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Introduction

This thesis is concerned with the decidability of the theory of typed A-calculi. Typed
A-calculi are formal systems to explore the notion of computation, and as such, are
fundamental tools in computer science. However, the study of the theory of the \-
calculus does not reduce solely to computer science. Its deep connections with logic
and its mathematical clarity, have settled the basis of a fertile interaction between
computer science, logic and mathematics. Understanding the motivations of the
theory of A-calculi leads one naturally to a detour by the study of its connections
with logic and mathematics. We begin with a brief history of the genesis of the -
calculus, aimed at underlining its strong interaction with the development of logic.

Origins

The A-calculus comes from the attempt in the 1930s by Alonzo Church first in [25],
and in a corrected version in [25] to build an alternative formalisation of mathe-
matics whose fundamental building blocks are functions. Soon, however his two
students, Kleene and Rosser, prove his system in [59] to be inconsistent, suffering
from the same paradox, discovered in 1902 by Russell, which affects the foundations
of mathematics in terms of set theory.

Church, Kleene and Rosser then give up this fundamental attempt and turn to
the study of computability with a tool at the basis of Church’s system of logic;
this tool is nowadays known as the untyped A-calculus. This minimalist language
with three symbols (two parentheses and a Greek letter) and a denumerable stock
of variables will prove to have a high expressive power, it will even be proven to be
Turing complete, which is to say, according to the Church-Turing thesis, that the
untyped A-calculus is the most expressive programming language, it can implement
any computable functions.

Among the numerous results obtained by Church for the A-calculus, probably the
most famous is the undecidability of convertibility of terms [26] in the untyped A-
calculus, i.e.,, whether two programs compute the same function. The subject of this
thesis tackles the opposite consideration, to find effectively computable procedures
to decide equality between terms. We will have therefore to restrain this equality
for certain classes of programs. The restriction used is a partial labelling of the
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A-terms following certain rules, the terms which can not be labelled are ruled out of
the system, this technique is known as typing.

The theory of (ramified) types appears originally in the work of Russell and
Whitehead [93] to cure the set-theoretical foundations crisis of mathematics of the
beginning of the century. This theory is roughly a way to classify propositional
sentences into a hierarchy to avoid self-references which are at the heart of many
paradoxes (among them the paradox of Russell) undermining the naive set theory
of Cantor, considered then to be the only possible foundation of mathematics. This
theory has inspired Church and Curry to develop typed versions of A-calculi and
combinatory logic (an analog to the A-calculus where the explicit handling of ab-
straction and variable is abandoned and replaced by the use of primitive functional
combinators).

The work of Church and Curry, one working on the A-calculus, the other on
combinatory logic, are tightly interleaved. They give in the same period their first
formulations of a functional theory of types, Curry in [36], Church in [27]. For a
nice exposition, the reader is invited to consult [83].

Logical Motivation

In 1934 in [44], Gentzen invented two formal systems to write deductions, natural
deduction and sequent calculus, and proves his Hauptsatz for the sequent calculus.
The Hauptsatz shows how it is possible to bring deductions into a normal form,
which are deductions of a simpler structure. Although sequent calculus is important
in its own right (in particular in proof theory), we will focus on natural deduction,
which has a much clearer relationship with programming.

Prawitz, in 1965 in [77], rehabilitated natural deduction by proving an equivalent
of the Hauptsatz for this system, the normalization of detour elimination (which
corresponds to the (-reduction of the lambda-calculus).

After Curry had noted a correspondence between his combinatory logic and
the logic as formulated by Hilbert, Howard, in 1969, extended this correspondence
between natural deduction and A-calculus. After having circulated informally for
ten years and deeply influenced the community the manuscript of Howard [53] is
eventually published. The correspondence pointed out by Howard which relates
formulas and types, and proofs and terms is even an isomorphism, because the
detour elimination of proof in natural deduction corresponds to reductions in the
A-calculus.

This isomorphism, known as the Curry-Howard isomorphism, provides a formal-
isation of the Brower-Heyting-Kolmogorov interpretation of proofs as constructions
and marks the beginning of a fertile period of interplay between (mainly intuition-
istic) logic and computer science.

It has given rise in turn to a bundle of logical systems based on the A-calculus,
interpreting the logical connectives as types, and proofs as terms; for example, the
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type theory of Martin-Lof [67], Girard/Reynolds System F [47; [79], the Calculus
of Constructions of Coquand and Huet [33; 32], or the extension of the latter with
inductive types, the Calculus of Inductive Constructions [34].

All these systems, formulated using natural deduction, were proved strongly
normalizing following a variation of the method of reducibility predicate originally
introduced by Tait in [85] to prove a weak normalization for a calculus with combi-
nators and recursion operators.

This change of perspective suggests to consider new conversions. Already in the
seminal works of Prawitz, other conversions than the traditional 7 or g-reduction
are present, the so called permutative reduction or m-conversion for sum type and
existential type. They are needed in natural deduction in the presence of disjunction
or existential quantifiers in order to obtain normal forms of deductions which satisfy
the subformula property.

Categorical Motivation

The real shift from a set-theoretical foundation to a functional foundation of math-
ematics has been successfully achieved by category theory. In this light it is not sur-
prising that category theory had an important impact on both logic and A-calculus.
The works of Lambek and Scott [60} 61} 62} 63] are particularly illuminating, where
it is shown that there is an isomorphism between Cartesian Closed Categories and
the theory of A-calculi, and that categories are deductive systems with an equiva-
lence relation on proofs. The categorical analysis of proofs and their equality has
since then been pursued (in particular in the works [66] of Mann, and [72] of Mints).

The m-conversions of Prawitz, mentioned above, have a very natural meaning in
category theory, they hold in fact automatically, if type formers are interpreted using
universal properties, e.g., X is interpreted as categorical product, = as exponential
object, etc. But other non-standard conversions hold as well. The categorical inter-
pretation gives us in fact extensional models of A-calculi, and hence all the possible
conversions we might want to add.

We may not want to have such a powerful conversion relation (which corresponds
to an extensional equality). For example in the case of inductive types, extensional
equality is known to be undecidable. Still, the categorical perspective can be a
guideline, if we want to strengthen the conversion relation, as it implies categor-
ical properties to hold directly in our calculus. The question could now be what
properties do we want to have in our calculus?

Programming Motivation and Applications

As already mentioned, the A-calculus turns out to be a powerful tool to study com-
putability. Its high level of abstraction as opposed to other model of computation
such as Von Neumann models make it a convenient paradigmatic programming lan-
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guage to concentrate on the program independently of the machine the program is
to be implemented on. Its influence had spread over the whole computer science
community (see [12]). In particular, functional languages are implementations of
the A-calculus with some primitives added.

Although far from the fundamental considerations of Russell, the advent of type
systems in programming languages has analogously structured values and programs
in order to forbid incoherences.

Experience shows that a great number of bugs can be detected automatically by
a pass of type inference before actually running the program. However the gain of
typing is not limited to bug elimination. It allows for example for optimization: if
we know by typing that a program can be transformed in another one respecting the
same specification and that this later is more efficient (although maybe less natural
for human eyes), why not take the later? Two examples are partial typed directed
evaluation and deforestation. In fact these two are examples of extended conversions
as we will consider throughout this thesis.

Another nice application of strengthened conversion relation is the ability to
decide provable isomorphisms between types. Two types are isomorphic if they
carry the same information organized differently, i.e.,, if there exists function forth
and back between this two types such that their composition is the identity. A
characterisation of provable isomorphisms in a Cartesian closed category is first given
by Soloviev in [84] and independently by Bruce, Di Cosmo and Longo in [22]. Rittri
in [82] uses isomorphisms for retrieval methods in a library of programs (see [35] for
a detailed exposition). Another application is the design of algorithms to be applied
generically to a class of isomorphic datatypes, an example of an implementation is
described in the paper of Atanassow and Jeuring [6].

Maybe the greatest outcome of the advent of types in programming and logic
is the possibility to express in a same uniform framework, thanks to the Curry-
Howard isomorphism, programs, properties thereof and checkable proofs. In such
environment, on the one hand, proofs of properties of programs can be checked
automatically and correctness of programs reaches a higher level of confidence, and
on the other hand parts of proofs can be seen as programs which allow for more
automation of formal proofs. For such a proof assistant to be convenient, it should
obviously do as much as possible of these automations to assist the user in the
obvious part and let him concentrate on the tedious part. A possible solution to
achieve this goal is once again to strengthen the decidable conversion relation of
such proof assistants.

State of the Art

The minimal theory of every A-calculus is a computational equality for functions, the
[-equality, two terms are equal if they reduce through [-reductions to a same third,
where (-reduction is an evaluation step for a program applied to an argument, which
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substitute this argument to the first formal parameter of the program. In particular,
this equality identifies programs at different states of their evaluation.

Another conversion, traditionally not considered as a computational one, is 7-
conversion, this equality identifies terms with "dummy” abstractions: for each func-
tional program p; of one argument, one can construct another program p, taking
one argument and applying the program p; to this argument. In A-calculus nota-
tions, one writes that py is defined by A\z.pyx. So p; and p, are essentially the same
program, and n-equality identifies them.

The (3- together with n-equality lead to an extensional equality for the simply
typed A-calculus. Two terms of the simply typed A-calculus are equal with respect
to [An-equality if and only if their interpretations are the same in an extensional
model. Roughly, programs which for the same argument return the same result are
identified. Moreover, this equality is decidable for the simply typed A-calculus.

This extensional equality is much harder to decide as soon as one wants to
extend or generalise the system. There is no problem in adding a product type,
or unit type (see for example the book Proof and Types of Girard, Lafont, Taylor
[48]). Adding sum types is already much more problematic, and designing a deciding
algorithm is a non trivial task, if obtained by reduction based normalization as by
Ghani (see [45]), or reduction free normalization ; an algorithm is implicitly present
in a constructive proof of Altenkirch et al. [4], and a type directed Normalization
algorithm is obtained in [9] by Balat, using a call-by-value interpretation and control
operators (where although some strong hints are given to justify the algorithm, the
correctness is not rigorously proven). For inductive types, it is even known that
extensional equality is undecidable ([76], or [51]). This problem of undecidability
leads one to consider a conversion relation stronger than merely (3, but still weaker
than the extensional one.

Permutative reductions coming directly from logic in the tradition of Prawitz
are such an example. A proof for strong normalization has been given initially by
Prawitz in [78] for second-order natural deduction, but needed some supplementary
details to be complete. This completion of the proof has be given only recently by
Tatsuta and Mints in [87] and [86]. Other proofs of strong normalization for systems
with permutative conversion have been studied by Joachimski and Matthes in [55]
for a generalisation of the simply typed A-calculus called A; and the sum type and
by David and Nour for classical natural deduction with disjunction in [75] and by
Matthes for second-order natural deduction [70].

These permutative conversions, although being a real improvement on the mere
[-(or Bn-)conversions seem to be in some cases too weak (why taking permutative
conversion for sum type when one can have extensional equality?) or maybe too
strong (in case of inductive types).

Another possibility, inspired by category theory, is to design the conversion re-
lation in order to obtain certain properties to be decidable, for example classes of
isomorphisms, see Barthes and Pons [I5], or Chemouil [23].
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The A-calculi with the reductions we propose to add are an instance of higher-
order rewrite systems whose general theory is therefore relevant for us. Significant
results for extending typed A-calculus by higher order rewrite systems have been
obtained by Blanqui using the General Schema [21], and Walukiewicz-Chrzaszcz
[92] using a higher order version of the recursive path ordering. Nonetheless, the
conversions (oriented as rewrite rules) we will discuss for inductive type are not
captured by these two frameworks.

The work of Matthes [68] extends system F to allow primitive recursion on
monotone inductive types, by replacing the syntactical strict positivity condition by
a monotonicity witness obligation packed into the inductive definition. Abel, Uustalu
and Matthes then extend iteration to nested inductive types in [1]. Although not
considered, adding conversions to such systems would be the natural continuation
of these works.

Related Work

Disregarding the question of decidability, there is a too large field of study devoted
to equality of functional programs to be able to give an exhaustive account. Maybe
an influential paper is the one of Backus [§], where some equational laws are stated
for an algebra of programs. It was further developed by Bird [20] and Meertens
[71], who developed a computational approach, for program transformation, now
known as the Bird-Meertens formalism. Malcolm developing the work of Hagino [49]
generalises the result of Bird and Meertens for arbitrary datatypes by categorical
considerations [64]. The recent developments and applications of transformational
method abound ; Wadler, for example, presents certain proofs of equality as a result
of the abstraction theorem of Reynolds [91].

Overview

An equality is decidable when one has an algorithm to decide it. This statement
of the obvious leads us not only to study proofs of decidability but to study the
deciding algorithms as well. We focus essentially on normalization algorithms. The
principle is to first select a set of normal forms for which we have a decidable equality
(syntactical equality for example) and to design an algorithm which map every terms
to a convertible normal form.

The traditional way of normalizing a term system is to consider a conversion
relation as generated by a rewrite system and to take as normal forms the irreducible
terms: normalization then boils down to reduction.

Algorithms following these reduction strategy for normalization, also called reduction-
based algorithms, are however not the only possibility, we will see in particular ex-
amples of a class of reduction-free algorithm, called normalization by evaluation.
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The principle is to evaluate the interpretation of the term we want to normalize in
a suitable model or language, and to define a function which gives back a normal
form from a value.

After some preliminaries in the first chapter, the second chapter describes the
normalization by evaluation algorithm for the simplest typed system, the simply
typed calculus. While normalization by evaluation for the simply typed A-calculus
is well known, special care is taken here to handle variables properly but still in an
intuitive way.

The third chapter is concerned with the study of the simplest system, admit-
ting additional conversions, the A j-calculus, which generalises the A-calculus with a
notion of double substitution.

Even for simple type systems where extensional equality is decidable such as
the simply typed A-calculus enriched by sum type, the algorithms to decide the
equality are quite intricate. The fourth chapter presents a simple algorithm to decide
conversion of a calculus with strong sums. The algorithm in these three chapters
have all been implemented in the functional programming language Haskell.

The fifth chapter studies some possible conversion relations for inductive types.



10

Introduction




Chapter 1

Preliminaries

1.1 Notations

We introduce here notations used throughout this thesis.

Notation 1 (binder). The use a dot to separate a binder of a variable from its scope
means that the scope has to be extended as much as it is syntactically possible to the
left. For example in A\x.rs, x is bound in r and s.

Notation 2 (set-theoretic notations). We will write A+ B for the disjoint union
of the sets A and B, the injection of an element a € A (resp. b € B) into A+ B
will be written 14 a (resp. tgb).

The function space between the sets A and B will be written A — B. To dis-
tinguish with the \-abstraction of syntactic term which is just written with a single
lambda X, the abstraction at the semantic level (in the pseudo-programming language
used to describe the algorithms) is written with a bold lambda N. The function ap-
plication of a function f to an element a will sometimes be written as a syntactic
application, i.e., we will use the notation fa, instead of the more traditional notation
f(a).

The cartesian product of the sets A and B is written A X B.

Moreover we allow pattern matching in semantic abstraction. For example if
we are abstracting over a cartesian product, we will write: Nvl,v2).p instead of
writing Nv.p and using projections in the body p of the algorithm. Similarly, if we
are abstracting over the element of a one element set { L}, we will write \L.p.

Notation 3 (list of syntactic expressions). We will use the appropriate vector no-
tation € = ey, ..., e, for finite lists of syntactic expressions. The empty list will be
written €. Within more complex type and term expressions it is to be unfolded as
follows:
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types
(pP)—mou=p—T7 —o
E—0u=0
abstractions
Mz, @)r n= Ax AT .r
Aer =1
applications
r(s,5) u=(rs)s
re n=r
composition
— —
77T 08P 77 n= Ao r(sT)
1.2 Monads

We will describe algorithms which depend in an essential way on the order of eval-
uation. The use of monads allows to both fix the order of evaluation and provide
atomic operations to structure these algorithms in a pure functional setting. An-
other advantage is that they have a direct mathematical meaning, and avoid to rely
on a particular programming language. We present here the monads we will use in
a set-theoretic version.

There exists several equivalent definition of monads (see [63]), we give here a
definition convenient to describe computations.

Definition 1.1 (Monad). A monad M is a triple (M, v,x) where M maps every
set A to a set MA, v is a family of functions v* : A — MA, and x is a family
of functions x**B : MA x (A — MB) — MB (application of  is written in infir
notation), such that:

vA(a) P f = fa (beta)
mxA vt =m (eta)
(m+PB £)«BC g = m+*C Na.f(a) xPC g) (assoc)

The family of functions v is called the unit of the monad, and the family of functions
* 1s called the multiplication of the monad.
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Notation 4. We will in the following omit to write the indices of the family x and
v.

Example 1 (Identity Monad). The triple (I,id, ;) where I maps every set A to itself
ITA = A, id is the identity function, and ; is defined by a; f = f(a) is a monad and
is called the identity monad.

To express our algorithms we will need two kind of monads ; a state reader
monad, and an exception monad. The state reader monad will be used to express
computations sharing a same environment.

Definition 1.2 (State reader Monad). Given a set E, a state reader monad is a
set operator Stg(—) defined by:

Stp(A) :=E — A

together with the family of functions v : A — Stg(A) and * : Stg(A) x (A —
St(B)) — Stgr(B) defined by:

v(a)(e) ==a
(m* f)(e) == f(m(e))e

One checks easily (one needs functional extensionality) that for a given set E, M is
a monad in the sense of definition [L1l

Remark 1. The state monad STgp = E — A X E is a more general monad. We do
not need here the full generality of the state monad because our computations will
not need to modify the environment (so that the computation does not need to return
the environment e € E in addition to a value a € A, but merely a value in A).

The exception monad is used to express computations which may fail. In this
case, special values are returned which detail the cause of the failure.

Definition 1.3 (Exception Monad). Given a set E, an exception monad is a set
operator — | gy defined by:

AJ_(E) = E+A

where E + A is the disjoint union of E and A. together with the family of functions
v:A— AL(E) and x : AL(E) X (A —> BL(E)) — BL(E) deﬁned by

v(a) =140
taax f = f(a)
tpex fr=1ge

where ta (resp. Lg) is the canonical injection from A (resp. E) in E + A.
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In the definition above the value e € E stands for the exceptional value and the
value a € A as the normal value (as a mnemonic, the right value is on the right
side).

When the set F involved in the definition of the exception monad above is a one
element set {x}, there is no information associated with the exception, we will just
write A; for A (gy). This monad is called the partiality monad.

The two basic operations associated to handle exception are throwing an ex-
ception and catching/handling an exception. For commodity we give the definition
here:

Definition 1.4 (throw and catch). The functions throw : E — A, (g and catch :
A — (F — Aym) — Aiw) associated with an evception monad — gy are

defined as follows:

throw e := (e
m ifm=tpa
catch mh ::= f A
he ifm=ge

forme A gy, andh € E — A (g).

Apart of the following chapter where we use only one state reader monad, we
will use mostly a combinations of the monads above. Although combining monads
does not present any difficulty in simple cases, there is no canonical way to combine
two monads into a new one (Some authors propose abstract methods [57; 56} 46], but
these are ineluctably partial solutions). We will refrain to describe here the (simple)
combinations we use, and postpone the definitions to the concerned chapters.




Chapter 2

Simply Typed M-Calculus

In this chapter we handle the simply typed calculus and devise a normalization by
evaluation algorithm for it.

This system is certainly the simplest, the most studied and the best-known of
the typed A-calculi. This will give us the opportunity to explain informally the
algorithm. Then, the notion of freshness for variables is formalised via monads
and from these considerations, a rigorous and original treatment follows in the last
section.

2.1 System

Definition 2.1 (types). Given a ground type o, the set of types Ty of the simply
typed \-calculus is defined inductively by:

Tysp,ou=o|p—o

We will work throughout this thesis with typed A-calculi a la Church, i.e., we
require a binder to assign a type to the variable it binds. While our algorithms
extend without difficulty to A-calculi a la Curry (i.e., binders do not assign type
to variable), proofs are generally simpler in typed A-calculi a4 la Church ; another
advantage to work with A-calculi a la Church is their direct relationship to natural
deduction by the so-called Curry-Howard isomorphism (see the logical motivation
section of the introduction, p.

Definition 2.2 (terms). Given a countable infinite set of term variables Var, the
set of terms Tm of the simply typed \-calculus is defined inductively by:

Tmorsu=x|Xxfr|rs

where x is a variable (xz € Var), and p is a type (p € Ty).




16 2. Simply Typed A-Calculus

A term r, can contain a same subterm s at different places, in this cases we will
speak about the different occurrences of the subterm s in r. An occurrence of a
variable x is free in a term r if it does not appear in a subterm of r of the form
Az?.t, otherwise the occurrence of z is said to be bound (it is bound by the binder
A of the smallest subterm Az”.t containing ). A variable z is said to be free in a
term r, if there is free occurrence of x in r.

Notation 5. For readability, we will sometimes omit to write the type of the bound
variable (i.e., we will write Ax.t instead of AxP.t) if it is clear from the context or
irrelevant.

A term is closed if the set of its free variables is empty. The set of free variables
of a term can be simply computed:

Definition 2.3 (Set of free variables of a term). We define the set of free variables
FV(r) of a term r inductively as follows:

FV(z) ==z

FV(Az.r) == FV(r) \ {z}
FV(rs) = FV(r) UFV(s)

Typing contexts associate types to variables, they will be used in the definition
of typing below to associate a type to each free variable of a term,

Definition 2.4 (typing context). We define a typing context as a finite set of
pairs (z : p) of a variable and a type such that for two pairs (x : p) and (y: o) in a
same typing context, x # vy.

The typing relation associates types to terms, under the precondition that free
variables in the term have already been assigned some types.

Definition 2.5 (typing). The typing relation is a ternary relation between contexts,
terms and types and is defined inductively by

(x:p) el Dx:pkr:o kr:p—o I'ks:p
2PIE (var s (—1) _ (—E)
I'Fz:p 'EXefr:p—o I'krs:o

Notation 6. We will write Tm{. for the set of terms r typable with type p in context
Gamma (i.e., TEr @ p) and Tm? for the set of terms r of type p such that there
exists a context I with r € Tmp.

Before giving the theory, i.e., the conversions of the simply typed A-calculus, we
need to define substitution. To avoid a phenomena known as capture of variable (a
free variable in a term become bound when the term is substituted), this substitution
has to be done modulo renaming of bound variables. In a first step we define a
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contextual substitution which does not avoid capture of variables, this will allow us
to define in a second step both renaming of bound variables (or a-conversion) and
a correct notion of substitution.

Definition 2.6 (contextual substitution). Given a list of distinct variables T =
T1,..., %, and of terms T =r1,...,r, of same length, the effect of the contextual
substitution [# /7] is defined by induction on Tm as follows:

2[7 /7] = r fr=z; A%, €T,
=] =
x  otherwise

Ax.r[xl""’xi_l’xi“'l""’m"/T‘l,...,T‘z',l,ri+1,...,’r‘n] fo =X; A xT; € ?

Az.r[T /7] otherwise

(rs)[* /=] =(r[*/7])(s[* /7])

In the above definition, a capture of variable can happen in the second clause, if
the bound variable = of the term Az.r occurs free in one of the term r; € 7 being
actually substituted in A\z.r, (if z € FV(r;) and x; € FV(A\z.r) for r; € 7).

In the following we will define conversions on A-terms expressed as axioms. These
conversions are the smallest congruence relations containing these axioms. A congru-
ence relation is an equivalence relation which is contextually closed (terms differing
by convertible subterms will be convertible). We make this notion precise with the
following definition.

Definition 2.7 (Contextual closure and equivalence). A relation =g is contextually
closed if the following rules hold

Structural rules:

r=RS r=RS r=RS
— %" (R-AppL) — " (R-APPR) — (R
rt =p st tr =p ts AL.T =g A\X.S

The a-conversion expresses that the choice of the precise names of formal pa-
rameters of a function has no influence on the actual meaning or behaviour of this
function.

Definition 2.8 (a-conversion). The aziom of a-conversion is given by

AT.T =4 Ay.T[E/y] y & FV(r) (@)

We can now define a capture avoiding substitution.
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Definition 2.9 (correct substitution). Given a list of distinct variables @ =
T1,...,T, and of terms S = Si,...,5, of same length, the effect of the correct
substitution {7/} is defined as follows:

{7/} =r'[7/3]

where r =, r' and if a variable y occurs free in s;, then no occurrence of x; appears
within a subterm of v’ of the form Ay.t.

The correct substitution is thus a well-defined function only if A-terms are considered
up to a-conversion.

Remark 2. A well established practice in the literature is to just ignore the difference
between terms and terms modulo ca-conversion and not introduce new notations to
distinguish these two classes. It is safe in general, because most notions, properties or
definitions are equivalently defined on a particular term or on a class of terms modulo
a-conversion (as typing), or make only sense modulo a-conversion (as substitution).
We will follow this practice here because it improves readability and the main concern
of this work is the decidability of conversion and not the renaming of bound variables.
However, we will study algorithms which produce genuine syntactic terms, not class
of terms, and will underline abuses of notations where the difference is sensitive.

The theory =g, of the simply typed A-calculus A is defined as the union of the
conversion =g and =, below. These conversions are understood between terms,
typable with the same type in a same context.

Notation 7. We will write I't-r =g s : p, if the terms r and s are R-convertible
and typable in the context I' with type p and just r =g s if the context I' and the
type p are already clear from the context or if their mentions is irrelevant.

The computational part of the conversion is given by the §-conversion.

Definition 2.10 (S-conversion). The axiom of [3-conversion is given by

(Az.r)s =g r{"/s} (8)

The axiom of n-conversion is the axiom of extensionality for the simply typed
A-calculus.

Definition 2.11 (n-conversion). The azxiom of n-conversion is given by

r =, \L.rz (x &€ FV(r)) (n)

Because the definition of S-conversion uses substitution, the g and 37 conversion
are only defined on classes of terms convertible by a-conversion. These conversions
are extended to terms by stating that terms in convertible classes are convertible.
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2.2 Normalization by Evaluation

2.2.1 Informal Description

Given a term language Tm, i.e., a term algebra generated from variables and (pos-
sibly binding) symbols, with an equality or conversion relation =g between terms,
generated by contextual closure from a set of equations E, normal forms are con-
sidered in an abstract way as representatives of each equivalence class modulo =g
with certain desirable property.

Because here we are interested in the decidability of the conversion relation, this
property will be the decidability of conversion between terms considered as normal
forms.

Focusing on a normalization function rather than on normal forms, an abstract
definition of normalization function could be formulated as follows

Definition 2.12 (Normalization Function). Given a decidable equality =C=p a
normalization function is a function nf : Tm — Tm with the following property:

r =g nf(r),
r =g s < nf(r) = nf(s).

If the function nf terminates then it provides a decision algorithm of the conver-
sion relation =g, because = is decidable.

Remark that =C=p trivially implies nf(r) = nf(s) = r =g s. This allows us
to use a modified formulation of this definition, provided by the following (easy)
lemma:

Lemma 1. Given a decidable equality =C=pg, a function nf : Tm — Tm is a
normalization function if and only if:

r =g nf(r), (i)
r =g s = nf(r) = nf(s). (ii)

The essential idea of Normalization by Evaluation is to define a semantics of our
language Tm containing enough information to be able to extract a term nf(r) from
the interpretation of a term r, such that nf is a normalization function.

For this, one needs a function |, called reify, from the semantics to the term
language.

For the | function to be able to produce terms, the semantics should already
contain some piece of syntax; this is called a residualizing semantics.

In this introductory section, we expose informally the Normalization by Evalu-
ation algorithm for the simply typed A-calculus with Sn-equality. It has been first
designed by Ulrich Berger and Helmut Schwichtenberg [19].

The semantics is given by the standard set-theoretic interpretation with the
ground type interpreted as the set of terms of ground type.
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Definition 2.13 (Type Interpretation). We define the interpretation [p] of a type
p, by induction on p € Ty:
[o] ::= Tm?
[p — o] == lp] — [o]
where Tm® is the set of all (closed and open) terms of ground type o, and [p] — [o]

is the full function space between the set [p] and [o].
The interpretation of types [Ty] of the simply typed lambda calculus A is then:

[Tyl = | [e]

pETy

To define the interpretation of terms we need first to define the auxiliary notion
of valuation.

Definition 2.14 (Valuation). Given a context I, we define a valuation on I'
(n E T') to be a partial function n : Var — [Ty] | such that for x : p € I', we have
n(x) is defined and n(x) € [p]. Given a context I', a valuation n on T', a variable
y €T and an element a € o], we define a valuation (n,y — a) on T U{(y : o)},
called the extension of n by y — a by,

(n,y— a)(x) == {a ifx =y,

n(x) otherwise.

Remark 3. Valuation functions are partial functions represented as total functions
from the set of variables Var into the set [Ty] | = [Ty] + {x}, i.e., the interpretation
of types extended with an element x playing the role of an undefined value. In the
following, whenever we will use a valuation applied to some variable, this variable
will belong to the domain of definition of the valuation and the result will therefore
be defined. And although, strictly speaking we should do a case distinction on the
result to know wheither it is defined (an alternative would be to use an exception
monad as presented in definition , we will consider it to be an element of [Ty].

After having defined the interpretation of a type as a set, we now define the
interpretation of a term simply as an element of the interpretation of its type:

Definition 2.15 (Term Interpretation). We define the interpretation [r], of a
term 7, whenever there is a context I', such that I'=r: p and n is a valuation on T,
to be an element of [p], by the following inductive definition:

[],, == n(z)
[[)\x”.r]]n(v) = [[T]]n’mHv
[rs],, == [r],([s],)
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The reify function | from the interpretation of the types [Ty] to the term lan-
guage Tm will be defined by simultaneous induction on the types as a function |,
from the interpretation [p] of a type p to the set of terms Tm” of type p together
with a function 17 called reflec{’] from Tm?” to [p].

Definition 2.16 (Reify | and Reflect 7). The functions |,: [p] — Tm” and
17: Tm? — [p] are defined by simultaneous induction on p € Ty by:

Te n= e

(1777 e)(a) == 17 e(l, a)

loe = €

oo | o= N L (f(17 ) (@ mew)

The function | at arrow type creates a variable  and returns an abstraction
with respect to this variable. Informally, the condition "z new” ensures that this
abstraction binds only occurrences corresponding to this created variable x. The
mathematical formalisation is somewhat technical and we will deal with it later on.

Remark and notation 1. The interpretations of the types are disjoint, hence the
function |: [Ty] — Tm defined by |= UpeTy 1 is well defined.

On the contrary, sets of terms typable by different types are not disjoint (a vari-
able, for example, can be typed with all types). Hence erasing the type p in 1° does
not formally make sense.

Howewver, to improve readability, we will in both cases, sometimes write | and |
instead of |, and 17 when the type p is clear from the context .

Notation 8. For a given type p, we have 1° x € [p], hence T can be considered as
a valuation function on any context I'. We will not introduce a new notation in this
case.

For example for a typed term U'tr : o, in [[r]]T, T shall denote the valuation
defined on all variables x such that x : p € T" by 17 x.

We are now in position to define the normalization function nf.

Definition 2.17 (The nf function). The function nf : Tm — Tm is defined by:

nf(r) =] [r];

For now, we want to give a justification that nf is indeed a normalization function,
we want to verify () » =g, nf(r) and (i) r =5, s = nf(r) = nf(s) where =C 3n is
syntactical equality.

1One find also the names quote and unquote for | and T in the literature.
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Justification of r =g, nf(r)

To justify r =g, nf(r) we will present informally a proof due to Martin Hofmann
[52], which uses a logical relation. The idea is to relate a term r of type 7 and a
value a of the interpretation of 7 by a logical relation R™ C Tm, x [7], such that

rRT Tx
rRTa=1=sy] a

Because R is a logical relation (logical relations are presented in more detail in
the next section), the so-called basic lemma holds:

Lemma 2 (Basic Lemma). Given a term r typed by I'tr : p with free variables

— =
x o €T, we have:

- —
VRS b =rz[s] R [l _+

In particular for b = T_:E, we get the desired result: v =] [r];.
In more detail, the logical relation R can be defined by

Definition 2.18 (Logical Relation R). We define a logical relation R = |JR”
with R? C Tm, x [p] defined by induction on the type p by:

r R° a =T =g, a
r RF"7a =:=VsRFbrsR?ab

Lemma 3. The following implications hold:
rRTa=r=]a (1)
r=pgs=>1TR Ts (2)

Proof. By induction on the type 7

e Case ¢, obvious

e Case p — o (1),
We want to show r =5,|777 a
By definition:

1P77a=Xx".lalx (x new)

By induction hypothesis of (2) on p, x R 1 x, so by definition of r R~ a,
we have rz R” a T x and by induction hypothesis of (1) on o, rv =g,| a T .
Finally r =g, Az?.re = Ax. [ a T 2 =] a.
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e case p — o (2),
Given t R” a we want to show rt R (1777 s)(a)
By definition:

(1777 s)(a) =17 (s 1” a)

Now by induction hypothesis of (1) on p, t =3,|” a, so rt =3, s | a, and by
induction hypothesis of (2) on o, rt R 17 s | a.

]

Justification of r =g, s = nf(r) = nf(s)

To justify r =g, s = nf(r) = nf(s) with =C fn, the traditional argument uses the
soundness of the interpretation with respect to the equality =g,, i.e., that for a given
valuation function 7 (on a context typing r and s):

r=gm s = [rl, = [s],

As | is a function from the interpretation to the term language, it follows that |
([r],) =1 ([s],) where = is the syntactical equality, which is decidable and contained
in the conversion relation =g,. By taking the valuation 7 to be T, we obtain the
result:

T =gy 8 =] ([[T]]T) = ([[S]]T)

However, if the interpretation is not a model of our term language in the sense
that two (n-equal terms are not interpreted by the same element, this argument
does not apply directly and needs to be adapted.

It will be in particular the case of our interpretation when dealing with the new
variable problem.

Remark 4. The normalization by evaluation algorithm is often referred to be reduc-
tion free because, as in the argument above one can avoid any reference to rewriting
theory.

Howewver, for the function nf to be terminating one need the evaluation of the
interpretation itself to terminate.

More generally, one can see normalization by evaluation as a way to focus on
the study of the rewriting theory of the interpretation of a language instead of the
rewriting theory of the language itself. The work of Klaus Aehlig and Feliz Joachim-
ski (see [Z]) use a two-level lambda calculus, where the interpretation itself is a
syntactic lambda calculus, and this allows them to carry out a fine-grained rewriting
analysis of the rewriting involved in the NOE algorithm.
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2.2.2 Normal Forms

As we are only interested in the correctness of our algorithm this introduction could
end here but there is another interesting question, namely:

How does the terms produced by the NbE algorithm look like?

Let us call NF (for set of normal form) the subset of terms which are results of
the function nf. Hence nf is a function from Tm to NF. Because nf(r) is defined as
L ([r];), the function | applied to a value [r[; should only produce terms in NF.

Then by analysing the algorithm we can as well restrict the domain of 7. We
note that in the first step of the evaluation of nf, we apply T only to variables, then
if the variable is of arrow type, we apply T to an application of a variable to a term
resulting from |, i.e., a normal form N € NF. It is easy to see that in fact the
domain of T is a set of neutral term Ne given by

Nesn:u=z|nN

where N € NF is a normal form.

Let us write NF” (resp. Ne”) the set of normal terms (resp. neutral terms)
typable with type p. The function | at base type is the identity, and at arrow type
involves the term abstraction over a recursively obtained result of |, i.e., a term in
NF, and it is easy to see that NF”, the set of normal forms of type 7, verifies:

r€lo] , ifr=o0

reNF" & ]
r=Xx.sANseNF’, ifr=p—o

Now we want to restrict the interpretation. As the function T is the identity at
base type, the interpretation at base type [o] should at least contain the domain of
T, i.e., neutral terms of base type Ne’. It is in fact sufficient to take:

[o] = Ne°

To summarise we have informally shown that the set NF of normal forms given
by the NbFE algorithm is inductively defined by:

Definition 2.19 (A-normal form).

(x:p) el 'Fnyen:p— o0 I'Fne N ip I'Fnen:o Ix:pkneN o
Fnex:p I'FnenN i o I'tnenoco 'ty AN ;o

A more precise specification for the function T, | and nf can now be given with
the following domain and codomain:

17: Ne” — [0]
Lot [o] — NF”
nf: Tm — NF
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The normal forms in NF are known under the name of long normal forms. These
normal forms are obtained as the irreducible terms if one orients the conversions as
reductions as follows,

(Az.r)s — g r{z/s}
T —y AT.TX (x & FV(r))
with the further requirement that in the n-reduction the term r is not an abstraction
and is not in applicative position.

This definition of long normal forms first appeared in the works of Gerard Huet
[54].

This agreement of normal forms obtained by reductions and by the NbE algo-
rithm is indeed no accidental coincidence. In [I7], Ulrich Berger extracts a nor-
malization algorithm from a reduction based normalization proof; the extracted
algorithm is the NbFE algorithm presented above. This extraction has been recently
formalized in different proof assistant (Coq, Isabelle, minlog), the interested reader
can consult [I§]. In [30] and [31], Thierry Coquand and Peter Dybjer show that
the proof of correctness of their NbE normalization function is in fact an optimized
version of a standard proof of normalization of intuitionistic type theory.

2.2.3 Name Generation Environment

Let us return to the problem of the new” variable.
It appears in the evaluation of nf(r) =] [r];, in each recursive call of | at arrow

type:

Lpmo [ =22, |6 f(T° ) T new
The term |, f(7” =) can contain free variables which are either free variables of r
or which have been created by other recursive calls of |. The side condition "z new”

means that x should be different from these variables.
These two situations are exposed in the example below:

Example 2. A newly created variable should be different from one occurring free in
r. Let r be the term y with the typingy:0 — okFy:0— o

nf(r) =L ol
—L (1 y)
=Ax. [, (17 9)(1° 2) xr new
=z |, (1777 y)(2) x new
= Az.(177 y)()
=A%y o
= A\z. 1% yx
= \r.yx
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A newly created variable should be different from already created variables. Let r be
the term Ay.y with the typing FAy.y : (0 — 0) — 0 — o0

nf(r) =1 Dyl

= 2. Lo (] (177 2)) x new
= A& Lo (1970 1)
— Az Ay Lo (1777 2) 1% y) y new

= Az \y.(197% x)y

= Av.y. 17 2(1° y)
= A\r.\y.1Y

Said informally, in the expression
Az. |, (17 ) T new

the function f already “contains” the necessary information (i.e., the variables al-
ready used) to compute the new variable z. However f is a function, and to extract
this information, one has to apply f to an argument, but we are precisely looking
for an appropriate argument of f.

To solve this dilemma, a possible solution is to record along the evaluation of
L [r]; which variables have been used (those free in r and those already created by
a call of | at arrow type).

In fact, all we need to create new variables, is to have at hand a set of variables,
which does not contain the already used variables. Hence, we do not even need to
record all the used variables, but merely a set of unused ones. This weaker solution
can read informally as follows:

e We begin the evaluation of | [r], with a denumerable set e = e, of variables
not containing those free in r,

e when evaluating | at arrow type, we first pick a new variable x from e, and
continue the computation with the set e \ {z}.

We can see in this informal exposition that the set e acts exactly like an envi-
ronment. The computation for the function | at arrow type needs to read a value, a
fresh variable x, from e and run some subcomputations in an updated environment
e” (without this fresh variable).

After this informal description it is now time to give a formal specification:
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Definition 2.20 (Name Generation Environment). We define a set of name gen-
eration environment or set of environment for short, as a set E together with an
update function (=) : E'— Var — E and an access function new : E — Var.

The extension of the update function e~ : V. — E to a function from a list of]
variables e : L(V) — E is defined in a canonical way by

ex? :(ew)?
e i=ce

The function (=)~ and new have moreover to satisfy the following property for
alle € E:

VT, # new(e™ ™) (1)

An environment e € E is meant to be a denumerable set of variables, the update
function —* applied to an environment e is meant to remove a variable z from e,
and new(e) to pick a variable from e.

An explanation for the condition ([f] is given after having introduced the following
notation.

Notation 9. The condition that the new function applied to an environment e € K
should never return a given variable x can be expressed by:

)

We will abbreviate this condition by x & e. In the same way we will abbreviate for
a given set of variable X, Vo € X,x e by X ¢ e.

—
x

VT, 2 # new(e

With this notation, the condition reads:

x g e”

This means that once a variable x has been removed from an environment e with
the function (—)~, = can not be picked out anymore.

Returning to the NbE algorithm, the initialisation step for a term r consists in
finding an environment e, such that the new function will never give back a variable
among those free in r.

Ve eFV(r),z &e,
In fact for an arbitrary given e, V() does the job.

Example 3. This name generation environment has been implemented by Ulrich
Berger in [17] with indexed variables, i.e., of the form z) where k € N, and is
essentially as follows.
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The set of environment E is taken to be N, and a natural number k is a code
for the sequence xp,xpi1,.... The initialisation part consists to look for the higher
index k of the variables of the form x) occurring in r. Because for all K" > k + 1,
xpr 18 not free inr, k., = k+ 1 is a code for a sequence of fresh variables for r and
we only need to propagate a natural number instead of a set of variables.

The tmplementation s

k% = max(k,j+ 1)
new(k) ::= xy,
k, ::= 0FV(r)

In particular, the use of indexed variables by Berger corresponds to de Bruijn levels
where an index of a variable corresponds to the number of lambda abstraction in the
syntaz tree of the term, from the occurrence of this variable to the root of the tree.

Remark 5. In an impure functional programming language, the concept of environ-
ment, sequence of instructions and assignment are primitive. The implementation
18 then easy, it suffices to define such an e in the global environment and update it
with an assignment instruction e := e*, which will update the environment before
further computations.

However this would take us a step further away from a mathematical formalisa-
tion. It is why we prefer to stick to a pure functional programming language setting,
where the primitive notion of function has a direct counterpart in a mathematical
setting. We will then implement impure functional concept such as environments (in
the formalization section of chapter@ @ and or exceptions (in the formalization
section of chapter@ and within our functional settings with the help of monads.

Rest now to redesign the NbE algorithm to propagate in an adequate way this
environment e through the computation.

2.3 Formalization

2.3.1 Name Generation Interpretation

We will be guided by the fact that this notion of computation in environment is
naturally captured by a state reader monad.

The basic idea is that if a computation which produces a value in some set A
needs to access an environment then we will have to pass this environment as a
supplementary argument to the function corresponding to this computation, hence
one can replace these set A in the specification of the function by a function space
Stg(A) = E — A from the set of environments E to A. The set A has been replaced
by the state reader monad Stg over A.
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In particular, in the computation of the function |,, an environment e should be
available in order to be able to pick a fresh variable = from it. The specification of
1+ hence becomes

[7] — Ste(NF") =[r] — £ — NF".
Notice also that the specification of the operation new : £ — Var now reads:

new : St (Var)

The update operation (=) : E — Var — E for a name generation environment
E extends to an update function on elements of the monad Stz (A).

Definition 2.21 (update for the Name Generation Monad). We define an up-
date function (=)~ : Stg(A) — Var — Stg(A) operation by extending the update
operation for the name generation monad by:

A First Try

To define correctly the function |,_., we have to first take a fresh variable from the
environment and then pass an updated environment to the subcomputation in the
body of the function.

Maybe the first solution coming to mind is to define the function |,_., as follows:
Lp—o f=Ne.(MN.Xv(] f T v)e”)(new(e))

or in monadic notation
Lpmo f=newxXv.(] f1Tv)"*xNMrv(Avr)

There is still a problem with this definition: the function |7 has here the same
specification as before, i.e., Tm — [7], and at arrow type a computation of 17/~
contains a subcomputation of |,, which require an argument e € £, but we do
not have this argument at this point. What would be the second argument of the
function |, in this case?

1977 (@) =17 (1, a)?7)

An arbitrary environment e € E does not fit because we do still need to know which
are the variables used in a. One could then think of simply adding an environment
as argument to the function 7. Alas, this simple solution alone does not work; this
notion of environment for names has to be incorporated into the interpretation.
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Modifying the Interpretation

By analogy with programming we can think of the application of a monad to a set as
the interpretation of a type together with computational content. We will develop
two different ways to integrate such a computational type into the interpretation of
the simply typed A-calculus, differing in the intended strategy of evaluation of the
interpreted terms.

Following the work of Nick Benton, John Hughes and Eugenio Moggi in [16], we
will call our first modified interpretation the Algol interpretation and the second the
call-by-value interpretation.

The idea to use a monadic interpretation in conjunction with NbFE is due to
the works of Andrzej Filinski and Peter Dybjer, [40] and [43]. There, they show
that, in calculi possibly extended with constants, NbFE actually provides normaliza-
tion functions for different evaluation strategies, the normalization is proved correct
and complete with respect to an equivalence defined via the interpretation (what
is called Algol interpretation here is called call-by-name interpretation there). Here
we are concerned with fgn-conversions, and these evaluation strategies does not in
general correspond exactly with (Gn-conversions. As we will see, in the case of the
Algol interpretation the NbE algorithm provides already a normalization function
with respect to (Sn-conversions. But it is even true in the case of the call-by-value
interpretation, it is a somewhat surprising result because, in this case, the interpre-
tation is unsound for Bn-conversions (two (3n-convertible terms may have a different
interpretation) and the last sections of this chapter are devoted to prove this.

In the following definitions of interpretations, a valuation on a context I' is defined
as before as a partial function from the set of variables to the interpretation of types,
such that a typed variable = : p in ' is mapped to an element of the interpretation
[p] of the type p. As remarked in section (2.2.2)), one only needs neutral terms of
ground type in the interpretations of ground type.

One can allow computational effects only at base type as in the programming
language idealised Algol (see [80] or [81]). For us it will mean that the monad only
appear in the interpretation of ground type:
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Definition 2.22 (Algol interpretation). The Algol interpretation [|*9 is given on
the type by

[0]“ ::= Str(Ne,)
Ip — 017 2= I — [o]*

Given a valuation 1 on T', a typed term T = r : p is interpreted as an element of]
[p]* by

[ol; = n(a)

[l = [T
[Ax.r] glg = Na.[r] f]nga

One can think of the interpretation of a A-term as a program in a call-by-value
setting. In this case, a program takes a value as argument and produces a computa-

tion (the monad appears in the codomain of the interpretation of function spaces).
Hence the interpretation is:

Definition 2.23 (call-by-value interpretation). The call-by-value interpretation
[Iv¢ is defined on the types by
[o]"* ::= Ne,
[o — o]"" = [p]"" — St ([o]")

Given a valuation 1 on T', a typed term T = r : p is interpreted as an element of]
Ste([p]") by

[ = v(n(2))
ar]o o= vha.[r]%, )

T],IHG/

[rslott o= [r]e® < N f.[s]y™ * Na. fa

We present the call-by-name interpretation although we will not further analyse
it. In a call by name setting a program is expected to take as argument a computa-
tion and to produce another computation (the monad appears both in the domain

and codomain of the interpretation of function spaces), hence this last interpretation
is:
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Definition 2.24 (call-by-name interpretation). The call-by-name interpretation
[["*™e is defined on type by

o] ::= Ne,

[o = o1 = Sti([]™™) — Sti([o]"™™)

Given a valuation n on I', a typed term T = r : p is interpreted as an element of]
Ste([p]"™) by

[z]7™ = n(x)
[Az.r[7e"(m) = mx Na[r]7 50

n,T=a

[rs] ™™ = [rlp™™ x Nf. fIs]5 "™

Several Solutions

In the work using NbE, for the most part, the usual solution is to chose what we have
called the Algol interpretation. The immediate advantage is that this interpretation
provides a Henkin Model. By well known results (see for example [73]), we know
that this interpretation is sound for the gn-conversion, which means that for an
arbitrary valuation 7 on I, terms r and s (Bn-convertible, their interpretations are
equal [r]#9 = [s]4%9. Hence the argument exposed in the informal presentation to
prove r =g, s = nf(r) = nf(s) is directly applicable.

Choosing this interpretation, the NbE algorithm reads in a monadic style as
follows:

Code 1 (Algol NbE). The function |,: [T] — Stg(NF,) and 7,: Stg(Ne,) — [7]
are defined simultaneously.

lo r =T
Lpmo f = newx\v.(| fTv(v))" *NM.rv(lvt)
1o F — F

1720 F(a) = 17 (F*\. |, ax\s.v(rs))

Code 2. Given an environment e, such that FV(r) € e, the normalization function

nf : Tm — NF s defined by

nf(r) :l [[T]] Toyer

However when dealing with sum type, we will need to define the function T at sum
type. But to define the result of 17°%#1 m for m of type M (Tm,,4,, ), we need first to
know if the term “contained” in m corresponds to a left injection, a right injection,
or if we don’t know yet. In this setting, the only possibility to extract a term from
an element m € M(Tm,+,,) is to apply the function T and this should be done at
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a structurally smaller type, i.e., either at py or p;. But to know whether it is pg
or p;, we are once again faced to the problem of analysing the term contained in
m € M(Tm,,+,, ). We didn’t find any natural solution to this problem, which leads
us to the second solution proposal, the call-by-value interpretation.

Remark 6. A refined analysis that monadic values F' € MTm occurring in the Algol
NbE algorithm are term families which when applied to environments only differ by
their bound variables.

Hence we can extract the fresh variables from such a monadic value F' € Tm
by applying it to an arbitrary environment FV(Fe). Now that we know the fresh
variables, we can extract a term from F, by applying it to an environment €' updated
with these fresh variables: Fe/™VFe).

Disregarding that this solution does not seem very natural, we will have to thread
exceptions for the treatment of sum types into the NOE algorithm and this is not

evident with the Algol interpretation.

As already mentioned, the call-by-value interpretation already appeared in the
paper [43] of Andrzej Filinski and [40] with Peter Dybjer. In these papers, they based
the name generation interpretation on a state monad. They are then able to define
an extension of NbFE for sum type in the setting of the call-by-value interpretation.
In this sense the works of Andrzej Filinski and Peter Dybjer can be seen as the closest
to ours. The first difference is that they used a state passing monad STpA = F —
E x A whereas we use simply a state reader monad StgA = E — A. At first, this
seems to be a minor difference, but it will simplify the proof of correctness as we
will not have to deal with administrative product types in the interpretation. The
second and more important difference is that they proved correctness of NbE for
terms which have the same call-by-value interpretation. We will prove correctness
for terms which are 3n equal.

The main advantage of this interpretation is to simplify the type of the argument
of the reflect function T. In the Algol interpretation an argument of 77 has type
M (Ne"), and in the call-by-value interpretation it has the type Ne”. This direct
access to the term argument of the reflect function T will allow us to extend quite
naturally the NOE algorithm to sum type in chapter [4]

The algorithm for the call-by-value interpretation reads:

Code 3 (call-by-value NbE). The function |,: [7]** — Stg(Ne,) and 7,: Ne, —
[7]v are defined simultaneously by:

lor=v(r)
lpo f=newxXo.(f T ok |)" *Nv(Av.t)
Yr=r

1777 r(a) = (1, a) *Xs.v (17 1s)
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Code 4. Given an environment e, such that FV(r) & e, the normalization function
nf is defined by

nf(r) = (FTF"* Der

A problem of the call-by-value interpretation is that it does not generally provide
a sound interpretation, i.e., we can have r =g, s but [r];* # [s]s* for a given
valuation 7. It is in particular the case of our set theoretical interpretation with the
state reader monad as shown in the following example:

Example 4 (unsoundness of call-by-value interpretation). Let n be a valuation with
n(z) = f € lo— o]" n(z') =a€ o],

z:0—0,2 0 (\eyx)(z2) =5 A\y.22' 10— 0

the interpretation of these terms are

[(Azy.2)(z2")]0" = [Aey.a])® x Ng.[22'];" * Na.ga by definition [2.23
= v(\b.[hy.a]i% ) * Mg [22']5" x Na.ga by definition [2.23
= (\g.[22'];" x Na.ga)(Nb.[Ay.]o%, ) by definition [1.1]

= [22'Ty" * Na.(\b. [Ay.x] %, )a)

n,z+—b
= [22Ty" * Na.[Ay.x]

n,x—a
= ([=]va * (Ng.[2']0% * Nb.gb)) * Na.[Ay.a]o%, ., by definition [2.23
= ([=]va] * (Ng.[2]0 + Nb.gb)) * NaXe.[a]i% ., e by definition [2.23
= (v(f) * Ng.v(a) x Nb.gb)) x N\a.v(N\e.v(a)) by definition [2.2
= (Ng.v(a) * \b.gb) ) * Na.v(\c.v(a)) by definition
= (N\g.(\b.gb)a) f) x Na.v(Nc.v(a)) by definition

= fa*Na.v(Nev(a))
D22 T = v o2 Ty ece’

=v(\e.fa) see computations above

And for two environments e, e’ € E, such that e # €' and an element ¢ € [o]*, we
have

[(Azy.x)(22)]; " ece’ = (faxNav(hev(a)))ece

= (\c.v(fae))ce by definition

= fae by definition [1.
[[)\y.zz/]]zalece' = v(\e. fa)ece'

= (\e.fa)ce by definition [1.9

= fae
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As soon as E as more than one element, it is obviously possible to find a function
fin o — o] = Tm — (E — Tm) such that

fae # fae'

For the completeness property, which relied on the soundness of the interpreta-
tion in the informal presentation, we have seen in the example above that the set
theoretical equality is unsuitable. We will have to provide a coarser equality relation
in section which we will prove to be sound with respect to 5.

In contrast the soundness property does not need much adaptation. We will have
to take into account the name generation monad and adapt the correctness lemma

to this setting in section [2.3.3]

In these two proofs we will make use of the concept of logical relation, a class of
relations which relate the meanings of terms in a structured way. We have already
mentioned this concept in the introduction, the next section is devoted to it and its
extension to our monadic settings.

2.3.2 Monadic logical relation

The work of Andrzej Filinski was again a great source of inspiration. In [42], Kripke
relations are used to show the completeness and correctness of a normalization by
evaluation algorithm in a call-by-name setting. In [41], Filinski defines a monadic
logical relation in a call-by-value setting, notably extended for sum types, to im-
plement rigorously and efficiently effects layered in a functional programming lan-
guage. This monadic logical relation is similar to our definition [2.29] (ours without
sum types). One difference is that we use general typed applicative structures as
we want to handle syntactical applications and not only set-theoretical applications.
Another difference is that in these syntactical application structures we need to con-
sider open terms, and therefore use Kripke applicative structures. An example of
a formalized proof of correctness of an NbFE algorithm using a Kripke applicative
structure can be found in the work of Catarina Coquand [28; 29]. The book of
Mitchell [73] is a nice introduction of the concept of Kripke relations that we have
reworked in the context of monadic interpretation.

As already mentioned, a logical relation relates the "meanings” of terms in a
structured way. Here meaning has to be understood in an extended sense. Logical
relations do not only allow to relate two different values of an interpretation, but as
well to relate a term and a value in the interpretation (so that a term can be seen
as the "meaning” of itself).

Accordingly, in a first step, we have to capture the similarity shared by the term
and semantical structures. This is the role of (typed) applicative structures.



36 2. Simply Typed A-Calculus

Definition 2.25 (Typed applicative structure). A typed applicative structure A is
a pair ({ AP}, {App”? }), where { AP} is a family of sets AP indexed by types p € Ty
and {App”? } is a family of application functions App”® : AP77 — AP — A°
indexed by pair of types p,o € Ty. We will write A for |J AP

pETy

The two following examples show how the term and semantical structures can
be both captured by typed applicative structures.

Example 5 (Set of terms typable in a given context). Given a context I', the pair
({A”},{App”° }) where A ={r |T'kr: o}, and App”° rs = rs is a typed applica-
tive structure.

Example 6 (Type interpretation). The pair ({A?}, {App”° }) where {A*} = [p]
is the type interpretation as given in definition (2.22)) and App”® fa = f(a) is the
set-theoretic function application, is an applicative structure.

An applicative structure can be seen as a special case of typed applicative struc-
tures where the indexed family of sets {A”} has been shrunk down to one unique
set.

Example 7 (Untyped A-calculus). The pair ({A”}, {App”? }) where A = Tm, and
App”? rs =rs is a typed applicative structure.

One can define a generalisation of applicative structure to monads by requiring
that the application operator has a monadic result.

Definition 2.26 (Monadic applicative structure). A monadic applicative struc-
ture over a monad M is a tuple ({A”}, {MApp”° }) where { AP} is a family of sets
AP indexed by types p € Ty and {MApp”? } is a family of application functions
MApp”? : AP77 — AP — M A? indexed by pair of types p,o € Ty.

Remark 7. Monadic applicative structures are a generalisation of typed applicative
structures, as a typed applicative structure is just a monadic applicative relation over
the identity monad.

Notation 10. We will write a-*?b (or a-b when the types are clear from the context)
for MApp”? ab.

Example 8 (call-by-value type interpretation). The pair ({ AP}, {-»°}) where { AP} =
[p]v is the call-by-value interpretation of types as given in definition (2.23) and
7 fa = f(a) is the set-theoretic function application, is a monadic applicative struc-
ture.

Just like for interpretation we need to define the auxiliary notion of valuation to
define the meaning of terms in an applicative structures.
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Definition 2.27 (Valuation). A valuation 7 in an applicative structure
({42}, {-77}) is a partial function from Var to A =, AP

Given a context I', a valuation n on I', written n & ', is a valuation such that
forz:pel, n(x) is defined and n(x) € AP.

Given a context I', a valuation n on I', a variable y € T' and an element a € A?,
we define a valuation (n,y +— a) on T U{(y : o)}, called the extension of n by y — a
by,

(n,y — a)(x) == { . ifr =y, and

n(x) otherwise.

A meaning function is a compatible function from the term structure to the
monadic applicative structure in the following sense.

Definition 2.28 (call-by-value acceptable meaning functions). Given a monad
M and an applicative structure A = ({AP}, {-7°}), a partial function [[** : Tm x

(Var — A) — MA from terms and valuation to A is an acceptable call-by-value
meaning function in A if

VI, Tkr:ip A nET = [r]i* € MA?
and

[«1;" = v(n(=))
[rs]oet = [r]® « Nf.[s]o * Na. f-a

Terms can be seen as the meaning of themselves because substitution is an ac-
ceptable meaning function in syntactical applicative structure. Substitution is a well
defined function only for classes of terms modulo a-conversions, but this is not a

problem because quotients of syntactic applicative structures by the a-conversion
are again applicative structures.

Example 9 (substitution). In the applicative structure of terms modulo a-conversion
(Tm/—_,-), the function [] : Tm x (Var — Tmy) — Tm/__ defined by [r], =

r{FV") /nFvr)} is an acceptable meaning function.

We define now a generalisation of logical relation for monadic applicative struc-

tures, as a pair of family relations; one for the normal meaning and one for the
monadic meaning.




38 2. Simply Typed A-Calculus

Definition 2.29 (monadic logical relation). Given monadic applicative structures
A = ({A*},{-"7}) and B = ({B*},{-"°}) over monads M4 and Mg, a monadic
logical relation is a pair (R, S), where R and S are family of relations R™ C A™ x B”
and 8T C MA™ x M B" indexed by a type T such that the following property holds:

fRIT g VYaRP faS% gb (2.1)
aRb=v(a)S v (unit)
mSPm'Af R = mxN\a.f-a S m xNa.fa (mult)

Notation 11. For two valuations n and 0 on a context I', n E T and 6 E T', we
will write n R 0 if their values are related for all variables in T, i.e., ¥ (x,p) €

I, n(x) R §(x).

Admissibility is a technical requirement to be able to relate meaning of abstrac-
tion terms.

Definition 2.30 (admissibility). Let A[]** in A and B[[]** in B be call-by-value
acceptable meaning functions, a monadic logical relation R is admissible for A[]*

and B[[['* if given elements @ and b of A and B with @ R b, the following
property holds:

Va R’ b, Alr]% S Bl +, = APl 5 8777 Bhawr] -

T ,r—a,a = Tr'—a
) ) v v
(adm)

The basic lemma is the fundamental tool provided by the approach with logical
relations. It allows one to relate meaning of terms as soon as the meaning of their
free variables are related. The following lemma is its extension to our monadic
settings.

Lemma 4 (basic lemma). Given monadic applicative structure A and B over mon-
ads M4 and Mg, call-by-value acceptable meaning function A[]** in A and B[]**
in B, an admissible monadic logical relation (R,S), and a typed term T'F1r : p, with
valuation n and § on T (ME T and § ET'), the following holds:

nR &= A[r]s” 8 B[r];”
Proof. By induction on I't-7: p,
case , by definition of meaning functions Afz])* = vA(n(x)) and Blz]§* =
vB(8(x)), by hypothesis, n(z) R §(z), and by (unit), v4(n(z)) S v5(5(x)),
case \r.r, by induction hypothesis, we have:

Ve —a RS, @b A, 8 BIrJe,

and by admissibility (adml|) of R, we obtain:
Al z.r]s® S BAz.r]3*
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case rs, given n R 9, by induction hypothesis on s, we have:
AL 8 BLSTs
by (mult]), given f R*~7 f', we have:
Als]y A Na.f-a 87 B[s]i" 5 Na.fa
hence by definition,
NALS] +A Na. f-a RO N B[s]5* +° Na.f'-a,
the xinduction hypothesis on r gives:
A[[r]]zal SP~7 Br]
and by again,
Alre *A NfA[s] A Na.f-a 87 B[r]t® +BNf B[s]:% +5 Na.f'-a
which is equivalent by the definition of [rs]** to:
Alrs]i* 87 Blrs]*

]

In the next sections, in the proofs of the main lemmata, i.e., correctness and
completeness (|19), we will need to extend a context with a new variable whose type
will only be known in the induction step.

In particular we would like to be able to see the whole set of terms typable in
arbitrary contexts as an applicative structure. In an ordinary applicative structures
this is not possible: there is no way to forbid the application between two terms typed
in incompatible contexts (i.e., containing a same variable with different types), which
could lead to an untypable term.

Therefore we define a weal?] variant of Kripke applicative structures.

Definition 2.31 (Kripke applicative structure). A Kripke applicative structure is
@ tuple (W, <, ({AL}, {-471)) where:

e W is a set of "possible worlds” partially ordered by <.

o ({Ar} {-29}) is a family of typed applicative structure indexed by worlds w €
w

such that for two worlds w < w' the following properties hold:

AP C AP,
Vfe A ae AP, L9fq = P fq

%In a general definition the relation between sets A? and A?, with w < w’ does not need to be
an inclusion, but merely the existence of an injective transition functions.
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We are now able to encompass typable terms in arbitrary contexts in an applica-
tive structure.

Example 10 (Set of typable terms). The tuple (W, <, ({A2},{-~7})) where W
is the set Con of typing contexts I, < is the inclusion relation between contexts,
AL is the set Tm% of well typed terms of type p in context T, and 27 is syntactic
application, is a Kripke applicative structure.

In the same way that Kripke applicative structures are families of applicative
structures indexed by a partial order, we define a Kripke monadic applicative struc-
ture to be a family of monadic applicative structures.

Definition 2.32 (Kripke monadic applicative structure). A Kripke monadic ap-
plicative structure over a monad M is a tuple (W, <, ({42}, {-27})) where:

e W is a set of "possible worlds” partially ordered by <.

o ({A2} {-29}) is a family of monadic typed applicative structures indezed by
worlds w € W such that for two worlds w < w' the following properties hold:

Ar C AP,
VfeE AT a€ AP, P9 fq = P faq

w) w w

One can define a notion of Kripke relation enriched over a monad.

Definition 2.33 (Kripke monadic logical relation).  Given Kripke monadic ap-
plicative structures

A=W, < {ALEL {471
and
B=W,<, ({Bo} {571

over monads My and Mg, a Kripke monadic logical relation is a pair (Z,J), where
Z and J are families of relations 7 C A7 x BT and J] C MA7 x MB] indexed
by type T € Ty and world w € W, such that the following property holds:

[I77 gV 2w, VaIl, b, fa JJ gb (comp)
aZl b=Vuw >w, aZ’ b (mono)
aZ,b=v(a)J, v) (unit)

m JEm'A fI270 f' = mxNa.f-a JJ m'xNa.f"-a (mult)

We extend the definition of admissibility for call-by-value acceptable meaning
functions.
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Definition 2.34 (admissibility). Let A[]** in A and B[]** in B be call-by-value
acceptable meaning functions, a monadic logical relation (Z,J) is admissible for
— —
A[]*® and B[]"™, if given elements @ and b of A and B with @ I, b, the
following property holds:
Vu' > w,Va I, b, Alr]%, 2. T B[[r]]i“lg%b 5

= A[z.r]% - TP~ B[ r]]”“l - (adm)

lE’—>a

The basic lemma valid for Kripke logical monadic relation reads as follows.

Lemma 5 (basic lemma for Kripke monadic logical relation). Given Kripke monadic
applicative structures A and B over M4 and Mg, call-by-value acceptable meaning
function A[]** in A and B[]** in B, a Kripke admissible monadic logical relation
(Z,T), and a typed term T'tr : p, with valuation n and 6 on I' MET and § ET),
the following property holds, for an arbitrary w € VV:

nZ, 0=V >w, Alr]}* T, B[r];"

Proof. By induction on r € Tm,,

case x, by hypothesis, n(x) Z,, 6(x), by monotonicity this holds for w’ > w, n(x) Z,, é(x),
and by we have:

Vu' 2w, Alz]i T, Bla]§,

case rs, by induction hypothe51s on s, Yw' > w, Als[y* T, Bls]5*,
by (mult]), given v’ > w and f IZ 7 f’ we have

Als]e® x Na.f-a T3 B[s]3" * Na.f'-a, (2.2)
and hence by the comprehension property (comp)):
NALSE * Na. fra I~ N B[s]5 * Na. f'-a,

hence by monotonicity (mono]), this holds for w' > w,

NCA[S]S x Na.f-a I, (=)= \ ' B[] * Na.f"-a, (%)
by IH on 7, V' > w, A[r]y® J577 Blr]3®,
by the multiplication property -, given w' > w and g I¢ 777 ¢, we

have

Alr]e® < Nf.g-f T BIrls” = Nf.g-f, ()
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taking g and ¢’ as given in we obtain:
Alr]e® < NfA[s]o * Na. f-a T3 BIr]3* « Mf.Bs]5* * Naf-a,
which by definition of acceptable meaning functions is equivalent to:

A[[T’S]]val ja B[[TS]]val

case \zr.r, let us assume w” > w' > w and a Z,, b, by hypothesis n Z,, §, and by
monotonicity we have also, n 7, 5 by induction hypothesis on r, we
have:

A[[T val j’w” B[[r]]g,aa:l»—»b’

7’]7$)—)G/

by admissibility (adml),
Az ]s® T B[Aw.r]3e.

O

As in the non-monadic case, the basic lemma holds automatically between inter-
pretations (as opposed to acceptable meaning functions) related by a logical relation,
because the admissibility property is immediately verified.

Lemma 6 (admissibility of interpretation). Let A[]** in A and B[]** in B be call-
by-value interpretations, a monadic logical relation (T, J) between A[]** and B[]**
s admissible.

Proof. Assume A[r]w¢

xzr—>aa

B[[r]]”al T for all a Z, b and w’ > w, we have to

show:

Al z.r]% — J07° B[z r]]““l

J?'—’G

The hypothesis A[r]*¢ Jo B [[7"]]”“’ 7 Vahd for all @ Z¢ b and w’ > w, implies

xx»—>aa

that by comprehension (comp)),

Na AP TP\ B[[r]]”“l

T, x—a,a Tw

by the unit property , we have then:
v\ A%, 50 TS v(BI =),

which by definition of [Az.r]** is equivalent to:

A2l To7 Bl
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2.3.3 Correctness

In order to prove the correctness we need to modify the logical relation presented in
the informal exposition to take into account the reader monad Stz used to generate
fresh names for variables. The following relation between the term and the call-by-
value type interpretation applicative structures, will turn out to be a Kripke monadic
logical relation between substitution and term interpretation.

Definition 2.35 (Correctness relation R). We define a family of relation RY C
Tmp /= X [p]v® indexed by type p and context T by induction on p € Ty as follows:

rReax=IkFr=g,a:0
r RETT an=VI' >T,Vs RY b, rs SE ab

where S7 is defined by

r Sg mu=Ve, FV(r) e, r R{ me

Remark 8. Notice that in the clause I' = r =g, a : o, the Bn-conversion has
been implicitly extended between classes of terms modulo a-conversion and genuine
syntactical terms. This can be made explicit as follows: in case r is a class of terms
modulo a-conversion and a is a term, v =g, a holds if and only if the class r is
Bn-convertible to a class v’ for which a is a representative.

Lemma 7. (R,S) is a Kripke monadic logical relation between the Kripke applica-
tive structure (Con, <, ({Tmg/=_},{-07})) whose set of worlds are contexts and ap-
plication is just syntactic application and the typed applicative structure ([p]*,-*)
whose application is set-theoretic functional application.

Proof. The comprehension property (comp)) is verified by definition. The mono-
tonicity property can be shown to hold by an easy induction on the type
p of RP. The unit property (unit) obviously holds. We show the multiplication

property (mult), i.e.,:
rRET fAsSEm=rs S mx f.

On the one hand by unfolding the definition of rRE77 f, we obtain, given s,a and e
such that FV(rs) ¢ e:

VI">T, s RE a=rs RY fae, (%)

on the other hand, by unfolding the definition of s Sf m, we obtain, given an
environment ¢’ such that FV(s) & ¢/, that

P /
s Ry me’,
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in particular for an e such that FV(rs) € e, FV(s) ¢ e holds, and hence we have
s RY me,
by using (ED, with IV := I" and a := me, we obtain:
Ve, FV(rs) & e,rs Ry f(me)e.
which is the definition of:
rs Sp mx f.
O

By its definition, the call-by-value interpretation verifies the property to be an
acceptable meaning function, moreover from example @D, we have seen that substi-
tution is an acceptable meaning function.

However substitution is not an interpretation, so that lemma @, only valid when
the logical relation relates two interpretations, does not apply here and we have to
show that the relation R is an admissible logical relation.

We need first the following technical lemma:

Lemma 8. Given a typed term I'ts : o the following propositions hold:

r{s/«}s Sf m = (A2°.r)ss S m (2.3)
r{s/z} 8 RE a= (\x°.r)ss Rfa (2.4)

Proof. We prove proposition (2.3)) and (2.4 simultaneously by induction on Sp. and
Rr,

proposition (2.3)), by hypothesis, given e such that FV(r{s/:}5) & e, we have:

r{s/2}s R} me,

hence by LH. on R for [2.4), (Azr)ss RF me, and we have proved
Ve, FV(r{s/s}5) & e= (Arxr)ss R} me,

but FV(r{s/z}5") C FV((Az.r,)ss ), hence
FV((Ar.r)ss) €e= FV(r{s/s}5) &e

and finally
Ve, FV((A\1r.7)s8) € e = (A\or)ss Rf me

which is equivalent to

(A\rr)ss SE m
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proposition (2.4)),

case o, clearly r{s/s}s =4, (Ax.r)s’s’, and we have to check that I is a valid
typing context for (Azr)ss but this follows easily because as s is typable
in I, the free variables of s (possibly not occurring in r{s/+}s") are in T,

case p — o, by hypothesis for I" > T" and ¢ R?, b we have:
r{s/z} 5t S ab,
and by induction hypothesis on o, we have
(Axr)ss't 2 ab.

]

Corollary 1 (admissibility). Given a typed term r of type o with free variables
H

70, x: p, and terms s of type p and values @ € [p] such that s Ry @, then:

Vs RE a, r{%/%x} SE [r] = \z.r{%/z} SE7 [Mz.r]

Ta—d,a T—a

Proof. Given a term s of type p and a value a € [p], such that s RL a and
r{%s/z«} S¢ [r]- , .- ,, and an environment e with FV(Az.r{%/z}) & e, we have
to show that:

Aer{% )z} RETT [Mxr]—_—e,

Tr— a

i.e.,, by unfolding the definition of RY "7 and [Az.r] we have to show:

VI'>T,Vs RY a, Ae.r{%/7})s S [r]3 oo
But this last proposition is obtained by induction on s using the previous lemma
from the hypothesis r{¥/%«} S% [r]- . -, as s is typable in I follows from

X, r—

s R{ a. O

Lemma 9 (Basic lemma). Given a typed term {x1: p1,...,2Zn : po}br @ p, typed
terms 5 = 8y,...,8, with 't s; : p;, and values @ = ay, ..., a, with a; € [p;], the
following proposition hold:

S Re @ =r{7/z} S )@ -

T —

Proof. As R is an admissible monadic logical relation, we can apply lemma O]

After this preliminary work, we arrive at the core of the proof with the following
lemma:
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Lemma 10 (correctness). For terms r,s, value a, and an environment e such that
FV(r) € e, the following properties hold:

Ihr=g,s:p=rRL 1¥s (1)
rREa=TkFr=g,(l,a)e:p (2)

Proof. We show and by simultaneous induction on the type p € Ty of r.
case o, by definition,
case p — o,
(1), given I'r =s: p — o, we have to show:
VIV >T,Vt RE a,rt S& (1777 s)(a),
that is, given ¢ R%, a and e such that FV(rt) & e,
rt RE (1777 s)(a)e.

By induction hypothesis on p, given an e such that FV(t) & e, we have
t =g, (1 a)e, and hence rt =g, s((| a)e).

By induction hypothesis on o, given an e such that FV(rt) & e we
have, rt R% 1 s((] a)e).

But 1T s((] a)e) is equal to

((Lp @) xM.n(17 st))e,
and by definition of T at arrow type, this last term is equal to:
(1777 s)(a)e,

and FV(rt) ¢ e implies FV(t) & e.
We have to show for e with FV(r) & e:

r RE f=1=a,1 (fe.
By definition of R at arrow type:
r R =V 2T, Vs RE a,rs S fa.

Let us take z = new(e), by induction hypothesis on p, x R{imp Tz,
and hence

rT Sﬁm) f1a
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By definition, Ve',FV(rz) € ¢’ = rz Rf,, f(1 x)e’, and this holds in
particular for ¢/ = e”.

By induction hypothesis on o, we have rz =g, (| f(1 z)e”)e”. So we
have:

Av.rx =gy Ax.(| f(T x)e”)e® = Ax.(f T ox |)e”.
This last term typable in I' is equal to
new x Nv.(f T vx |)" xNt.v(Av.t)e =] (f)e.

Lemma 11. For a term r, and an environment e such that FV(r) € e

r =gy ([rlix De

Proof. By part (1)) of lemma we have
rR T

Because R is a logical relation, we have by the fundamental lemma:
r S [r];.

By definition, Ve, FV(r) ¢ e,r R [r];e. Now by the second part of the previous
lemma given a e’ such that FV(r) € ¢’ we have:

r=(l[rlye)e,

and so it holds in particular for e = ¢, i.e.,:

r =gy (I (Irl;e))e = ([rTy= De.

2.3.4 Completeness

In this section we prove the completeness of the NbE algorithm, that normal forms
of terms (Bn-convertible are themselves a-convertible, that is:

Lhr=g,s:p=VeZ D, TH([r]ix l)e =a ([s];* L)e: p.

The idea is to define a relation J such that the two following conditions are
provable

aJlb=VeFTD, T'F(ax|)e=, (bx])e:p (1)
TEr =gy s:p=[rl; I [s]; (2)
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In fact, to prove the first condition above involving a-conversion, we will use
induction on the structure of terms. A problem here is that a-conversion is about
bound variables only, if it says that the terms \z.x and \y.y are equivalent, it says
nothing about their immediate subterms z and y (see footnote 3] in the proof of
theorem , p. . As a consequence the needed induction principle will have
necessarily to be a generalisation of a-conversion, it should enable us to compare
terms up to renaming of their free variables. Although, we would never argue that "a-
conversion is easy”, the approach here is related to the paper of Thorsten Altenkirch

[31.

Definition 2.36 (Variables renaming, context renaming). A renaming of variables
s a substitution where the terms substituted for are variables. Given lists of variables

T =21, ., T, and Y = Y1,...,Yn, the effect of a renaming {V/z} on a context
I' is defined componentwise:
0{v/z} =10

{yi : pyU{¥/7} ifrx=a; form; €T
{x:p} UT{V/z} otherwise

({: p} UD){T/7) 2= {

We introduce now a notation to compare term up to renaming of their free
variables, this is a generalisation of a-conversion to renaming.

Notation 12. The renaming {V/z} from a context T = {x1 : p1,...,2n : pa} into
the context IV = {y1 : p1, ..., Yn : pn}, will be simply written U'; T although formally
I' and I'" are unordered sets of pairs.

We will write T; T =1 =, v' 2 p where T'; TV is the renaming given above if T'E1r: p

and T'Fr:pif U{V/z} =T andr =r"{V/7z}

With this notation the a-conversion between well typed terms r and r’ of type
p in a context I' can be expressed as I';I" - r =, 1" : p (i.e., the renaming is the
identity).

The generalisation of condition for which we can use induction on the struc-
ture of terms reads:

a Jfr b=V (e, e)F (L,I), I;T(ax |)e =a ((bx L)) : p (1)

The inclusion relation on contexts induces a relation on context renaming:

Definition 2.37 (order on contexts renamings). The partial order < on context
renaming is the least symmetric transitive relation such that:

DS (o p)i T (y 2 p)
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We define below a pair of relations Z and J, relating values of the interpretations,
I for normal values and J for monadic values. We will show that these relations
form a logical relation and are partial equivalence relations (i.e., symmetric and
transitive).

Definition 2.38 (completeness relation). We define a family of logical relations
It C [pl x [p] and Jfr C Stelp] x Stelp] indeved by a type p and a context
I' € Con inductively by:

r o so=T"Fr =410
FIRD gu=VANN ST, VaIg o b, fa TR a0 fb

m Jhr m' w=Ve, e, (T,T') & (e, €), me Ifp, m'e

Lemma 12. The pair of relations (Z,J) forms a Kripke monadic logical relation on
(two copies of ) the typed applicative structure ([p],-) where - is syntactic application.

Proof. The comprehension property (compl) is verified by definition. The mono-

tonicity properties and the unit property (unit]) obviously hold.
We show the multiplication property (mult)), i.e.,:

FIE fPam JEn m = mx f I m'x f'

On the one hand by definition of f Zy” f’, we obtain in particular for a Zf 1, a”:
fa T flal

which implies by the definition of J for e, e’ such that I',; T € e, ¢’:
fae I, flde.

On the other hand, by unfolding the definition of m jﬁ o m/, for e, e and I'; IV as
above, we obtain:

me I, m'e’.
And hence we have

f(me)e To f/(m'e)e.
which is the definition of:

(mx f) Tgp (m'+ f7).
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Lemma 13 (basic lemma).

plppr v= [[T]]u Jrr ],

Proof. (Z,J) forms a logical relation as shown in lemma , and the admissibility
property holds immediately for interpretation as shown in lemma @ O

Lemma 14 (symmetry). Z is a symmetric relation:

Vab, a Irr b= b I a
Proof. Remark first that symmetry of Zf , implies symmetry of J{'p.:

vmm', m Jpprom' = m' Jppom

The proof is by induction on the type p € Ty:
case p = o, follows from symmetry of =,,
case p — 0, we want to show:
FRY 9=9Iy f
By definition,

9

FI go VAN >
>

I, Ya I} o b, faJR ar gb
gILy fe VAN I

r
1Y, Vb I o a, gbTR A fa
By induction hypothesis on p we have:

bIRn a=aZlnb

by hypothesis this implies fa JX A, gb and by induction hypothesis on o, we
have

Ja X A gb = gb IR s fa.

Lemma 15 (transitivity). Z is a transitive relation:
Vabe, a Zpr bAbIpp ¢ = alpy c

Proof. Remark first that transitivity of Zf 1, implies transitivity of Jf
vmm'm", m Jrpom' Am' Jppom” = m Jppeom”

The proof is by induction on the type p € Ty:
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case p = o, follows from transitivity of =,
case p — 0, we want to show
FIE oA g T b= f T h
By definition,

[T g o VAN >
GILT h & VAN >

Y

I, Ya IX o b, fa TR A gb, and
r

r
LT, Ya IX o b, ga TR D

By symmetry, a IZ,A' b, implies b IZ}A, a, by induction hypothesis on p,
a I ara, and hence fa Jg ar ga and ga Jg ar hb, and by induction hypothesis
on o, fa JX nr hb. This concludes the proof.

[]

Conversions (7

On the one hand the fact that (Z,J) forms a logical relation ensures that the
interpretation of a term is related with itself, i.e., the restriction of the relation J
to the interpretation of terms is reflexive. On the other hand, the restriction of a
partial equivalence relation R on those elements where R is reflexive ({x | Rz})
is an equivalence relation. In particular, the restriction of the interpretation to the
subset where J is reflexive, is already enough to interpret terms. On this restriction
the relation J is an equivalence relation and can be seen as coarser equality than
the set-theoretic equality.

We will now prove that, if we consider this latter equality as the actual equality
on the interpretation, the interpretation of terms is sound with respect to the gn-
conversion, (i.e., r =g, s = [r]T[s]).

The following technical lemma relates semantical valuation and syntactical sub-
stitution and will be needed to relate the interpretation of F-convertible terms.

Lemma 16 (substitution). Given a typed term Ust s : o, two valuations nn and § on
Ly, (i.e., nETs, and d ETy), a typed term U,z : p, T 1 2 0, and two valuations 1/
and &' on T, (i.e., W ET,, and &' ET,). Moreover, given contexts I',T", A, A" with
N Zrr O, an environment e such that T' ¢ e, A; A" > T5TY and ' Ty o 0" we have:

[[T]]n,xr—»ﬂs]]ne,n’ jA,A’ [[r{s/x}]]a,&

Remark that an environment e is present in the left hand side of the relation above
but not in the right hand side. This will allow to relate the terms of the algorithm
which are not syntactically equal but only a-convertible.
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Proof. By induction on the typing derivation of r, we have to show for A, A’ & d, d’

[[T]]n,x»—»[[s]]ne,n’d NN [[T{S/f}]]a,afd,

case r = x, As the variables of the domain of the valuation ¢’ do not occur in s, we
have immediately that [s]; = [s]55 and we have to prove:

[[3]]773 IA,A’ [[Sﬂad/

By the basic lemma, we already have [s], Jr v [s]5, which means by definition
that for e and €’ with I', I & e, ¢’ we have:

[sl,e Zr [s]s€’,

In particular for A’ > I, and d’' such that A’ € d’ we have [" & d’, so that we
have [s],e Zp v [s]sd’. And by monotonicity, we obtain finally:

[sl,e Zaa [slsd',
case r = r’s’, We have to show:
17T a1, ear A0S T e ey DA T ar Ir'{5 /215 5d ([5'{%/2} 1554 ) d
By induction hypothesis on s', for d, d" such that A, A" & d, d" we have
[[SI]]n,xHﬂs]]ne,n’d VININ Hsl{s/x}]]a,y d
By induction hypothesis on 7/, we have

[[r/]]n,xH[[sﬂne,n’ :Z-A,A/ Hrl{s/x}]]é,é’

But because r is in applicative position it is of arrow type and by unfolding the
definition we have for F, £ > A, A’ a Ty, i, band f, f' such that £, E" & f, f":

[[T,]]n,mH[[s}]ne,n’af IE,E’ [[T,{S/x}]](;’&/ bf,

Taking A, A’ for E, F’, and [¢'] ,d and [s'{*/}]5 5d for a and b, and
d,d for f, f" yields the result.

case r = \y.r’, First remark that \y.r is of arrow type, say p — o, so that we have
to prove for E, E' > A, A’ and a 7, ., b:

I:[)\y'r/]]n,xH[[s]]ne,n’da jEpE(’T [[)\y'rl{s/x}]]&é’d/b
which simplifies into

p—ao

[[r/]]n,zb—»[[s]]ne,n’,yb—»a jE,E’ [[)\y'rl{s/z}]]é,é’,yHb

By monotonicity (mond]), 7/ Ian 0 =0 1Ipp o andhencen',y— alyp ', y—
b. One can then apply the induction hypothesis on 7/, which yields the result.
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O

Corollary 2 ((§-conversion). Given a typed term I'sks @ o, two valuations n and
d onTy, (i.e, n ET, and 6 ETy), a typed term U,z : pbr : 0. Moreover, given
contexts I', T with n Iy &, we have:

[(Az.r)s], Top [r{e/=}]s

Proof. Given e, e’ such that I',T” € e, ¢/, we have to prove:
[(Az.r)slye Zpp [r{*/=}]s¢

which is equivalent to
[l ampon,e€ o Dr{e/=}]se¢’

By instantiating the previous lemma with A,A"=T,T", p =n and 6 = 6, we
have:

[[r]]n,xb—»[[s]]ne jF,F’ [[T{s/fﬂ}]]é
and in particular, we get the result:
[[r]]n,a:H[[s]]nee IF,F’ [[T{S/m}]]ﬁel
O
Lemma 17 (n-conversion). Given a typed term I, b1 : o, two valuations n and §

on Ty, (i.e., nE T, and 0 F T'.). Moreover, given contexts I',I" with n I 6, we
have:

[7], Jer” Dera]s

Proof. We have to show, given e, e’ such that I',)T" & e, ¢/, and A, A" > I',)T” and
aZp arb, d,d" such that A, A" & d, d', that:

[r],ead Ta nr [M2.r]5¢'dd
which simplifies into[r],ead Jx A [r];d'bd’

By the basic lemma (13)),

[7l, Tr” Irls
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By definition, for e, e’ such that I',T” € e, ¢/, we have

[rl,e Ze v [rlse
But for A > T', A ¢ d' implies I' € d’, so that we have [r],e Zy 7 [r];d". And in
turn we have, for A, A" > T') TV, and a Zp A, b:
[[r]]nea jAU,A’ [[T]]éd/b
And finally,
[r],ead Z A [r]sd'bd’
[

Lemma 18. Given two typed terms U'tr : 7 and I'Fs : 7, two valuation n and ¢
onT (i.e., nET and 6 ET), and two contexts A, A, we have:

Lhr=p,s:7=VnIan 0, [7], TAn [5]s

Proof. By induction on the relation I'tr =g, s : 7,
The case of reflexivity is the basic lemma. The cases of (-conversion, 7-
conversion, reflexivity, symmetry and transitivity have already been handled in

lemma and corollary .
Rest the structural rules:
Dhtr =g, ts:p= 0TIy 0, [tr], TX A [ts]s
Dt =g, st:p= 0Ty 0, [rt], TX A [5t]s
DEAlr =g, AeP.s 10 = ¥ Iy a0, [A2?r], TR AT [A2".5]5

They all follow from the induction hypothesis on r and s and use of the basic lemma
for ¢ in the two first cases. 0

Completeness Lemma

In the informal presentation the reify function | is a function from the interpretation
to the set of terms and the function reflect is a function from the set of terms
to the interpretation. The following lemma states a similar result for the call-by-
value interpretation when the set of terms is quotiented by a-conversion, and the
(restriction of the) interpretation by the partial equivalence relation Z or J.

Lemma 19 (Completeness). Given a,b € [p]], 7 € Tm,, and e, €’ € E the following
propositions hold:

m jﬁr, m' =Ve, e (I,T') & (e,e), ;T (mx |)e =4 (m'x |)e’ : p (1)
DilVbr=or :p=> 171 Ipp 170 (27)



2.3 Formalization 55

Proof. By simultaneous induction on the type p € Ty,

case p=o0 , by definition of |°, we have:
(m* %) = (m*v)=m.

By definition of J 1, for e, ¢’ such that I', T ¢ e, e’ we have me Ip. 1, me’, and
by definition again:

DIVEr=,1":0
case p =o (27), follows from the definition as 1° is the identity.

case p — o (L)), given m J7 m/, and e, €’ such that I',I" ¢ e, e’ we want to
show that:

[T (mx e =4 (m'x |)e' 1 p
By induction hypothesis on p, for x”,y? & I', " we have:

Tp T IF7;UP;F/7yP Tp y

In particular, for e, e’ such that I',T” & e, ¢’ one can take new(e) and new(e’)
for z and y.

By hypothesis, this implies
me 17 & JIg oy m'e’ 17y

As T TV & e, e implies (T',z : p;TV,y : p) € €°,€Y, we obtain by induction
hypothesis on o,
Do Ty ph (me 12 ax et =q (e 17 yx e - p
We can abstract on both sides to obtain:
[T X2?.(me 17 2% |)e” =4 My (m'e 17 yx |)e’?) : p
With a bit of computation, one can see that the left hand side is equal to:
Az.(me(T z)x [7)e® = Ax.(me(] z)* [7)%e
= ((me(7 z)* [7)" xNt.v(Az.t))e
= (m*Nf.(f(T 2)x [7) *N.v(Ax.t))e

and by choosing new(e) for z,
Az.(me(T z)x [7)e” =, (m* |)e
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By an analogous computation (and choosing new(e’) for y) the right hand side
is a-equal to (m'x |)e’ [

case p — 0, Under the hypothesis
DV kr=,1r:p—o
we want to show, given A, A’ > T"T” and a IZA, b that:
(177 P)a TZ a0 (177 )b

By (unit), we have v(a) JX 5, v(b), and by induction hypothesis on p we
obtain, for d,d such that A, A" & d, d":

AjA'tv(a)x |, d=a (v(b)* L, d) : p
which can be simplified into
NN (], a)d =4 (1, b)d :p
and hence
A A Fr(l,a)d=,r(l,b)d o
By induction hypothesis on o,
Tr(lpa)d Iya Tr(l,0)d

but 17 r(l, a)d =], a x \s.v (17 rs)d = (1777 r)ad, and analogously 17 r(],
b)d = (1777 r)bd’, and the last relation is equivalent to:

(1777 r)ad Ty A (1777 7)bd’
And we have proved

(1777 r)a IX ar (17777 5)b.

Corollary 3. Given two typed terms 'kFr : 7 and I't-s : 7, we have:

F'br=g,s:7= [[r]]T Jrr [[s]]T

Proof. Follows from the lemma with 7 ::== 0 =7, as the previous lemma (3))
states that T Zp. 7. ]

Theorem 1. Given two typed terms 'tr .7 and I's : 7, we have:
Lhr=g,s:7=Ve, I'gde=TF([r]; x )e=([s]ix l)e: 7
Proof. Follows from the previous corollary and the completeness lemma O

3Notice that we needed a more general induction principle than the first proposal , because
we had to prove a conclusion of the form Ax.r =, Ay.s where x and y may be different, and needed
to apply the induction hypothesis on r and s.



Chapter 3

Generalized Applications

By the Curry-Howard isomorphism, the system of natural deduction NJ for minimal
logic is in one-to-one correspondence with the simply typed A-calculus A. The
extensional conversion 37 of the A-calculus corresponds to equivalence of proofs in
natural deduction (in particular -reduction corresponds to detour elimination).

It is well known however that the correspondence between sequent calculus and
natural deduction is not one-to-one: for one proof in natural deduction there is in
general several proofs in the sequent calculus.

Although informally cut elimination corresponds to detour elimination, and hence
to [-reduction, even the correspondence between cut-free derivation and (-normal
terms is not one-to-one, just as above: for one detour-free proof in natural deduction
there is in general several cut-free proofs in the sequent calculus.

Because n-conversion equates more derivations in natural deduction, the situa-
tion is even more complicated with this conversion.

Nevertheless, Jan Von Plato designed in [90] a system of natural deduction where
derivations are in one-to-one correspondence with cut-free sequent proofs.

In [55], Felix Joachimski and Ralph Matthes designed a A-calculus A; whose
normal forms with respect to S-reduction and certain permutative reductions (or
m-reductions) are exactly the derivations of the system of Von Plato, and they show
its strong normalization.

Beside detour elimination and permutative reduction, one can consider other
conversions in this calculus. The class of terms modulo these extra conversions is
in one-to-one correspondence with the normal forms of the simply typed A-calculus.
Ralph Matthes used these generalised conversion relation in [69] to prove an inter-
polation result and show some of its applications.

Here we will discuss a definition of normal forms for the calculus A; with these
extended conversions. These normal forms are not unique representatives of the
classes of terms modulo the extended conversions. But normal terms belonging to
the same class are mutually convertible thanks to a decidable conversion (which we
have called here circular conversion). We will then describe a normalization function
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using normalization by evaluation. This provides a decision procedure for the whole

theory of the A j-calculus, which is, to the best of our knowledge, a new result.
This provides in turn a notion of normal proofs for the sequent calculus which

correspond modulo circular conversions to normal proofs in natural derivation.

3.1 From Sequent Calculus to A

The formula we consider are the types of the simply typed calculus as defined in
chapter [2] We restate the definition of the set Ty of type here for completeness:

Tys>p,ou=o0|p—o.

A sequent is a pair I'- p of the context I', which is a multiset of formulae, and the
formula p. Just as in natural deduction, contexts could have been presented as lists,
but in this case we would have needed the structural rule of exchange to identify
sequents differing in the order of their contexts.

For convenience we will use Kleene’s version of the sequent calculus LJ [5§].

Definition 3.1 (LJ). The azioms and inference rules of LJ are:

; (Var) Ip—obp T,p—ookT

Lok I'p—obT (=)
[ pko I'kp [ pko
'tp—o (F=) I'Fo (Ciet)

Kleene’s version has the advantage, thanks to the formulation of the rule (—F)
above, to be strictly cumulative, which means that if the sequent I'F p appears in
the conclusion of a rule, then I' is already a sub-multiset of the antecedents of the
premises of the rule (for details, the reader may wish to consult the comprehensive
textbook of Helmut Schwichtenberg and Anne S. Troelstra, Basic Proof Theory [8§]).

To a statement ['p we can assign a A-term ¢ so that ¢ is well-typed in context
I’ with type p, i.e., T'Ht : p (and hence t is a proof in natural deduction), in the
following way:

(Var) y:p—obkr:p Ny:p—ox:obs:T
Cy:p—obs{v/z}:7
'Er:p Dz:pks:o
’ Cut
FEs{r/z}:0 (Cut)

Dx:pkx:p (—F)

x:pkr:.o

'EXefr:p—o (F=)

The notations s{"/z} and s{¥"/z} in the rule (—F) and (Cut) are not term
formation rules but notations on the meta-level for substitution. It is a reason why
the simply typed A-calculus cannot be used to faithfully model proofs of the sequent
calculus.
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Example 11. Obuviously, after having decorated a sequent proof with \-terms, taking
the last decorated statement in the proof provides a derivation in natural deduction.
But this translation from sequent calculus to natural deduction is not one-to-one.
The two following decorated sequent calculus derivations provide the same derivation
(where z : p — o € T):

Ix:pkr:o F,w:p,y:ﬂ—s:v( H F,x:p,y:ﬂ—s:v('_ )
Iyx:pks{#/y}:v I'kr:o Fy:7HX’s:v

F—
CEXe?.s{= [y} :p— v (=) CEXe?.s{= [y} :p— v

—)I—)

To have a faithful notation system for the sequent calculus, it is possible to work
with explicit substitution. The notation —{~/=} would then be a term constructor.
This approach has been studied by Herbelin in [50].

The idea in [55] is that if one excludes the cut-rule, one does not need to consider
general substitution but only the one occurring in the rule (—F): —{-—/z}. The
term constructor corresponding to an explicit substitution of this form is called a
generalised application and is noted r(s,x?.t) instead of t{"s/=}.

Now, in the assignment of A-terms to sequent derivations, one can replace the

standard application of the A-calculus by this generalised application in the rule
(—F):

Ly:p—oks:p y:p—ox:obt:T
Cy:p—oby(s,zt): 7

(—=F)

The cut-rule allows us to substitute the variable y in the above rule by an arbitrary
term, giving rise to the A; calculus:

Ajorsitu=x | AP | r(s,2%.1)

Hence one can annotate sequents of derivations in the sequent calculus with terms
of the A j-calculus, just in the same way as with terms of A. The cut-free deriva-
tions correspond to terms whose subterms in applicative position are assumptions
(a variable y):

NFr, o 7s.to=a | Azl | y(s,2%.t)
This latter terms are normal forms for the § and permutative reductionﬂ

(Az?.7)(s,y7t) —p t{" /21 /u}

r(s,z7.4) (s, 2T t) —p (s, 2 t(s,2.1))

IThe permutative reductions allows to recover the subformula property, i.e., the type of any
subterm of a term r of type p is either the type of a free variable or a syntactic subtype of p.
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Replacing inductively the explicit substitutions r(s, z?.t) by actual substitutions
t{rs/+}, provides a translation —* from A to A. This translation justifies the above
rules as a standard [3-conversion and a substitution lemma:

{0 s fyy =g H{r/ed/y}
YL /NS o} = ¢ {5 a) [}

The terms of A; can as well be used to annotate propositions of a natural de-
duction system which provides a syntax-directed typing system as follows:

Definition 3.2 (Typing). The typing relation is a ternary relation between con-
texts, terms and types and is defined inductively by the following rules:

x:pel
—— (VAR)
I'kFz:p
'kr:p—o 'Es:p z:okt: 7T Iz :pkr:o
L (—E) il (=)
CEr(s,z%t): 7 CEXePrip—o0o

In the terminology used for natural deduction, the rule (—E) is called an elimination
rule, and the rule (—I) an introduction rule. The premiss carrying the symbol — in
the elimination rule is called the major premiss, the other premises are called minor
premises. By analogy, we will say that in the term r(s,z.t), r is a major premiss
and s and ¢ are minor premises.

Typed terms of A; are not in a one-to-one correspondence with derivations of
sequent calculus, for one derivation in A; there exists several sequent derivations
with cut. In the decoration of the sequent calculus proofs, each rule of the sequent
calculus (except (Cut)) is associated to a different term formation rule of the A -
calculus. Hence for a normal A ; derivation with respect to — 3 and — reductions
there exists one and only one cut-free sequent derivation.

As in the previous chapter we will often omit the type of the bound variables to
improve readability.

3.2 Extended Conversions and Normal Forms

There are more conversions to be considered than only =g and =,. We have at hand
a translation —* from A; to the simply typed A-calculus A. Because Sm-normal
forms of A; correspond to only one cut-free sequent derivation whereas (-normal
forms of A may correspond to several cut-free sequents derivations, one can define
the missing conversions between terms r and s of A; such that the translations of r
and s in A are the same (modulo [-equality).
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We will give the conversions in form of axioms; the corresponding conversions are
then obtained as the smallest congruence, a contextually closed equivalence relation,
containing the given axiom(s).

Definition 3.3 (Contextual closure). A relation =g is contextually closed if the
following rules hold

reer (R-ApPL1) s=r (R-APPL2)
-ApP -APP
r(s,z.t) =g r'(s,z.t) r(s,z.t) =g r(s, x.t)
t=pt T =RS
R (R-APPR) —"R° (R
r(s,x.t) =g r(s,z.t') A\z.r =g AL.S

We first give the axiom for the S-conversion; read from left to right this conversion
corresponds to a computation step of the calculus.

Definition 3.4 (f8-conversion). The axiom of 3-conversion is defined by:

(Azr)(s,yt) =g {C/=}/y} (8)

Remark 9. We gloss over the notions of free, bound variables, set of free variable
FV(r) of a term r, a-conversion and substitution which are similarly defined as they
were in the simply typed \-calculus in chapter (the only difference being that in
the term r(s, x.t) the variable x is bound in t) and just remark that the substitution
used here is a variable capture avoiding one where a-conversion may be needed.

The m-conversion permutes general applications if they form a particular pattern
(the major premiss of a general application is itself a general application). But
if the m-conversion is read as a substitution lemma for the corresponding explicit
substitution, then in the general case one has to pull out a general application in an
arbitrary context. Hence we define our general notion of permutative conversion as
follows:

Definition 3.5 (7w°-conversion). The aziom of extensional permutative conversion

is defined by:

Pt /o) = s(tyr{e/s))  y g FV0)

Moreover one can define a conversion between terms of A; such that their trans-
lations in the simply typed A-calculus A are not only (- but n-equal as well, this
leads to the following conversionf|

2we remind the reader that the dot bind as far as syntactically possible to the left, so that the

axiom || has to be read as r =, A\2”.(r(z,9.y))
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Definition 3.6. The aziom of n-conversion is defined by

r =, A\’r(z,9.9) z & FV(r) (n)

Remark 10. A characteristic of the A j-calculus is that we only need to define n-
conversion on variables. An n-conversion of a A-abstraction can already be achieved
with a B-conversion just as for the simply typed \-calculus. And an n-conversion of
a generalised application r(s, x.t) boils down modulo permutative conversion to
an -confuersion of its minor premiss s.

We can give a local version of the m°-conversion. This will help us to justify the
structure of the term outputted by the NbE-algorithm, the normal forms.

Lemma 20 (7¢-conversion (local version)). The ¢-conversion can be defined by the
following azxioms:

r(s,z.r')(s', 2’ t') =ge r(s,2.0'(s, 2" t")) (x € FV(s),z & FV(t)) (7$)
r(r'(s 2’ ), xt) =g v'(s, 2" r(t', 2.1)) (@ € FV(r), 2" & FV(¢)) (7§)
Az.r(s,y.t) =re (s, y.A\x.t) (x € FV(r),x & FV(s)) (75)
r(s,x.t) =i t (z & FV(2)) (is)
r(s,z.r'(s', 2" t) =g 1'(s', 2 (s, 2.t")) (x € FV(r'),z & FV(5),

S

' € FV(r), 2 € FV(s))
s))  (m5)

(
r(s,x.r(s, @' t") =z r(s, o' .t'{</«}) (x € FV(r),z & FV(

The first four conversions (¢l to are just instantiations of the general 7°-
conversion. Their contextual closure is a special case of the general m°-conversion
where the substitution involved only concerns one unique variable. The axiom
allows to take into account the case when in the w®-conversion the substitution
concerns multiple occurrences of the same variable. The last conversion handles
the case where the variable to be substituted for in the general w-conversion does
not actually occur in the term.

We will describe the normal forms of this system by giving some sensible criteria.
First we want our normal forms to correspond to cut-free sequent derivations, so that
they should at least be some restrictions of the m-normal forms as given in section
2, i.e., normal forms for the -, w¢-reduction (oriented from left to right):

NFAJEN,No,Nl =2 ‘ Ax.N ‘ y(No,x.Nl)

The conversion (S, read from left to right, pulls out the application on the right
hand side of the term. This is already the effect of the m-reduction, so that we keep
this direction. The normal forms will not be allowed to have an application as the
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minor premiss s of another application r(s, z.t). To achieve this, we have to redefine
our normal forms as follows:

PNFy, > Pu=2a | Az.N
NFy, 5 N =P | y(P,a.N)

The rule says that a A-abstraction can be moved inside a generalised ap-
plication. It seems reasonable to move it as deep as possible, in order to introduce
variables just before their uses. To that effect, we define the deepest A\ condition,
DL(X,r) for a set of variables X and a term r, to be true if r is a variable or a
A-abstraction and if 7 is a generalised application (r(s,y.t)) by the following:

DL(X, (r(s,y.t))) := XN (FV(r) UFV(s)) # 0 ADL(X U {y}, 1)

We impose the condition DL({z}, N), in case of the abstraction Az.N.

Immediate Simplification

For the conversion , known as immediate simplification, we follow Prawitz [7§]
by simplifying unused arguments and impose the condition x € FV(V;) in case of
the application y(Ny, z.Ny).

The rule is somewhat problematic because by itself it creates a loop, what-
ever orientation one chooses for it, and we will come back to it later, together with

the last rule (rg).

Conversion 1 and Normal Forms

In contrast with the conversions 3 and ¢, the n-conversion requires us to consider
the types of the term involved.

The rule of n-conversion oriented as an expansion (i.e., from left to right in the
definition above) expands a term of arrow type into a generalised application. Con-
sidered together with the 3 conversion oriented in a reduction from left to right, one
has to impose restrictions on n-expansion to prevent infinite sequence of reductions.
Namely an n-expansion should not expand a term in abstraction form nor the major
premiss r of a generalised application r(s, x.t).

To obtain normal forms for the n-conversion, it suffices to restrict the formation
of pure normal forms for variables to those of ground type. Hence a final step is
to incorporate typing in our normal forms, they will have to verify the following
definition.
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Definition 3.7 (Aj-normal form). The set NFy, of Aj-normal forms is defined
inductively together with the set PNFy , of pure normal forms as follows:

(x:0) el Ciz:pbneN o
FI_pNFQ?ZO FI_pNF)\ZL‘.NZp—>0
I'Fpne Pip y:p—obpne P ip Ny:p—o,x:0FNpeN T
Fl_NFPZp F"NFy(P,iL'.N)ZT
in the clause with conclusion TI'tpyg Ax.P @ p — o, we impose the condition

DL({z}, P) which is true if P is not an generalised elimination and defined oth-
erwise by:

DL(X, (r(s,y.t))) := XN (FV(r) UFV(s)) # 0 ADL(X U {y}, 1)

and in the clause with conclusion U'Fney(P,x.N) : 7, we have the condition x €
FV(N).

Circular Conversions

Let us come back to the conversions () and (r¢)).
In normal terms as given above, these circular conversions concern occurrences
of lists of generalised applications of the form:

$0(P0, yo-l‘l(Ph 3/1-$2(P2, Yo .. ))

(where it may be the case that x; = x; and P, = P;). The conversion (jr§) identifies
those such lists where some generalised applications have been permuted, whereas
identifies those where some generalised applications have been duplicated.

A (decidable) test for the conversion and can be done a posteriori on

these normal forms.

Notation 13. We will call the conversions (r§)) and (rf]) circular permutative con-
version and write 75 for their union.

Remark 11 (variations on normal forms). One could further impose conditions
on normal forms: If one does not want to allow for repetition, i.e., one forbids
r; = x; and r; =x 1; in a list of generalised applications, then one has only to
check for permutation of these generalised applications and the class of convertible
normal forms even becomes finite. But then a test of inequality modulo =z has to
be incorporated in the formulation of normal forms.
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3.3 Informal Description

We use normalization by evaluation as a normalizing procedure. First we have to
give a suitable interpretation. In this informal description our interpretation of the
A calculus is a standard set-theoretical one with the ground type interpreted as the
set of variables:

Definition 3.8 (Type Interpretation). We define the interpretation [p] of a type
p, by induction on p € Ty
[o] ::= Var
[o — ol == lpl — [o],
where [p] — [o] is the full function space between the set [p] and [o].

The interpretation of types [Ty] of the typed lambda calculus with generalised
application A; is then:

[T == Il

pETY

To define the interpretation of terms we need first to define the auxiliary notion
of valuation.

Definition 3.9 (Valuation). Given a contest I, we define a valuation on I' to
be a partial function n : Var — [Ty]] | such that for x : p € T', n(x) is defined and
n(x) € [p]. Given a context T', a valuation n on T, a variable y ¢ T' and an element
a € [o], we define a valuation (n,y — a) on T U{(y : 0)}, called the extension of
by y — a by,

(n,y+—a)(z) == {a ifr =y,

n(x) otherwise.

Remark 12. Valuation functions are partial functions represented as total functions
from the set of variables Var into the set [Ty] | = [Ty] + {x}, i.e., the interpretation
of types extended with an element x playing the role of an undefined value. In the
following, whenever we will use a valuation applied to some variable, this variable
will belong to the domain of definition of the valuation and the result will therefore
be defined. And although, strictly speaking we should do a case distinction on the
result to know wheither it is defined (an alternative would be to use an exception
monad as presented in definition , we will consider it to be an element of [Ty].

The interpretation of a term is an element of the interpretation of its type.
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Definition 3.10 (Term Interpretation). We define the interpretation [r], of a
term 7, whenever there is a context I', such that I'=r: p and n is a valuation on T,
to be an element of [p], by the following inductive definition:

[z], =n(x)
[Ax.r],(a) =[], s
[r(s, .0)],, =[]y et 1o1,))

In the normalization algorithm exposed below we will regularly use exceptions.
While a purely functional semantics of exceptions is used in the next section, we
prefer to explain them informally in this section. Let be given a value e of type
E, an exception carrying the exceptional value e can be thrown with the throw(e)
operator. Given a handling function h of type £ — T, if an exception is thrown
with throw(e) inside a program p of type 7', such an exception e can be caught with
the operator catch(p)(h) and evaluated to h(e).

3.3.1 Several Attempts

Let us write nf for the normalizing function we will describe. In the chapter on
simply typed A-calculus, this function was given by applying the reify function | to
the interpretation of a term ¢ with the function reflect T as valuation, nf(t) =| [t];.

The principle here is still the same and we will start from the algorithm of the
last chapter and modify it to produce normal terms of A;. The only syntactical dif-
ference between A; and A is in applications, generalised applications for the former,
simple applications for the latter. The only place where syntactical applications
were created in the NbFE algorithm of the last chapter was in the definition of the
function T at arrow type:

(1777 r)(a) ==17 (1, a)

Because a generalised application of the form r(s, z.z) translates to a simple
application 7*s*, to get a generalised application instead of a simple application, we
could just replace this definition with the following:

(1777 r)(a) ==17r((l, a), 2.2)

However there is a problem with this definition. Let us call the pair of term
(r,s) in a generalised application r(s,z.t), a pseudo-application. If we identify -
terms with programs, the term r can be seen as a subprogram of ¢ with argument
S.

The system A ; can be considered as a simple programming language allowing to
factorise out subprograms occurring with the same argument, i.e., to move out sev-
eral occurrences of a generalised application (7, s) to a same more external position.
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Example 12. Consider the term T = t{¥/r(sat)}{¥ [r(set)} with two subterm
r(s,xz.t") and r(s,z.t"), where all variables of r and s are free in T. T can be
converted to T" = r(s, z.t{v/v}{¥'[¢'}).

In this latter term the pseudo-application (r,s) has been factorized out to the
exterior of the term, and the variable x bound to this pseudo-application is then
used twice.

The normalization function should perform this factorisation of pseudo-applications,
but it is not the case using the algorithm of the last chapter modified as above. To
allow the algorithm to deliver factorized terms, we use the following idea.

When normalizing a term t, if we know that a pseudo-application (r, s) will actu-
ally occur in the normalized term, then one can begin by introducing a generalized
application, the normalized function nf would then read:

nf(t) =r(s,z. | [t];)

Of course we have now to modify the function T so that it does not introduce a
second time the pseudo application (r,s). This can be achieved in this particular
case by defining T to be

(177 1)(a) = {z ift:r'and lpa=s
17 t((l, a),2.2) otherwise

To know if a pseudo-application will actually occur in a normalized term, one
can use the NbE algorithm itself. We use environments e associating a pseudo-
applications to a variable. This environment ¢ is a partial function. In the environ-
ment €, a pseudo application (7, s) can be associated with no variable, in this case
the result of the application €(r, s) of the environment to the pseudo-application is
undefined, and is set to the element x. Thus an environment is implemented as a
total function € : Tm x Tm — Var, where Var; = Var U {%} is the extension of the
set Var by the element *.

Finally, we modify once again the function 1777 ¢ so that applied to a value a, it
continues the computation if the pseudo-application (¢, ] @) is in the environment,
or else interrupt the computation and return this pseudo-application as exception.
Thus a first run of the NbE-algorithm in an empty environment may return a pseudo
application as exception, in this case we run the NbE-algorithm anew in an updated
environment where the pseudo-application got in the first run is associated to a new
variable. This has to be repeated until no more exceptions are thrown, i.e., until a
normal form is produced.

Hence the final definition of the function T at arrow type is as follows:

2 if e(t, |, a) =z

(17 t){a) == {throw(t, lpa) ifelt,l,a) =1
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Remark 13. As one needs to run the NbE algorithm for each creation of a pseudo-
application, the implementation is particularly inefficient. One could easily optimize
it, for example one could use continuations which would retain the computation done
so far and avoid to do the same computation several times. The advantage of this
use of exceptions is that it provides a simpler framework to reason about the program.
Transposing a reasoning done for a simple program to its optimized version should
be simpler than carrying it out directly for the optimized program.

3.3.2 The Binding Variable Problem

The problem is just a bit more complicated than explained above because the NbF
algorithm can generate subterms with new bound variables as in the definition of |
at arrow type:

lpmo fro=2o. | fla (x new)

If we only catch exceptions at the top-level, we would then possibly catch a
pseudo-application with a variable which is not yet bound.

To prevent this situation, we will catch exceptions as soon as new variables are
introduced, i.e., just after a A. This will allow us to compare the free variables of
the pseudo-application thrown as exception and the variable bound at this A. If
the bound variable does not occur free in the pseudo-application, then this pseudo-
application is thrown further, otherwise a generalized application is created at this
point.

We are now in position to write a first version of our algorithm. Similarly to the
case of the simply typed A-calculus, it is possible to restrict both the domain of the
function T and the codomain of the function T to respectively variables and pure
normal forms.

We shall introduce the function doAGA? which produces normal forms from pure
normal forms, and finally observe that the domain of the environments can be re-
stricted to those pseudo-applications whose first component is a variables and second
component a pure normal form.
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Code 5 (7T and |). Let ¢g € Var x PNF — Var, be an environment. The reify
function |?: (Var x PNF — Var,) — [p] — PNF and reflect function 17: (Var x
PNF — Var ) — Var — [p] are defined simultaneously by induction on the type p:

Loy T n=x
1877 f ==Az.doAGA? ((Ne. |7 f(17 x)),{z}) € T new
0 T =1
1077 x(a) ==let P:=|’ ain

catch(17, eo(, P))(NL.throw(z, P))

together with the function doAGA? : ((Var x PNF — Var,) — PNF) x P(Var) —
(Var x PNF — Var, ) — NF which inserts generalized application when needed:
doAGA? (f, X)eg ::= catch(fep)

Mz, P) throw(z, P) ifr g€ X and X NFV(P) =10
) 2P, y.doAGA2(f, ({y} U X)) (o ™P=v))  otherwise

The auxiliary function doAGA? (for ”do A Generalized Application”) introduces gen-
eralized applications as soon as the bound variables of a pseudo-application are
bound.

The normalization function for a term r is obtained by applying the function
doAGA? to Xe ¢ [r];, and all free variables of r in the empty environment (i.e., the
environment everywhere undefined M. 1).

Definition 3.11 (normalization function). We define the normalization function
nf: Tm— Tm by :

nf(t) = doAGA?(Ae | [r];., FV(£))(M. L)

3.4 Formalization

We now precisely define the notions we have let informal in the previous sec-
tions: the environment needed to generate new names, the environment associating
pseudo-applications to variables and the handling of exceptions containing pseudo-
applications. To be correctly threaded through the NbFE-algorithm both of these
environments and the exceptions have to be incorporated in the interpretation. To
capture this notion in pure functional settings, we will use a combination of mon-
ads (a reader monad for each environment, and an exception or error monad for
exceptions).
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Name Generation Environment

The name generation is dealt with as in the first chapter by defining a name gener-
ation environment. We restate the definition here.

Definition 3.12 (Name Generation Environment). We define a set of name gen-
eration environment or set of environment for short, as a set E together with an
update function (=) : E — Var — E and an access function new : E — Var. The
extension of e~ : V. — E to a function from a list of variables e~ : L(V) — E is
defined in a canonical way by

BT = (e””)?
e i=ce.

The function (=)~ and new have moreover to satisfy the following property for all
e€c kb:

VZ,x# new(e‘”’?) (1)

Notation 14. The condition that the new function applied to an environment e € E
should never return a given variable x can be expressed by:

)

—
x

VT x # new(e

We will abbreviate this condition by x ¢ e. In the same way we will abbreviate for
a given set of variable X, Vx € X,x e by X & e.

Postdiction Environment

We call the environment associating a pseudo-application to a variable a postdiction
environment because on the one hand, this environment can be seen as an oracle pre-
dicting in a run of the NbE algorithm with which variables a pseudo-application has
to be replaced, but on the other hand these predictions are obtained from previous
runs of the NbF-algorithms.

Definition 3.13 (Postdiction Environment). We define the postdiction en-
vironment P as the set Var x PNF — Var, together with an update function
(=) : P — ((Var x PNF) x Var) — P defined by:

E(x’P)Hy(ZL'/,P/) - ) Zfl' = 1'/ a’I’Ld P :ﬂ_g Pl
e(z'P"), otherwise
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Interpretation Monad

We will now define the monad used in the interpretation, a computation should take
place in a name environment F and a postdiction environment P(= (Var x PNF) —
Var ), and it can be aborted by raising an exception containing a pair of a variable
and a pure normal form. Hence the specification of a computation with result within
a set A is:

TA = St(Stp (AL varxenr))) = E — ((Var x PNF) — Var,) — (Var x PNF + A)

The unit and multiplication of the monad of the interpretation are defined quite
naturally from the definition of the unit and multiplication of its monad components.

Definition 3.14 (Interpretation monad T ::= StpoStpo—(ne)). The (set operator
of ) the interpretation monad T is defined by

TA ::= StE(Stp<AJ_(Ne))) (: E— (Ne — VarL) — Ne + A)

Givenm € TA and f € A — TB, we define the unit v : A — T A and multiplication
*x: TA — (A — TB) — TB of the interpretation monad by:

VTA c— VStE o Vstp o VAL(Ne)

(mx" f)(e)(€) = m(e)(e) x += Aa.f(a)(e)(e)

The update operations for the name environment monad and the postdiction
monad extend component-wise to the interpretation monad.

Definition 3.15 (update for the Name Generation Monad). We define an update
function (=) : T(A) — Var — T(A) operation by extending the update operation
for the name generation monad by:

m’(e) == m(e’)

Definition 3.16 (update for the Postdiction Monad). We define an update func-
tion (=)~ : Stpay — (Ne x Var) — Stp(a) operation by extending the update opera-
tion for postdiction environment by:

m@P=Y(e) = m(e@D)Y)

This update operation extends in turn into an operation (—) : TA — (Ne x Var) —
TA to the interpretation monad just in the same way by:

m(I,P)'—’y(e) (E) - m(e)(e(:c7P)»—>y)
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The interpretation is a call by value interpretation for computations in the monad
T:

Definition 3.17 (interpretation). The call-by-value interpretation of the A ;-
calculus is given on types by
[o] ::= Var
[11 — 7] = [p] — T([o])

Given a valuation n on a context T' (n E T'), the interpretation of a typed term
[t : 7 is the monadic value [t], € T([7]) defined by:

[2],, == v(n(z))
[[r(s,m.t)]]n = [[r]]n *Xf.ﬂs]]n *Xa.fa*kv.[[t]]n’va
[Az.r], == v(Xa.[r]

n,z»—>a)

Code 6 (call-by-value NbE). The function |,: [t] — T(PNF,) and 17: Var, — [1]
are defined simultaneously by:

Loz i=v(x)
Lpoo [ = new x \x.doAGA?(f (17 z)x |4, {x})" *x Ne.v(Az.€)
Yro==x

throw(z, P) ife(z, P) = L
(17 y)e if ez, P) =y

where the auxiliary function doAGA? : T(PNF) — P(Var) — T(NF) is defined by

1777 z(a) := Nk e.(], a)ke * \P. {

doAGA?(f, X) ::= catchf
Nz, P). if ({z} UFV(P)) N X = 0 then throw(z, P)
else  new x \y.
doAGA?(f=F=¥ X U {y})¥ x \t.
if y & FV(t)
then v(?)
else  v(z(p,y.t))

The normalization function is obtained by applying the function doAGA? to
[7];* |- in an initial name environment e, containing the variables free in 7, and an
empty postdiction environment (i.e., the function everywhere undefined An. L)

Code 7. Given a typed term I't=r : 7, the normalization of the term r is given by:

nf"(r) ::= doAGA?([r]x |-, e,)(An.L)
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The claims of this section state the correctness and completeness of the algorithm

(©) above.

Claim 1 (Correctness).
r =g, nf(r)
Claim 2 (Completeness).
r =g, s = nf(r) = nf(s)

The results in the previous chapter were developed to be a basis to prove
these results. A first exploration lead us to use logical monadic relations whose
monadic part itself is defined inductively. This monadic part has to encompass the
notion of fresh variables, as in the previous chapter, but also the notion of attempts
needed to run the NbE until no exceptions are raised (the base case corresponding
to a monadic value returning directly a value, and the step case corresponding to a
monadic value returning an exception.) For time reason, we have let a formal study
for further research. The conceptual simplicity of the approach using exceptions
allowed us to implement the NbF algorithm in the pure functional language Haskell
without using any primitive operators and we are confident that proofs of the claims
and ([4) above will for the same reason be feasible.
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Chapter 4

Sums

This section is dedicated to the study of the extension of the simply typed A-calculus
by sum types and to the design of a decision algorithm for its theory.

Although the extension itself is seemingly simple (after all we are only adding the
possibility to do case analysis into the system), the study of its theory is extremely
complex. For a general introduction of the difficulties encountered, the reader may
consult [39]. These difficulties depend on which kind of rules one wants to add
besides (-reduction. For the extension by permutative conversion, the system is
proved strongly normalizing in [38] by a CPS-translation, in [75] by a variant of the
reducibility candidate method, and in [55] by an original syntax directed charac-
terisation of the strong normalizable terms. For the extension to a full extensional
system, the permutation of independent case expressions prevents the design of a
reasonable system with the confluence and strong normalization property. Neverthe-
less, Neil Ghani proposes a proof of decidability entirely based on rewriting theory
[45].

Another way, is to use normalization by evaluation. The first algorithm of nor-
malization by evaluation for a system with sum types is given by Olivier Danvy in
[37], using continuation and control operators. Andrzej Filinski presents an algo-
rithm in [43], as well based on continuations and control operators, but in a monadic
setting, which is of particular interest to us.

In [4], Thorsten Altenkirch, Peter Dybjer, Martin Hofmann and Phil Scott prove
constructively the existence of an NbE algorithm, able to decide the whole exten-
sional theory of a simply typed lambda extended with sum types, and hence a direct
program extraction from a formalisation of the proof should provide the algorithm.
An algorithm for an extension by a Boolean type together with the proof of its
correctness and completeness is given in [5]. The challenge to give a practical NOE
algorithm for a system with general sum types, and for a conversion stronger than
merely beta was first taken on by Vincent Balat and Olivier Danvy in [11]. This
approach using continuations and control operators is then further pursued by Vin-
cent Balat in [9] and his coauthors Roberto Di Cosmo, and Marcelo Fiore in [10]. In
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these latter works, the algorithm is optimized and the set of normal forms resulting
from the algorithm is further constrained, and this allows to design an algorithm for
the whole extensional conversion of the calculus.

Our work is based both on the approach developed by Altenkrich and his coau-
thors and Balat and his coauthors, we will present an algorithm based on normal-
ization by evaluation for the normalization of terms in a system with sum types and
extensional conversions. However, our algorithm is based on the notion of exceptions,
which we consider as a much simpler framework than continuations (exceptions can
be seen as trivial continuations).

Moreover we do not use any control operators or imperative effects such as as-
signment. Although for the commodity of a first exposition we will use a pseudo
programming language where exceptions are a built-in feature, we will eventually
give the algorithm in a pure functional style, i.e., in a monadic setting in the con-
tinuation of Filinski [43], but for a stronger conversion relation.

4.1 System

In this first section we present the system A, which is an extension of the simply
typed A-calculus, A, by sum type. A sum type of two types p and o will be inter-
preted as a disjoint union of the interpretations of p and 0. We do not consider
product type, which could be interpreted as a cartesian product, because on the one
hand, the essential difficulties are related to sum types and product types would
not introduce much more, and on the other hand a presentation including products
would be heavier.

Types and terms

The sum type constructor collates two types in a new one.

Definition 4.1 (Types). Given a base type o

Tyspoui=o|p—o|p+o

The sum type comes equipped with two distinct injection constants and a case
analysis operator. A simple example is the type of Boolean, which can be seen as
a sum type of two copies of the unit type. In this case, an injection from the unit
type can be seen as a constant, either true or false. The case analysis operator would
then be simply an if operator. In general, the sum type is built from two types with
more than one inhabitant, the particular inhabitant is then relevant and the case
analysis operator introduces a binding in each branch which allows to use it.
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Definition 4.2 (Terms). Given a countable infinite set of terms variables Var, the
set of terms Tm of the simply typed A-calculus with sum type is defined inductively

by:
Tmors,t =z | xfr|rs|in;r | case(r,z’.s,y.t)

where x € Var

Remark and notation 2. We have chosen to express our system in Church style,
which means that types of bound variables are explicitly given at the binding symbol.
The dot after a variable in a branch of a case term binds the variable in the branch,
hence this variable is written with its type. However, for readability, we will allow
us to omit these types when they are clear from the context.

Notation 15. Because a term containing case symbol case can become very large, we

will use sometimes an alternative vertical notation case (r, ;: .f’ ) forcase(r, z.s,y.t).

Typing
The extension of the typing system from the A-calculus to the A, is defined as
follows:

Definition 4.3 (Typing). The typing relation is a ternary relation between con-
texts, terms and types and is defined inductively by

:p) el
@l v
I'Fz:p
x:pkr:o I'kr:p—o I'Fs:p
P (—1I) : (—E)
'EXePr:p—o I'krs:o
I'Er:p;

+I
C'Eingr: po + p1 +D)

C'kr:po+ p1 [yzg:pobso:o Dyzy:pibsyio

'+ case(r, zf°.s0, 20" .51) 1 0

(+E)

In the terminology of natural deduction, the typing rules are separated into two
classes: those where a type constructor (here — or +) appears in a premise are
called elimination rules, whereas the ones where the type constructor appears in the
conclusion are called introduction rules. The premiss of an elimination rule carrying
the eliminated type constructor is called a major premiss, and the others are called
minor premises.
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Conversions

We will define the theory of the A -calculus, as a list of axioms. The actual conver-
sions are obtained from these axioms as the smallest congruence relation on the term
structure containing these axioms, i.e., a relation which is an equivalence relation
and closed under term formation rules.

We begin by defining what is the contextual closure of an arbitrary relation in
the Aj-calculus. The name of the conversion R in the definition below can be for
example (3, n, m or a combination of those.

Definition 4.4 (Contextual closure). A relation =g is contextually closed if the
following rules hold.

r"=RrS r"=RrS r=RS

~"R° (R-APPL) — " (R-APPR) R (R
rt =g st tr =p ts AX.T =p \X.S
—  (RINO) T (RIn)
ingr =g ing s ingr =g iny s
i (R-CasEl)
-CASE
case(r, z5°.sq, x1".51) =g case(s, x5’ .50, x{" .51)
S0 =R S¢
=R 59
R-CASE2
case(r, z5°.s9, 2" .81) =g case(r, x8°.s, 2" .51) ( )
S1 =R S/
! (R-CASE3)

case(r, xS0, 1" .81) =g case(r, xS0, 7' .5})

The axioms for B-conversions are defined as usual.

Definition 4.5 (8-conversion). The azioms of the (-conversion are given by:

(Az.r)s =g r{*/=} (6-)

case(ini 1y Io.SO,.Il.Sl) =B Si{T/xi} <ﬁ+)

As mentioned in the introduction, the theory augmented by permutative conver-
sion has already been studied by several authors. This theory allows to identify more
terms than the (-conversion alone and is useful in a natural deduction formulation
of logic with disjunction because they allow to recover a variant of the subformula
property (see [88] or [48] for details).
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Definition 4.6 (w-conversion). The azxioms of the permutative conversion are
given by

Zo - S0, _ g - case(So, Yo-to, Y1-t1),
case(case (r, - sy ) , Yo-to, Y1.t1) =, case (r, . o 25 i )

case(r, xg.Sq, T1.51)t =, case(r, zo.Sot, 1.51t) (72)

where in the axiom mo, neither xg nor xy occurs free in t.

Considering the type derivations as natural deduction proofs, a permutative con-
version permutes an elimination rule in a major premiss of an elimination rule up-
ward over the minor premiss. For example, the second rule above reads with type
derivation as follows (with neither xq nor x; occurring free in ¢):

CkEr:po+p1 Dz :pobFsg:o—T1 Dy :pibFsiio—1

I'tcase(r, zf.s0, 20" .81) 10 — T

'k case(r, 25°.s0, 25" .s1)t = T

s

Lag:pobsg:o—1 Lag:pbt:o Lzy:ipibsiio—1 Lai:pbHt:o

CEr:po+ p1 Lizg:pobsot i 7 Lzy:prbEsit:r

[t case(r, z5°.sot, 2" .s1t) = T

To sum up, given a term r, the w-conversion pulls out to the exterior of the term
a test term s of a case-subterm case(s, z.t, y.u) only if it occurs in certain position of
the term 7. This occurrence conditions of the case-subterm can be relaxed, leading
to the generalisation 7¢ below of the 7 conversion. We will call the 7¢ the exten-
sional permutative conversion, because together with the n-conversion, it provides
an extensional conversion relation.

Definition 4.7 (7w°-conversion). The axiom of the extensional permutative con-
version s given by:

r{case(s.o-toyi 1) [z} = o case(s, yo.r{to/=}, y1.r{t1/=}) ()

where neither yo nor y; occurs free in r.

Remark 14. We use a capture avoiding substitution in the definition of the m°-
conversion for sum type above so that the free variables of s can not be bound in
T

We define now the n-conversions.
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Definition 4.8 (n-conversion). The axioms of n-conversion, the axioms n_, and
N+ are given by

P = RGBS (n-)

r =,, case(r,xo.ing Lo, T1.iny 1) ()

where in the axiom n_,, x does not occur free in r.

The n,-conversion is the analogue of the 7_,-conversion for sum types. It takes an
arbitrary terms of sum types and converts it to a term involving the term constructor
for sum type, i.e., injections.

Remark 15. A difference with the A j-system is that it is possible to present the 1, -
and m-conversion in a unique rule:

r{%/z} =, case(s, x.r{moz/z} xr{ime/s})

In this case, we have to make sure that in the typing derivation of r{s/«}, the term
s is typed with a sum type for the right hand side to be well-typed. To the contrary,
checking the applicability of the ©°-conversion is syntacticaﬂ

The existence of a strongly normalizing and confluent rewriting system generat-
ing this theory is in fact very unlikely (the only work based on rewriting theory to
decide this theory [45] does not devise a strongly normalizing system). It is probably
for this reason that until very recently, the scientific community has only focused on
some sub-conversions of the whole theory.

4.2 Extended Conversion and Normal Forms

In the definition of the m°-conversion above, because of the substitution involved
there, we have to consider the term at an arbitrary depth. We give here a local
decomposition of this conversion. Apart from the fact that it is always interesting
to give a local characterisation of a global phenomena, this decomposition will help
us to explain difficulties inherent to the extensional calculus with sum types and to
justify the normal form of the term as computed by the NbE algorithm.

1Only in the case the variable x does not actually occurs in the term r of the left hand side of
the m¢-conversion rule above, we have to check that the term case(s, yo.to, y1.t1) to be substituted
for is typable.
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Lemma 21 (7°-conversion (local version)). The extensional permutative conversion
can be defined by the following axioms

case | case | 7, o * 50, , Yo - o, = case [ 7, g - case(sg, Yo-to, y1-t1),
1S Y1 - tl 1 T - Case(Sl, yO-t07 yl'tl)
where xg, x1 & FV(to,t1)

case(r, Z0-S0, CL‘l.Sl)t =g case(r, Io.Sot, I‘l.Slt)

where (xq, x1 & FV(t))

¢ case(r, zo.t 50, 71.t 51)

< case(r, 2¢.in; So, T1.in; 51)

t case(r, xo.S0, 1.51) =x
in; case(r, £9.Sg, £1.51) =x

Az.case(r, ¥o.S0, T1.51) =re Case(r, To.AT.Sg, T1.AT.51)

where x & FV(r)

Yo - case(r, xo.to, 1.u), )

case(r, Tg.case(s, Yo-to, Y1-t1), T1.u) = case ( - case

u), o €FV( )

(

(r,
where yo, 1 € FV(
case(r, Tg.u, z1.case(s, yo.to, Y1.t1)) =re case (s Yo casegr , To-u, T1.t0), )
(

- case(r, xo.u, T1.t7)
where yo,y1 € FV(u),z1 € FV(t)
case(r, Tg.case(r, To.50, T1.51), T1.t) =re case(r,To.8o, T1.t)

case(r, zg.s, v1.case(r, To.to, T1.11)) =re case(r,zo.s,r1.11)

r =is case(s, xo.r, T1.1)

where x; ¢ FV(r)

The seven first conversions (7§ to 75) above are just instantiation of the general
m-conversion. The structural closure of these rule generates the general m°-conversion
where substitution is restricted to one occurrence of a variable. The conversion 7§
and 7§ handles the case of multiple occurrences whereas the conversion is handles
the case of zero occurrence.

We will follow the scheme of the last chapter and describe progressively the
normal forms of our system, i.e., we will give some sensible criteria based on the
local definition of the m°-conversion. Whereas the NbOE' algorithm is not based on
rewriting theory, these normal forms can be understood, up to a certain stage, as
the irreducible terms of a rewriting system obtained by orienting the conversions
above.

The normal forms that we will eventually present are essentially the same as in
the works [9] of Balat and [4] of Altenkirch, Dybjer, Hofmann and Scott. In [4] a
normal form is not merely a term but a set of terms where terms that are convertible
with the conversions that create circularity are identified. Although, this shortens
the presentation we prefer to stick to a more syntactical presentation of normal forms
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as in [9].

First we want our normal forms to be a restriction of the existing normal forms
for the traditional permutative conversion (given as 7 in the system section or ¢
and 7§ in the alternative definition of 7¢-conversion above) in order to retain the
subformula property. The set of normal forms NF,_, for permutative conversions
and (-conversions are defined inductively together with a set of neutral terms Ney
as follows:

Nex, 2 nu=2a | nN
NFy, DN u=n | Xx.N | in; N | case(n,x1.Ny1,z.No)

The rule 7§, read from left to right, transforms an application term t case(r, zo.¢, £1.51)
in a case term case(r, xo.t So, 1.t $1). This is already the effect of the traditional per-
mutative conversion 7, so that we keep this direction. Similarly, the rule 7§ move
injections in; case(r, x¢.So, £1.51) inside a case term case(r, xo.in; So, z1.in; $1). The
normal forms NF need once more to be split and are defined simultaneously with
neutral forms Ne and PNF.

Nex, dnu=a | nP
PNFA, > Pu=n | Aa.N | in; P
NFA+ > N, N(),Nl = P | C35€(7’L,J]1.N1,ZEO.N0)

The conversion 7§ says that a A-abstraction can be moved inside a case term. We
choose just as in the last chapter to move the binders A as deep as possible in order
to introduce variables just before their uses. For that we need to define a condition
which express that a A is already at the deepest possible position.

For example for the term Az.case(r, z.s,y.t) this condition should state that the
variable z should occur in 7, otherwise Az could be moved in front of s and t.
However, to check whether the variable z occurs in 7 is not enough, for if the term
s is itself a case term, say s = case(r’,2’.s’,y'.t'), and neither z nor x occurs in 7’
then we could move Az in a more internal position as follows:

1. first move the term 7’ to the outside by converting
Az.case(r, x.case(r’, 2'.s' i/ 1), y.t)
into
Az.case(r’, x'.case(r, x.s', y.t),y .case(r,y .t', y.t))
2. and now we can move Az inside by converting
Az.case(r’, x'.case(r, x.s', y.t),y .case(r,y .t', y.t))
into

case(r’, 2’ N\z.case(r, x.s', y.t),y Nz.case(r,y' .t', y.t))
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Therefore we define the deepest A condition DL(X, ), for a set of variables X and
a term r, this condition is true if  is a variable or a A-abstraction and if r is a case
term case(n, xo.No, 21.N7), it is defined as follows:

DL(X7 case(n, ZL'().N07171.N1)) n=XN FV(n) 7é @ A DL(X U xo, N()) A DL(X Uz, Nl)

Conversion 7 and prenormal forms

As already noticed, n-conversions require to consider the types of the term involved.
The rule of n-conversions, oriented as expansions (i.e., from left to right in the
definition above), expand a term r into an abstraction or a case term according
whether the type of r is an arrow type or a sum type.

Considered together with the [-conversion oriented in a reduction from left to
right, one has to impose restrictions on the 7_,-expansion to prevent infinite sequence
of reductions. Namely an 7_.-expansion should not expand a A-abstraction nor the
major premiss r of an application rs. Similarly an 7, -expansion should not expand
an injection term in; r nor the major premiss r of a case term case(r, x.s, y.t).

To obtain normal forms for the n-conversion, it suffices to restrict the formation
of pure normal forms for neutral terms to those of ground type. We will need to
further restrict these normal forms in the next section and call prenormal forms the
normal forms obtained at this stage.

Definition 4.9 (prenormal forms). We define by simultaneous induction three
relations —Fne — @ —, —Fpnp— @ —, and —Fnp— @ — between context, term and
type,

Fnen:ip— o I'Epne Pip

Fnex i p I'FnenP o
Fl_NenZO F,LEZp'_NFNZO' Fl—PNFP:pi
Fl_pNF’n,IO Fl_pNF)\.x.NIp—>O' Fl—pNFiniP:po—i—pl
I'Epne P ip I'Enen i po + p1 Iz :pibne Nyt o
| N> ) ' Fng case(n, 9. No, £1.N7) @ 0

in the rule with conclusion I'png Ax. N : p — 0 we impose the condition
DL({z}, N) (deepest \)
which s true if N is not a case term and otherwise defined by:

DL(X, case(n,xo.NO, xl-Nl)) n=XN FV(n) 7é @ N DL(X U Zo, No) VAN DL(X U Zy, Nl)
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The condition (deepest A)) ensures that the case are introduced as soon as possi-
ble, i.e., as soon as variables occurring in the term to be tested are available, which
means just after a binding symbols or at the top-level.

Notation 16. We will write Nel. (resp. NF. and PNF{.) for the set of terms r such
that Thner : p (resp. Thner @ p and Thpner o p) and Ne? (resp. NF? and PNF?)
for the set of terms r such that there exists a context T' and r € Nefs (resp. r € NF%

and r € PNFL).

Circular Conversions and Immediate Simplification

To design a decision algorithm for the whole conversion relation, one has to face a
first problem, namely the inherent circularity of the m°-conversion.

As one can see in the following example, this circularity problem cannot be solved
by the orientation of the rewrite relation alone.

Example 13. In the example below the term on the right hand side is obtained by
pulling out the two occurrences of the subterm r' thanks to the conversion w§ and =&,
then the term is simplified by using 7§ or w5, and by reducing the generated [(3-redex:

x - case(r’,2’.s' y'.t'), , ' -case(r,x.s',y.s"),
case | 7, Pl =Case |1, / "
y - case(r’, a’.s" ' .t") y' - case(r,z.t', y.t")

with ',y & FV(r) and z,y & FV(r').

The two terms of the example above have exactly the same structure, and al-
though it may be possible to break this circularity, e.g. by introducing an order
on terms (for example induced by the variables they contain), it seems artificial to
select one of these terms as more normal than the other. In terms of programming
if we have to do two tests which are independent from each other, there is no reason
to choose to do a particular one first.

Hence, the normal forms can no longer be unique, their equality is no longer
syntactic but has to be tested with respect to this conversions (i.e., 7§ to 7§).

Notation 17. Due to this circularity, we will call the conversions w§ to m§ circular
permutative conversion and write 7 for their union as relations.

r:,rgs:::r:ﬂgs\/r:ﬂ;é}\/r:ﬂgSVr:,rgs

A second problem is that the NbE algorithm tends to produce terms which are
in expanded form, i.e., the w®-conversion is oriented from left to right. In particular
this means that if  does not actually occur in 7, the term r{case(s,:zo-to,z1.t1) /31 g
converted into case(s, xg.r, x1.1) (is-conversion) .

Seen as a reduction from left to right this would lead immediately to an infinite
loop. Besides, it does not make any sense to introduce superfluous test term as s
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above.Hence the normal forms will have to be irreducible terms for the inverse reduc-
tion (oriented from right to left) known from Prawitz [78] as immediate simplification
reduction.

case(s, xo.r, x1.7) —is T (zo, 21 & FV(1))

We will deal with these conversions in more detail after having defined a first
version of the normalization algorithm for the prenormal forms defined above.

4.3 Informal Description

To explain the algorithm, we will proceed informally as in the chapter on the simply
typed A-calculus (2.2.1]).

First we need an interpretation, we take the standard set theoretical interpreta-
tion where a sum type is interpreted as a disjoint union of its components and the
ground type is interpreted as the set of neutral term Ne°:

Definition 4.10 (Type Interpretation). We define the interpretation [p] of a type
p, by induction on p € Ty:

[o] ::= Ne°
[p = o] == lp] =[]
[0+ o] == [ol + []
where [p] — [o] is the full function space between the set [p] and [o], and [p] + [o]

is the disjoint union of the set [p] and [o].

The interpretation of types [Ty] of the typed lambda calculus with sum types
A s then:

[yl = U [l

pETy

To define the interpretation of terms we need first to define the auxiliary notion
of valuation.

Definition 4.11 (Valuation). Given a context I, we define a valuation on I' to
be a partial function n : Var — [Ty] | such that for x : p € T, we have n(z) is
defined and n(x) € [p]. Given a context T', a valuation n on T, a variable y ¢ T
and an element a € [o], we define a valuation (n,y — a) on T U{(y : o)}, called
the extension of n by y — a by,

(n,y — a)(x) == {a ifx =y,

n(x) otherwise.
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Remark 16. Valuation functions are partial functions represented as total functions
from the set of variables Var into the set [Ty] |, = [Ty] + {x}, i.e., the interpretation
of types extended with an element x playing the role of an undefined value. In the
following, whenever we will use a valuation applied to some variable, this variable
will belong to the domain of definition of the valuation and the result will therefore
be defined. And although, strictly speaking we should do a case distinction on the
result to know wheither it is defined (an alternative would be to use an exception
monad as presented in definition , we will consider it to be an element of [Ty].

The interpretation of a typed term is an element of the interpretation of its type.

Definition 4.12 (Term Interpretation). Finally, we define the interpretation [r],
of a term r, whenever there is a context I', such that U't-r : p and n is a valuation
on I, to be an element of [p], by the following inductive definition:

[z],, == n(z)
[AzP.r], (v) == [r], oo
[rs], == [r],([s],)
[in; r]]n g Li[[T]]n

P o e [[S]]r],x»—»a Zf [[T]]n =loaQ,
[case(r, z”.s,y" t)], ::= {ﬂt]]n,yHa S

4.3.1 Several Attempts

We want now to define a reify function |, from the interpretation of types to the
set of terms. As previously, we will define it inductively on the type simultaneously
with a function T from the terms to the interpretation.

Let us try to extend to sum types the definition which was given in chapter |2 for
ground and arrow types. An element of the interpretation of a sum type is either a

left injection or a right injection, and hence the function | can be directly extended
by:

Lpotpr tia =10 |, a

The first difficulty comes when trying to extend the function T at sum type. Let
us look at the problem with an example:

Example 14 (the unsolvable problem). Let us assume we want to normalize the
term xy of sum type with the following typing:

r:o0—o0+o,y:okxy:o+o

by | ﬂxy]]T.
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We are faced with the problem to define the result of the function 1°7° applied to
xy:

1070 xy

According to the interpretation the result should lay in a disjoint union, but should
it be a left or a right injection? The core idea is that a sensible answer is "I don’t
know”.

Example 15 (a solution). The very fact that we failed to choose a value for the
reflection of the term xy, will guide us in a second run of the normalization algo-
rithm. This time we begin by a case distinction on xy, and in each branch of the
alternative, we memorise whether xy corresponds to a left or a right injection.

case(zy, z. | ™" [xy];, 2. 177" [ay],)

The function [*~"0% follows the same definition as | except that in the compu-
tation of |Tv—inoz [[xy]]T, a call to the function T xy will always return ing T z.

What we just described can be quite naturally implemented with exceptions and
environments.

Every function is evaluated within an environment which is a finite map from
terms to the injection of a variable. In the first computation of the normalization
function, we begin with the empty environment; this environment corresponds to
our knowledge that at a certain point in the computation we are in a certain branch
of a case and that the test term of the corresponding branch is the left or right
injection of the bound variable introduced by the case.

If in a subcomputation, the function T at sum type is applied to a term for which
we do not know whether the result should be a left or right injection (i.e., the term
is not in the environment), then we abort the computation by raising an exception
containing this term.

In a second computation we use this term for a case distinction and in each
branch we update the environment with the binding of the term to the left or the
right injection.

4.3.2 The Binding Variable Problem

The problem is just a bit more complicated than explained above because the NbE
algorithm can generate subterms with new bound variables as in the definition of |
at arrow type:

lpoa fi=Aa. | f 12

If we only catch exceptions at the top-level, we would then possibly catch a term
with a variable which is not yet bound.
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What we can do however is to catch exceptions as soon as the new variables are
introduced, i.e., just after the binding symbols, the A or the binding dots of a case
expression.

We are now in position to write a first version of our algorithm:

The environment is implemented as a partial function € : Ne — Var + Var taking
a (neutral) term as argument and returning an injection of a variable z, ingz or
in; . The update operation —"~"* for the environment is defined by

. —
(i {lnix if n' =n,

e(n’) otherwise.

The function catch and throw have standard behaviours: In an expression throw(n),
the function throw packs the term n into an exception and throw this exception. This
exception is then caught in the first upper expression of the form catch £ h (where
throw(n) occurs in E), i.e., the expression catch E h evaluate to hn, the application
of the handler h to the content n of the exception.

Code 8 (NbE for sum types). Let ¢¢ € Ne — (Var + Var), be an environment.
The function |?: (Ne — (Var+Var),) — [p] — PNF and 17: (Ne — (Var+Var),) —
Ne — [[p] are defined simultaneously by induction on the type p:

o

€ nii=n
fo_“g = Az.doACase?(Ne. |7 f(17 ), {x})eo  new
[T e i=ing |2 c
o ni=n
P77 n =M. 17 (n ]2 v)
10y e {Iet in; z = (catch €y(n) throw(n)) in
© u 10

where doAcase? : ((Ne — (Var+Var), ) — PNF) xP(Var) — (Ne — Var+Var) — NF
is defined by

doAcase?(f, X)eg ::= catch (feo)
An.if FV(n) N X = () then throw(n)

x - doAcase?(f, (X U {x}))e Moz, )

x - doAcase?(f, (X U {x}))em® T new

else case (n,

The auxiliary function doAcase? takes three arguments. Its first argument is a
function taking itself as first argument an environment, its second argument is a set
of variables, and its third argument is an environment (a function from neutral terms
to an injection of a variable in; z). In the expression doAcase?(f, X)eg, the function
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f is evaluated in the environment ¢y, the result is either a term or an exception L (n)
containing a neutral term n. In case of an exception L (n), the set of free variables
of n is compared to X, and if there is no variable in common then the exception is
thrown further up, else a case term is created whose test term is the neutral term n
and each branch is the result of the evaluation of doAcase? for the same function f,
but in an updated environment (in each branch the neutral term 7 is now associated
either with ing 2 or iny z for a new variable z).

Remark 17. In the algorithm above, the line in the function doAcase?:
if FV(n) N X = () then throw(n)

ensures that if a neutral term n thrown as an exception and containing a variable
x that has not been bound either by a A-abstraction Ax directly before the doAcase?
function or by a binding in a case expression x- after this function, will be thrown
upper in the computation tree. This ensures that neutral terms of sum type are
captured at the uppermost binding possible, just after their creation by a binding or at
the top-level. This is not a trivial idea, as we could just have caught every exceptional
neutral terms after the function doAcase?, and create a new case distinction operator
at this level.

This latter approach would still yield a correct algorithm in the sense that the
result s convertible with the term given as input in the normalization function.

The advantage of creating the distinction operator as soon as possible is that it
allows to further constrain the set of normal forms, and this is essential if we are
after a decision algorithm. This idea of creating the distinction operator as soon as
possible first appears explicitly in the works of Vincent Balat [9], and his coauthors,
Roberto Di Cosmo and Marcelo Fiore [10)], with an implementation with controls
operators and an election of a best prompt (uppermost binding).

The normalization function for a term r is obtained by applying the function
doAcase? to Ne |f [r];. and all free variables of r in an empty environment, i.e., the
function undefined everywhere \t. 1.

Code 9 (Normalization function). The normalization function nf : Tm — NF is
defined by:

nf(['=7: p) ::= doAcase?(Xe |2 [r]; ,FV(t))(\t. L)

4.3.3 Toward Completeness

Although the algorithm we have just presented is sound in the sense that the result
of our algorithm is gn-equal to the initial term, it is not yet complete. In particular
two terms which are fn-equal can be normalized to syntactically different terms.
As explained in the introduction, the syntactical equality is not suitable to identify
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terms which only differ in the order of independent case eliminations. What we need
is an equality test based on the circular conversion (conversion 7§ to 7§) and the
immediate simplification (is).

First, let us consider the immediate simplification conversion:

case(r, xg.8, T1.8) —is S (xo, 1 & FV(r)) (is)

Whether the test term r in the rule above is a left or a right injection is irrelevant,
because the two branches of the alternative are anyway the same. We call such
terms redundant.

The reduction above erases the whole term r, and hence the variables it
contains. A consequence is that this reduction does not preserve prenormal forms

because it can break the deepest A condition (deepest ).

Example 16. Suppose the following term is a prenormal form,
)\:z:.case(t{case(“fﬁoﬁ»ml~5)/z}, Yo-to, yl-tl)

with x € FV(r) but x & FV(s) and x & FV(t). An immediate simplification reduction
leads to the following term:

)\x.case(t{s/z}, yo.to, yl-tl)

but this term does no longer verify the deepest A condition (deepest N) because x &
t{r/=}.

To avoid these redundancies we want to define the set of normal forms as a
restriction of the set of prenormal forms. But as the example above shows, this can
not be achieved by merely firing the immediate simplification reductions from a
term in prenormal form. To define the set of normal forms, we will integrate a test
of redundancy directly in the inductive definition of prenormal forms.

Among the circular conversions, let us consider the conversion 7§ and 7.

case(r, vg.case(r, To.S0, T1.51),T1.t) =qc case(r, zo.So, 1.t)

case(r, 7o.5, v1.case(r, ¥o.to, T1.t1)) =qc case(r, zq.s, T1.t1)

If we consider A-terms as programs, the term s; in the conversion 7§ and the term
to in the conversion 7§ are superfluous, they will never be used whatever value r is
evaluated to. We call such terms junk terms. And although we do not want to select
a normal form between two terms which differ only in the order of independent test,
we do want to eliminate such junk terms from normal forms.

We will define the normal forms as a restriction of the prenormal forms by in-
troducing two conditions, one to avoid redundancy (redundancy freeness) and one

to avoid junk (funk freeness).
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These two conditions require an equality test between two occurrences of a sub-
term, but using syntactical equality for this equality test is not enough. For example,
if the terms r and r’ only differ by the order of independent case elimination (i.e.,
T =nre '), we still want to eliminate the junk term s; in the term

case(r, wg.case(r’, rq.80, T1.51), 21.1),

or remove the redundancy in the term

case(r, xo.r', x1.t) (if zo € FV(s) and x1 & FV(t)).

This equality has indeed to be tested modulo circular conversions.

The work of Thorsten Altenkirch and his coauthors [4] avoids this test of modulo
circular conversions altogether by defining a normal form, which identifies terms
differing in the order of independent case eliminations (independent case eliminations
are grouped together into a binary function from a set of neutral terms). To keep
the presentation simple, we prefer a more syntactical presentation to this elegant
solution, and therefore follow the way of Vincent Balat [9] and his coauthors [10]
and use a test modulo circular permutative conversions.

4.3.4 Normal Forms

We now define the normal forms of our system. Eventually, the goal of designing
normal forms is to obtain a set of representatives for each class of terms modulo
0On. The considerations in the last sections lead to the following definition of normal
forms.
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Definition 4.13 (normal forms). We define by simultaneous induction three re-

lations —Fne— @ —, —Fpne— @ —, and —Fng— @ — between context, term and
type,
(x,p) el bnen:p— o Chpne P p
Chnex i p I'FnenP o
I'Fnenio [z :pbneNio I'Fpne P s p;
['Fpnemoo CFpnp AN ip— 0 ['Fpneing P:opg + p1
Ckpne Pip ICEnen : po+ p1 Lz, pibne Nt o
FI_NFP P FI—NF case(n,xg.No,:rl.Nl) .0

in the rule with conclusion I't-png Ax.N @ p — 0 we impose the condition
DL({x}, N), (deepest M)

where for a set of variables X and normal form N, DL(X, N) is true if N is not a
case term and otherwise defined by:

DL(X, case(n, ZL’().N(), I’l.Nl)) n=XN FV(TL) 7é @ A\ DL(X U xo, No) AN DL(X Uz, Nl)
in the rule with conclusion I't-ng case(n, xg.No, x1.N1) : 0, we impose the condition

RF(CaSG(TL,l‘().No,ZL‘l.Nl)) =2 € FV(N()) N T € FV(Nl) = F"Ng 7é7r§ Ni:o
(redundancy freeness)

and the condition
JFr (0, case(n, zo.No, 21.N1)) (junk freeness)
where JFr(Ne, z, N) is true if N is not a case term and otherwise defined by:

JFr(Ne, case(n, 29.No, £1.N7)) ==V n' € Ne,T'Fnen #re 0’ 2 0 A JFp,, (Ne, N;)
(4.1)

To produce such normal forms, the first change in the algorithm is that the new
condition of redundancy freeness has to be checked where the algorithm produces a
case term case(n, x.No, z.N1) by testing if x occurs in Ny or Ny and if Ny =7 N.
The auxiliary function doAcase? is changed accordingly.

The second change concerns the environment e associating a neutral term to an
injection of a variable x, ingx or iny z. These environment should now be defined
on the set of neutral terms up to circular permutative conversions, and hence the
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update operation has to be changed to:

niniag _ ] ini® if s Zng N
€(s) otherwise

Code 10 (NbE for sum types). Let eg € Ne — (Var + Var), be an environment.
The reify function | (Ne — (Var + Var),) — [p] — PNF and reflect function
17: (Ne — (Var+Var), ) — Ne — [p] are defined simultaneously by induction on the
type p:

o

o M=
P77 f = Aw.doAcase?(Ne |7 f(17 ), {z})eo
LT e = ing |2 c
o ni=n
P27 nn=N. 12 (n ]2 v)
10 e let in; x = (catch €y(n) throw(n)) in
0 ;10

where doAcase? is defined by

doAcase?(f, X )eg ::= catch (feo)
An.if FV(n) N X = then throw(n)
else let Ny = doAcase?(f, X U {z})e™ ™" in
let N, = doAcase?(f, X U{x})e" ™7 in

if x g FV(N()) AN NO ¢ N1 then N()
else case(n, z.Ny, z.Ny)

The auxiliary function doAcase? has to be applied at the top-level to catch exception
containing neutral terms with only free variables.

Code 11 (Normalization function).

nf(I'F7: p) = doACase?(Ne | [r]; , M. L, FV(t))

4.4 Formalization

We return now to the notions we have let informal in the previous sections: the name
generation environment needed to generate new names, the environment associating
variables to neutral terms and the handling of exceptions. This section is very
similar to the corresponding one of the last chapter. We use a reader monad for
each environment and an exception monad to handle the exceptions.
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Name Generation Environment

The definition of the name generation environment here is the same as in the chapter
handling the simply typed A-calculus , we restate it here.

Definition 4.14 (Name Generation Environment). We define a set of name gen-
eration environment or set of environment for short, as a set E together with an
update function (=) : B — Var — E and an access function new : £ — Var.

The extension of e~ : V. — E to a function from a list of variables e : L(V) — E
is defined in a canonical way by

e®T = (e”)?
e =e.

The function (=)~ and new have moreover to satisfy the following property for
alle € E:

VT, # new(e” ) (1)

Notation 18. The condition that the new function applied to an environment e € E
should never return a certain variable x can be expressed by:

)

We will abbreviate this condition by x & e. In the same way we will abbreviate for
a given set of variables X, Vx € X,x € e by X & e.

—
x

VT, o # new(e

Postdiction Environment

The second environment we will use, associates injections of a variable to neutral
terms of sum type. It comes with an update operation defined up to the circular
conversions .

Definition 4.15 (Postdiction Environment). We define the set P of postdiction

environment as the set Ne — (Var 4 Var) together with an update function (—)~
P — (Ne x Var) — P:

2 9 _ /
6nr—>in¢xn/ oo {miw /Lfn =g I

e(n’) otherwise

Interpretation Monad

We will now define the monad used in the interpretation, a computation should
take place in the name generation environment F and the postdiction environment
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P(= Ne — (Var+Var), ), and it can be aborted by throwing an exception containing
a neutral term. Hence the computation type TA for a result type A is:

T .= StE(StP(AJ_(Ne))) =F— (Ne — (Var + Var)l) — Ne + A

The unit and multiplication of the monad of the interpretation are defined quite
naturally from the definition of the unit and multiplication of its monad components.

Definition 4.16 (Interpretation monad T ::= Stz 0Stne—(var+var), ©— 1 (Ney))- The
(set operator of ) the interpretation monad T is defined by

TA ::= StE(StNeH(VarJrVar)J_(AJ-(Ne+)))
(: B — (Ne — (Var == Var)L) =v AL(Ne+))

Givenm € TA and f € A — TB, we define the unitv : A — TA and multiplication
*x: TA — (A — TB) — TB of the interpretation monad by:

vTq = StE (VStNeH(VankVar)J_ (VAMNeJr)a))

mx" f(e)(s) = m(e)(s) x " ha.f(a)(e)(s)

The update operation for the name environment monad and the postdiction
monad extend to the interpretation monad.

The update operations for the name environment monad and the postdiction
monad extends component-wise to the interpretation monad.

Definition 4.17 (update for the Postdiction Monad). We define an update func-
tion (=) : Stpay — (Ne x (Var+Var)) — Stp(a) operation by extending the update
operation for postdiction environment by:

mnr—>in¢ :):(6) - m(gnr—ﬁni nx)

This update operation extends in turn into an operation (—)~ : TA — (Ne x (Var +
Var)) — TA to the interpretation monad just in the same way by:

m™ M () (€) = m(e)(€"" M)

Definition 4.18 (update for the Name Generation Monad). We define an update
(=) : T(A) — Var — T(A) operation by extending the update operation for the
name generation monad by:

The interpretation is a call by value interpretation for computations in the monad
T:




96 4. Sums

Definition 4.19 (interpretation). The call-by-value interpretation of the A -
calculus 1s given on types by

[o] ::= Ne
[ — 7] == [p] — T([o])
[71 + 2] == [o0] + [o1]

Given a valuation n on a context I' (n E T'), the interpretation of a typed term
[t : 7 is the monadic value [t], € T([7]) defined by:

[¢], = v(n(=))
[rs], == [r], > Af.[s], x Aa.fa
[Az.r], s=v(Aalr], .0)
[case(r, 2.50, y7.51)],, 2= [r],, * A(eic)-[si] ) o

[in; t],, == [t],, * Ac.v(uic)

Code 12 (call-by-value NbE). The function |.: [t] — T(PNF;) and 17: Ne, —
Ste([7] (o)) are defined simultaneously by:

lon=v(n)
lpmo f 2= new x A\z.doAcase?(v5*2 (17 1) % f* |,,{x})" x Ne.v(Az.€)
Lpotpr ti€ i=1,, c*x Ne.v(in; e)
19n ==wv(n)
7777 ne=v\. |, vk NPr(17 (nP)))
case €(n) of

P17 n = Ne. 1 = throw(n)
Lix = (17 x)e * Nv.v (1)

where the auziliary function doAcase? is defined by

doAcase?(f, X) ::= catchf

An. if FV(n) N X = () then throw(n)
else  new x \z.
doAcase?(upd(f,n,z, L), X U {x})* x \t1.
doAcase?(upd(f,n,z, R), X U {x})* * \2.
if 2 @FV(1) A H = 12
then v(t1)
else  v(case(n,z.t1,x.t2))
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Code 13 (Normalization function). The normalization function nf : Tm[. — NFT.
15 defined by:

nf™(r) = doAcase?(v(T T') x N\ .[r]=_—* |.)e.(\n. L)

where the multiplication = of the interpretation monad is extended to a list of]
monadic values by:

(m,m)«\(a’,a).m' :

— —
m*Na.m*Na.m’
exNe.m i=m/

The claims of this section state the correctness and completeness of the algorithm

@ above.

Claim 3 (Correctness).
r =g, nf(r)
Claim 4 (Completeness).
r =g, s => nf(r) = nf(s)

The results in the previous chapter were developed to be a basis to prove
these results. A first exploration lead us to use logical monadic relations whose
monadic part itself is defined inductively. This monadic part has to encompass the
notion of fresh variables, as in the previous chapter, but also the notion of attempts
needed to run the NbE until no exceptions are raised (the base case corresponding
to a monadic value returning directly a value, and the step case corresponding to a
monadic value returning an exception.) For time reason, we have let a formal study
for further research. The conceptual simplicity of the approach using exceptions
allowed us to implement the NbFE algorithm in the pure functional language Haskell
without using any primitive operators and we are confident that proofs of the claims
(3) and above will for the same reason be feasible.
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Chapter 5

Inductive Types

Parametric inductive types can be seen as functions taking type parameters as ar-
guments and returning an instantiated inductive type. Correspondingly given func-
tions between parameters one can construct by iteration a copy function between the
corresponding instantiated inductive types which corresponds to the change of pa-
rameters along these functions. This suggests the question whether this construction
defines a functor.

Inductive types are traditionally interpreted as universal objects. This means
that functions which verify the same recursive or iterative equations are equal. Al-
though this interpretation is very useful when proving for example the correctness of
a function with respect to its specification, or for transformations of programs, it is a
very strong requirement known to be undecidable (see [76]). The implementation of
inductive type as universal object is therefore not possible. The commonly adopted
solution has been to design system where only the existential part of the universal
property is retained. This already, allows to define functions from inductive types by
iteration or recursion. This interpretation presupposes also a positive answer to the
previous question ; that parametric inductive types are indeed functors. However,
it is not the case with respect to the equality generated from standard reductions.
We investigate a minimal type system with inductive types and show by means of
modular rewriting techniques that reductions to make this construction a functor
on a subcategory of the system can already be safely added while preserving the
decidability of the internal conversion relation.
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5.1 System

5.1.1 Types and Schemas

Definition 5.1 (types). Given a countable set TVar of type variables and Const
of constructors, the set Ty of types is defined simultaneously together with the set
KT () of constructor types over a with type parameters p, o :

_
Tyspoimalp—o | rpa(@)
O S
KTz z(a) 3 kpz(a) i="p — (0] = d)igicn = @
where o € TVar, © C Const, @ = a1,--- ,0,. We assume o & FV (7,0, where

the set of free variable FV(p) of a type p is defined by:

The types with — as main symbol are called arrow or functional types, those
with the binding symbol p are called inductive types. We require the list of con-
—_—

structors ¢ : K () of an inductive type to be non empty. We assume moreover
that the names of constructors are uniquely determined by their inductive type and
that the constructors within an inductive type are different. Within the definition

— =
of constructor type above, the types p € 7 and o; — a € (7; — )i<icn stand
for the types of the arguments of a constructor, they are called respectively para-
metric operators, and recursive operators (0-recursive if @ is empty and 1-recursive
otherwise).

Parametric and recursive operator verify the so-called strict positivity condition
(inductive type can not occur in the domain of the type of an argument of their
constructor). It is a syntactical condition frequently used to ensure good property
of the system such as termination or well-foundation of inductive predicate defined
over inductive types. With this restriction, the inductive types that can be expressed
in the system correspond essentially to well-founded trees (arbitrary branching and
of finite depth).

Note that we have fixed a particular order on the arguments of a constructor
(first parametric and then recursive), it doesn’t influence the expressivity of the
system and simplifies the presentation.

Notation 19. A constructor type k(o) has always the form T — «. We shall
_

write k= (a) for the list of types T . For p = pa(c: kp z(a)), we will write ¢ :
-

kyz(a) €Epifac: hipz(a) €c:hpz(a)
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To explain the interpretation of parametric inductive type as functor of their
parameter, we need to single out the following notion of Schema of Inductive Type.

Definition 5.2 (Schema of Inductive Type). Given a list of variables s for induc-
— —
tive type constructors, type variables 7, 0 ,a (with o € T U 0 ), and constructor
_—

types k— 5 (a), we define a schema of inductive type S by
— —_—

7 (k) = pak : ko (@)

)

Sz

. . % . . . . .
Each inductive type pa (c : k5 7 (a)) is obtained by instantiation of the con-

— —
structor variables k and type parameters 7, 6 of a schema of inductive type
_
pok 2 ki 5 ().
We now give representative examples of schema and inductive types definable in
our system.
Example 17. A schema can concern the name of the constructors only,
N = pa(ky : a, ks - a — «)(schema of the natural numbers),
it can have a type variable in a parametric operator
L, = pa(ky : a,ky : m — o — «)(schema of list)
or type variables in both parametric and 1-recursive operator:
Tro=poa(k o, ky:m— (0 — a) — a)(schema of tree),

Instantiations of these schemas may be N = N(0,s) = pa(0 : o, s : @« — « (natural
numbers), N' = N(0',s") (a “copy” of N), L(N') = Ly/(nil,cons) (lists over N' with
standard names of constructors), T(N,N) = Ty n(leaf,node) (infinitely branching
tree over N), Ty (leaf’, node’) etc.

5.1.2 Terms

The terms of our systems are those of the simply typed A-calculus gctended by
constructor constants from Const and iteration operators (iterators) (| ¢t )*7 for an
inductive type pu and a type 7 (u stands for the source and 7 for the target type).

Definition 5.3 (Terms). The set of terms Tm is generated by the following gram-
mar:

Tmors,tu=x|Xx™r|(rs)|c| Q7D”’T

with x € Var, ¢, € Const and 7,u C Ty.
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Definition 5.4 (Typing). the typing relation is defined by

(x,p) el Dyx:pkr:o I'ks:p kr:p—o
——— (VaR) (=) (—E)
I'Fz:p FEXefr:p—o I'krs:o

(ck:hpz(@)en) THET :ho—(p) ()

ke r i p a
-
po(c: by z(a)) =p [-t: kg 5(T) (uE)
FI—(]?[)”’T:,u—M'

An argument of a constructor is called parameter argument if its type is a para-
metric operator and recursive argument if its type is a recursive operator.

Example 18. Let be given the following inductive types p = N, L(p), T(p, o) obtained
by instantiation of the schema in the previous example on types p and o, and a type
T to be the “target-type” in the typing rule (uE) above. The types of the iterator
terms ¢ (step types) must be:

e 7 and T — T in case of N;
e 7 and p — T — T in case of lists L(p);
e 7 and p — (0 — 7) — T in case of trees T(p,0).

Their particularly simple form is due to the use of iteration (as opposed to primitive
recursion where the step type should contain also the types of the arguments of the
constructor).

5.1.3 Reductions

To define a capture avoiding substitution, we begin by defining a contextual substi-
tution, which will allow us to define renaming of bound variables (a-conversion).
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Definition 5.5 (contextual substitution). Given a list of distinct variables T =
T1,...,%, and of terms T = ri,...1T, of same length, the effect of the contextual
substitution [# /7] is defined by induction on Tm as follows:

/7] r, ifr=x;ANx; € T,
T | =
xr  otherwise

\x.r[T /7] otherwise
(rs)[7 /7] 2= (r[7 /2D G/ =)
(]?DMT[?/?] o= (]t[?/?“),uﬂ'

{)\l’.r[xl""’xi1’wi+1""x”/r1,...,ri_l,ri_,_l,...,rn] ZfﬁC = X; VAN x; € ?

The a-conversion is a congruence on the terms, i.e., an equivalence relation
contextually closed, we define therefore here the notion of contextual closure.

Definition 5.6 (contextual closure). A conversion relation =g is conteztually
closed if the following rules hold:

T (=pAPPL) 0 (=g-APPR) FRS (—peg)

——— (=gr-AprpP ——— (=g-AprpP —— (=p-

rt =g st f tr =g ts R AL.T =g AX.S R
t=pt

(7, t, 5 )" = (7,1, 5 )"

(=r-IT)

Definition 5.7 (a-conversion). The a-conversion =, is the smallest congruence
relation generated from the following axiom:

AL.r =4 AY.r[E/y] y & FV(r)

Now that we have defined a-conversion, we are able to define correct (or capture
avoiding) substitution.

Definition 5.8 (correct substitution). Simultaneous (correct) substitution of terms
S’ to variables 7y in a term t, t{¥ /7} is defined by:

r{7/=} =r"[7/3]

where r =, r' and no bound variable of ' is free in a term s € s

We will now define the reductions of the systems which are relations between
terms typable with a same type in a same context. As a rule of thumb, to lighten
notations, we will neither precise the type nor the context involved if they can be
easily inferred.
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Definition 5.9 (f8-reduction). We define the relation of [-reduction by the fol-
lowing rule:

(A27.7) s —p r{*/z} (—p)

Definition 5.10 (n-expansion). We define the relation of n-expansion by the fol-
lowing rule:

r—y AP rx ()

where r: p — o, r is not an abstraction, v & FV(r).

The condition that r is not an abstraction rules out a source of non-termination.
The usual restriction stating that r should not appear in applicative position (this
would also causes non-termination) is incorporated in the definition of one-step
reduction below.

We will define two variants of the reduction for iteration; first the traditional
one:

.- —

Definition 5.11 (s-reduction). Let pp = po(c : vy z(a)), ¢ : kp (@) € p, and
_ = — - q ’ —— — g
=p — (0 = a)igicn — a over o in . Given a term ¢, p 1, where P (with

pi of type p;) denotes the parameter arguments and 7 (with r; of type o — i)

_—

the recursive arguments, and the terms T of step type k4 z(T), the t-reduction is
defined by:

—_—

W) (T (@ TT) — e DTV or) =t T OT(T)7(rT)) .

This reduction may create [-redexes. Obvious redexes appear if the iteration
terms ¢, above is an abstraction Ay .s. Moreover if an abstracted variable y € ¥
corresponding to a 1-recursive argument is in applicative position inside this iteration
term, this too will produce subsequent a [-redex (it will be substituted by a term

AT(E ) (rT) e VT(L) (rT)) ).

Since our system is equipped with n-expansion, one can require functional iter-
ation terms to be abstractions and 1-recursive variables inside iteration terms to be
applied as a pre-condition and then define a modified ¢-reduction carrying out all
these administrative S-reductions in one step.

We begin by defining sets of terms Zt(y) where variables 3, meant to correspond
to l-recursive arguments in an iteration term, are in applicative position.

—
o1—T

Definition 5.12. Let typed variables y = y ,...,yg_”)_” be given, we define
inductively the set of terms Zt(y') where these variables always appear applied to a
mazximal number of arguments

THY)otu= (g t) |z | Aet |t | (E) |t (2 €7)
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To carry out administrative reductions due to variables corresponding to 1-
recursive argument in applicative position, we need to define first a modified substi-
tution.

Definition 5.13 (Modified substitution). The effect of modified simultaneous sub-
stitution (%7 /%) of variables 7 by compositions of W and T (with u; : p; — T,
i1 0 — ;) into a term t € Tt(y), is defined recursively on Tt(y):

yl7(m/7> = u(rt{= /7)) (the essential case)
o (/7)) n=
(Az.t) (57 /7)Y = Azt (57 /37) where 2 €y and z & FV (wer)
() 7) 5= T 70/ 7)
(7D /9) == (/7))
C b (T )5) = et (19 ) 3)

(At the third line a-conversion may be needed.)

Definition 5.14 (ip-reduction). Let p = po(c : kg 7 (), ¢ : kg z(a) € p, and
= = — . ’ s .
k=p — (0; = Q)igi<cn — @ over a in pu. Let a term ¢ p 1 be given, where
D (pi of type p;) denote the parameter arguments and T (r; of type 7 ; — i)
ﬁ
the recursive arguments. Let the terms t of step-type (iteration terms) be fully
_— —

—

n-expanded externally, i.e., tp = )\:U_p)y"i_".sk, and moreover sy € It(yf—’?_”). Under
these conditions the to-reduction is defined by:

P r—
t)er

(- AT Y 81, (P T, si {7 [z} (Do /)

Example 19 (multiplication by 2). Although primitive recursion is encodable in our
system, for sake of simplicity we present here functions definable using iteration,

e the multiplication by 2 of natural numbers:
X2 = (0, A\z.s(sz))
the associated to-reduction for the term st is:
(X2)(st) —,, s(s(x2t))
e the pointwise multiplication by two of a list of natural number
mapx2 ::= (nil, Azy.cons(x2 x)y|
the associated to-reduction for the term consal is:

mapx2(consal) —,, cons (x2a) (mapx2 ()
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e the selection of even branches in a tree can be defined as:
sel2 = (leaf, Axy.node z (Az.y(x2 2)))
the associated 1o-reduction for the term nodet f is:

sel2(nodet f) —,, nodet (Az.sel2(f(Xx2z)))

The reductions defined above rewrite redex appearing at the exterior of the term,
these reductions are extended to subterms via a contextual closure incorporating the
usual restriction on applicative position in n-expansion.

Definition 5.15 (One-step Reduction). The One-step reduction — g is defined
as the smallest relation such that:

r——pgr r—ngr r 7! s —npgs
—R, (R-AX) f IVL)” (R-AppL) —R, (R-APPR)
r——pgT rs —pgr's TS —RTS
r—ngr t —pt
s (R-f) . (R-REC)

Ax.r — g Av.r’ (7,t,5) —r (7,,5)

R can be for example B, n, ¢, to.

Notation 20. The transitive closure of — g will be written -+, R, its reflexive tran-
sitive closure —— g, its inverse relation «—pg. The composition {(r,s) | It, r —p
tANt —g s} of two reduction relations — g and — g will be written — g; — g
their union {(z,y) | v —nr yVa —g y} will be denoted by — rs. Alternatively
we will use the name of the relations so that R, R, R*, R™, R; S, RS will stand for
—R, LR, LR, —n, (—r;—s), —Rrs respectively. The reduction relation
R\ S stands for the set of pair (r,s) € R but (r,s) & S.

The R-derivations (sequences of terms such that two successive terms are in a
one step reduction relation — ) will be denoted by d, e.... The expression t —p
will denote an infinite derivation beginning at t.

5.2 Extended Conversions

5.2.1 General Results

The rewriting system generated from 3, n and ¢ reductions has been proven to be
convergent, i.e., strongly normalizing and confluent, in numerous works (for example
[23]) and we will not repeat the proof here.

Theorem 2. The reduction n. is convergent.
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The system with the alternative t-reduction ¢, is proved convergent using a (par-
ticularly simple) embedding (i.e.,, a reduction preserving encoding of a system within
another).

Theorem 3. 1. The system equipped with Bnis-reduction is embeddable in he one
equipped with Bni-reduction,

2. the reduction Bniy is convergent.

Proof. 1. The embedding is the identity on terms and one (3nte-reduction is sim-
ulated by one ¢-reduction followed by several g-reductions.

2. The embedding above means that for each reduction in fniy there exists
a sequence of reductions in fn¢, hence Bniy is strongly normalizing, otherwise
Bne would not be strongly normalizing.

If ¢ is a normal form in ne, then ¢ is a normal form in Bney (the reductions of
B apply on redexes of Gne under some restrictions). If ¢ is a normal form in
fBniy, then t is a normal form in Sne. The set of normal form for Gne and Bniy
are the same. Moreover i’ﬂmz is a subrelation of 47, hence the set of normal
form of a term ¢ are the same in the two systems, hence 1ty is confluent.

]

5.2.2 Inductive Type Schemas as Functors

We will now define a subcategory Z of the whole system for which we will prove
the functorial laws of inductive types to be decidable. The set of object Z; of this
category Z will be inductive types and the set Z; of arrows is constituted of identity
terms, iterators, and compositions thereof.

—_

Definition 5.16. The subset I is the set of all inductive types pa (¢ : K5 7 ().
The subset of typable terms Iy : p — o for p,o € Ly is defined as follows:

Tida,d w= Xtz | (€)|aod
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Definition 5.17 (Instantiation of schemas and copy of inductive type). The in-

stantiation function Cpg : Const!*I x IFM il Ly for a schema of inductive type
—_—————

S = pa(k : ki 5 () is defined by:

B
CPY(T, 7, ) = palc : iy 7 (a)).

!

—
If moreover, given inductive types p', o

there exists terms f, f' in Iy, with typing
fi : pi — pl, and f! : o) — 0, we define the copy function Cpg taking these terms
H

/

and the relabelling function | : € — ¢ as arquments by:

— —
Cps(l, £, f):=(T):Cp(<, 7, 7) — Cp3(ic), o, o)

with t € t given by:

=SS0 TTRN—
ty n= APy =% ¢l ou(f) A7 yoL(f)

where the function o, (fy) which returns a B-reduced form of frx is defined recur-
sively:

os(Axt.x) ==z
— —

e op((t))=(1t)x
o o (aoca) = oy(a){°=)/z}

Wlth the notation of the deﬁmtlon above and given constructor names c” types

p’ " relabelling functions I’ : c — c ,and terms g : p — p €7, and ¢ : 0 —

= Il, the following equalities are provable.

1,9 — 7 17 7 7 1/ ST
Cps(l,g,g)ons(l,i,L) = Cpg(l'ol,gof,f'og)
Cps(id, id, id) = idgpy

This means that with respect to an extensional model the pair (Cpg, Cpg) defines a
functor. This result is well known, and a categorical proof (of a generalisation of this
result) can be found for example in Varmo Vene’s doctoral thesis ([89]). However,
these equalities do not hold w.r.t. the conversion relation. We shall extend the
reduction relation in order to obtain a functor w.r.t. the conversion relation while
preserving confluence and strong normalization of the underlying rewrite system.

In the following we will lighten the notation and omit all unnecessary material.
By analogy with category theory we will write Cpg instead of Cpg, Cpg and often
just Cp when S will be clear from the context. In the same way we will not write
the relabelling functions which we will not consider as part of the calculus.
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Definition 5.18 (y-reductions). The y-reductions are given by:

Cp(7. 9)Cp(F, F)t) — Cplgof.fog)t

Cp(id,id)t +——, t

Example 20. The function mapx2 of the previous ezample can be written as Cpy,(X2).
The xo-reduction for the composition of two functions mapx2 states that doubling
every element of a list from a list where every element has already been doubled
should reduce to doubling the double of every element of the initial list.

Cpy(x2)Cpy(x2)t —, Cpr(x20 x2)t

The function sel2 of the previous example can be written as Cpy(id, x2). The Xo-
reduction for the composition of two functions sel2 states that selecting even branches
from a tree where one has already selected even branches should reduce to selecting
the even branches of the even branches of this tree.

Cp;(id, X2)(Cp(id, x2)t) —,, Cpyp(id, x2 0 X2)t

An advantage is, for ezample, for a function x4, in order to prove that we have
Cpy(id, x2)(Cpy(id, x2)t) = Cpy(id, x4)t or
Cpy(x2)Cpy(x2) = Cpy,(x4),

one only has to prove X2 o x2 = x4.

Remark 18. The restriction of the function Cp to functions generated by iterators
or compositions thereof is clearly a limitation of our results. Although our results
are still interesting in themselves, an extension to the the general case is a topic of
current research.

5.3 Main Theorems

In this sections we will derive the convergence of the system augmented by the .
and the y;q reductions by using modular properties of abstract reduction systems.

5.3.1 Adjournment

Definition 5.19 (Adjournment). Given two reduction relations S and R, we say
that S is adjournable w.r.t. R in a derivation d, if

(o) o0
d=t—s—p—ps = de=t—r—rs

If S s adjournable w.r.t. to R in all derivation d, then we say that S is adjournable
w.r.t. to R.
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Remark 19. S is adjournable w.r.t. R in particular in the case: —g; — rC—pg
:—rs. The notion of adjournability is traditionally expressed with this weaker
condition (where d is not taken into account) (cf. [7]).

Lemma 22 (Adjournment). If R and S are strongly normalizing and S is adjourn-
able w.r.t. to R then RS 1is strongly normalizing.

Proof. Let us suppose that there is an infinite RS-derivation beginning from a term
t. As R and S are strongly normalizing, this derivation consists of an alternation of
finite R- and S-derivations. In particular the derivation is of the form

00
t —x t/ — SR RS

with an initial fragment X = R* or X = R*ST. We can adjourn the derivation
following ¢’ to obtain a derivation

/ 00
t —xt —RrR—Rs

The iteration of this process will infinitely increase the number of R-reductions in
the beginning, preserving the infinite tail and we shall have a contradiction with the
assumption that R is strongly normalizing. O]

5.3.2 Convergence of 1ty x,

Theorem 4 (Strong normalization of x.). The x.-reduction is strongly normalizing
and adjournable with respect to Bnie-reduction.

To ease the exposition we will need to single out a particular occurrence of a
subterm ¢ of a term ¢, we will then use the notation C[t'] for the term ¢, in this
notation C' is called a context.

This notation can be defined formally by adding an extra symbol [] to the defi-
nition of terms, this symbol [| called a hole can be considered as a special variable
not allowed to be bound.

Definition 5.20 (context). A context with multiple occurrences K is given by the
grammar:

K,L:=[|z| K| (K L)

A simple context C' (or just context ) is a context with multiple occurrences K where
the symbol [| occurs once and only once. The notation C|[t] is an abbreviation for
the contextual substitution C[l/i] of a term t in the simple context C'.
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Proof. Since Y, is strongly normalizing (by a simple argument on the size of the
term), it remains to show that x, is adjournable w.r.t. [nue. It is adjournable if
and only if it is adjournable w.r.t. all infinite derivations d =—,,—3,, d'. We
consider the reduction —g,,, following the first —, -segment in d.

Let us consider a y.-reduction followed by a ts-reduction. In this case, the
adjournment of y,-reduction with respect to traditional :-reduction is not possible.

ClCp, #(Cpy 7P T) —x ClCp ;7 aP T)
/ Co__. — e —
—y Clewos(g o AP/} N7 (you(f 0 9)){CPss ey * /7))
—_— —
= Claoy(go N)Az.Cp_ mi(ro.(f 0 ¢))]
It can be adjourned as follows:

C[Cp?z(C 777Ck?7)]

N

—., C[Cp ,ﬂwamym)<Cp7,z-r/v>>]

= C[Cp_ (a0, ()AZ (Cp7 5 (ro-(1)))

oy Claxon (@) D[N Z o, (g)(Opy 7*0F (O o) /7))

= c[ckmx?.clmaw.wpw( ))ex(g))]
(g0
(9

—p  Clocoy

—x  Clooy

o f)Az. Cp 3 g (702 (f’og )

For the other cases, the adjournment method works without complication. (We
will abbreviate in the following Cp??(Cp-) —t) and Cp-» ——t by L, (t) and

fof
Ry (1)):
1. For (3-conversion:
(a) For C = C[(Ax - p[Ly,(t)]) ¢|, we have
C —, Cl(Az - p[Ry, (1)]) 4] —p_ Clp[Ry.(£)]{/=}]
In this case, we can adjourn Y, by
C —p_. Clp[Ly, (0){9/2}] —x. Clp[Ry, (8){9/2}]
(b) For C = C[(Ax - p) q[Ly.(t)]], we have
C — . Cl(Az - p) q[Ry ()]] — 5. Clp{afe®l/a}]

f/ /

In this case, we can adjourn Y, by

C — 5 Clp{allre®)/a}] = Clp{alfne®]/4}]
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2. For n-conversion, there is no interesting overlap with y,-conversion as we have
the following facts about a y.-redex L, ():
° Cp?? and Cpg,’? are iterators ;
e and t and L, (¢) inhabit an inductive type.

]

Theorem 5 (Strong normalization of Bniax,). The reduction Bniax. is strongly
normalizing.

Proof. As the reductions (nts and y, are strongly normalizing and Y, is adjournable
with respect the reduction Gnis, we can apply the adjournment lemma . O

By Newman’s lemma (see [74] for the original proof), a strongly normalizing and
locally confluent system is confluent, so we need only to check local confluence.

Theorem 6 (Confluence of Snisx.). The reduction Bniy, is confluent.

Proof. As Bniyx.-conversion is strongly normalizing, it is enough to show that 87 x-
conversion is locally confluent, by Newman’s Lemma. As (nio- and y.-conversions

are both confluent, the proof is by verification (case analysis) that «—,_; —3,, C
* *
T Bmaxed T Bmaxo- ]

Theorem 7 (Convergence of Sniax.). The reduction Bniax. is convergent.

Proof. The reduction 1o, is strongly normalizing by theorem and convergent
by theorem @ O]

5.3.3 Pre-adjusted Adjournment

We would like to be able to adjourn y;q-reduction w.r.t. to-reduction. However,
there is a difficulty, let us consider an example:

Example 21. Trying to adjourn directly the following derivation, where node is the
constructor for arbitrary branching tree:

Cp—; = (nodepz) —,, nodepx —g,, nodep’ x

id, id id

results in first applying a to-contraction and then a xiq-contraction:

Cp < (nodepx) —,, nodex Az.yz{r/z}(CPuu*"/y)
= nodepAz.Cpy; —(22)

—,, hodepAz.xz,

and there is no way to close the fork with the initial derivation.
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The solution is to incorporate some n-expansion in the first derivation before
applying the adjournment lemma.

Definition 5.21 (insertability). Given two reduction relation R, T, with T C R,
T is said to be insertable in R if there exists a relation & on the support of R with
T C S and the two following conditions hold:

STH(R\T) € RTS8 STHRCTHS™

N EY

Lemma 23 (insertion). Given two reduction relations R, T such that T is insertable
in R and T s strongly normalizing. If there exists an infinite derivation d from t
and an object t' with t —¢ t', then there exists an infinite derivation d' from t'.

Proof. As T is strongly normalizing, d contains infinitely many R \ T-reductions
(possibly interleaved with finite sequences of T-reductions). As T is insertable in R
there exists a relation S with (¢,¢) € T C S, and we can construct a derivation d’
where every reduction R\ T of d are repercussed along S by a R*-reduction in d'.
Hence R* contains infinitely many RT-reductions (possibly interleaved with finite
sequences of T*-reductions) and is therefore infinite O

Definition 5.22 (Conditional Adjournment). Let R, S be reduction relations, an
infinite derivation d =t —sg——p——pg beginning with t and P a predicate on the
terms. Then S is adjournable w.r.t. R in d under condition P, if

d=t —>3—>Ri>35 /\P(t) = de=1t —>Ri>RS>

S 1s adjournable w.r.t. R under condition P, if S is adjournable w.r.t. R in d under
condition P for all d.

We now introduce the notion of realisation of a condition by a reduction relation
T, which says that starting from some term ¢ we will always find after a finite number
of reductions from 7" a term t’ satisfying the condition.

Definition 5.23 (realization). Let T be a reduction relation and P a predicate on

the terms. T realises P fort if At t =5 t' NP(t'). T realizes P if T realizes P for
all terms.

Lemma 24 (pre-adjusted adjournment). Given reductions relations R, S, T with
S, T C R, S is adjournable with respect to R under condition P and T is insertable
in R, strongly normalizing and realizes P, then S is adjournable w.r.t. R.
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Proof. Given a derivation d =t g p—pg beginning with ¢,
e cither P(t) and then S is adjournable w.r.t. R in d
e or as T realizes P, 3t',t —+ t' AP(t'). But T is insertable and strongly

normalizing so by lemma [23] there exists an infinite derivation from ¢'. Hence,
as T C R S is adjournable w.r.t. R.

]

Definition 5.24 (unrestricted n-expansion 7). we define the rewrite rule for un-
restricted n-expansion 7 by:

t—g X2l iz ift:p—o

The one step reduction reduction relation — is defined as the contextual closure
of —y

Lemma 25 (weak condition for insertability). In the definition of the insertability,
if the relation S is the transitive reflexive closure of a reduction relation T', we
establish some sufficient condition for T to be insertable. Given reduction relations
R, T,T', if the relation T" verifies the two conditions:

A R\T C R*;(R\T); R (T’_l)* T'-%T C R*; (T'_l)*

R* R\T

Y Y
R\T o T R e

then T 1is insertable:

(T~ R\T C R (T')’ (1) RC T (T

jV ; R+ 77 ; . T
N N
7 7

Proof. cf lemma 6.4 in [23]. O

T'*

Lemma 26. n-expansion is insertable.
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Proof. Take the transitive reflexive closure of 77 as relation S in the definition of

insertability [5.21}
By lemma [25] it is enough to show:

*

i B\ —,C R R\ —; R*; A g > C R —5

n

The proof is simple and we will only discuss the critical cases (why we take the
reflexive transitive closure of 77 instead of merely 7 for S).

e for (3, there are two non trivial cases:

C’[(/\xr)(/\ysy)]

Cl(A\x.r)s] QiT{(Ay.sy)/$}]
C[T{S/x}]

As the subterm s can be substituted in an applicative position, this case illus-
trates the need for 77 to expand a term in applicative position. Remark also
that the variable x can occur several times in 7 or not occurs at all, so that
we need to take the reflexive transitive closure of 7.

C[)\z.(()\xy.r)sr)z]

This case illustrates the need for the n-expansion to be applicable to a subterm
in abstraction form.

e for 1y, the situation is similar to (3, the 77 can take place in a parameter argu-
H

ment: for " = po,...,P,-...0n (i €[0,...,n]) wewrite p’ for pg, ..., \z.p, ...

CINT T thacr 7
ClNT T H)e P 7] Cltl? [z HOTT 17/ 7)]
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or in a recursive argument: for 7 =rg,..., 7, ..., 7, (1 €[0,...,n]) we write
é
r' for ro,...,  \x.rx, .. Ty,
N R
CUNT Y ) P ']
ClNT Y tha P 7] Clte{? [z H XV 1her' 7))

L2 P

-

Cltu{? /FHTT ther [7)]
: : — . -
or in the iterator: for ¢ = to,...,t;,...,t, (i € [0,...,n]) we note t' :=
to,...,A\z.t;z,...,t,. The non trivial case is 1 = k:

CINTT a7 7] CINe- ({7 = HOFT 71 7))

L2 n

Clt (7=} (CF T w7 /7))

5.3.4 Convergence of (i

Theorem 8 (Strong Normalization of xiq). 1. Xiq-Teduction is strongly normal-
121N,

2. Xiqg-reduction is adjournable with respect to Bniax. under the condition that
1-recursive arquments T =1y .. .Tn 0f a constructor cp T of type p are fully
eta-expansed externally, i.e., r; = 1) = X7 .(ri 2 )",

proof of theorem [, We will abbreviate Cpz =t by Ly, (t)
1. For ty-conversion:
(a) For C = C[Cpz (e, P 7)), by n-insertion we can put the terms 7
in full externally eta-expansed form. We will write 7 for a term r fully

n-expansed externally. We can then always adjourn

— —
ClCpy (e P T) ——x Clex P 7] —pp -
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by
= N T
ClCpgglc P T —  Clle,@XZy2 {7 /7 {Pauv/7)]
= C[Ckﬁ/\7.Cpi—> I—>(T7)]
— 5w Cle, D 7]

(b) For €= C[(.... AT G 4Ly, (s))....) (e T7)] and T € Tt(y7 ") (one
remarks that It(y” —7) is stable under «—, ), we have three possibilities:

i. Either r # k and then we have

c..., A?j-tr[ind(S)]p D (e D7)

Cl(..., XZTY t.[s],...) (ck D7) Clty {7 [7} (AT T trllg ())-orl) /57)]

with as many Yiq-conversions as there are variables ¥y occurring in
Tg.
ii. or r = k, and then
e either L, ,(s) is a strict subterm in ¢,[L,,,(s)]:

Cll- - AT Y L)), ) (e TT)

Xid Tl L2

Cl{.... XTY t[s],...) (c D7) Clte[Ly, ()] {7 )7} (AT T brlLagg(5)]Dor) /7))

\ + .
12 e Xd
.

Cltls) {77} (C-ATTTlbrT /)]

with as many Yiq-conversions as there are variable 3 occurring
in ¢, plus one for the L, (s) occurring already in ¢, before to-
reduction.

e or L, (s) is not a strict subterm but the whole term itself. Let us
therefore rewrite the original term as C[(..., A7 Y.Ly, (s),...) e p 7).
Then we have

C— 0 Cll.- ATy .5,..) ap 7] —, Cls]

(because L, (s) inhabits necessarily an inductive type, there-
fore can’t be of functional type and accept arguments, and hence
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7,7y, P, T are the empty lists). In this case, we can adjourn yiq

by
C —, Ly ()] = Cls] -
(c) For C=C[(..., AT Y tr,...) (ck -, Dr[Lyy(5)],-.. )], we have:
C — C(.- A?j thy o) (ce o oopes]... )]

s, Clty {-#rlsl/z} (WTTTher))

L2

<l

In this case, we can adjourn Yy;q by

C —, Oty {+Plae/z)} (VT
{

(d) For C=C[(...,AZ Y tg,...) (ck P ...7[Lyy(3)]...)] (writing a for the
number of recursive arguments), we have:

C —y Cllo AT T .. Dik ro[Loy(5)].. )]
Gl (e 0T e )

In this case, we can adjourn y;q by

C —, Cl {F/HAOTTThor by ) /)
—xa Clte {7/7} (-08Dereld /)

2. For (3-conversion:

(a) For C' = C[(Ax - p[Ly, (1)]) ], we have
O s ClO - plt]) g —5 Clplt]{/2}).
In this case, we can adjourn xig by
C . ClplLugy (/)] —xs ClplE/2}].
(b) For C' = C[(Az - p) q[Ly, (1)]], we have
O s ClONT - p) qlt]) —5 Clp{a/2}].
In this case, we can adjourn yig by
C — .. Clpfalb®/a}] ", Clp{atd/s})

3. For n-conversion, there is no interesting overlap with y;q-conversion as we have
the following facts about a x;g-redex L, ():
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e L, is arecursor ;

e and ¢ and L, (t) inhabit an inductive type.

4. For y.-conversion The only non trivial case is:

[]

Theorem 9 (Strong Normalization of Sniax). The reduction Bniyx is strongly nor-
malizing.

Proof. Obviously the eta expansion 7 realizes the condition that 1-recursive argu-
ments occurring in an iteration term are totally expansed externally. (the terms to
be expansed are neither in application position nor A-abstraction). Moreover the eta
expansion 7 is insertable by lemma (26). Theorem sates that x;s-reduction is
adjournable with respect to Bniox, under the condition that 1-recursive arguments
T =7y...7r, of a constructor ¢ p’ 7 of type u are fully eta-expansed externally, i.e.,
r; =1l = A7 .(r’2)*. Hence we can conclude by lemma ([24), that x4 is adjournable
with respect to Oniax.. Finally as both fniyx, and x4 are strongly normalizing we
can apply lemma to conclude that Bneex is strongly normalizing. O]

Theorem 10 (Confluence of Gniax). The reduction Bnux is confluent.

proof of theorem [10} As [nux-conversion is strongly normalizing, it is enough, by
Newman’s Lemma to show that Bnuy-conversion is locally confluent. As Oniyo-
and yiq-conversions are both confluent, The proof is a verification by case analysis
that «—,

* *
id) ? Bnexo C By S Brex [

Theorem 11 (Convergence of Gniax). The reduction Pnix is convergent.

Proof. The reduction Bniyx is strongly normalizing by theorem @ and confluent
by theorem ([10]). O
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Conclusions

This work allowed us to study several deciding algorithms for the theories of typed
A-calculus. We have gathered our conclusions and suggestions for further work under
the following themes.

Reduction based versus reduction free normalization

At the heart of the thesis is the opposition between reduction (or rewriting) driven
and reduction free algorithms. While the conceptual simplicity of rewriting theory
is attractive to understand the computational behaviour of normalization, reduction
free algorithms provides decidability results, where application of rewriting theory is
not obvious. The two approaches are related and we have tried to explain the latter
in terms of the former. However the relationship between the two approaches has
not yet been enough explored. For example one could further explore the extraction
of reduction proofs which as shown in [I8] can produce reduction free algorithm.
As shown in this thesis, there is several possible NbE algorithms for a same system
according to the model of computation used (call-by-value, call-by-name, Algol-like).
Does there exist a proof (or several different proofs) from which these algorithms
can be extracted? The extraction method used in [18] was modified realizability,
does a different method (e.g., functional interpretation) give a different algorithm?

Fresh variables

We have developed a monadic formalisation of fresh variables generation for the NbE
algorithm. We believe that this formalisation is natural in the sense that it follows
closely an intuitive description of what it means for a variable to be fresh. This
treatment reduces the gap between informal description and actual mathematical
formalisation of the algorithm. The main change between informal description to a
pure functional implementation is to pass from simple type to monadic ones. We are
conscious that the simplicity of our solution is due to its specialization for a single
problem, namely the generation of fresh names in NbE algorithm. Nevertheless an
interesting question is how this approach incorporates or relates in the broad body
of research concerning formalisation of system with names and bindings (nominal
reasoning).
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Sequent calculus and natural deduction

Applying the normalization by evaluation for the calculus A; allowed us to tightly
relate cut-free derivations in sequent calculus and natural deduction. Normal forms
for permutative conversion in the A; calculus can be seen as a notation for cut-
free proof of the sequent calculus. Further restrictions on normal forms in the A ;-
calculus can be seen as defining normal forms among cut-free proofs. These restricted
normal forms are in turn isomorphic to long normal forms in the simply typed
A-calculus modulo certain decidable conversions. This sharpens previous results
relating sequent calculus and natural deduction.

Normalization by evaluation for A-calculus with extensional
permutative conversions

We have given a purely functional algorithm for deciding extensional conversions of
terms in a system with generalized applications A; and one with sum types A, . As
already advocated, algorithms described in a pure functional style are much closer
to a mathematical formalisation. In an imperative settings proofs are much more
involved as one has to take into account the existence of a global state, influencing
the behaviour of primitive operations. Hence proofs of correctness and completeness
for these algorithms should be feasible. The conversions of these systems are very
similar, and so are the NbE algorithms we have described. This suggests to carry
out the proofs of correctness and completeness for the simplest system A j-calculus
and then adapt them for the A -calculus. This is still work in progress.

Functoriality of inductive types

Our studies show that functorial laws are admissible for a subcategory of the sys-
tem with inductive types, in the sense that properties derived from these laws, if
expressed as equalities are decidable. Although these results are already interesting
in themselves, an obvious direction for further research is the study of the general
case, both for reduction based and reduction free algorithms.
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Décidabilité pour Conversions Non-Standards
en Lambda-Calculs Typés
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Directeurs : Prof. Dr. Martin Hofmann et Prof. Dr. Sergei Soloviev.

Résumé : Cette these étudie la décidabilité des conversions des lambda-calculs
typés ainsi que les algorithmes permettant cette décidabilité. Notre étude prend en
consideration des conversions qui vont au-dela des traditionnelles conversions que
sont les conversions beta, eta ou encore les conversions permutatives (encore
appelées conversions commutatives). Pour décider ces conversions deux classes
d’algorithmes s’opposent, ceux basés sur la récriture ou le but est de décomposer et
d’orienter les conversions afin d’obtenir un systeme convergent, I’algorithme revient
alors a récrire les termes jusqu’a ce qu’ils atteignent une forme irréductible et les
algorithmes dits « libres de réduction » ou la conversion est décidée par un détour
dans un métalangage ; tout au long de cette these, nous nous efforcons d’expliquer
cette deuxieme classe grace a la premiere.
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Entscheidbarkeit fiir Nicht-Standard Konversionen
in Getypten Lambda-Kalkiilen

Freiric Barral

Doktorarbeit verteidigt in Miinchen am 6. Juni 2008.

Betreuer: Prof. Dr. Martin Hofmann und Prof. Dr. Sergei Soloviev.

Zusammenfassung: Diese Arbeit befasst sich mit der Entscheidbarkeit von
Konversionen in getypten Lambda-Kalkiilen, und den Algorithmen, die diese
Entscheidbarkeit ermdéglichen. Unsere Studie betrachtet Konversionen, die iiber die
traditionelle beta, eta oder permutative Konversionen (auch kommutative
Konversionen genannt) hinaus gehen. Um diese Konversionen zu entscheiden, gibt
es zwei ganz verschiedene Klassen von Algorithmen, die zum Einsatz kommen
konnen: die auf Termersetzungssystem basierende Algorithmen, wobei das Ziel ist,
die Konversionen zu zerlegen und zu orientieren um ein konvergentes System zu
erhalten, und die so genannte ,,reduktionsfreien” Algorithmen, die die Konversion
rekursiv durch ein Umweg in einer Meta-Sprache entscheiden. Wir bemiihen uns in
dieser Arbeit, die zweite Klasse mit Hilfe der erste zu erklaren.
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Decidability for Non-Standard Conversions
in Typed Lambda-Calculi
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Thesis defended in Munich on 6 June 2008.

Supervisors: Prof. Dr. Martin Hofmann and Prof. Dr. Sergei Soloviev.

Abstract: This thesis studies the decidability of conversions in typed
lambda-calculi, along with the algorithms allowing for this decidability. Our study
takes in consideration conversions going beyond the traditional beta, eta, or
permutative conversions (also called commutative conversions). To decide these
conversions, two classes of algorithms compete, the algorithms based on rewriting,
where the goal is to decompose and orient the conversion so as to obtain a
convergent system, these algorithms then boil down to rewrite the terms until they
reach an irreducible forms; and the “reduction free” algorithms where the
conversion is decided recursively by a detour via a meta-language. Throughout this
thesis, we strive to explain the latter thanks to the former.

Keywords: typed lambda calculus, conversion, reduction, decidability,
normalization by evaluation.

Field: Theoretical Computer Science.

Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitét
Miinchen,
Informatik Institut,

Lehr- und Forschungseinheit

3111(?620%% lde Naébznnezi Theoretische Informatik,
oulouse Cedex 4, Oettingenstrafie 67,

France 80 538 Miinchen,
Germany

Institut de recherche en Informatique de
Toulouse



138 Abstract




	Acknowledgements
	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Notations
	Monads

	Simply Typed -Calculus
	System
	Normalization by Evaluation
	Informal Description
	Normal Forms
	Name Generation Environment

	Formalization
	Name Generation Interpretation
	Monadic logical relation
	Correctness
	Completeness
	Conversions 
	Completeness Lemma



	Generalized Applications
	From Sequent Calculus to J 
	Extended Conversions and Normal Forms
	Informal Description
	Several Attempts
	The Binding Variable Problem

	Formalization

	Sums
	System
	Extended Conversion and Normal Forms
	Informal Description
	Several Attempts
	The Binding Variable Problem
	Toward Completeness
	Normal Forms

	Formalization

	Inductive Types
	System
	Types and Schemas
	Terms
	Reductions

	Extended Conversions
	General Results
	Inductive Type Schemas as Functors

	Main Theorems
	Adjournment
	Convergence of 2
	Pre-adjusted Adjournment
	Convergence of 2


	Conclusion
	Index
	Bibliography
	Résumé
	Zusammenfassung
	Abstract

