If the evaluation terminates with ending
state s’ and returns a term V, then the result will be (V' | ¢)(s').

This quantitative logic for this combination of effects induces a behavioural preorder
satisfying the equational theory of the combination of probability and global store with
all distributivity laws, given by the tensor of effects in [33].

6.2.5 Timer

As in Subsection 2.3.7, given a countable set of real-valued units of time increments Inc,
we define the signature X := {tick.(—) : @« = a | ¢ € Inc}.

The up-interpretation for the effect uses as generalised truth space the non-negative
real numbers with infinity A := [0, oo], with the standard ordering of ‘smaller or equal
than’. This space forms a complete lattice, where in particular the supremum of a
diverging sequence of reals is given by the maximal element T := co. The element 0 is
the minimum element F.

There is but one quantitative modality CT, defined with the rule:

[CMn+1(ticke(t)) == c + [C]a(t) -

Addition is defined as normal, where in particular ¢ 4+ oo = oc.

If M terminates, then the statement M = C'(¢) gives the total time of termination
of M plus the time given by V | ¢ where V is the term produced by M. Note
however, that this modality detects ‘ticks’ even if the computation eventually diverges,
since [CT](tick.(L)) = (c+0) = ¢ # F. As an example of a formula which can be
constructed in this logic, consider the formula: ¢ := A, cy(CT(kn))sctn, which yields
T if a computation terminates after delaying the computation for at least ¢ € A time.

For the down-interpretation, we use A := [0, 00]>, with the reversed order >: so
a <bif ais, as a real number, larger or equal than b. We have \/ := inf and A := sup,
so the minimum element is co and the maximum element is 0.

There is still one quantitative modality C¥, defined with the same rule:

[T (ticke(t)) = ¢+ [C*]u(t)

If M terminates, then the statement M = C'(¢) has the same interpretation as in
the up-interpretation. However, since ¢+ co = oo, this modality cannot detect ‘ticks’ if
the computation eventually diverges. E.g. [C+](tick.(L)) = (c+ o0) = F.

It is possible to assign a quantitative interpretation of the general (combined) in-
terpretation of the timer effect given in Subsection 3.2.7, though we will not include it
here. If the weights of all ticks are given by natural numbers, we could alternatively
use as quantitative truth space A := NU {oo}. Though this space does not have an
involution.
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6.2.6 Combination with nondeterminism

We discuss nondeterminism in the sense of Subsection 2.3.3, and show how we can add
this effect to any of the examples given above in a uniform way. As was said before, the
definitions of the quantitative modalities as constructed in the previous examples are
perfectly suited for combinations with nondeterminism. The concepts of supremum and
infimum of the coutanbly complete lattice aligns itself neatly with angelic and demonic
nondeterminism. In this part, we will present the combination of nondeterminism with
other effects.

In the cases of global store and timer, this combination with nondeterminism is in
line with the tensor combination of effects given in [33]. More precisely, in such cases, the
operations of global store and timer freely distribute over the nondeterministic choice
operation, and vice versa. However, in the case of probability with nondeterminism,
the combination is neither the tensor nor the sum from [33], since the combination has
one distributivity law, but not all. It is like the natural combination of nondeterminism
and probability, specified in a similar way as in [49].

We take a signature of effects 3, a countably complete lattice of truth value A and
a set of quantitative modalities Q as in any of the previous examples. We extend the
signature to include binary nondeterminism ¥’ := ¥ U {or(—, —) : a® — a}. The only
thing we need to do is extend the inductive definition of [[q]](_) of each q € Q, to include
its treatment of the nondeterministic choice operator. There are two ways to deal with
this, either by taking the optimistic (angelic) approach or by taking the pessimistic
(demonic) approach. The two methods result in the new quantitative modalities qq
and qo respectively, using the following definitions:

[aonta(or(t, 7)) == [aoln(®) V [ac]n(r)

[aoln+1(or(t, 7)) == [an]n(t) A lac]a(r)

where V and A are defined according to the supremum and infimum from A.

The choice of the modalities depends on which type of nondeterminism one wants
to consider, either q¢ for angelic or qo for demonic. If one wants to consider neutral
nondeterminism, the setof modalities should contain both these quantitative modalities.

Take for instance the example of probability and nondeterminism. In this case,
we can see the nondetermistic choice as being resolved by a scheduler, whereas the
probabilistic choice is resolved by a coin toss. The scheduler will however not know
the results of coin tosses in the futurel. See for instance [49] for various different
descriptions for this combination of effects, including the scheduler interpretation. The
point of nondeterminism is that we do not know how the scheduler behaves, however
we can do a best case and a worst case analysis. We can see M = Eq(¢) as the
expectation of satisfaction of ¢, given that the nondeterministic choice is controlled
by some scheduler optimizing (either by intention or by accident) the expectation of
satisfaction of ¢. Similarly, M = En(¢) gives the expectation assuming the agent or

!This is reflected in the equational theory by nondeterministic choice not distributing over proba-
bilistic choice.
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scheduler controlling the choice is minimizing the expectation of satisfaction. In the
case where we do not know what the scheduler will choose, which is the case of neutral
nondeterminism, we cannot necessarily do a concrete prediction of the expectation.
However, if the nondeterministic choice is resolved by some scheduler, we do know that
the expectation of satisfaction lies somewhere between M = Ey(¢) and M = Eq(¢).

6.2.7 Combinations with Errors

We may also extend the language with error messages in the sense of Subsection 2.3.2,
though there are two different methods which possibly give different interpretations of
effectful behaviour. Take ¥, A and Q, and let Err be a set of error messages, then we
can extend the signature (with disjoint union) to ¥/ := X U {raise.() : 1 — « | e € Err}.

There are two methods for combining effects with Error. We will start with the
most general one, whose result induces an equational theory which is in most cases
(e.g., global store and timer) in line with the ‘sum’ of equational theories from [33|. For
each function D : Err — A and modality q € Q, assigning a choice of observation value
to each error message, we construct qp using the same rules as for q but treating the
new effect operators as follows:

[ap]n+1(raisee) := D(e) .

We get a new set of modalities Q7 := {qp | ¢ € Q,D : Err — A}. This new set
is rather large in size, which is in most cases actually unnecessary. We could limit the
functions D used to only those whose image is {T, F}, giving the alternative set of
modalities Q¥ := {qp | ¢ € Q, D : Err — {T, F}}. The equational theory of the result
of this method is in most cases (e.g., global store and timer) in line with the ‘tensor’
of equational theories from [33]. When considering probability or nondeterminism with
errors, the two methods yield the same induced behavioural equivalence.

For global store however, Q% gives a different interpretation then Q. This results
in the following phenomenon: ‘When an error message is reached, the state of the
global store cannot be observed’. This is a perfectly valid alternative interpretation,
and coincides with the situation where either (1) the state cannot be retrieved after an
error has been raised, or (2) the state resets after an error is raised. Concretely, for any
modality (s—s')p € Q%,

[(s—s")p](update;(m; raisec())) = [(s—s")p](raisec()).

However, there is a modality in Q" which distinguishes the two trees.

6.2.8 Input/Output

For input/output, as in Subsection 2.3.6, we have the signature consisting of two oper-
ators: Yo := {read(—) : o — a,write(—; —) : N x a — a}.
Like in the Boolean logic, we classify a set of io-traces W’ recursively as follows:

w = e | (mw | (Im)w
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where m € N. Let W be the set {wy, w, | w € W'} which we equip with the order <
defined by the following two rules:

1. For any w € W', w, < wy.
2. For w € W and m € N, then w(!m), < w, and w(?m), < w,.

The countably complete lattice of truth values is given by A := Pi@(W), the set of
non-empty down-closed subsets of W. So for a C W,

ach < a#0 N Yo,weW. (w; €anv; <w;) = v; €a.

A truth value gives a set of execution traces which can be produced by a computation.
Here, w; denotes an execution trace followed by termination, whereas w, denotes an
execution trace without the necessity of termination, an open-ended trace. In particular,
if an execution trace wy or w, can be produced, then any smaller execution trace v, can
be produced, which motivates us to only use down-closed sets as truth values. Moreover,
the execution trace ¢, will always be produced, so we moreover only use non-empty sets
of execution traces as truth values. Note too that ¢, is the smallest execution trace, so
it is included in any truth value.

The order < of A is given by the inclusion ordering, with \/ and A the union and
intersection respectively. This space does not have an involution.

We define a quantitative modality 10, checking which traces can be produced by a
computation. We define it with the following rules:

[10] 41 (write(m; t)) := {((!m)w); | i € {o,t},w; € [I0],(t)}

[[IO]]n-i-l(read(th tr,. .. )) = {((?m)w)l ‘ (S {0’ t}vm € N, w; € [[Ioﬂmax(o,n—m) (tm)}

Specifically, the truth value given by M = 10(¢) returns the set of execution traces
containing (1) traces w, produced by M, and (2) traces (wv); where M produces trace
wy and terminates with a value V' such that v; € (V' = ¢).

Though this quantitative formulation of input/output combines well with an-
gelic nondeterminism, the same cannot be said about the combination with de-
monic nondeterminism. The combined modality 10g will only give execution traces
that are guaranteed to occur. As such, the modality does not distinguish between
or(write(0; ), write(1;y)) and L. This problem may be solved by defining a larger al-
beit more complicated ‘continuation style’ truth space. Such a definition is not as

intuitive as the one given above, and as such we will not give it here.

6.2.9 Jumps

For our last example, we represent the effect of jumping to earlier places in the compu-
tation as an algebraic effect. This is a simplified version of the jump effect from [20],
where here we do not use dynamically created variables to carry additional information
with us while jumping. This limited version of jumping acts like a form of exception
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catching. As we wil show below, if one tries to model this effect with the Boolean logic,
the equational theory trivializes.

The effect resembles exception catching; given a set of jumps Jum which, if reached,
will make the computation jump back to an appropriate ‘catch’ earlier in the computa-
tion. The signature is comprised of:

Sju = {jump;():1 = a, catchj(—,—):axa—a | j€Jum} .

The computation catch;(M, N) will compute M and return its result, unless it reduces
to a jump jump,(), in which case it continues evaluation with M. The computation
jumpy () will jump back to an earlier point in the computation, the most recent catch
catchy (M, N), and will then commence computing V.

The quantitative logic is defined over a space of tokens A := (Jum U {T, F}), con-
taining jump tokens j € Jum and maximal and minimal elements T and F. So for all
i,j € Jum, F<1i < T and (i <j) < (i = j). A formula in this logic gives back a
token, designating whether the computation terminates (T'), diverges (F), or whether
we have jumped out of the computation (5 € Jum). Note that this is an example of a
non-distributive complete lattice if Jum has more than two elements. Involution can be
defined by taking Vj € Jum.—j = j, and the usual swapping of T and F.

We define only one quantitative modality J, which we recursively define as follows:

[ln+1Gump;()) = ,

[Wn(r) i [n®) =3

n hi(t,r)) :=
Dlrsa{catch(t.m) [J]n(t)  otherwise

Note that if [J](¢) < [J](¢'), then [J](catch;(¢,7)) < [J](catch;(¢, 7)), which is necessary
for proving that the modality satisfies the congruence properties from Subsection 6.3.1,
yet unlike the previous examples is not immediately obvious from the formulation.

This definition of a quantitative logic for jumps is not directly amendable to a
combination with nondeterminism, at least not without having or(jump, (), jump;()) = L
when ¢ # j in the case of demonic nondeterminism. It is possible to avoid this problem
by complicating the definition of the truth space and the modalities.

Equational theory of jump: To give more intuition on the behaviour of this effect,
we give the appropriate equations that will be satisfied by the behavioural equivalence,
whose definition is forthcoming.

catch;(jump;(),7) = = = catch;(z, jump;())
x) = jump() ifj#k

catchj(catch;(z,y),2) = catch;(z, catch;(y, 2))

(
catch; (jumpy()
catch;(L,z) = L

x)
catchj(z,z) = = .
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If we attempt to model the above equations with Boolean modalities as in Chapter 3,
we get into trouble. From Section 3.5 we know that if we have a decomposable set of
Boolean modalities, then according to Proposition 3.5.7, any equation holds if and
only if it holds for any substitution of variables for {x, L}. However, if we assume
that the above equations hold, then we can prove (with Proposition 3.5.7) that the
following equation holds catch;(z, catch;(y, z)) = catch;(z, catch;(z,y)). Hence, with
x := jump;() and y := 1, we can prove that the equation z = 1 holds for any z.
As such, the entire equational theory trivializes, which is not a particularly healthy

consequence.

6.3 Behavioural preorders

In this section, we will define the behavioural preorders and equivalences, and the
properties sufficient for proving that these are compatible. This generalises Section 3.3.
We can define a behavioural preorder for any fragment of formulas £ as follows.

Definition 6.3.1. For any subset of the quantitative logic £ C U, the logical preorder
L . is defined by:

VP,R € Terms(E), PC,R <<= VoecForm(E);, P=¢ < RE¢ .

The logical equivalence =, is given by C, N ..

The general behavioural preorder T is the logical preorder I;,, whereas the positive
behavioural preorder T is the logical preorder C,+. We denote by = and =7 the
logical equivalences over U and U™ respectively (the behavioural equivalences). These
closed relations can be extended to relations on open terms by using the open extension
from Definition 3.3.7.

Remark: The behavioural equivalences for probability, global store, timer, and in-
put/output as defined above using the truth spaces and quantitative modalities from
Section 6.2 coincide with the behavioural equivalences as induced by the Boolean logics
from Chapter 3 using the corresponding modalities for those effects from Section 3.2.

A basic formula is a formula (not necessarily atomic) which on the top level does
not have a supremum A, an infimum \/, an involution -, a constant formula x, or a
threshold formula (—)s,. It is not difficult to see that both C and T are completely
determined by basic formulas, similar to what is observed in Lemma 3.3.5. Also note
that for any (£) C (U), we always have that (C) C (E ) simply because fewer properties
are tested by £ than by U. We give some other general results.

Lemma 6.3.2. The general behavioural preorder C is symmetric, so (E) = (=).

Proof. Assume P C R, then for any formula ¢ we have ~(P E ¢) = (P E —(¢)) <

(B E~(¢)) =~(R [ ¢). Hence (R = ¢) < (P ¢) for any ¢, s0 RE P.
O

Henceforth, we will use = instead of C.
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Lemma 6.3.3. For any fragment L of the logic U closed under countable infima, it
holds that for any term P: E there is a formulas xp s.t.:

T P=,r R
(B = xp) = fE=c R

F  otherwise.

Proof. For any R : E such that P £, R we can find a formula " such that
PEy® 4 R = % We choose such a formula for each R as above, and define

terms. Then yp := / X has the desired properties. O

With a similar proof to Lemma 3.4.1, we have the following sufficient condition for
behavioural equivalence:

Lemma 6.3.4. If |M| = |N| then M = N.

6.3.1 Congruence properties

We introduce the properties that we will use in order to establish that the (open ex-
tensions) of the behavioural preorders are compatible, hence precongruences. These are
generalisations of the properties needed for the Boolean logic, established in Subsec-
tion 3.3.2.

We follow the structure of Subsection 3.3.2, generalising properties on Boolean
modalities used for proving the Compatibility Theorem (Theorem 3.3.8), to proper-
ties on quantitative modalities. Firstly, we will generalise the notion of Scott opennes,
and later on we generalise the notion of decomposability.

Scott continuity

There are three natural preorders on T'A. One is the tree order < which, as introduced
just after Definition 2.2.1, is the natural domain-order for any set of trees TX. Second
is the leaf-order <p4, which is the lifting of the order < on A to an order on T'A, using
the mono preservation property of the endofunctor T'. Concretely, ¢ <Jra 7 if r can be
obtained from ¢ by replacing some of the leaves a € A of ¢ by leaves b € A of a higher
degree a < b.

It is natural to combine the two orders into a third general order <7, where t <p, t’
if and only if there is a t” € TA such that ¢ < ¢ and ¢ <y, t. We omit the proof of
the following lemma since it is straightforward.

Lemma 6.3.5. For any two trees t,t’ € TA, the following two statements are equivalent:
1.t <pp t'.

2. 3" € T(A), t <pp " A" <t
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More generally, given a domain X, we can construct a domain 7" X whose underlying
set is T'X. The order of this new domain is defined as <74, using the order on X instead
of <. This definition gives us an endofunctor 77 on the category of domains, and so we
can see the order <p, simply as the order of T"(A, <).

For each of the three orders defined above, we will define a notion of monotonicity
and a notion of continuity for quantitative modalities.

Definition 6.3.6. A quantitative modality ¢ € Q can have the following properties:

e ¢ is tree-monotone if for any two t,r € TA, (t <) = ([¢](t) < [q](r)).

q is leaf-monotone if for any two t,r € TA, (t Ipa ) = ([q](¢) < [q](1))-

q is monotone if for any two t,r € TA, (t <pa r) = ([¢](t) < [¢](r)).

q is Scott tree-continuous is for any sequence to < t; < t9 < ... of trees and its
limit Uptn, [g](Untn) = Vn la] (tn)-

q is Scott leaf-continuous is for any sequence tg <lpp t1 <pa to Jpa ... of trees
and its limit LUS74, [q](Us72t,) =V, [q](¢n)-

q is Scott continuous is for any sequence ty <pa t1 <pa to <pa ... of trees and
its limit LST4¢,,, [q](LWsSTAt,) =V, [q] (tn)-

Note that Scott tree-continuity implies tree-monotonicity, Scott leaf-continuity implies
leaf-monotonicity, and Scott continuity implies monotonicity. Moreover, ¢ is both Scott
tree-continuous and Scott leaf-continuous, if and only if ¢ is Scott continuous, and
similarly for monotonicity.

We see the notion of Scott continuity as the quantitative analogue to Scott openness,
and we will see that all of the examples of quantitative modalities given in this chapter
are Scott continuous. However, in order to prove that the induced behavioural preorders
are compatible, we only need leaf-monotonicity together with Scott tree-continuity. The
property of leaf-monotonicity has a similar role as the property of leaf-upwards closure
in Chapter 3, being used in a lot of auxiliary results.

Decomposability

We are now going to find an analogue to the notion of decomposability, from Defini-
tion 3.3.20, in the quantitative setting. This analogue asserts a property of quantitative
modalities with respect to the monad multiplication map p : TTX — TX. We first
redefine the behavioural preorder < from Definition 3.3.13 as a preorder on TA, and
then redefine < from Definition 3.3.17 as a preorder on TTA.

We write h : A —4 A to say that h is a monotone function from A to A, so
a <b= h(a) 9 h(b). Remember that for a function h: X — Y we write h* : T(X) —
T(Y) for its lifting defined by h*(t) := t[(x) — (h(x))]. For a quantitative predicate
h: X — A and a modality ¢ € Q, we define a map ¢q(h) : TX — A, where for t € TX
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we write t € q(h) for [q](h*(t)) € A (generalising the notation ¢t € o(X) to quantitative
modalities).
We now generalise the relation < from Definition 3.3.13 to the quantitative setting.

Definition 6.3.7. For any two trees t,t' € TA:
txt <<= VqeQ,Vh:A—=4A, (t<qh) < (' <qh) .

For any relation R C X x Y, and quantitative predicate h : X — A, we define
(RT[A]) : ¥ — A to be the function such that (RT[h])(b) := sup,ex 4rp(h(a)). This
is a quantitative generalisation of the notion of right-set defined in Subsection 3.3.2
(just before Lemma 3.3.19). The following result generalises Proposition 3.3.14 to the
quantitative setting.

Lemma 6.3.8. If all ¢ € Q are leaf-monotone, then for any two trees t,t' € TA, the
following three statements are equivalent:

1.t t.
2. Vh:A =g A, h*(t) < h*(t).
3. ¥qeQ, Vf: A=A, (t<q(f) 2 (<qTf).

Note that in point three, we use all quantitative predicates f : A — A, not just the
monotone ones.

Proof. The equivalence (1) < (2) follows from the fact that the identity function on A
is monotone, and the composition of two monotone functions is monotone.

For (1) = (3), assume ¢t < ¢’ and take f: A — A and ¢ € Q. Since for any a € A,
f(a) € (<'[f])(a) and q is leaf-monotone, it holds that (t-€ ¢(f)) < (t-€ q(<T[f])).
For a 2b, (2[f])(a) = V{f(c) |c € A,c da} SV{f(c) | c€ A c Db} = (I[f])),
so (<'[f]) is monotone. Hence by (1), (t € q(QT[f])) < (¢’ < q(Q'[f])).

For (3) = (1), note that for any monotone map h : A —4 A, (2'[A])(a) =
V{h(b) |be Ab<a} = h(a). O

We classify abstract quantitative behavioural properties on TA, which act as the
quantitative alternative to tree formulas defined in Subsection 3.3.2. A quantitative
predicate H : TA — A is called quantitative behaviourally saturated if for any two trees
t,t’ € TA such that t < t/, it holds that H(t) < H(t'). We write QBS(TA) for the
set of quantitative behaviourally saturated functions. Note that for H € QBS(TA), by
definition H = (T[H]). Moreover, for any function F : TA — A, the function (T[F])
is in @BS(TA). So we can conclude that for a function H : TA — A, H € QBS(TA)
if and only if there is a function F : TA — A such that H = (5'[F]). Moreover, for
q € Q, [d] € @BS(TA).

We redefine the relation < from Definition 3.3.17 as a relation on quantitative double
trees TTA.
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Definition 6.3.9. We define the preorder < on TTA by: for any two quantitative
double trees r,r’ € TTA,

r2 7 <= Vg€ QVHec QBS(TA), r<q(H) < ' <q(H).
The following result generalises Lemma 3.3.19.

Lemma 6.3.10. If all modalities q € Q are leaf-monotone, then for any two

r,r’ € TTA, the following three statements are equivalent:
1. r=xr.
2. VH € QBS(TA), H*(t) < H*(t).
3. VF:TA - AVge Q, r<€q(F) < v < qxT[F)).

Proof. For (1) = (2), note that for H € QBS(T'A)and h : A -4 A, (hoH) € QBS(TA).
For (2) = (1), use that the identity function id: A — A is monotone.
For (1) = (3), note that for any ¢t € TA, F(t) < (5T[F])(t) so the result follows
from leaf-monotonicity and the fact that (T[F]) € QBS(TA).
For (3) = (1), use that for H € QBS(TA), (x'[H]) = H. O

Given the generalisations of < and < given above, the quantitative analogue to the
notion of decomposability can be defined in the same way as done in Definition 3.3.20:

Definition 6.3.11. Q is decomposable if for any two double trees r,r’ € TTA:

rr = ur<
We can generalise Lemma 3.3.22 to the quantitative setting, which gives an equiva-
lent formulation of decomposability assuming that all modalities are leaf-monotone.

Proposition 6.3.12. If all ¢ € Q are leaf-monotone, then O is decomposable if and
only if:
Vr,r' € TTA, r 2" = Vge Q, [ql(ur) < [ql ().

Proof. The implication from left to right is immediate, when considering the (monotone)
identity function on A.

For the other direction, assume r < 7/, and take some h : A —4 A. We prove that
R**(r) X R**(r"). For H € QBS(TA) and q € Q, (h**(r) € q(H)) = [q](H*(h**(r))) =
[q]((H o h*)*(r)) = (r<€ q(H o h*)). By equivalence (1) < (2) from Lemma 6.3.8,
(H o h*) € QBS(TA), so since r X 1', (r€ q(H oh*)) < (r' € q(H o h*)). By the same
series of equalities as given for r, it holds that (' € q(H o h*)) = (h*(r') € q(H)), so
we have proven that h**(r) < h**(r’). By assumption, and since h*(ur) = p(h**(r))
and h*(ur’) = p(h**(r')), it holds that for any ¢ € Q, ur-€ q(h) = [q](u(h*™*(r )))
lal (n(h**(r"))) = (ur’ <€ q(h)). This is for all ¢ € Q and h: A =4 A, so ur < ur’. We
conclude that Q is decomposable. O
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At this stage it would be possible to formulate a quantitative analogue to strong
decomposability as formulated in Definition 3.3.25. It turns out however, that all the
examples formulated in this chapter satisfy and even stronger property, which only
considers modalities individually.

Definition 6.3.13. A modality q € Q is sequential if for any double tree r € TTA:

[al(pr) = Tal(lal"(r)-

The readers may recognise the above property as one of the conditions for [¢] to be
an Eilenberg-Moore algebra. We will compare the notions further in Subsection 6.3.3.

Proposition 6.3.14. If all ¢ € Q are leaf-monotone and sequential, then Q is decom-
posable.

Proof. We prove the equivalent characterisation of decomposability given in Proposi-
tion 6.3.12. Assume r < 7/, and let ¢ € Q. Then since [¢] € Q@BS(TA) and q is sequen-

tial, [q](ur) = [a([q]*(r)) = (r€ q([a])) < ("€ o([a])) = [al([a]*(+")) = [a](ur").
So Q is decomposable. O

We can now formulate the central theorem.

Theorem 6.3.15 (The Generalised Compatibility Theorem). If Q is a decomposable
set of leaf-monotone and Scott tree-continuous modalities, then the open extensions of
= and CT are compatible, hence precongruences.

This theorem is proven in the same way as Theorem 3.3.8, following the proof given
in Chapter 4. First, in Section 6.4, we define a relator specified by our set of quantitative
modalities Q. We then define applicative similarity and bisimilarity as in Section 4.2,
and generalise the proofs of the Coincidence Theorems to establish that the general
behavioural equivalence and the positive behavioural preorder coincide with applicative
bisimilarity and applicative similarity respectively. We will then prove that this relator
satisfies the properties established in Section 4.3, given that the modalities satisfy the
properties of Scott tree-continuity, leaf-monotonicity and decomposability. With those
properties, the proof by Howe’s method from Chapter 4 can be reused to conclude that
the open extensions of applicative similarity and bisimilarity are compatible, hence
proving the Generalised Compatibility Theorem.

We end this subsection with two helpful lemmas.

Lemma 6.3.16. If all modalities of Q are leaf-monotone, and f,g : T(X) — A are
Junctions such that for all x € X, f(z) < g(x), then ¥Vt € T(X), f*(t) < g*(r).

Proof. Let v: A —4 A, then since v is monotone it holds that for all z € X, v(f(x))
v(g(y)). So for g € Q, since its leaf-monotone, we get [¢] (v*(f*(¢))) = [q] ((vo f)*(t))
[ql((v o g)*(t)) < [al((veg)*(r)) = [al(v*(g"(r)))-

Lemma 6.3.17. For each quantitative predicate D : Terms(E) — A there is a formula

ép € Form(E) such that for all P € Terms(E), (P E ¢p) = (CT[D])(V).

1A 1A
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Proof. Just take \/{kppy A xp | P € Terms(E)}, using characteristic formulas from
Lemma 6.3.3, which is a supremum over a countable set. O

In the next subsection, we will see that the examples of quantitative modalities given
in this chapter satisfy the properties such that the Generalised Compatibility Theorem
can be applied.

6.3.2 The examples satisfy Scott continuity and sequentiality

If a quantitative modality is constructed using the recipe laid out in Section 6.2, it is
easier to prove that it satisfies properties sufficient for Theorem 6.3.15 to hold. Let ¢
be one such modality from Section 6.2. There we defined the denotation [¢] : TA — A
of ¢ as the supremum of approximations \/, [¢],. In this subsection, we will prove that
the modality ¢ is both Scott continuous and sequential.

Firstly, we note that ¢ satisfies the following property.

Definition 6.3.18. A modality ¢ constructed using the recipe of Section 6.2 preserves
limits of ascending sequences if: For any effect operator op : N* x o/ — a € ¥, a k-tuple
of natural numbers [, and an I-indexed family of ascending sequences {a < al < ... }icr
from A, and n € N, [¢]n(op(l,i = (Vpen @) = Vienldln(op(l, i = (ai"))).

Note in particular the use of ‘max’ in the definitions of modalities over effect operators
with countable arities. This is done to make sure that the above property holds.

Lemma 6.3.19. If q is a modality constructed using the recipe of Section 6.2, and g
preserves limits of ascending sequences, then q is Scott continuous.

Proof. We prove by induction on n € N that for any sequence of trees tg <pa t1 <7a
to <ra s [aln (U™ tm) = Vo [ala(tm).

If n =0, then [q]n(UsTty) = F =\, [q]n(tm) for any sequence of trees.

For n > 0, assume that the statement holds for all £ < n. Take an ascending
sequence of trees tg <pp t1 <pa to <pa .... If all ¢, are equal to L, the statement
holds trivially. Otherwise, let m be the lowest number such that ¢, # L. We do a case
analysis on the root node of ¢,, remarking that all subsequent trees will have the same
type of root node.

e Ift,, = (amm) where a,, € A, then all subsequent trees ¢; with k& > m must be equal
to some leaf (ay), and hence USTAt,, = (Vism ak)- Given this, laln(UsTat,,) =

\/kzm ak = \/m[[q]]n(tm)

o If t,, = op(l,i — t!,) with op € ¥, then all subsequent trees t; with
k > m must be equal to a tree of the form op(l,i — ti), and U574, =
op(l,i — LST2¢8 ). Now by construction of g, since for any r € TA, [q].(r) =
la]»({[g]n(r))), it holds that for any sequence of trees r’, [g].(op(l,i — ') =
laln(op(l,i — ([g]n,(r*))) where each n; < n (depending on the definition of g,
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either n; := n — 1 or n; := max(n — 1 —i,0)). So in particular, [q], (IS *t,,) =
laln(op(l,i — {[aln, (U5T7,)))-

Using the induction hypothesis followed by the assumption that ¢ pre-
serves limits of ascending sequences, we can conclude that [q],(LST4t,,) =
laln(op(li = (Vyplaln (£,))) = Vyulaln(op(i = ([qln. (£,))))
Vinlaln(op(lii = 5,)) = V[ (tm)-

This finishes the induction, so we can conclude that for any sequence of trees tg <pa

t1 <ra to <ra ..., [d)(U5440) = V,[dn (Us748m) =V, Vinlalntn) = V,lal ().
]

Lemma 6.3.20. If q is a modality constructed using the recipe of Section 6.2, and g
preserves limits of ascending sequences, then q is sequential.

Proof. The previous lemma, implies that ¢ is Scott leaf-continuous. By construction of
q it holds that for any ¢ € TTA and any two numbers n,m € N, it holds that:

o [gln(ut) < laln(lals(2)-
o laln(lali(®) < lglntm (ust)

Hence V, [q]n (1) = V14l ([9]7.(1)-

Now observe that for any ¢t € TTA, we get a sequence of trees ascending in the ‘<7’
order [q[§(t) <ra [q]i(t) Qra [¢]5(t) <ra . ... So by Scott leaf-continuity it holds that:

[a](ut) = V,ldln(pt) =V mlaln(laln(®) = V[l ®) = [d(V,,lalm @) =

lal([q]*(t)), hence t is sequential. O

We conclude that all the given examples of quantitative modalities are sequential and
Scott continuous.

Even though all examples from this chapter are sequential, there are lots of decom-
posable sets of modalities which contain non-sequential modalities. Take for instance
some of the Boolean modalities from Chapter 3, which can be translated to quantitative
modalities on the truth space A = B. This translation will be discussed in more detail
in Subsection 6.5.1. Several of the modalities from Chapter 3 are not sequential when
translated into quantitative modalities. In the quantitative logic however, we have an
extra degree of freedom with our ability to choose a truth space. This flexibility allows
us to more easily find a sequential modality for specifying the effect behaviour.

6.3.3 Eilenberg-Moore algebras

In [26], effects are interpreted using monads, on which Eilenberg-Moore algebras are
defined. Such algebras have a similar function as the modalities used in this thesis. It
turns out that most of the examples of quantitative modalities defined in this chapter
actually are specified by EM-algebras [¢] on A. In this subsection, we will study the
connection between quantitative modalities and EM-algebras further. One principal
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difference with [26] however, is that in this thesis it is sufficient to define modalities as
algebras on the tree monad only.

In a category, an Eilenberg-Moore algebra on some monad structure (7,7, u) is a
morphism a : T X — X such that the following diagrams commute:

X "1.rx TTX L Tx
LA

idx
X TX X

a

For any of the quantitative modalities g of the given examples in Section 6.2 it holds
that [¢] : T(A) — A is an Eilenberg-Moore algebra in the category of sets, with respect
to the monad structure (7'(—),n, u). There is a tight connection between the property
of sequentiality and Eilenberg-Moore algebras.

Lemma 6.3.21. For g € Q, if [q] : T(A) — A is an EM-algebra, then q is sequential.

Proof. The second diagram for EM-algebras is precisely the equation required for se-
quentiality. O

As said before, the quantitative modalities from our examples in this chapter do
naturally form EM-algebras. Informally, the p-diagram naturally corresponds to the
notion of preservation over sequencing, whereas the n-diagram corresponds to preser-
vation over return(—). It is however not necessary for our quantitative modalities to
denote an algebra satisfying the n-diagram. A similar property which does hold for our
modalities g, which seem to be sufficient for our purposes, is that Va,b € A, a < b =
[a]({a)) < [g)((5))-

It is however interesting to note that the n-diagram is almost a consequence of the
p-diagram because of the following observation.

Lemma 6.3.22. Suppose a : TX — X is a surjective morphism in the category of sets.
If the p-diagram commutes, then the n-diagram commutes.

Proof. Let x € X, then by surjectivity there is a ¢ € T'X such that a(t) = z. Since
n(t) € TTX, we can use the p-diagram to derive that:

a(n(z)) = a(n(a(t))) = a(Ta(n(t))) = a(ux (1(t))) = a(t) == .
O

The same proof applies when a : TX — X is a regular epimorphism and 7" is a monad
on a regular category.

Recall that there is an endofunctor 7”7 in the category of domains, where T"A has
as underlying set T'A and as order <p,. Given this, a modality ¢ is Scott continuous,
if and only if its denotation [q] : T(A) — A specifies a morphism from 7'A to A in
the category of domains. Moreover, this endofunctor 7”7 forms a monad (T7'(—),n, u)
in the category of domains. As such, we can state the following sufficient condition for
compatibility.
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Proposition 6.3.23. If for any q € A, [q]] : T'"A — A is an FEilenberg-Moore algebra
on A w.r.t. (T'(=),n,p) in the category of domains, then Q satisfies the compatibility
properties, and hence the open extensions of the positive behavioural preorder and the
behavioural equivalence are both compatible.

We have not found an example of an effect which can only be described using a
decomposable set of Scott open modalities which are not EM-algebras. However, by
weakening the conditions for ‘correct’ sets of modalities, there is more freedom in the
choice of logic for any particular effect. For example, the Boolean logics for probability
and global store have modalities which do not form EM-algebras. Similarly, the combi-
nation of probability and global store could also be modelled with truth spaces B, [0, 1],
and P(NL¢), for which the ‘correct’ modalities also do not denote EM-algebras.

As noted before, the possibility to choose a truth space A, on top of choosing modali-
ties, gives us a flexibility which allows us to more easily find an Eilenberg-Moore algebra.
In most cases, the truth space is used to combine multiple Boolean modalities into one
quantitative modality denoting an EM-algebra. Take for instance the effect of proba-
bility, which has a Boolean modality P~, for each rational probability 0 < r < 1 (see
Subsection 3.2.4), all of which can be combined into one quantitative modality E by
taking a truth space of all probabilities [0, 1] (see Subsection 6.2.1).

6.3.4 Pure quantitative logic

As in Section 5.4, we can define a pure variation of the quantitative logic. We replace
the formula constructor (V +— ¢) with another formula constructor,

¢ € Form(A) ¥ € Form(C)
(¢ — ) € Form(A — C)

for which the satisfaction relation is defined by

ME(@—1v) = inf{max{ ~(VE¢), MV =y} | Ve Terms(A)} .

The expression is inspired by the standard equality for implication (a = b) = (bV (—a)).
Alternatively, we can give a simpler different definition, not using involution:

ME[p—=y = nf{ MV iy | Ve Terms(A), (ViEo¢) =T} .

Firstly note that if A is equal to the Booleans, then the two formulas (¢ — %) and
[¢ — 1] are equivalent. Moreover, the two logics formulated by replacing the (V' +— ¢)
constructor with (¢ — 1) and [¢ — 1] respectively, yield equi-expressive logics. This is
because each formula can be expressed in terms of the other using the other non-basic
constructors in the logic:

p—d] = (for— ),
@—1) = N{[((-)ea) > U VEa | a€A} .

From here on out, we will only consider using (¢ — ).
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Any formula of the form (¢ — %) can be expressed in U, because of the equivalence

6—v) = NV{Ewre (V@) | Ve Terms(A)} (6.1)

Note that k(1) is the constant formula for the value —(V' |= ¢), and does not actually
use — as a formula constructor. So the constructor can also be expressed in the positive
logic UT.

Let W and W be the variants of U and U™ respectively, for which the definition of
formulas uses (¢ — ¢) instead of (V — ). We call C,,, the pure behavioural preorder
and )+ the pure positive behavioural preorder respectively. As argued in Section 5.4,
a conceptual advantage of the logic W is that its syntax is independent of the term
syntax of the programming language, a property which U clearly does not enjoy. Note
that we can still see W and W as fragments of U by translating each (¢ — 1) in terms
of formulas from U using equivalence (6.1).

Proposition 6.3.24. If [, is compatible, then T, =0C,y. If 5, is compatible,
then Sy+ =By

Proof. We prove that any formula ¢ € U has an equivalent formula ¢* € W. This is
done by an induction on types, and for each type and induction on its formulas. There
is only one non-trivial case, for function types A — C.

Let (V + ¢) € U. We use Lemma 6.3.3 on W and V to find xV € W, and
induction hypothesis on ¢ € U to find ¢* € W. We define (V— @)* € W by
(xV + ¢*). It holds that M = (V w— @) == N{T | W : A,V Z,, W} A
MM W | WAV, W= A{MWEo|W:AVC, WMV E o)
since V Ly, V.

By Induction Hypothesis on A we have V C,,, W = V C;; W, and by compatibility
wehave V., W =MV ,;, M W. Hence M = (V — ¢)* > (M V E ¢). We can
conclude that M = (V +— ¢)* = (M V = ¢) and hence (V = ¢) = (V= ¢) e W. O

Note that the above proof works as well if we used the other formula constructor [¢ — 1]
instead. This is mainly because (xy — ¥) = [xv — ).

6.4 Applicative O-simulations

In this section, we illustrate the connection between behavioural equivalence and ap-
plicative bisimilarity, generalising the results from Chapter 4. We start with the notion
of a Q-relator.

Definition 6.4.1. Given a set of quantitative modalities Q, we define an operator
Q(—): P(X xY) = P(TX xTY) for any two sets X and Y, given by:

tQR)t = Vh:X oA VYgeQ, t<qlh) <t <qR'A)
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We repeat the development from Chapter 4, generalising the results from the
Boolean to the quantitative setting. The proofs of the generalised results are very simi-
lar to the proofs of the original results. We start with the result that the above operator
is in fact a relator in the sense of Definition 4.1.1, which generalises Lemma 4.1.2.

Lemma 6.4.2. If all g € Q are leaf-monotone, then Q(—) is a relator, meaning it has
the following properties:

1. For any set X, =p(x)C Q(=x).
2. Fr RCXxY and SCY x Z, Q(R)Q(S) C Q(RS).
3 IfRCSCX XY, then Q(R) C Q(S).

4. Forf: X =7, g: Y =>W,and RC ZxW, Q{(z,y) € X XY | f(x)Rg(y)}) =
{(t,r) e TX XTY | f*(t)Q(R)g"(r)}-

Proof.
1. For any = € X, (=x'[h])(z) = h(z), so t € q(h) < t-€ q(R[h]).

2. Vz € Z, (RST[h))(2) = sup{h(z) | z € X,2RSz} =
sup{h(z) | = € X,y € Y,2Ry,ySz} = (ST(R'A)])(2).

3. f R C S, then Vz € X, (RT[h])(x) < (ST[h])(x), so t' € q(RT[h]) < t' <€ q(ST[h)).

4. Assume t Q({(z,y) € X xY | f(x)Rf(y)}) r, we prove f*(t)Q(R)g*(r). Let
h:Z— Aand g€ Q, then (f*(t) € q(h)) =(t<€q(hof)) <
(r€ gy sup{h(f(2)) | 2 € X, f(z)Rg(y)})) <
(r< a(Ay-sup{h(2) | z € Z,2Rg(y)})) <
(r€ q((RY[h]) 0 9)) = (9" (r) € a(RT[1])).
Assume f*(t)Q(R)g*(r), we prove t Q({(x,y) € X xY | f(x)Rg(y)}) r. Let
h:X — Aand ¢ € Q, then (t-€ ¢q(h)) I
(f(t) € g(Az.sup{h(z) | € X, f(z) = 2})) <
(9*(r) € q(RY[(Az.sup{h(z) | z € X, f(z) = 2})])) <
(g%(r) € gq(Aw.sup{sup{h(z) |z € X, f(x) = 2} | z € Z,zRw}) <
(9"(r) € ¢QAw. sup{h(z) [ x € X, f(x)Rw}) =
(r€ q(hy.sup{h(z) [ = € X, f(2)Rg(y)})) =
(r<a({(z,y) € X x Y | f(&)Rg(y)} ' [h]))-
O

We will call Q(—) the Q-relator. The following lemma gives an alternative definition
of the Q-relator. This uses the quantitative generalisation of right-set (R'[h]) as defined
just above Lemma 6.3.8.

Lemma 6.4.3. If all modalities q € Q are leaf-monotone, then for any R C X x Y:

tOMR)r <« Vh:X — A, h*(t) < (RT[R) (r)
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Proof. The ‘<=’ proof is done by unfolding the definition of < with the identity function
id: A —4 A.

For the ‘=’ proof, assume t Q(R)r, take h : X — A, we need to prove h*(t) <
(RYR) (). Let v : A -4 A and ¢ € Q, then h*(t)€ q(v) = t<€ qvoh) <
r€ q(R(woh))). Now, for any y € ¥, (RM[(vo h)])(y) = sup{u(h(z)) | s Ry} <
v(sup{h(xz) | zRy}) since v is monotone. Hence, since ¢ is leaf-monotone,
h*(t) <€ q(v) < (RT[R])" () <€ q(v). We conclude that h*(t) < (RT[h])"(r). O

An applicative Q-simulation is an applicative O-simulation from Definition 4.2.1,
using the relator Q(—) in place of O(—).
Using Lemma, 6.3.17, we can generalise the proof from Lemma 4.2.5 to establigh:

Lemma 6.4.4. If all ¢ € Q are leaf-monotone, then T is an applicative Q-simulation.

Proof. We establish that C* is a O-simulation by proving it satisfies all the simulation
rules from Definition 4.2.1.

1. N. If nCt mthen T = (m = {m}) < (7 |= {m}), hence n = m.

2. UC. If thunk(M) CF  thunk(N) then (force(thunk(M)) E ¢) =
(thunk(M) = (¢) < (thunk(N) = (8) = (force(thunk(M)) = ),
hence force(thunk(M)) E*  force(thunk(M)). By Lemma 6.3.4, since
|force(thunk(M))| = | M| and |force(thunk(N))| = |N| we conclude that M E+ N.

3. Bier A;. Assume (j, ) C* (k,W) then ((4,V) E (j,skr)) = T hence
(k,W) = (J,kT)) = = j. For any ¢ € Form(A;) we now have

ok
VE?=(V)E ( Js )) < (W) E (U,9) = (W = ¢), so we conclude
that V CT W.

4. A x B. Assume (V,V') CT (W, W'). For any ¢ € Form(A) we have (V |= ¢) =

(V,V") E mo(9)) < (W, W') E mo(¢)) = (W = ¢). We can conclude that
V C* W and with a similar proof V/ C”t W".

5 A= C. Assume M C" Nand V: A, then (M V = ¢) < (M = (V — ¢)) <
(NEV=o)I(NVEG®.SOMVETNVforall V:A.

6. FA. Assume M C" N, g€ Qand D : Terms(A) — A. We use Lemma 6.3.17 to
find a formula ¢ such that (V = ¢P) = (CH'[D])(V). By reflexivity of T, we
have D(V) < (E+T[D])(V), so by leaf-monotonicity and M T N it holds that:

IM| € q(D) < (M= q(6P) < (N Eq(¢P)) = |N|<q(C[D)).

We can conclude that |M|Q(C})|N]|.

7. M;c; C,. Assume M Tt N. Take some j € I, then for any ¢ € Form(C;) we

have M jlEO) =MEF(G— ) N EG— ) =IJF o). Hence
MjC"Nj. -
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Note that the above result can be expanded in a straightforward way to show that the
characterisations of Lemmas 3.4.3 and 4.1.4 also hold for the quantitative logics with
leaf-monotone modalities. The above proof works for the general logic as well. Hence
we get the following result:

Lemma 6.4.5. If all ¢ € Q are leaf-monotone, then = is an applicative Q-bisimulation.

Like in Lemma 4.2.6, we prove that any simulation is a subset of C1 using an
induction on formulas. We say a well-typed relation R preserves a formula ¢ € Form(E)
if, for any P, R € Terms(E), PRg R = (Pl=¢) < (R = ¢).

Lemma 6.4.6. If all ¢ € Q are leaf-monotone, then any applicative Q-simulation is a
subset of CT.

Proof. Let R be an applicative O-simulation. We prove by induction on formulas
¢ €UT that R preserves ¢. Given this, the result is immediate. We look at the
cases for ¢, and assume as induction hypothesis that R preserves any subformula of ¢.

1. {n} € Form(N), VRNW = (V=W) = (V = {n}) < (W = {n}).

2. (¢) € Form(UC), thunk(M)Ructhunk(N) = MRc N =
(thunk(M) = (¢)) = (M E ¢) < (N | ¢) = (thunk(N) [ (¢)), using

Lemma 6.3.4.

3. (j,¢) € Form(Zicr A;), assume (k,V)Rs, A, (h,W) = (k=h=j). If
(k,V) = (j,¢) = F we are finished. If (k,V) |= (j, ¢) # F then k = j, so we get
(k=h=j) and VRa, W and hence ((k,V) |= (j,¢)) = (V E ¢) I (W | ¢) =
((h, W) = (4, 9))-

4. mo(¢) € Form(A x B), then (V,
(V,V) Emo(d) = (V ¢ 2 (W
for m1 (o).

5. (V = ¢) € Form(A — C), MRa,cN = MVRcNV =—
MEV—e))=MVEIWNVESD=NIEV—).

6. q(¢)

) <B (W W’) — VRAW —

Ra
= 6) = (W,W') | mo(9)). Similarly

Form(F A), by induction hypothesis it holds that VRAW —

S
(VE®) 2 (W), so (RMgH(W) = sup{V | ¢ | V : A, VRAW} <
(W E ). Since M Rpa N, it holds that |M|Q(Ra)|N|, and hence
(M E

1(¢)) = [al(IMI[F= ) 2 IN] <€ [al(RT[¢]) < [al(IN][}= ¢]) = (N = a(9))-
7. = 9 € Form(IleCy), MRu,,,c,N = MjRe,Nj =
ME@Gr))=MjF)INjES =D FE(—2).

8. VX,AX € Form(E), let PRg P, then by induction hypothesis it holds that.

forall g € X, (P = ¢) < (R} ¢ So(PEVX)<(REVX) and
(PEAX)S(REAX).
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9. ke € Form(E), then (V Eky) =a <a= (W E k).

10. ¢q € Form(E), let PRg R, then by induction hypothesis (P = ¢) < (R = ¢),

0 (PEded) #F = (PE@)Pa = (RESPBa = (BREded) =T
O

Lemma 6.4.7. If all ¢ € Q are leaf-monotone, then any applicative O-bisimulation is
a subset of =.

Proof. Assume R is an applicative O-bisimulation. We prove by induction on ¢ € U
that R preserves ¢. Since R is symmetric, the fact that R preserves ¢ implies that
MRN = (M E ¢) = (N = ¢). We can reuse the proof of the previous lemma.
There is only one extra case in the induction of formulas:

12. =(¢) € Form(E), if PRg R then R Rg P so by induction hypothesis (R E ¢) <

(P ¢). Hence (D= () = ~(PE¢) 2-(RE¢) = (R E~(2)

The following theorem is a consequence of the previous four lemmas.

Theorem 6.4.8 (The Generalised Coincidence Theorem). If all modalities ¢ € Q are
leaf-monotone, then the positive behavioural preorder T is Q-similarity, and the general
behavioural equivalence = is Q-bisimilarity.

6.4.1 Q-relator properties

In order to prove the Generalised Compatibility Theorem (Theorem 6.3.15), we are
going to use the proof by Howe’s method from Sections 4.4 and 4.5. This proof can
be directly applied, as long as the Q-relator satisfies the relator properties as given in
Section 4.3. So we will generalise the lemmas of that section from the Boolean setting
to the quantitative setting.

Lemma 6.4.9. Suppose all modalities ¢ € Q are tree-monotone (implied by Scott tree-
continuity). If t Q(R)r, t' <t, and r <7/, then t' Q(R)r'.

Proof. Suppose t Q(R)r, t' < t, and r < r'. Let ¢ € Q, and h : X — A, then
h*(t") < h*(t). So by tree-monotonicity, [¢](h*(t")) < [q](R*(t)), which since t Q(R)r
holds is below [¢] ((RT[h])"(r)). Since (RT[R])*(r) < (RT[A])"(+') we can conclude, again
using tree-monotonicity, that [¢](h*(t")) < [¢]((RT[R])" (). O

Lemma 6.4.10. Given Scott tree-continuity for all modalities, then for to < t; < ...
androg <71 < ...: Vn.(t,QR)rn) = (Untn)Q(R)(Upry).

Proof. Assume for all n € N, ¢,,Q(R)ry. Let r be U,ry,, then by Lemma 6.4.9 we can see
that Vn € N.t,, Q(R)r since Vn € N.(r,, < r). Take an arbitrary h: X — A and ¢ € Q.
By Scott tree-continuity we have [q] (R*(Untn)) = [¢](Unh*(tn)) <V, [q](R*(tn)). For
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any n, since t, Q(R)r we know that [¢](RT[h])"(r) > [q](h*(tn)). Hence (RT[A])"(r) is
an upper bound to the sequence {[¢] (A" (¢ ))}neNa s0 [q)(RM[A))"(r) &V, [al (h* (tn))-
We can conclude that [¢](h*(Unt,)) < [q]((RT[R])" (7)), for arbitrary h : X — A and
q € Q, hence (Untyn)Q(R)r. O

Lemma 6.4.11. Assume all modalities from Q are leaf-monotone. Then given two
relations R C X xY, S C Z x W and functions f : X — Z, g: Y — W such that
V(z,y) € X xY. 2Ry = f(x)Sg(y). Then it holds that t Q(R)r = f*(t) Q(S) g*(r).

Proof. Assume R,S,f and g as above, and let ¢,r be such that ¢t Q(R)r. Take
h:Z—A, then hof : X — A, so by tQ(R)r it holds that for all ¢ € Q,
(f*() € a(h) = [al(h*(f*(1))) = [al((h o £)* (1)) L [ad((RT[(h o )])" (7))

Now we have that: (RV'[(ho /)])(y) = sup{h(f(z))|ze X, 2Ry} <
sup{h(f(z)) |z € X, f(z) Sg(y)} < sup{h(2) | z € Z,2Sg(y)} = (ST[M])(g(y)). We
use leaf-monotonicity of ¢ to conclude that (f*(t) <€ q(h)) < [q]((RT[(ho £)])*(r))

[al((ST[R))" (g (1)) = (9°(r) € q(STIR]))-

Lemma 6.4.12. Given a decomposable set of leaf-monotone modalities Q, then:

I RVAN

1. ForallRCX xY,ze X, yeY: 2Ry = (z) QAR) (v).
2. ForallRCX xY,ae T(T(X)),be T(T(Y)): aQ(Q(R))b= uaQ(R)pub

Proof. The first property follows from the fact that if 2 Ry then (RT[h])(y) > h(z). So
for any ¢ € Q, by leaf-monotonicity, [¢](h"({z))) = [g]((h(=))) < [ ((RT[A)(y)) =
[a] ((RT[A))" ((w)))-

For the second property, assume a Q(Q(R))b and let h : X — A and ¢ € Q. We

want to prove that [g)(h*(ua)) < [ql((Q(R)!])"(1b)). Note that h*(sa) = u(h**(a))
and (Q(R)'[h])" (ub) = ,,L((Q(vi)T (1)) (b)), so by decomposability it is sufficient to
prove that h**(a) < (Q(R)T[h])" (b).

Let H € @QBS(TA) and ¢ € Q, we want to prove that (h**(a)<€ ¢q(H)) <
(QR)TA) ™ (b) € q(H)). Since H*(h**(a)) = (H o h*)*(a), Hoh*: T(X) — A,
and aQ(Q(R))b, we know that (h**(a) <€ ¢q(H)) = (a <€ q(H o h*))
(b€ q(QR)T[(H o h*)))).

Now, it holds that (Q(R)'[(H o h*)])(r) = sup{H(h*(t)) |t € T(X),t Q(R)r} <
sup{H (h*()) | t € T(X),h*(t) < (R[h])"(r)} <
sup{H(t) | t € T(A),t < (RT[A) (r)} < H((RT[h]) (r)), using Lemma 6.4.3 and
the fact that H € @BS(TA). So by leaf-monotonicity, and Lemma 6.3.16,
(b€ o(QR)'(H o h)])) < (b€ q(H o (R[A])") = (QR)'[1)) " (b) € a(H)).

We have proven that A**(a) < (Q(R )T[h}) (b), so by decomposability it holds that

w(h**(a)) < ,u((Q(R)T[h])* (b)). We get the desired result by unfolding the definition
of < using ¢ and the identity function id: A —4 A. O

Note that Q(<) = < and Q(J) = <. So from Lemma 6.4.12 we can conclude that:

Corollary 6.4.13. If all modalities q € Q are leaf-monotone, then Q s decomposable
if and only if VR C X x Y,Vr,7' € TTA, r Q(Q(R))r = ur Q(R) ur
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We have all the sufficient properties for the relator Q(—) to prove the following
theorem, using the same proofs by Howe’s method as for Theorems 4.5.2 and 4.5.5

Theorem 6.4.14. The open extensions of applicative Q-similarity and applicative Q-
bisimilarity are compatible if Q is a decomposable set of Scott tree-continuous and leaf-
monotone modalilies.

6.5 Variations

We end this chapter with some thoughts on possible variations of the quantitative logic.

6.5.1 The Boolean logic revisited

The quantitative logic defined in this chapter is a generalisation of the Boolean logic
defined in Chapter 3. In other words, any logic for programs with effects defined in
that chapter can be recast as a quantitative logic in the sense of this chapter. As such,
Theorems 4.5.2 and 4.5.5 can be seen as instances of Theorem 6.4.14 given above.

Note first that the Booleans B form a complete lattice with involution. Let 3 be
a signature and O a set of modalities on that signature. The main difference between
the Boolean and quantitative formulations of the logics is that a Boolean modality o is
given by a subset [o] C T'1, not by function from 7B to B, or subset of TB. The set TB
distinguishes between divergence | and formula dissatisfaction F. In our translation
from Boolean modalities to quantitative modalities, we must cope with this distinction.

For o € O, we define ¢, as the quantitative modality, whose denotation gives a
function [g,] : TB — B, such that:

[](t) =T <= teco{T}).

We take Qp := {qo | 0 € O} as our set of quantitative modalities over ¥ using the
truth space B. We check how the conditions for compatibility on O carry over to the
generalised conditions on Qp.

Lemma 6.5.1. If o is leaf-upwards closed, then q, is leaf-monotone.

Proof. For t,t' € TB such that ¢ <pp ¢/, it holds that tfe {T}] < ¢'[e {T}] <
t[L — (x)] = tle {T}[L — (x)]. So since o is leaf upwards closed, if t € o({ T'}), then
t'eo({T}). O

Lemma 6.5.2. If o is Scott open, then q, is Scott tree-continuous.

Proof. For t; € TB, to <t <tg < ..., it holds that to|e {T}] <t;]e {T}] < ...

If [0l (L, tn) = T, then (||, tn)[€ {T}] € [o] hence ||, (tn[€ {T}]) € o], so since o
is Scott open there is an n € N such that t,[€ {T}] € [o] and hence [go](tn) = T.
We can conclude that \/, [go](tn) = T, hence [qo](L, tn) < V,,[¢0](tn). The other
direction follows by leaf-monotonicity of ¢, from the previous lemma. O
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Assume now that all o € O are leaf upwards closed. For h : B -4 B monotone,
t € qo(h) holds if and only if ¢t € o(h~1{T}). Considering that h=*{T} can only be
{T}, {F, T}, or ) we can see that:

t<oot < te{T} <sot[e{T}] A tle {F, T} <o t[c {F, T}

It seems difficult to compare the Boolean notion of decomposability with the quantita-
tive notion of decomposability via their definition using the < and < relations. However,
using their equivalent formulations in terms of relators from Corollary 4.3.3 and 6.4.13,
we can see that the two notions of decomposability coincide.

Lemma 6.5.3. The relators O(—) and Qo(—) are identical.

Proof. Let RC X xY,teTX andt/ € TY.

Assume t O(R) ¢’ and for some h : X — B and ¢, € Qp it holds that (¢t € ¢,(h)) =
T. Thent € o(h=*({T})), so t' € o(RT[(R~1({T}))]). Now, y € (R'[n"1({T})]) holds
if and only if there is an x € X such that h(x) = T and 2Ry, which holds precisely
when (RT[h])(y) = T. So t' € 0((RT[h])71({T})), hence (' € ¢o(RT[h])) = T.

Assume t Qo (R)t" and for some A C X and o € O it holds that ¢t € o(A). Let
h: X — B be such that h(x) = T if and only if z € A. Then t € o(h~1({T})) and
hence (t € qo(h)) = T. So (' € ¢o(RT[h])) = T which, by the same reasoning as
above, means t' € o(RT[(h~1({T}))]) and hence t' € o(RT[A]). O

Using the equivalent formulations of decomposability using the relators, given in
Corollary 4.3.3 and 6.4.13, we can derive the following corollary.

Corollary 6.5.4. If all 0 € O are leaf-upwards closed, then O is decomposable if and
only if Qo is decomposable.

6.5.2 Infinitary vs finitary quantitative formula connectives

In Sections 5.1 and 5.2 we have seen different cases in which the size of the cardinality
of Boolean connectives for the Boolean logics could be reduced without altering the
induced logical preorder. In this subsection, we will attempt to prove similar results
for the quantitative logic, trying to reduce the size of the cardinalities of suprema and
infima without changing the induced behavioural preorder.

Section 5.1 for example shows us how we may remove disjunctions, conjunctions and
negations for computation formulas without changing the resulting equivalences. We
adapt this result to the quantitative logic, where moreover, we also remove constant
formulas and threshold formulas from the value logic. We adapt Definition 5.1.2.

Definition 6.5.5. For each quantitative logic £, we define the logic £* as the largest
fragment of £ such that all computation formulas are basic formulas.

In other words, £* does not have any suprema, infima, involutions, constant formu-
las, or threshold formulas at computation types.
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Proposition 6.5.6. The fragment U* of U induces the same logical equivalence as U.
Similarly, the fragment U™ of U induces the same logical preorder as U.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of the Boolean case, using the induction on
formulas from Lemma 5.1.3. The only alteration to that proof is the addition of new
quantitative formula constructors. Such cases can be dealt with by noting that formula
constructors like (—) and (V + (—)) commute with formula constructor (—)s,, and
formulas like (k) and (V' +— k,) are equivalent to k, (of the appropriate type). O

The above result can alternatively be proven by establishing that both logical equiv-
alences = and =y~ are equal to Q-bisimilarity. This method is followed in the proof
of the following result, which looks at what may be a more interesting reduction of the
logic, involving the use of Scott leaf-continuity from Definition 6.3.6. Recall that all of
the given examples of quantitative modalities satisfy this property.

We borrow the notation (Q,a,b,c) for logics from Section 5.2 as defined in Defi-
nition 5.2.1, but adapt it to the quantitative logic. In particular, a € {\/,V, L} de-
notes the possible sizes for suprema, b € {\, A, T} the possible sizes for infima, and
¢ € {—,+} denotes whether or not involutions are included in the logic. In particular,

(Q’v’/\7_') =U* and (Q7V7/\,+) =Ut*.

Proposition 6.5.7. If all ¢ € Q are Scott leaf-continuous, then (Q,V,\,) induces
the same logical equivalence as U, and (Q,V, \,+) induces the same logical preorder
as UT.

Proof. Instead of doing an induction on the structure of formulas, we instead just adapt
the proof of Theorem 6.4.8 to see that the resulting logical preorder still gives O-
bisimilarity (and Q-similarity). Let £ be either (Q,V, A,—) or (Q,V, A, +). The proofs
for the two logics are similar.

Most of the proof of Theorem 6.4.8 goes through for £. The only problem is
case 6 of the proof of Lemma 6.4.4, where we need to show that M C, N implies
IM|Q(CE,)|N|. The proof makes use of Lemma 6.3.17, which found for each quan-
titative predicate D : Terms(A) — A a formula ¢p € Form(A) such that for all
V € Terms(A), (V = ¢p) = (C'[D])(V). This formula was defined as a countable
supremum ¢p := \/[{sp) A xv | V € Terms(A)}. Note that Lemma 6.3.3 still works
in £, so characteristic formulas yy exist in the logic. However, ¢p ¢ L.

We can however do an approximation of ¢p, using an enumeration on terms,
specifying an injective function #(—) : Terms(A) — N. For a quantitative predicate
D : Terms(A) — A we take a sequence of formulas ¢}, € Form(A), defined in the
following way:

¢b = \{rpw) Axv | V € Terms(A), #V < n},

a finite supremum over the first n terms of type A. So (C.T[D])(V) = limy, 00 V = ¢},
We use this to adapt case 6 of the proof of Lemma 6.4.4. If M =, N : F A, then for
any ¢ € Q and D : Terms(A) — A it holds that Vn, [¢](|M|[= o)) < [dl(|IN|[= ob)),
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which by Scott leaf-continuity means that [M| € ¢(C,'[D]) < |N| < ¢(C.'[D]). With
leaf-monotonicity we have |M|-<€ ¢(D) < |M| < ¢(C,'[D])), so we have checked the
relevant case for proving that C, is a Q-simulation.

We conclude that £, is O-bisimilarity (or similarity), and hence equal to = (or
C*). .

When we talk about Scott leaf-continuous modalities, we consider limits of increasing
sequence of trees. We could instead consider lower leaf-continuous modalities, which
considers descending sequences.

Definition 6.5.8. A modality ¢ is lower leaf-continuous if for any descending chain
of trees in the leaf-order ty >7a t1 D>7a to D7 ..., it holds that [[q}](l_lg(ﬁ)tn) =

NAnlal(tn).

The examples of probability, probability with score, global store, probability with
global store, and timer all have quantitative modalities which are lower leaf-continuous.
Moreover, any combination of the effects listed above with error according to Subsec-
tion 6.2.7 also yield lower leaf-continuous modalities. However, modalities resulting

from combinations with angelic nondeterminism, like E¢, are not lower leaf-continuous.

Proposition 6.5.9. If all modalities are leaf-monotone and lower leaf-continuous, then
(9Q,\V, A, ) induces the same logical equivalence as U, and (Q,\/,\,+) induces the
same logical preorder as U™ .

Note that the first condition is leaf-monotonicity, not leaf-continuity.

Proof. Let L be the logic (Q,\/, A, =) (or the logic (Q,\/, A, +)). This proof follows the
same pattern as the proof of Proposition 6.5.7. However, here we have the problem that
characteristic formulas yy as defined in Lemma 6.3.3 use countable infima. As such,
¢p = \V{xpw)Axv |V € Terms(A)} is not in £, and we need to approximate these
formulas in a different way, this time from above.

First we define for each V a formula xi,, the finite approximation of the
characteristic formula from Lemma 6.3.3 given by the finite conjunction xj, :=
/\{1/1;‘/‘/):#” | VL, W,#W <n}, where for each W such that V' [Z, W, we choose

a formula " such that (V | ¢W) ¢ (W = "). We get that:

T fVC, W
WEXV)=SF ifVEZ,Wand #W <n

7 otherwise.

The result is not specified when V' [£Z, W and #W > n. However, we do know
that for any n € N it holds that (W = x{™) < (W = x%). So VE, W <<=
Vn.(WEXxy) =T <<= (W E X‘;%W) = T. For a quantitative predicate
D : Terms(A) — A, let X} = \[{kpw) A xjy | W € Terms(A)}. From the for-
mulation, we know that for any n € N, (V = x5™) < (V = x%). We will prove that
Auxp = (E.T[D)).
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Fix some value term V', then for any W and m > #V we have (V = xJy) = T <~
W L, V. We can derive that:

(CL'DN(V) = sup{D(W) | W T V} = sup{D(W) | (V |z X)) = T} = (V E xD)

)
Since for k < n < m we still have that (V | x%) < (V E x%), we can derive that

(CLDNV) = (V E Auxp)-
We conclude the proof by observing that for a lower leaf-continuous modality ¢ it
holds that:

vn e N [al(MllE¢p]) < (N[ éb))
& (M= Aob) < [a(NIE /\¢bl) by lower leaf-continuity

JAY

& (M= (CL D)) [al(INI[= (ELTDD)) by the above equality.

so we can adapt the proof of Proposition 6.5.7. O

A

Last but not least, we can combine the proofs of the above to Proposition.

Proposition 6.5.10. If all modalities are Scott leaf-continuous and lower leaf-
continuous, then (Q,V, A, —) induces the same logical equivalence asU, and (Q,V, N\, +)
induces the same logical preorder as U™ .

Proof. Let L = (Q,V,A,—) (or L = (Q,V,A,+)), and following the proof of Propo-
sition 6.5.7 we need to prove that C, is an applicative Q-simulation, specifically by
proving the sixth condition for applicative Q-simulations.

This can be done by combining the methods of the proofs from the previ-
ous two propositions. In both proofs we defined for each quantitative predicate
D : Terms(A) — A a sequence of approximations of (C,'[D]) defined with formu-
las from L. In the general logic, (Z,'[D]) can be defined with the formula
Vikpw)y Axv |V € Terms(A)}, with xy := /\{@Zzgl(wbww) | V I£Z W}, where for each
W such that V Z W we chose a formula 1" such that (V = ") g4 (V = "W).
However, this formula both has an infinite supremum and infinite infima, and hence is
not in £. In the proof of Proposition 6.5.7, we did an approximation of the outermost
supremum, and in the proof of Proposition 6.5.9, we did an approximation of the infima
used by the characteristic formulas xy. In this proof, we need to combine these two
approximations.

Remember that we have an injective function # : Terms(A) — N. Firstly, we define
for each V' a formula X7, € £, the finite approximation of the characteristic formula as
defined in the proof of Proposition 6.5.9 using the function # (but taking the formulas
YW from L instead). So VE, W < Vn(WEXy) =T < (W E Xﬁw) =T.
Hence, it holds that (W = A, x¥) =T & (VE, W).

Secondly, take some quantitative predicate D : Terms(A) — A, and for each n € N
we define the approximation D™ : Terms(A) — A sending V to D(V) if #(V) < n,

otherwise to F. For each n,m € N we define the formula ¢};™ € Form(A), as follows:

op" = \/{&D(V) Axy | V€ Terms(A), #V <m} € L.
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Note that this is a finite suprema over formulas from £, hence it is itself in L.

Let V € Terms(A) such that #V < m. Then (V = A\, ¢5") =
A VIV = (kpay A X)) | W e Terms(A), #W <m} =
N VADW) | W e Terms(A), #W <m, (V Exy) =T} =
No<yy VIDW) | W€ Terms(A), #W <m, (V E xjy) = T} =
V{D(W) | W € Terms(A), #W <m, (V =xh) =T} =
V{D(W) | W e Terms(A), #W <m, WL, V} =
V{D"™(W) | W e Terms(A), WE, V}.

Hence (V = A\, ¢5™) = (CT[D™])(V), so we can derive that (V = \/,, A\, ¢5") =
(E.T[D])(V). Note that for each m € N, {¢7™ }nen is a decreasing sequence of formulas
(their satisfaction never increases), and that {\,, ¢ }men is an increasing sequence of
formulas. We finish the proof by observing that, for a Scott leaf-continuous and lower
leaf-continuous modality ¢ it holds that:

vn,m, [dl(IM|[= ¢p"]) < [al(IN][= ¢5™)
& vm, [d(IMI[= \eB™) < Lad(NIE Aep™) by Scott leaf-continuity

& La(MIE\ A op™)

& [d(IM|[E (EL D)) 2 [al(INI[E (EL'[D])]) by the observed equality

A

lal(IN|[= \/ /\ #5™]) by lower leaf-continuity

so we can adapt the proof of Proposition 6.5.7. O

6.5.3 A short note on involutions

We end this chapter with a final remark. We required the inclusion of an involution for
our truth space in our formulation of the general logic. However, upon closer inspection,
it is not strictly necessary to include an involution. It is enough to add a simpler version
of negation — where =F = T and for any a € A where a # F, -a = F. So we can still
formulate the general behavioural equivalence for examples of effects with truth spaces
without involutions, like timer and input/output as given in Subsections 6.2.5 and 6.2.8.
As an example of how the proofs in this chapter can be adapted for this new notion
of negation, we look at Lemma 6.3.2, which says that T is symmetric. We give an
alternative proof to this Lemma, which only assumes that =F = T and - T = F.

Alternative proof of Lemma 6.53.2. Suppose PC R. If (R | ¢) > a then (R E ¢sq) =
T and (R E —(¢sq)) = F. If moreover (P = ¢) ¥ a, then (P E ¢sq) = F,
0 (RE ¢va) = Fand (R E —(¢za)) = T, so by P E R it holds that F =
(RE —(¢sa)) & T. This gives us a contradiction, hence (R | ¢) > a implies
(P E ¢) > a. We conclude that (R = ¢) < (P ¢), and hence R C P. O






7

Polymorphic and recursive types

The particular language we used to study behavioural equivalence for effectful programs
was a call-by-push-value language with general recursion. It is however not difficult to
change or add to the language, adapting the definition of the logic and behavioural
equivalence appropriately.

In this chapter, we focus on extending the language in two significant ways, by
adding new type constructors and terms for universal polymorphic types and recursive
types. When extending the language in such a way, the logic needs to be extended as
well in order to specify a behavioural equivalence on the types created by the new type
constructors. This can be done in a natural way, reflecting the behaviour of terms of
such types. For simplicity, we will only focus on extending the quantitative logic from
Chapter 6, since it is more general then the Boolean logic from Chapter 3. The Boolean
logics could however be extended in a similar way.

The proof for the Generalised Compatibility Theorem, Theorem 6.3.15, can be ex-
tended, establishing that the logic for the extended language induces a compatible
program equivalence. To extend the proof of that theorem for such extended languages,
it is necessary to break into some of the quite technical proofs from Chapter 4 in partic-
ular. We will try to do this in a modular way for universal polymorphic and recursive
types. These examples of extensions are indicative of how the language can be extended
in different ways.

So we extend the language in two main ways, adding universal polymorphic and
recursive types, both of which are powerful constructions. With recursive types for
instance, it is possible to express the untyped lambda calculus, which is another language
for which effects and applicative bisimilarity have been widely studied (e.g., in [14]).

7.1 Adding type constructors

We first lay out the general scheme for extending the language and the logic U, giving
a roadmap for proving that the Generalised Compatibility Theorem still holds. This
is done in four different steps, which require looking at three different chapters in this
thesis.

161
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(I) Firstly, we add the new type constructors, with their terms, typing rules, term
reductions and possibly new stacks and stack reductions. This will expand the
operational semantics from Chapter 2.

(II) We then define the appropriate basic logical formulas for the new types, for in-
stance using the new term introduction rules to lift formulas. This extends the
definition of the logic in Subsection 6.1.1.

(ITI) Next, we define clauses for the new types (new simulation rules) to the definition of
applicative Q-simulation (Definition 4.2.1). Moreover, we add appropriate cases to
Lemmas 6.4.4 and 6.4.6, in order to prove the Generalised Coincidence Theorems,
Theorems 6.4.8, for the extended language.

astly, we want to prove that applicative Q-similarity and Q-bisimilarity are com-
IV) Lastl tt that licative Q-similarit d O-bisimilarit
patible. To do this, we adapt the proof by Howe’s method from Section 4.4 in
three steps, in order to re-establish Proposition 4.4.19:

a) Prove that the Howe closure of an applicative Q-simulation satisfies the new
simulation rule from step (III).

b) If there is a new stack constructor formulated in step (1), add it as a frame
constructor to Definition 4.4.10, and extend Definition 4.4.13 appropriately.
Verify that lemmas related to frames still hold, mainly Lemma 4.4.15 as the
other lemmas tend to follow directly.

¢) For any new computation term not constructed by a frame, prove its case in
the Lemma 4.4.18 in order to verify the Key Lemma.

This proves that the Howe closure of an applicative Q-simulation is an applica-
tive Q-simulation, so we can conclude the proof by Howe’s method as done in
Section 4.5.

These four steps enable us to appropriately extend the language, and give it a
compatible behavioural equivalence. We will now focus on the particular extensions of
the language involving universal polymorphic types and recursive types. We start by
adding type variables, which establishes a basis upon which we can define the new type
constructors and terms.

7.1.1 Type variables

We introduce type variables «, 3, . .. for value types and a, 3, ... for computation types,
to enrich our language, and add type judgements for constructing them. Type Contexts
are recursively defined as follows:

A = ¢ | Ao | AS
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We write A F A to say A is a value type in context A, and A £ C to say C is a
computation type in context A. We have new judgements for types:

Ao, A"k« A B,AEB AF1 AFN
All other type judgements follow the type introduction rules, e.g.:

AFC AFA AFC
AFUC AEA—-C

Given some type E and some value type A, we write E[A/a] for the substitution
of A for each instance of a in E. Similarly, we write E[C/f] for the substitution of
computation type C for 8 in E. In the same way, we define P{[A/a] and P[C/] for
such substitutions in some term P. By construction, we have the following lemma for

type substitution:

Lemma 7.1.1. If AjaFE and A+ A, then A+ E[A/a].

convention that a type is closed unless mentioned otherwise. We will only define a
logic and equivalence for closed types, and their closed terms, similar to how we only
have a logic for closed terms in this thesis. Type variables are used to create type
constructors for universal polymorphic types and recursive types, both giving a wide
supply of interesting programs.

In the specification of behavioural equivalence for these new types, one has to keep
in mind that the formulas cannot be constructed by induction on types, they are con-
structed mutually inductively over all types simultaneously, as an induction on formulas.

7.2 Universal polymorphic types

By allowing us to build terms using type variables, we can express more general phe-
nomena in the programming language. Take for instance the return function which,
in a Church-style simply typed system (as used in this thesis), can only be the return
function on a specific closed type (e.g., N — FN). However, there is a more general
concept of return function, typed polymorphically by Va. o — F a. In order to explore
the behaviour of such general concepts, we introduce the universal polymorphic types.

We add universal polymorphic types over both value type variables and computa-
tion type variables. We consider both such polymorphic types as computation types,
following the precedent set by function- and II-types.

A,O[tg A?étg
A E Va.C A EVE.C

Here, a is bound in Va. C, and f is bound in V3. C. We write TV(E) and TV(I") for
the set of free type variables occurring in E and I' respectively. We define new terms;
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giving constructors and deconstructors for the new types, together with their typing
judgements, which are added to Figure 2.1:

I'EM:C a¢TVI) I't M:Va.C a¢ TV(I)UTV(A)
I'E Aa. M :Va.C T E M, : C[A/q]
I'EM:C B¢TWI) Ik M:V¥5.C B¢ TV(N)UTV(D)
' AB.M:VB3.C I' E Mp : C[D/p]

Here,  is bound in Aa. M, and $ is bound in Vf3. C.

As an example of a new term, the polymorphic identity function can be given by
the return function Aa. (Ax : a.return(z)) : Va.(a — Fa) and the force function
AB. (Ax : U B.force(x)) : V3. (U B — f3), for call-by-value and call-by-name style respec-
tively.

We define the operational semantics on closed terms of closed types by adding new
rules to the already defined reduction relation. Since both Va.C and Vf3.C are com-
putation terms, they contain term that may be reduced. So we first identify what they
can reduce to, their terminal terms; expanding Definition 2.1.3 with the following two
terms:

Aa.M | AB.M .

In order to evaluate terms M o and Mg, the term M needs to be evaluated first. As
such, we need to add two new stack constructors:

Su=---]So—a|So—¢c, where (S o —g){M} = S{Mg} .

The stack reduction relation — from Definition 2.1.7 is extended to include these terms
in the following way:

8. (S,Mp) — (So—a,M).

9. (So—a,Aa. M) — (S, M[A/a)).

(
(
8. (S,Mg) — (So—c,M).

9" (So—p,A3. M) — (S, M[D/g)]).

These new rules induce a new operational semantics | — | : Terms(C) — T(Tct(C)).
This finishes step (I) as laid out in Section 7.1. We will now turn towards step (II),
extending the quantitative logic.

7.2.1 Logic for universal polymorphic types

Considering the similarity with function types, it is not hard to identify what should
be considered a behavioural property of terms of universal polymorphic types. As such,
we define the basic quantitative formulas for the new types as follows, adding two new
rules to Figure 6.1:

ak C  ¢c Form(C[A/a]) BEC ¢ Form(C[D/j])
A — ¢ € Form(Va.C) D — ¢ € Form(v5.C)
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Note that formulas are only defined over closed types. Since we are extending the
quantitative logic, satisfaction of such formulas is given by the following rules, extending
the definition given at the end of Subsection 6.1.1.

MEAmG = Mabé¢  MpEDwo6 = Mph-o .

With the extended quantitative logic, we can define the behavioural equivalence =
and positive behavioural preorder CT for the extended language, as defined in Defini-
tion 6.3.1 and the paragraph below it.

Firstly, note that the proof of Lemma 3.4.1 can be easily adapted to work for the
new polymorphic computation types, hence for M, N : Va. C we have that [M| = |N|
implies M = N. We also get the following immediate classification result for the new
types (c.f. extending Lemma 3.4.3):

Lemma 7.2.1. For R either ° or =, it holds that:
8. M'Rva,gﬂ — VA, MARQ[A/(X]MA-
8 MRygcN <= VD, MARQ[Q/@MA'

Proof. Suppose M CT N : Va.C, then (M = A — ¢) < (N = A — @), hence

(M |=08) < (Na = ¢), implying that M, 1 N . The converse is equally straight-
forward, and the proof for = and Vf3. C goes similarly . O

7.2.2 Applicative bisimilarity for polymorphic types

Following step (III) from Section 7.1, we extend the notion of applicative bisimilarity
by adding relevant clauses to the definition of applicative Q-simulation for the types
created by by the new type constructors. Since these should reflect the behaviour of
the terms, these are inspired by the simulation rule for function types.

Definition 7.2.2. (Addition to Definition 4.2.1) A well-typed relation R is an applica-

tive Q-simulation if moreover:
8. MRya.cN = VA, MxRcia/aNa
8. MRyp.cN = VD, MpTRcp/sNp

With this extended definition, we can define the notion of applicative O-similarity
and Q-bisimilarity. We want to establish the Generalised Coincidence Theorem, Theo-
rem 6.4.8, establishing that the behavioural equivalence is equal to Q-bisimilarity.

The proofs in this section will only be carried out for Va. C types, since the proofs
for V3. C types are practically identical.

Theorem 7.2.3. (Theorem 6.4.8 in the presence of polymorphic types) If all modalities
are leaf-monotone then the positive behavioural preorder T is applicative Q-similarity
and the general behavioural preorder = is applicative Q-bisimilarity.
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Proof. Part 1: By Lemma 7.2.1, we can extend the proof of Lemma 6.4.4 to prove that
the positive behavioural preorder is an applicative Q-simulation.

Part 2: We add one case to the proof of Lemma 6.4.6, that any applicative Q-
simulation R preserves the new formula A — ¢ given that it preserves ¢. Assume
M Rya.c N, then by the simulation rule it holds that M 5 RQ[A/Q} N 5. Hence since R
preserves ¢, it holds that (M F A+ @) = (Ma F &) I(NaA F o) = (M E A 9).

We can conclude that CT is the largest O-simulation, and by adapting the proofs
slightly (c.f. Theorem 6.4.8 and Lemma 6.4.7), we can also conclude that = is the
largest symmetric Q-simulation. OJ

7.2.3 The Compatibility Theorem for polymorphic types

In order to prove compatibility of the open extension of the behavioural equivalence
for the extended language, we first need to establish what it means to be compatible.
We have four more compatible refinement rules, for each of the term introduction rules,
extending Figure 3.2.

't MRN:C P1 't MRN:Va.C P2
I Aa. MRAa.N :Va.C I'E MpARN,L:C[A/0]
I M ' MRN:V
EMRN:C P3 EMRN:VSC o
I' = AB.MRAB.N:V3.C I' - MpRNp: C[D/8

Remember that a well-typed relation R is compatible if R C R. We write 7 and E
for a tuple of type variables and types respectively. We change the definition of open
extension, given in Definition 3.3.7, by adding substitution of types, where for 7 |- E:

All that remains is to adapt the Howe’s method proof, following step (IV) from
Section 7.1. Since we added type variables, the notion of substitutivity from Lemma 4.4.3
needs to be extended to include substitution of types, as in [75]. So we start with an
auxiliary result, that the Howe closure is subsitutive in this extended sense. This has a
similar proof as Lemma 4.4.3. Recall that the Howe closure is defined with rule (H) in
Definition 4.4.1.

Lemma 7.2.4 (Type Substitutivity). Suppose A,y E and I' = PR*R : E. then for
al ALFE,T[E/2] & PE/2 R® R[E/2] : E[E/a].

Cn or Pn for some number n. This rule has as its premise some sequence of relations
P; R* Q;. By induction hypothesis it holds that P;[F /7] R® Q;[F /7], this is also trivially



7.2. UNIVERSAL POLYMORPHIC TYPES 167

true in the base cases n € {1,2} since then the sequence is empty. Using Cn or Pn we
can then derive that ' = P[F /’y]R’ )[F'/7]. One can verify that this argument works
for each of the cases of Cn. So I' & P[F /7] R*Q Q[F/y] and T k= Q[F /v R° R[FE /7],
hence I' = P[E /9] R® R[F /7). O

We assume that Q is a decomposable set of leaf-monotone and Scott-tree continuous
modalities. Let C be some applicative O-simulation.

Lemma 7.2.5. The Howe closure C°® satisfies rule 8 and 8’ from Definition 7.2.2.

Proof. Assume M C%,. c /N for two closed terms. Take some value type A, then by
compatibility of C* (Lemma 4.4.2) we get M C°cja/a) Na- O]

Since the definition of a stack has been extended, so has the definition of a frame in
Definition 4.4.10. Extending Definition 4.4.13; the frame Z o —g dominates S o —p if
A = B, and Z dominates S. It is not difficult to check that Lemma 4.4.12,4.4.11, 4.4.15,
and 4.4.14 still hold, since the proofs are similar to the proofs for the Il-types. We
manually check the least trivial lemma.

Lemma 7.2.6 (Lemma 4.4.15 in the presence of polymorphic types). If S{M'} C* N
then there is a frame Z and a term N’ s.t.; Z dominates S, M' C* N’ and Z{N'}CN.

Proof. We add a case to the proof of Lemma 4.4.15 by induction on S. Assume the
statement holds for S’.

3. If S = —aoS, then S{M'} = S'{M'}a. Now, there is a term K such that
S{M'} C c* KCN The statement S'{M'}a C* K could only have been derived
from rule P2, so we know there is a K’ such that K = K’y and S'{M'} C* K'.

We use the induction hypothesis on S’{M'} C* K’ to find a term N’ and frame
7' dominating S’ such that M’ é\'ﬂ’ and Z'{N'}CK'. Let Z := —p o Z', then
Z dominates S. From Z'{N'}C K’ and the new simulation rule we have Z{N'} =
Z'{N'}ACK'y, = K. With KCN we can conclude that Z{N'}CN and from
earlier M’ é\' N'. So Z and N’ have the desired properties.

O

Lastly, we need to adapt the Key Lemma, Lemma 4.4.17, by adding a new case to
Lemma 4.4.18. There is one more type of informative computation term, Aa. M. We
add the case here, as if we are in the proof of the Key Lemma.

Lemma 7.2.7. (Lemma 4.4.17 (Key Lemma) in the presence of polymorphic types)
Given two closed terms M, N : F A such that M C* N, then Vn,|M|, O(C®) |N]|.

Proof. Tt is sufficient to add the case of M = Aa. P to the proof of Lemma 4.4.18.
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14. If M = Aca. P, then for M to fit in S, S must be of the form S’ o— 4 for some value
type A. Since Z dominates S, Z = Z'o— A where Z’ dominates S’. The statement
M é\' N could only have been derived via the new compatibility rule P1, so N =
Aa. P’ for some P’ such that P C*® P’  hence by Lemma 7.2.4, P[A/a] C* P'[A/q].
Using Lemma 4.4.16 and (IH), we can do the following derivation:
[S{M}nt1 = [S{Ac.Pptlnyr = [S{L[A/o]}n-1 O(C®) [Z{E'[A/a]}]| =
| Z'{Aa. Pp }| = | Z{N}|.

O

We can conclude that the extended logics for the extended language gives us be-
havioural preorders with compatible open extensions. As such, we have verified the
Generalised Compatibility Theorem, Theorem 6.3.15, for the extended language:

Theorem 7.2.8. If Q is a decomposable set of leaf-monotone and Scott-tree continu-
ous modalities, then the behavioural preorders for the language extended with universal
polymorphic types, are compatible.

7.2.4 Constructions using polymorphic types

There are some interesting examples of polymorphic terms besides the polymorphic
return and force functions discussed before. Most notably, we can consider the effect
operators as polymorphic terms. Before, when we said or(—,—) : a X & — «, we
meant that the effect operator or(—, —) exists for any instantiation of the meta-variable
a. Now, we can consider a as a type variable instead, considering the effect operator
polymorphic.

So with the introduction of polymorphic types, we can construct polymorphic effect
operators, in the sense of [57, 58]. Take for instance the following term:

OR:=AB.(Ap: UB x Up.pm p as (x,y).or(force(z), force(y))) : V8. U x U B — B

The call-by-push-value setting necessitates the use of the thunk type to construct such a
polymorphic effect operator. This term takes as arguments a computation type C, and
then a pair of thunked computation terms of type C, and combines them in the nonde-
terministic choice program of type C which chooses between the two given computation
terms.

Similarly, we can define in the case of global store, the polymorphic effect operator
LU := AB. (Az : U (N — J).lookup,(y — force(z) y)) : V5. (U(N = B)) — 8

for the polymorphic version of the lookup operator.

Let us look at an example of a Boolean formula we can construct in the logic for
polymorphic types. We call a type A rich if it has two terms VW : A such that
V £ W. For a nondeterministic language, we define the following formula of type
Va.a - a — a — Fa, as a conjunction over rich types:

N\ A= \{V= W (Lo 0(0)A0W)))) | V.W, L : A, ¢, 9 € Form(A), g A = L}

A, rich
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This formula checks whether there are three arguments such that two disjoint formulas
may be satisfied according to the may deterministic ¢ modality. This is equivalent to
saying that the terms carries information from at least two of its arguments, meaning
at least two different arguments may possibly be returned. It is satisfied for example
by terms Aa. A\x. A\y. Az.or(return(z), return(y)), Aa. Az. A\y. Az. or(return(y), return(z)),
and Aa. Az. \y. Az.or(or(return(x), ), or(return(y), return(z))), but not by the term
Ao Az Ay. Az. return(y).

7.3 Recursive types

In order to greatly increase the expressibility of the language, we add recursive types.
This is a very powerful programming mechanism, allowing us to for example model
the untyped lambda calculus, recreate the fixpoint operator, and create recursive data
types like lists. For full generality, we consider adding recursive types on top of universal
polymorphic types, but we could of course alternatively add the types independently.
We add both a value recursive type and a computation recursive type constructor.

Aok A ABFC
AF pa. A Al puB.C

Here, a is bound in pa. A, and 3 is bound in pf3. C. We define both term constructors
and term deconstructors for the new type, together with their typing judgements added
to Figure 2.1:

F'FV:Alpa. A/l 'EV:ipa. A Tiz:Ajpa.AJa] B M:C

't fold(V) : pa. A I' E pmVasfold(z). M : C
I'E M:Clus.C/p] ' M:pp.C
T & fold(M) : pB.C T © unfold(M) : C[uB.C/B|

We expand the operational semantics. The new computation term created for the
value recursive type pa. A can be directly reduced with the following rule, added to
Definition 2.1.4:

8. pm (fold(V)) as fold(z). M ~» M[V/x] .

In order to evaluate the computation term unfold(M) created for the computation
recursive type uf. C, we need to first evaluate M. Hence, we need to add the unfold
operation to the stacks:

S:=---|Sounfold(—) where (S o unfold(—)){M} := S{unfold(M)} .

To finish of the operational semantics, we add the two appropriate stack reduction rules
from Definition 2.1.7:

10. (S, unfold(M)) » (S o unfold(—), M).
11. (S o unfold(—), fold(M)) ~— (S, M).

This finishes the extension of the language and its operational semantics.
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7.3.1 Logic for recursive types

We now need to establish what is considered a behavioural property of terms of these
new types, to appropriately extend the behavioural logic. Both types have terms intro-
duced by a fold(—) operator, hence we define a formula by lifting a property along the
term introduction rules of the fold(—) operator, adding two new rules to Figure 6.1:

¢ € Form(Alua. A/al)) ¢ € Form(C[uB.C/B])
f(¢) € Form(ua. A) f(@) € Form(up.C)
We define the satisfaction of the new formulas as follows, extending the definition

given at the end of Subsection 6.1.1.

(fold(V) = f(#)) == (V) (M = f(#)) = (unfold(M) = o) .

Note that the difference between the two definitions is similar to the difference between
basic formulas of pair types and basic formulas of II-types.

With the extended quantitative logic, we can define the behavioural equivalence =
and positive behavioural preorder T for the extended language, as defined in Defini-
tion 6.3.1 and the paragraph below it. We can include the following two classifications
(c.f. Lemma 3.4.3) of those relations:

Lemma 7.3.1. For R either C°T or =, it holds that:
9. fold(V) Rya.afold(V) <= VRajua a/qW-
9’ M Rus.c N <~ unfold(M) Rg[@.g/g] unfold(N).

Proof. fold(V) E:a.A fold(W) holds if and only if V¢ € Form(Afua.Al),

(fold(V) = f(¢)) < (fold(W) = f(¢)), meaning (V = ¢) < (W = ¢). This precisely

+
holds when V C Alpa. Al wW.

M ;:ﬂ.g N holds if and only if V¢ € Form(C[uB.C/j]), (unfold(M) |= ¢) =

(M E f(¢) € (NEf(¢) = (unfold(N) | ¢). This is precisely when

unfold(M) EE[@Q/@] unfold(V). O

7.3.2 Applicative bisimilarity for recursive types

We extend the definition of applicative Q-simulation by adding simulation rules for the
new types. This simultaneously defines applicative O-similarity and O-bisimilarity.

Definition 7.3.2. (Addition to Definition 7.2.2) A well-typed relation R is an applica-
tive Q-simulation if moreover:

9. fold(V) Rua.a fold(W) = VRajua a/a W.
9. MR,5.cN = (unfold(M) Rgj,s. /g unfold(NV)).

Just as we did in Subsection 7.2.2, we adapt the proof of the Generalised Coin-
cidence Theorem appropriately to be suitable for this extended notion of applicative
O-bisimilarity.
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Theorem 7.3.3 (Theorem 6.4.8 with universal polymorphic and recursive types). If all
modalities are leaf-monotone, then the positive behavioural preorder T is applicative
Q-similarity and the general behavioural preorder = is applicative Q-bisimilarity.

Proof. We add two cases to Part 1 and Part 2 of the proof of Theorem 7.2.3.

Part 1: With Lemma 7.3.1 we know that CT satisfies the new simulation rules 9
and 97, so we can add the two cases to prove that the positive behavioural preorder is
an applicative Q-simulation.

Part 2, we add two more cases to the proof of Lemma 6.4.6, showing that any
applicative Q-simulation R preserves the new formulas f(¢) and f(¢) given that it
preserves ¢ and ¢.

Assume fold(V) Ryq. A fold(W), then by the simulation rule it holds that
V RAua.A/a) W. Since R preserves ¢, we derive that: (fold(V) = f(¢)) = (V = ¢) <
(W E ¢) = (fold(W) = f(¢)). Hence R preserves f(¢).

Assume MR, cN, then by the simulation rule it holds that
unfold(M) RA[W.Q/;] unfold(/N). Since R preserves ¢, we derive that: (M = f(¢)) =

(unfold(M) = ¢) < (unfold(N) = @) = (N = f(¢)). Hence R preserves f(o).
We can conclude that CT is the largest O-simulation, and by adapting the proofs

slightly (c.f. Theorem 6.4.8 and Lemma 6.4.7) that = is the largest symmetric Q-

simulation. O

7.3.3 The Compatibility Theorem for recursive types

We will prove that open extensions of the behavioural preorders induced by the logic
are compatible. Let us first consider how the definition of compatible refinement can
be broadened to appropriately adapt the definition of compatibility for this extended
language. We extend Figure 3.2 with the following four rules:

I'FVRW : Alpa. A/al
T+ fold(V) R fold(W) : pcr. A

R1

F'FVRW : pa. A Iz Alpa. AJa) E MR

(@}

R2

~

N .
I' b (pmV as fold(z). M) R (pm W as fold(z). N) : C

' MRN: AluB.C/B R3 ' MRN:pB.C
T E fold(M)R fold(N) :pB.C ' £ unfold(M) R unfold(N) 1 Clus. C/p]

R4

Now we extend the proofs necessary for establishing compatibility, following step
(IV). Note the usual lemmas for the Howe closure hold, including type substitutivity
by Lemma 7.2.4 from the previous section. Assume Q is a decomposable set of leaf-
monotone and Scott-tree continuous modalities, and let C be a Q-simulation.

Lemma 7.3.4. The Howe closure of a simulation C satisfies the rules 9 and 9’ from
Definition 7.5.2.

Proof. First the simulation rule for po.A. If fold(V) C®fold(W) then
fold(V') C*fold(L) C° fold(W) for some L. By the simulation property for C, and the
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fact that L and W are closed, we know that L C°W. Moreover, fold(V) é\'fold(L)
could have only been derived from the new compatible closure rule R1, hence V C* L.
We can conclude that V C* W by Lemma 4.4.4.

The simulation rule for 8. C is muh easier to prove, since it follows from rule R4
and the fact that C*® is compatible. O

There is one more constructor for stacks, so one more constructor for frames as well.
Extending Definition 4.4.13, the frame Z o unfold(—) dominates S o unfold(—) if and
only if Z dominates S. The usual lemmas about frames hold. Again, we prove the least
trivial one:

Lemma 7.3.5. (Lemma 4.4.15 with universal polymorphic and recursive computation
types) If S{M'} C* N then there is a frame Z and a term N’ such that; Z dominates
S, M'C*N' and Z{N'}CN.

Proof. We add a case to the proof of Lemma 7.2.6 by induction on S. Assume the
statement holds for S’.

4. S = unfold(—) 0 S, then S{M'} = unfold(S’{M'}). Now, there is a term K such

that S{M'} ?Kgﬂ. The statement unfold(S’{M'}) E’K could only have been
derived from rule R4, so we know there is a K’ such that K = unfold(K’) and
S/{M/} C*K'.
We use the induction hypothesis on S’{M'} C*® K’ to find a term N’ and frame
7" dominating S’ such that M’é\'ﬂ’ and Z'{N'}CK'. Let Z := unfold(—) o Z’,
then Z dominates S. From Z'{N'}CK' and a simulation rule we have Z{N'} =
unfold(Z'{ N'})Cunfold(K’) = K. With KCN we can conclude that Z{N'}CN
and from earlier M’ é\'ﬂ’. So Z and N’ have the desired properties.

O

We finish the adaptation of the proof by Howe’s method by adding two new cases
of computation terms to the Key Lemma (Lemma 4.4.17).

Lemma 7.3.6 (Lemma 4.4.17 with universal polymorphic and recursive types). Given
two closed terms M, N : F A such that M C* N, then Vn, | M|, O(C®) |N]|.

Proof. 1t is sufficient to add the cases of M = (pmV as fold(x). P) and M = unfold(N)
to Lemma 4.4.18. Note that unfold(P) is not an informative term, so need not be added
(similar to how P V is not a case in the original lemma).

15. If M = (pmV as fold(z). P), then it holds from R2 that NV = (pm W as fold(z). Q)
for some W and @ such that V C* W and P C* Q. Now we have that V' = fold (V")
and W = fold(W') for some V' and W’ since the terms are closed, from which
by the new simulation rule we get V' C*W’. From P C*®(Q and Lemma 4.4.3 it
holds that P[V'/x] C* Q[W'/x]. We conclude with (IH) and Lemma 4.4.16 that:

1S{M i1 = |S{pmfold(V") as fold(z). P}|ns1 =
[S{PIV'/a]}n Q(C®) [S{QW'/z]} = |S{N}.
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16. If M = fold(P), then Mé\'ﬂ is from R3, so N = fold(Q) for some @ such
that PC*Q. For M to fit in S (and S{M} : FA), S must be of the form
S’ o unfold(—). Since Z dominates S, Z = Z’ o unfold(—) such that Z’ dominates
S’. Hence S{P} C* Z{Q} by Lemma 4.4.14. By (IH) and Lemma 4.4.16, we can
derive that:

[9{M}nt1 =[5 o unfold(—){fold(P)}|n+1 = |S{P}n-1Q(C")|Z{Q}| = INI.
O

We can conclude that the Generalised Compatibility Theorem, Theorem 6.3.15,
holds for the language with universal polymorphic types and recursive types:

Theorem 7.3.7. If Q is a decomposable set of leaf-monotone and Scoti-tree continu-
ous modalities, then the behavioural preorders for the language extended with universal
polymorphic types and recursive types, are compatible.

7.3.4 Constructions using recursive types

Using recursive types, we can define many interesting types and terms. For instance, it
is possible to redefine the fixpoint operator using recursive types. In this subsection, we
look at another construction. For simplicity, we write A + A’ for the binary sumtype
ziel Bz where I = {0, 1}, BU = A, and B1 = A

The natural numbers type N can be defined as the recursive type pa.1l 4+ « and
hence need not be taken as primitive. The usual constructors and deconstructors of the
natural numbers type can be redefined to:

Z = fold((0,x)), S(V) := fold((1,V)),
case V of {M,S(z) = N} := pmVasfold(z).(pm z as {(0,y).M, (1,2).N}) .

The basic formulas for the natural numbers can also be retrieved, with {0} := f((0, T))
and {n+ 1} == f((1, {n})).

For any value type A, we can create a type of lists list(A) of terms of that type,
as list(A) := pa. 1 + (A X «). Basic formulas of list(A), as given by the formulas for
recursive types, are of the following three forms:

e A formula f((0,T)) which checks whether a list is empty. Here V = f((0,T))
yields T if V gives an empty list, and F otherwise.

e A formula f((1,79(¢))) where ¢ € Form(A), checking the head of the list.
V E f((1,79(¢))) yields F if V gives an empty list, and W = ¢ if V is a non-
empty list whose head is given by W.

e A formula f((1,m1(¢))) where ¢ € Form(list(A)), checking the tail of the list.
V E f((1,71(¢))) yields F if V gives an empty list, and W | ¢ if V is a
non-empty list whose tail is given by W.

The resulting behavioural equivalence will state that two lists are equivalent if they are
of the same length, and elements at matching locations in the list are equivalent.
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7.4 Thoughts on language extensions

With the addition of universal polymorphic types or recursive types, we have shifted
away from a simply-typed system. One consequence of this is that we are unable to
perform proofs regarding the pure logics from Section 5.4 and Subsection 6.3.4. In
particular, we used inductions on types in Propositions 5.4.2 and 6.3.24 to prove that
the pure logic induces the same equivalence as the general logic. However, because
formulas of universal polymorphic types and recursive types may contain sub-formulas
of ‘higher’ types, such inductions on types are not well-founded. For instance, we would
need to find a characteristic function yy for some value of a polymorphic type Va. A.
But such a formula may contain formulas for a higher type like A[Va. A/a], breaking
the induction. Hence, the results on pure logics do not directly apply to the language
extended with universal polymorphic types and/or recursive types.

It may however be possible to prove Propositions 5.4.2 and 6.3.24 in another way.
In [10], it was proven that properties of universal polymorphic types could be tested at
a particular instantiation of the type. If such a thing would be true for the language
studied in this thesis, behavioural equivalence could be determined at such a type
instantiation. This may enable us to fix the necessary induction on types. It is however
unclear whether the results from [10] could be extended to apply to the call-by-push-
value language with algebraic effects used in this thesis.

Another issue with the current framework is the inability to incorporate existential
types, e.g., as done in [74]. The behavioural equivalence formulated in this thesis
coincides with a notion of applicative bisimilarity. However, existential types seem
to be incompatible with applicative bisimilarity techniques. This problem is discussed
in [99], where, to solve this issue, they consider a notion of bisimulation on program
tuples in order to properly investigate languages with existential types.

In some languages, it is possible to model existential types as universal polymorphic
types. E.g [57] defines an existential type as 3X.B as VY.VX.B — Y — Y. However,
there does not seem to be an appropriate translation of this type into the particular
call-by-push-value language used in this thesis. None of the choices for translating this
type seem to implement the right interpretation for existential types.



Conclusions

In this final chapter of the dissertation, we will discuss the topics of this thesis in relation
to other work, and talk about potential topics for future research. This will be done in
the form of five big questions.

What happened? We have defined a relation of equality between call-by-push-value
programs with effects by specifying behavioural properties. The resulting behavioural
equivalence was proven to be compatible for certain algebraic effects, including error,
nondeterministic choice, probabilistic choice, global store, input/output, timer and cer-
tain combinations thereof.

The primary tool used for interpreting the behaviour of effectful programs is the
notion of modality, which was adapted from the notion of observation in [35]. There,
observations were defined on trees of type N, whereas modalities are defined on unit-
type effect trees, or quantity-valued trees in the case of the quantitative logic. Modalities
in this dissertation are used to lift properties on values to properties on computations,
analogous to predicate lifting in coalgebra [34]. The paper [35] features properties of
Scott-openness and decomposability with a similar function to the notions in this thesis
with the same name, though decomposability for modalities is more subtle than the
corresponding notion for observations in [35].

The behavioural equivalence has been proven to be compatible by equating it to
a notion of applicative bisimilarity [2|, which interprets effects using relators (relation
lifting devices). Such applicative bisimilarities for effectful programs were defined in [14]
for an untyped lambda calculus with effects, where furthermore Howe’s method (30, 31|
was used to prove compatibility of this notion of bisimilarity. This proof was adapted in
this thesis to work for typed call-by-push-value language with algebraic effects, general
recursion, universal polymorphic types and recursive types.

Is it reasonable? In the literature, logics for effects have primarily been considered
for the purpose of reasoning about programs with effects. Some such logics are sound
with respect to notions of program equivalence, e.g., bisimilarity, mutual similarity and
contextual equivalence. In general, programming logics are not used to determine a
notion of compatible program equivalence, as is the purpose of the logic in this disser-

175
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tation. However, it is possible for logics sound with respect to behavioural equivalence
to be expressed within our logic. We review some of the alternative logic descriptions.

Pitts’ evaluation logic was an early logic for general computational effects [73]. Eval-
uation logic has built-in [0 and ¢ modalities, which are used to interpret any effect
through the lens of demonic/must and angelic/may nondeterminism. This interpreta-
tion can be awkward for some examples of effects, for instance for probability. It would
therefore be natural to consider replacing the [J and ¢ modalities in the evaluation logic
with the effect-specific modalities considered in this dissertation, defined in Section 3.2.

A more general description of effectful properties is given in a logic for algebraic
effects, from Plotkin and Pretnar [85]. There, equations are taken as the primitive
interpretation of effectful behaviour, and are used to axiomatise an equational theory
over the effect operators. This is in line with the algebraic interpretation of effects
advocated by Plotkin and Power [83]. The chosen equational axioms from [85] are
typically sound with respect to the program equivalence, and can thus be used to
soundly reason about program equivalence. In this dissertation, modalities are chosen
as primitives, and the equations are induced as a consequence, as seen in Section 3.5. We
can see modalities as some kind of dual to equations, because they are better suited for
establishing non-equivalence between two terms (by finding a formula that distinguishes
the two). Potentially, the two theories could be used to complement each other.

The logic of [85] does use modalities, each determined by an individual effect oper-
ator from X. In the case of the input-output effect, such operator specific modalities
could be expressed within the logic of this dissertation. Perhaps more usefully, the logic
from [85] could be altered by replacing the ‘local’ operator modalities with the ‘global’
behavioural modalities used in this dissertation. This may provide an alternative more
usable framework for specification and verification of programs with algebraic effects.
For instance, as we have seen in Section 5.6, the notion of decomposability provides us
with proof rules which are potentially helpful in verification. This leads us to the next
question.

Is it practical? The main function of the logic in this dissertation is to formulate
and define a notion of program equivalence. Since the base logics are infinitary, they
cannot directly be used for practical applications such as specification and verification.
However, as we have seen in Chapter 5 and Section 6.5, the logic necessary for specifying
the behavioural equivalence can in many cases be reduced to a finitary logic. It would
be interesting to see if this might be useful for designing algorithmic approaches to
establishing non-equivalence between programs.

The low-level infinitary logic has merit too, as it serves as a base logic into which
more practical finitary logics can be translated. Such a translation will prove that the
logic is sound with respect to applicative bisimilarity from Chapter 4. For this pur-
pose, the closure of the logics under infinitary propositional logic is crucial, as it allows
for the standard translations of quantifiers and least and greatest fixed points into the
logic. As another example, the translation of Hoare logic into the logic of this disserta-
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tion, as illustrated in Subsection 5.5.1, makes crucial use of infinitary disjunctions and
conjunctions.

As an alternative to the infinitary propositional logic, one might explore logics with
finitary syntax, including for example fixpoint formulas and quantifiers, for expressing
interesting properties in the logic (e.g., with modal p-calculus [39]). The compositional
proof rules established in Section 5.6 could potentially be expressed in such finitary
logics, providing a framework for formal proofs that programs satisfy certain properties.
This is one possible direction for developing practical applications from this thesis.

The previous paragraph discusses using the logic to prove properties of programs. It
could also be interesting to verify equivalence between programs. In this respect, as men-
tioned before, the main potential of this logic seems to be establishing non-equivalence:
two terms P and R are non-equivalent if there is a formula of their type distinguishing
them. Bisimilarity, on the other hand, is a useful tool for proving equivalence, two terms
are equivalent if there is a simulation relating the two. This proof technique becomes
even more practical if ‘up-to’ methods [13, 90, 92| are available. Hence, it may be useful
to counsider the logic from this dissertation as a useful complement to bisimilarity, since
the resulting behavioural equivalence coincides with a notion of applicative bisimilarity.

We may also relate the logic with other useful methods for establishing equivalence,
such as the method of logical relations |9, 29, 35, 37, 75, 76] often used for establishing
contextual equivalence. We have seen in Subsection 5.2.4 that for some examples of
effects the positive behavioural preorder coincides with the contextual preorder. These
examples include error, input/output, and global store with finite locations. A notable
exception is nondeterminism, for which it has been proven, e.g., in [40, 41|, that the
bisimilarity is distinct from contextual equivalence. For some probabilistic languages,
bisimilarity does coincide with contextual equivalence, as seen in [12]. As such, a similar
result may hold in the context of this thesis.

Is it relevant? We compare the approach taken in this dissertation with some similar
approaches to defining behavioural equivalence for effectful languages. There are for
instance similarities between the Boolean logic in this thesis and the logic developed in
Abramsky’s domain theory in logical form [3]. There, a finite endogenous logic is used
to characterise denotational equivalence. In contrast, in this dissertation we construct a
logic on the operational semantics (with effect trees) to define behavioural equivalence.

We look at a plethora of relatively recent developments related to this thesis.
For instance, another approach to logics for effects has been proposed by Goncharov,
Mossakowski and Schroder [23, 65|, who define the logic semantically within a pure
fragment of the programming language itself. In the case of global store, this approach
derives Hoare logic. However, the approach taken appears not to be applicable to as
many examples as the approach used in this dissertation.

The quantitative logic also has similarities to other approaches. The denotations
[q] : TA — A of quantitative modalities are, in the case of the running examples,
Eilenberg-Moore algebras (see Subsection 6.3.3). As such, our examples of quantitative
modalities potentially fit into the framework of Hasuo [26]. It should be noted that
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modalities need not be EM-algebras for the resulting equivalence to be compatible.
For instance, the Scott open Boolean modalities denote functions from TB — B (see
Subsection 6.5.1), but most of the example modalities in the Boolean logic do not denote
EM-algebras. However, there might be a uniform way to combine all modalities from
a decomposable set of Scott open modalities into a single EM-algebra, by choosing an
appropriate truth space. This is in a way what happens when going from the Boolean
modalities to the quantitative modality in the individual cases of probabilistic choice
and global store.

Another approach to reasoning about effects is done in the F* project [100], where an
effectful programming language is described within a theorem-prover with a dependent
type structure. At this stage, that framework supports many of the effect examples
given in this thesis, described by Dijkstra monads |5, 52, 100, 101]. The formulation
is based on identifying the right notion of precondition for a given postcondition, a
concept which is intuitively clear in the case of global store, but becomes more subtle
for other effect examples. In the case of global store, the precondition-postcondition
style arises naturally in the framework of this thesis, as the (s — s’) modality and the
quantitative G modality both check correctness of beginning states for getting a certain
result. For other examples of effects, the connection becomes less clear. Because of the
potential practical properties of the logic of this thesis, further comparisons to Dijkstra
monads could provide good reasoning tools for the latter. Moreover, for some effects
the formulation using (quantitative) modalities may be considered more natural, for
instance in the case of input/output where effects may be observed in the middle of
execution (see a formulation of input/output with Dijkstra monads in [51, 72]).

In short, there are many current approaches to reasoning about and establishing
equivalence for programs with effects. Each has its own merits, focussing at a specific
level of generality. So it is that we arrive at the final question.

Is it general? The notion of program equivalence in this thesis has been defined for a
call-by-push-value language with general recursion, finite sums and products, universal
polymorphic types, recursive types, and a wide range of algebraic effects. As such,
equivalences could be extracted for any language which can be embedded within it, for
instance typed call-by-name, call-by-value and lazy PCF [42, 43], and untyped call-by-
value lambda-calculus with algebraic effects [14]. Similarly, as discussed before, other
logics and reasoning principles could be embedded within the infinitary propositional
logic. Let us discuss the ways the language and logic can be made even more general.
In this thesis, we consider program properties (or observations) as the primary way
of describing program behaviour. According to this philosophy, the generalisation to
quantitative properties given in Chapter 6 is natural. Alternatively, one could consider
relations (or comparisons) as primary, and instead generalise to quantitative relations.
One approach in this direction is using metrics, along the lines of [6, 17, 53|. Relating the
quantitative logic of this thesis, or a variation thereof, to metrics (e.g., like the ones in
[21]) is a topic for future research. One technical difficulty in using quantitative relations
is that sometimes certain properties related to metrics (such as non-expansivity) are
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needed, and sometimes this necessitates using restrictive calculi such as affine calculi.
It seems possible that there may be other approaches to quantitative relations that
avoid such problems.

The quantitative logic does not however naturally induce a metric on terms. This is
mainly because of the inclusion of threshold-formulas ¢, which takes the quantitative
information from ¢ and collapses it to a binary value. These threshold-formulas are
necessary for relating the behavioural equivalence to applicative bisimilarity. Their
necessity can be seen as a natural consequence of the non-linearity of the language,
created in part by general recursion.

The quantitative logic is very expressive, allowing one to deal with some awkward
combinations of effects that are not amenable to a Boolean treatment. These com-
binations of effects are treated in a-case-by-case basis. A possible uniform theory for
combining effects and their quantitative modalities is currently under development. An-
other potential future direction is developing a system of subtyping, where each program
can be (dynamically) associated to a set of effects it might produce.

The algebraic operators used to model effects in this thesis are limited to arities
formed by products of a, N — o and IN. The theory makes use of the fact that terms
of type N are equivalent if and only if they are syntactically the same. For terms
of more complex types, this is not necessarily the case, which makes the definition
of modalities over effect trees using operators with more general arities challenging.
However, more general arities are needed to include effects such as local store, higher-
order store, and jumps with dynamically created variables as in [20]. For some of these
effects, the appropriate notion of bisimilarity is environmental bisimilarity [38, 91]. The
complexity of this notion hints at the degree of complexity required for formulating a
program logic for such effects.

Last but not least, we could consider another way of programming with algebraic
effects using handlers |8, 86]. In general, handlers violate the standard equations as-
sociated with algebraic effects, and would hence break the behavioural equivalence.
However, there are different options for implementing handlers to the current frame-
work. Firstly, one can extend the language with effect handlers. To this extend, one
might want to try and identify ‘safe’ handlers, the ones that do not break the equiv-
alence. An investigation along these lines is done in [50], where safety of handlers is
studied with respect to equational theories. Secondly, one could use handlers to imple-
ment modalities into the language itself, e.g., various operators from concurrency can
be defined using handlers 1, 22]. Considering these two directions, adding handlers
may be a fruitful pursuit for the future.
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Razsirjeni povzetek v slovenskem jeziku

Disertacija preucuje pojem enakovrednosti programov za funkcijski programski jezik z
algebrajskimi u¢inki in splosno rekurzijo, ki uporablja klic po nalozeni vrednosti (call-by-
push-value oz. na kratko cbpv). Osredototamo se predvsem na vedenjsko ekvivalenco,
pri Cemer je obnasSanje programa doloceno z zbirko formul, ki so odvisne od ucinkov.
Dva programa istega tipa imamo za enakovredna, ¢e zado$¢ata istim formulam, ki iz-
razajo vedenjske lastnosti programov. Vpliv u€inkov na izra¢un programa opiSemo z
modalnostmi. Da bi uéinke lazje kombinirali, logiko posplo§imo v kvantitativno logiko
s kvantitativnimi modalnostmi.

Eden glavnih prispevkov disertacije je dolo¢itev pogojev na modalnostih, pri katerih
je vedenjska ekvivalenca, ki jo inducira logika, kongruenca. To pomeni, da programi
ne lo¢ijo med enakovrednimi izrazi. Pogoji vkljucujejo relevantne lastnosti zveznosti,
ki se ti¢ejo izrac¢unov programov, ki se potencialno ne koncajo, in pojem razcepnosti,
ki obravnava zaporedje izra¢unov (zaporedno izvajanje programov). Pod temi pogoji
vedenjska ekvivalenca sovpada s Se enim pojmom ekvivalence programov, aplikativno
bipodobnostjo, za katero je kongruenca dokazana preko Howejeve metode.

Disertacija prispeva tudi nacina, kako lahko rezultate uporabimo na nekaterih pri-
merih kombinacij u¢inkov in kako modalnosti inducirajo prave enac¢be med programi
z uéinki. Preu¢imo tudi nekatere razli¢ice logike in razis€emo situacije, v katerih te
razli¢ice logike inducirajo isto ekvivalenco.

Poglavje 2: Jezik in operacijska semantika

Ogledamo si funkcijski programski jezik [42, 43] z algebrajskimi uéinki in splogno rekur-
zijo, ki uporablja pristop cbpv. Programski jezik ima #¢ipe vrednosti in tipe izracunov,
ki so rekurzivno podani z:

A,B:UQH]N\ZZGIAZ|A><B,
C,D:=FA|A —C | C,

Sintaksa izrazov in pravila za tipe so podani na sliki 2.1, kjer je I' kontekst, ki
vsebuje spremenljivke tipov vrednosti. Pisemo Terms(E) za zaprte izraze tipa E.

Izraz lahko evalviramo in tako reduciramo na konéni izraz oblike return(V'), \x. M
ali (M, | i € I). Taksna evalvacija lahko traja vetno ali kaze sprozanje uéinkov.
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''kV:N
Fk=x:1 r-z:N 'ES(V):N
'FV:N rEM:C ''z:NEN:C
I' £ case V of {M,S(z) = N}:C
r'cv:A e:AEM:C rFv:A
Fz:AT'Fz: A I'kletxbe V.M :C I' £ retun(V) : FA
'rEM:FA z:AEN:C rcM:C r-v:ucC
TF Mtoz.N:C T F thunk(M): UC T I force(V): C
e:AEM:C 'cv:A rEM:A—-C
''EXxM:A—-C reMVv:C
F'EV:A; F'FV:3erA; Px:A; & M,:C zavsako i €1
TF(,V): Zier A; FkEpmVas{.., (ix)M,...} :C
rv:A '-w:B 'vV:AxB Nz:Ajy:BE M:C
FV,W):AxB I' e pmVas (z,y).M: C
I'kM,:C, zavsak i€l Ik M: I C, jel It M:UC—C
' (M, |iel) i C, EMj:C; I'E fix(M): C

Slika 2.1: Pravila za tipe.

'Vi:Nzavsak1<i<n I': M,:Czavsak1<i<m
F t Op(vlw'wv’anlw-me):Q

(op: N" xa™ —+a)eX

T'EV,:N zavsak 1<i<n I''e:NEFM:C

:N" x oN )
T E op(Vi,...,Va M) : C op:N"x o™ = a) €

Slika 2.2: Pravila za tipe za ucinke.

V jezik vnesemo algebrajske ucinke tako, da ga razSirimo z mnozico uéinkovnih
operacij, ki so zbrane v signaturi ucinkov . Pravila za tipe tovrstne operacije so
podana na sliki 2.2.

Operacijska semantika programskih izrazov je podana v razdelkih 2.1 in 2.2, izrazi
tipov izra¢unov se evalvirajo v drevesa ucinkov. Neformalno izradun, ki je izraz tipa
izraCuna, evalviramo v drevo, ¢igar vozlis¢a opisujejo mozne pojavitve u¢inkovne ope-

racije.

Definicija 2.2.1. Drevo ucinkov (effect tree) (v nadaljevanju drevo) T'X nad mnoZico
X, doloceno s signaturo u¢inkov X, je drevo morda neskon¢ne globine, ¢igar vozli§¢a so
oznacena z u¢inkovnimi operacijami in listi bodisi z rezultatom (x), kjer je z € X, ali s
simbolom 1 za divergenco.

Mnozico T X opremimo z w-polno urejenostjo takoj po definiciji 2.2.1 v osrednjem
delu disertacije. Se ve¢, T dodamo strukturo monade, vkljuéno z enotami n: X — T'X
in preslikavami mnozenja p : TTX — TX za vsako mnozico X.
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Redukcijo na drevo nato definiramo kot preslikavo |—| : Terms(C) — T'(Terms(C)),
ki slika izracune v drevesa uc¢inkov. Pri tem uporabimo funkcijo za aproksimacijo dreves
iz definicije 2.2.3.

Neformalno je ta aproksimativna funkcija definirana na naslednji nacéin. Izracun
evalviramo, dokler se evalvacijski proces, ki je deterministi¢en, ne kon¢a (e se to ne
zgodi, je drevo enako ). Ce pa se evalvacijski proces konca v konfiguraciji, ki vsebuje
uc¢inkovno operacijo op(...), v drevesu ustvarimo notranje vozlis¢e, ki ga ozna¢imo op.
Nato nadaljujemo z izgradnjo dreves za podizratune operacije op(. .. ) kot otroke danega
vozlis¢a tako, da proces ponovimo.

Primeri udéinkov

V razdelku 2.3 obravnavamo mnoge primere uc¢inkov, ki so v literaturi morda standardni,
a bodo sluzili kot tipi¢ni primeri v disertaciji.

Napaka: Vzemimo mnoZico obvestil o napaki Err in za vsako obvestilo e € Err
dodajmo u¢inkovno operacijo raise.() : 1 — «. Torej je naSa signatura enaka
Yer 1= {raise.() : 1 — a | e € Err}, kjer izracun raise.() prekine evalvacijo in prikaZze
e kot obvestilo o napaki.

Nedeterminizem: Naj bo or(—, —) : a®> — « binarna operacija izbire, ki poda dve
moznosti nadaljevanja izracuna. Ce podamo dva izracuna M in N, je or(M, N) izracun,
ki nadaljuje evalvacijo bodisi kot M bodisi kot IN. Katera od obeh moznosti bo obveljala,
ne vemo.

Verjetnost: Verjetnostno izbiro implementiramo z uporabo binarne operacije izbire
pr(—, —) : a®> = a, ki vrne dve moznosti za nadaljevanje izra¢una. Naga signatura ucin-
kov je ¥pr := {pr(—,—) : a®> = a}. V tem primeru je izbira nadaljevanja verjetnostna,
saj ima pr(M, N) enako verjetnost za nadaljevanje z izra¢unom M ali N.

Globalni pomnilnik: Oglejmo si primer, ko imajo programi lahko interakcije z ne-
kim globalnim pomnilnikom ter lahko iz njega berejo in vanj piSejo. Naj bo Loc
mnozica lokacij za shranjevanje naravnih Stevil. Za vsako lokacijo I € Loc imamo
dve uéinkovni operaciji lookup;(—) : o™ — « in update,(——) : N x a — a,
Ygs := {lookup;(—),update;(—;—) | I € Loc}. Izracun lookup;(x — M) prebere Ste-
vilo na lokaciji [ in ga zamenja za x v M, izra¢un update;(7; M) pa shrani n na lokaciji
[ in nadaljuje z izrac¢unom M.

Vhod/Izhod: Vzemimo operaciji read(—) : oV

— «, ki prebere Stevilo z vhoda in
ga poda kot argument nekemu izrac¢unu, in write(—; —) : N X a — «, ki izpiSe Stevilo
(prvi argument) na zaslon in nato nadaljuje z izra¢unom iz drugega argumenta. Skupaj

tvorita signaturo Y, := {read(—) : o™, write(—; —) : N — a x a — a}.
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neN ¢ € Form(C) jel ¢ € Form(A;)
{n} € Form(N) (¢) € Form(U C) (7,¢) € Form(Xier A;)
¢ € Form(A) ¢ € Form(B)
mo(¢) € Form(A x B) m1(¢) € Form(A x B)
V € Terms(A) @ € Form(C) 0O ¢ € Form(A)
(V — @) € Form(A — C) o(¢) € Form(F A)
Q € FOT‘m(Qj) X gcountable For’m(E)
(J — @) € Form(Ilie; C;) V X € Form(E)
X Ciountable Form(E) Q€ Form(E)
N\ X € Form(E) —(¢) € Form(E)

Slika 3.1: Konstruktorji formul.

Casomer: Definiramo izracunljivo mnoZico racionalnih Gasovnih korakov Inc C Q,
kjer imamo za vsak ¢ € Inc operacijo tick.(—) : @ — «. NaSa signatura ucinkov je
Yy = {ticke(—) : @ = a | ¢ € Inc}, kjer je tick.(M) izra¢un, pri katerem evalvacijo
odlozimo za ¢as ¢, nato pa nadaljujemo z izra¢unom M.

Poglavje 3: Vedenjska ekvivalenca

V tem poglavju definiramo pojem ekvivalence med programi, ki nas zanima, tj. vedenj-
sko ekvivalenco. Najprej induktivno podamo logiko vedenjskih lastnosti jezika tako, da
za vsak tip E definiramo mnozico formul Form(E). Pravila za to definicijo so podana
na sliki 3.1. Z V oznaimo mnoZico vseh formul in z V™ mnoZico tistih formul, ki ne
vsebujejo negacij ‘—’.

Naj bo ¢ formula in P izraz. Dejstvo, da ima P lastnost ¢, pisemo kot P = ¢. Za
definicijo logike na sliki 3.1 je klju¢nega pomena, da smo dolo¢ili mnozico modalnosti

O, kar je tudi temeljni prispevek te disertacije.

Modalnosti za uéinke

MnoZico modalnosti O uporabljamo, da dolo¢imo obnaSanje z u¢inki. Vsaka modalnost
o € O poda podmnozico [o] dreves u¢inkov z enotskim tipom 7'({*}). Naj bo ¢ formula
in |[M|[= ¢] drevo, ki ga dobimo, ko zamenjamo vse liste (return(V')) drevesa |M| z (x),
Ce velja V |E ¢, in z L, Ce velja V £ ¢. Potem velja M E o(¢), te je |M|[E ¢] v

mnozici [o]. Oglejmo si nekaj neformalnih opisov primerov modalnosti.

Napaka, zaznava obvestila: O = {|} U{E. | e € Err}, kjer je [{] := {(x¥)} in
[E.] = {raise.}. Ce M vrne vrednost, ki zados¢a ¢, velja M =] (¢), in ¢e M sprozi
obvestilo o napaki e, velja M = raise.(9).
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Nedeterminizem, lahké in moéra: Definirajmo Opq = {0, O}, kjer je [0] = {t |
t ima neki list z oznako (x)} in [O] = {¢ | t je kon¢no drevo in vsak list je oznalen
z (x)}. Ce M lahko vrne vrednost, ki zados¢a formuli ¢, velja M = O(¢), in Ce
M mora vrniti vrednost, ki zado$¢a formuli ¢, velja M | O(¢). Za O imamo tri
moznosti: {O, O} za nevtralni nedeterminizem, {(} za angelski nedeterminizem in {{J}
za demonski nedeterminizem.

Verjetnost, pri¢akovana zadostitev formul: Definiramo Op, = {Ps, |
g€ Q,0<q<1}, kjer [Ps4] poda mnozico dreves t € T({*}), za katera je verje-
tnost, da pridemo do lista, oznaenega z (x), ve&ja od q. Ce je verjetnost, da M vrne
vrednost, ki zadosca ¢, vecja od ¢, velja M = Ps4(¢).

Globalni pomnilnik, modalnosti za prehod stanja: Definiramo mnozico global-
nih stanj State = N'°¢, kjer za s € State, s(I) = m pomeni, da je Stevilo m shranjeno
na lokaciji {. Modalnosti podamo z mnozico Oy = {(s—7) | s, € State}, kjer velja
M = (s—71)(¢), e bo, ko evalviramo M z globalnim pomnilnikom v zafetnem stanju
s, izraz M vrnil vrednost, ki zados¢a ¢, in bo nato globalni pomnilnik v stanju r.

Vhod/izhod, sledi: Definiramo vhodno/izhodno sled kot besedo w nad abecedo {7n |
n € N}U{ln | n € N}. Pri tem ?n opisuje dejstvo, da je program kot vhodni podatek od
uporabnika dobil n, in In dejstvo, da je program uporabniku vrnil n kot izhodni podatek.
Kot mnozico modalnosti vzamemo Oy, = {(w)|, (w).. | w vhodno/izhodna sled}. Ce je
w moina sled za izraz M, velja M = (w). (¢). Ce je w mozna sled za izraz M, ki vrne

vrednost, ki zados¢a formuli ¢, potem velja M = (w)] (o).

Casomer, potrebni ¢as: Naj bo Ofi = {C<q | ¢ € Q>0} mnozica modalnosti, kjer
velja M = C<4(¢), Ce se evalvacija izraza M konca, vrne vrednost, ki zado¢a formuli
¢, in je bila odloZena za najved ¢ Casa.

Formalno definirajmo, kaj pomeni, da programi zados¢ajo formulam. Za vsak tip E
imamo zadostitveno relacijo = C Terms(E) x Form(E), ki jo definiramo z naslednjimi

pravili:
VE{n < V=n VE(@ <= force(V)Eo.
@LV)EU¢) = i=jAVEe, (VW)Em() — Vo
VW) Em(¢) < Wi, MEV=d — MV
MEo(9) <« [Ml[Edlelo], ME(G—o = MjEo
PE\VX < 3eX PEog, PENX < VY$eX Pk
PE-(@) <= ~(PF49).
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Logi¢ne Sibke urejenosti

Logiko vpeljemo z namenom, da dolo¢imo &ibko urejenost na izrazih. Naj bosta £
podmnozica £ C V in E tip. Pisemo Form(E), za Form(E) N L. Vsaka podmnozica
logike definira naravno ekvivalenco, kjer sta dva izraza v relaciji, ¢e zadostata istim
formulam. To ekvivalenco lahko podamo z logi¢no §ibko urejenostjo tako, da je izraz R

nad izrazom P, ¢e R zado§¢a vsem formulam, ki jim zado$¢a tudi izraz P.

Definicija 3.3.2. Za vsako podmnozico logike £ C V definiramo logi¢no $ibko urejenost
L ., tako da velja:

VER:E, PER < (VgerFormE), PE¢ = RE¢).
Splosna vedenjska Sibka urejenost L je logi¢na Sibka urejenost na V, medtem ko je

pozitivna vedenjska $ibka urejenost T logi¢na gibka urejenost na V1. Za ekvivalence,
ki jih inducirajo §ibke urejenosti =, = in =%, pigemo C,, C, in CT.

Splogna vedenjska 8ibka urejenost C je simetri¢na, torej je enaka splo$ni vedenjski
ekvivalenci =.

Naslednji rezultat je eden glavnih prispevkov te disertacije. Lastnosti razcepnost in
Scottova odprtost sta definirani kasneje.

Izrek 3.3.8 (Izrek o zdruzljivosti). Naj bo O razcepna mnozica Scottovo odprtih modal-
nosti. Tedaj sta odprti razsiritvi polne vedenjske ekvivalence = in pozitivne vedenjske
Sibke urejenosti CT zdruzljivi.

Intuitivno to pomeni, da so ekvivalence kongruence in da so Sibke urejenosti Sibke

kongruence. Pojasnimo Se lastnosti, ki nastopata v izreku.

Definicija 3.3.10. Pravimo, da je modalnost o € O Scottovo odprta, ¢e je [o] odprta
podmnozica v Scottovi topologiji na T'({x}), tj. ¢e je t; <ty < ... nara§ajoCa veriga
v T({*}), potem velja | |;¢; € [o] < 3In € N.t,, € [o].

Razcepnost je lastnost preslikave mnozenja p : T(T({x})) — T({x}), ki pripada
strukturi monade. Neformalno je vloga razcepnosti zagotoviti, da preslikava mnozenja
ohranja pozitivno &ibko urejenost CT. V formalni definiciji uporabimo abstraktni re-
laciji € T({*}) x T({*}) in X C T(T({x})) x T(T({*})), ki ju definiramo preko

modalnosti iz mnozice O. Formalni definiciji teh relacij sta podani v razdelku 3.3.2.

Definicija 3.3.20 (Razcepnost). Pravimo, da je mnozica modalnosti O razcepna, Ce
za vsa dvojna drevesa r,r’ € T(T({x})) r * ' implicira pr < pr'.

V razdelku 3.3.3 pokazemo, da je za vse primere u¢inkov, ki smo jih podali zgoraj,
njihova mnozica modalnosti O razcepna mnoZzica Scottovo odprtih modalnosti.
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Algebrajske teorije

V literaturi je enakost med programi mnogokrat opredeljena preko aksiomov enakosti, ki
jim morajo u¢inki zadostiti. V tej disertaciji pa kot osnovo uporabimo pojem modalnosti
in so nato ena¢be inducirane glede na to, katere modalnosti izberemo. Da bi to natanc¢no
povedali, oblikujemo abstrakten pojem enacbe, inducirane z modalnostmi.

Oznafimo spremenljivke z naravnimi §tevili in naj bodo e € T'(N) posplogeni alge-
brajski izrazi kot v [49]. Modalnosti iz mnozice © inducirajo relaciji < in = na T(N)
(definicija 3.5.3). Ker je O razcepna mnozica Scottovo odprtih modalnosti, je < dopu-
stna, < in = pa sta kompozicijski (glej [35]). Se ve¢, < in = sluzita kot abstrakeiji
(algebrajskima izrazoma) CT in =.

V disertaciji smo pokazali, da za vsak primer ucinka s signaturo ucinkov ¥ in iz-
brano mnoZzico modalnosti Oy, nastala relacija < zadosta obi¢ajnim neenakostim, ki so
specificne za ucinke (na primer tistim iz [83, 84]). To smo izvedli v lemi 3.5.13.

Ne moremo pa vseh algebrajskih teorij inducirati z razcepno mnozico Scottovo od-
prtih modalnosti. Se posebej to velja za nekatere algebrajske teorije za kombinacije
ucinkov. Z uporabo zgornjih orodij lahko pokazemo naslednji dejstvi:

Lema 3.5.17. Vsaka razcepna mnozica Scottovo odprtih modalnosti, ki je definirana
za kombinacijo u¢inkov globalnega pomnilnika in demonskega nedeterminizma in ki
zado&ca Zelenim enacbam za tak$ne ucinke, tudi inducira x = L (vsak izraz je enak 1).

Podoben rezultat pokazemo v lemi 3.5.19, kjer dokazemo, da ne moremo najti razce-
pne mnoZice Scottovo odprtih modalnosti za opis kombinacije verjetnosti in angelskega
nedeterminizma. Zaklju¢imo lahko, da kombinacije globalnega pomnilnika in nedeter-
minizma ne moremo pravilno opisati s taksno Boolovo logiko, kot smo jo predstavili v
poglavju 3. To nam sluzi kot motivacija, da v poglavju 6 logiko posplosimo na kvanti-
tativno logiko.

Poglavje 4: Aplikativna bipodobnost

Oglejmo si alternativni pojem enakosti med programi, aplikativno bipodobnost [2], ki
ga uporabimo v dokazu izreka o zdruzljivosti 3.3.8.

Naj bo t € T(X) drevo in A C X. Definiramo ¢[A] € T({x}) kot drevo, ki ga
dobimo tako, da v ¢ vse liste z oznako = € A zamenjamo z * in vse liste z oznako
x € (X — A) zamenjamo z L. Za dano signaturo ¥ in mnozico modalnosti O (za X)
definiramo operacijo O(—) : P(X xY) — P(T(X) x T(Y)) kot!:

tOR)r <= VDCX 0€O, (t{De[o] = r{lyeY |3z e D,zRy}| € [o].

V razdelku 4.1 pokazemo, da ta operacija zadoS¢a lastnostim relatorja, ki je definiran
v definiciji 4.1.1.

!7a relacijo R C X x Y piemo x R y namesto (z,y) € R
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Aplikativne simulacije

Relator uporabimo, da definiramo razli¢ice Abramskyjeve aplikativne podobnosti (appli-
cative similarity) in aplikativne bipodobnosti (applicative bisimilarity) |2, 14], ki ustre-

zajo nasSemu jeziku.

Definicija 4.2.1. Dobro tipizirana relacija R na zaprtih izrazih je aplikativne O-

simulacija, Ce velja:
1. VRNW = V =W.
2. thunk(M) Ry ¢ thunk(N) = M Rc N.
3. (L, V)R A (kW) = (j=k)AVRA, W.
4. (V,VYRaxs W,W') = VRAWAV' RgW'".
5 MRac N = VYV € Terms(A),M VRcN V.
6. MRpa N = [M| O(RaA) |N|.
7. MR, ¢, N = Vjel,MjRyu, N j.

Definiramo $e dve relaciji: Aplikativna O-podobnost (Applicative O-similarity) je najve-
¢ja O-simulacija in Aplikativna O-bipodobnost (Applicative O-bisimilarity) je najvecja

simetri¢na O-simulacija.
Izrek 4.2.7 in 4.2.8 (Izreka o sovpadanju). Ce so vse modalnosti Scottovo odprte,

potem je pozitivna vedenjska &ibka urejenost CT aplikativna O-podobnost, polna ve-
denjska ekvivalenca = je aplikativna O-bipodobnost.

Z uporabo Howejeve metode [14, 31| v razdelkih 4.4 in 4.5 pokaZemo naslednja

izreka:

Izrek 4.5.2 in 4.5.5. Ce je O razcepna mnoZzica Scottovo odprtih modalnosti, potem
sta relaciji aplikativne O-podobnosti in aplikativne O-bipodobnosti zdruzljivi.

Zaklju¢imo lahko, da izrek o zdruzljivosti 3.3.8 velja.

Poglavje 5: Razlic¢ice logike

Splogna vedenjska ekvivalenca = in pozitivna vedenjska Sibka urejenost CT sta induci-
rani z logikama V in VT. Logiki pa lahko na razli¢ne nacine preoblikujemo, ne da bi pri
tem spremenili inducirani logi¢ni 8ibki urejenosti. Zamenjamo lahko osnovno formulo
vrednosti (V' +— ) z alternativno formulo (¢ — %), katere semantiko podamo z:

ME(@—y) = YW AWEo=>MWEY) .

S F oznac¢imo dobljeno logiko z negacijo in s F* logiko brez negacije. Menjava lo-
gike ima konceptualno prednost v tem, da se formule ne sklicujejo na sintakso izrazov
programskega jezika.



195

Posledica 5.4.3. Ce je =y kongruenca, potem velja (=y) = (=7), in ¢e je Ty Sibka
kongruenca, potem velja (Ey+) = (Ex+).

Ne da bi spremenili inducirano logi¢no 8ibko urejenost, lahko logiko preoblikujemo

tudi na naslednje nacine:

e Definiramo logiko V*, pri kateri formule izrac¢unov ne vsebujejo konjunkcij, dis-
junkcij in negacij. V posledici 5.1.4 pojasnimo, da =y, sovpada z =y-.

e Namesto Stevne disjunkcije uporabimo konéno disjunkcijo in tako definiramo lo-
giko (O,V,\,~). Z lemo 5.2.6 zagotovimo, da se =y, sklada z =y A -, Ce 50
vse modalnosti Scottovo odprte.

e Brez uporabe disjunkcij, konjunkcij ali negacij definiramo logiko (O, L, T,+). V
trditvi 5.2.11 povemo, da =y sovpada z =, 1 T 4), ¢e so ucinki napaka, globalni
pomnilnik, vhod/izhod ali ¢asomer.

V razdelku 5.3 obravnavamo kombinacije uc¢inkov in definiramo pripadajoce Boolove
modalnosti, ki opisujejo obnasanje teh kombinacij. Dolo¢imo tudi okolii¢ine, v katerih
Boolove modalnosti tvorijo mnoZico Scottovo odprtih modalnosti. Nekaj pozitivnih
rezultatov se nahaja v lemah 5.3.4, 5.3.7 in drugih. Vendar pa, kot smo Ze videli,
dobimo tudi nekaj negativnih rezultatov, ki motivirajo posploSitev na kvantitativno
logiko.

Poglavje 6: Kvantitativna logika

Ker zelimo opisati vedenjsko ekvivalenco za jezike z dolo¢enimi kombinacijami u¢inkov
ali pa podati bolj naraven nacin za opisovanje vedenjskih lastnosti programov z ucinki,
posplogimo Boolovo logiko na kvantitativno logiko.

Kot prostor resni¢nostnih vrednosti uporabimo mrezo A z urejenostjo <, ki je §tevno
polna. To pomeni, da imamo za vsako $tevno podmnozico X C A najmangso zgorngjo
mejo (supremum) \/ X in najvedjo spodnjo mejo (infimum) A X. Naj bosta T in F
najvecji ter najmanjsi element mnozice A. Dodatno zahtevamo obstoj involucije na
mnozici A, saj jo bomo uporabili za modeliranje negacije. Involucijo podamo s preslikavo
= : A — A pri éemer velja Va,b € A,a <b < —b d —a in Va,~—a = a.

Relacije zadostitve ‘=’ naredimo kvantitativne, tako da so to zdaj funkcije | :
Terms(E) x Form(E) — A za vsak tip E. Logiko na sliki 3.1 razgirimo z dvema novima

konstruktorjema formul:

¢ € Form(E) a €A ac A

O € Form(E) kq € Form(E) ’

. . T ¢e(PE¢) >a.
kjer definiramo P | ¢pq := Pl kqi=a.
F  sicer.
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Za vse ostale relacije zadostitve v definiciji Boolove logike zamenjamo ‘<’ z ‘=". V
razdelku 6.1.1 se nahaja formalna definicija kvantitativne relacije zadostitve.

U¢inke interpretiramo z uporabo kvantitativnih modalnosti Q, kjer vsaka operacija
g € Q podaja funkcijo [¢] : T(A) — A. Definiramo M = q(¢) tako, da v drevesu |M]|
zamenjamo vse liste oblike (return(V)) z (V |= ¢) in rezultat podamo funkeiji [¢]. Naj
bo U polna logika in U™ logika brez negacij.

Definicija 6.3.1. Naj bo £ C U podmnozica logike. Logicno sibko urejenost C,

definiramo z ekvivalenco:

VP,R € Terms(E), PC,R <= Vo€ Form(E);,, PE¢<RE®

Logicéno ekvivalenco =, dobimo kot presek T, N ..

Primeri

V splosnem velja [¢]((a)) = a in [¢](L) = F. Oglejmo si nekaj primerov prostorov
resni¢nostnih vrednosti in kvantitativnih modalnosti za ucinke in njihove kombinacije.

Verjetnost: Kot polno mrezo resni¢nostnih vrednosti uporabimo prostor realnih ver-
jetnosti A := [0, 1], ki vsebuje verjetnosti resnice. Urejenost < je kar ‘<’ in za negacijo
= vzamemo —x = 1 — x. Definiramo zgolj eno kvantitativho modalnost E, ki oznacuje
pri¢akovano vrednost in za katero velja [E](pr(¢,r)) := ([E]n(¢) + [E]n(7))/2.

Globalni pomnilnik: Kot prostor resniénostnih vrednosti uporabimo mnozico stanj
A := P(N'°) in jo uredimo z inkluzijo. Zopet podamo zgolj eno kvantitativno mo-
dalnost G, za katero velja: [G](lookup,(to,t1,...)) := {s € N'°¢ | s € [G](ts))} in
[G](update;(m;t)) := {s € Nto¢ | 5[l := m] € [G](¢)}.

Casomer: Prostor resni¢nostnih vrednosti je tokrat interval ¢asovnih zamikov A :=
[0, 00], ki ga uredimo z obratno urejenostjo, in definiramo kvantitativno modalnost C,
tako da velja [C](tick.(t)) := ¢+ [C](¢).

Dodajanje nedeterminizma: Zgornjim primerom lahko dodamo nedeterminizem na
naslednji nadin. Za prostor resni¢nostnih vrednosti obdrzimo A in za vsako modalnost
q € Q definiramo dve razliici ¢ in go. Zanju veljata naslednji pravili: [qq](or(t, 7)) :=
laol () VIae](r) in [aa](or(t, 7)) := [ac](t) Alac](r), kjer sta operaciji V in A definirani
s strukturo mreze na A.

Zgornji primeri in tudi druge kombinacije uc¢inkov, kot na primer kombinacija verje-
tnosti in globalnega pomnilnika ali kombinacije z napako, so pojasnjeni v razdelku 6.2.
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Zdruzljivost

Vse zgornje rezultate, ki se nanasajo na Boolovo logiko, lahko razgirimo na kvantitativno
logiko, ¢e posplo§imo pojma razcepnosti in Scottove odprtosti. DokaZzemo lahko, da se
=y in aplikativna O-bipodobnost skladata in da sta kongruenci. Podrobnosti so v
razdelkih 6.3 in 6.4, podamo pa kratek povzetek.

Naj bosta h : X — Y int € T(X). Naj bo t[h] € T(Y) drevo, ki ga dobimo, ko
zamenjamo liste, oznacene z x € X, z listi z oznako h(z) € Y.

Definicija 6.4.1. Za dano mnozico kvantitativnih modalnosti Q imamo operacijo
Q(—):P(X xY)—P(TX xTY), ki je podana z ekvivalenco

LQR)Y =  Vh:X — AVgeQ, [glth]) < [ql(¢' [y \/{h(x) | # € X,2Ry}].

Pojem Scottove odprtosti za mnozico Boolovih modalnosti zamenjamo z listno mo-
notonostjo in drevesno Scottovo zveznostjo, ki sta definirani v razdelku 6.3.1. Razce-
pnost posplogimo v definicijah 6.3.7, 6.3.9 in 6.3.11, lahko pa jo karakteriziramo tudi z
naslednjo posledico.

Posledica 6.4.13. Ce so vse modalnosti ¢ € Q listno monotone, potem je Q raz-
cepna mnozica natanko tedaj, ko velja VR C X x Y,Vr,r' € TTA, r Q(Q(R))r" =
pr Q(R) pr'.

Izrek 6.3.15 (Posploseni izrek o zdruZljivosti). Naj bo Q razcepna mnozica listno
monotonih drevesno Scottovo zveznih modalnosti. Tedaj sta odprti razsiritvi = in
L+ zdruzljivi.

Ce so vse modalnosti g € Q listno monotone, potem je po lemi 6.4.2 Q(—) relator.
Aplikativno Q-simulacijo definiramo kot v definiciji 4.2.1, vendar uporabimo relator
Q(—) namesto O(—). Enako drzi tudi za aplikativno Q-podobnost in aplikativno Q-
bipodobnost.

Izrek 6.4.8 (Posplogeni izrek o sovpadanju). Naj Q vsebuje le listno monotone mo-
dalnosti. Tedaj je logi¢na Sibka urejenost [;,+ Q-podobnost in logi¢na ekvivalenca T,
O-bipodobnost.

Izrek 6.4.14. Aplikativna Q-podobnost in aplikativna Q-bipodobnost sta kompatibilni,

Ce je Q razcepna mnoZzica listno monotonih drevesno Scottovo zveznih modalnosti.

Izreka sta dokazana v razdelku 6.4.

Poglavje 7: Polimorfni in rekurzivni tipi

V tem poglavju premislimo, kako bi v jezik dodali dodali konstruktorje za univerzalne
polimorfne tipe in rekurzivne tipe, ki so zelo moc¢ni mehanizmi. Uvedemo spremenljivke
tipa vrednosti  in spremenljivke tipa izracuna j.
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AB:=--|pa A,
C D= |Va.C|VB.C | uB.C.

Definicije izrazov, njihove operacijske semantike in vedenjske logike lahko primerno

razsirimo, da dobimo naslednji rezultat.

Izrek 7.2.8 in 7.3.7. Naj bo Q razcepna mnozica listno monotonih drevesno Scottovo
zveznih modalnosti. Tedaj so odprte razSiritve vedenjskih §ibkih urejenosti, ki jih do-
bimo iz logik za jezik, razsirjen z univerzalnimi polimorfnimi tipi in rekurzivnimi tipi,

zdruzljive.
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