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ABSTRACT

Logical relations constitute a key method for reasoning about con-
textual equivalence of programs in higher-order languages. They
are usually developed on a per-case basis, with a new theory re-
quired for each variation of the language or of the desired notion of
equivalence. In the present paper we introduce a general construc-
tion of (step-indexed) logical relations at the level of Higher-Order
Mathematical Operational Semantics, a highly parametric categor-
ical framework for modeling the operational semantics of higher-
order languages. Our main result states that for languages whose
weak operational model forms a lax bialgebra, the logical relation
is automatically sound for contextual equivalence. Our abstract
theory is shown to instantiate to combinatory logics and A-calculi
with recursive types, and to different flavours of contextual equiv-
alence.

1 INTRODUCTION

Reasoning about program equivalence is one of the primary goals
of the theory of programming languages, and it is known to
be particularly challenging in the presence of higher-order fea-
tures. The definite operational notion of program equivalence for
higher-order languages is given by contextual equivalence [62]: two
programs p and q are contextually equivalent if, whichever con-
text C[-] they are executed in, they co-terminate:

p=q iff VC.(C[p] terminates & C|[q| terminates).

Informally, a context C[-] runs tests on its input *’, and p =~ ¢
means that no such test leads to observations distinguishing p from

While the definition of contextual equivalence is simple and nat-
ural, proving p =~ q directly can be very difficult due to the quan-
tification over all possible contexts. Therefore, a substantial strain
of research has been devoted to developing sound (and ideally
complete) proof techniques for contextual equivalence. The most
widely used approach are logical relations. Originally introduced in
the context of denotational semantics [61, 64, 65, 69, 76, 79, 81, 82],
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logical relations have evolved into a robust and ubiquitous oper-
ational technique [11, 27, 51, 68, 72, 74]. Besides reasoning about
contextual equivalence [6, 7, 17, 26, 28, 29, 51, 71, 73, 75, 83], they
have been applied to proofs of strong normalization [9], safety
properties [36, 37], and formally verified compilation [12, 50, 63,
66], in a variety of settings such as as effectful [53], probabilis-
tic [5, 18, 89], and differential programming [25, 56, 57].

A logical relation is, roughly, a type-indexed relation on pro-
gram terms that respects their operational behaviour, with the dis-
tinctive requirement that related terms of function type should
send related inputs to related outputs. In practice, logical relations
are introduced in a largely empirical fashion. Every higher-order
language comes with its own tailor-made construction of a logi-
cal relation (or several of those), involving careful design choices
to match the features and idiosyncrasies of the language, and ac-
companied with a sequence of technical lemmas establishing its
compatibility and soundness properties. The required proofs are
typically not inherently difficult but notoriously long, tedious, and
error-prone. Moreover, every variation of the underlying language
(e.g. its syntax, its type system, its computational effects) or of the
targeted form of contextual equivalence (e.g. restricting the admis-
sible contexts or observations) requires a careful adaptation of def-
initions and proof details. As a result, logical relations tend to scale
rather poorly with the size and complexity of the language.

The contribution of the present paper is a generic, language-
independent, theory of logical relations that aims to address these
issues. It is developed at the level of generality of Higher-Order
Mathematical Operational Semantics, a.k.a. higher-order abstract
GSOS, a categorical framework for the operational semantics of
higher-order languages recently introduced by Goncharov et al.
[38] that builds on the seminal work of Turi and Plotkin [85]. In
higher-order abstract GSOS, the (small-step) operational semantics
of a language is modeled abstractly as a higher-order GSOS law, a
dinatural transformation that distributes the syntax of a language
(given by an endofunctor ¥ on a category C) over its behaviour
(given by a mixed variance bifunctor B: C°? x C — C). Every
higher-order GSOS law comes equipped with a canonical opera-
tional model, which forms a (higher-order) bialgebra

S(p2) = p= L B(u, p3) ey

on the object y¥ of program terms. Intuitively, the coalgebra y is
the transition system that runs programs according to the opera-
tional rules encoded by the underlying higher-order GSOS law.
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At this level of abstraction, we show that every higher-order
GSOS law induces a family of generic logical relations on pX (Con-
struction 4.23). They are constructed as step-indexed logical rela-
tions [11], a general and robust kind of logical relations that is suit-
able for languages with recursive types. In addition, we introduce
a notion of contextual preorder <O on p3 that is parametric in a
preorder O of admissible observations O on program contexts. We
regard this notion and its properties established in Section 4.2 to
be of independent interest, as to our knowledge it provides the
first treatment of contextual preorders as an abstract categorical
notion.

Our main result (Theorem 4.30 and its corollaries) states that for
languages modeled in higher-order abstract GSOS, the soundness
of generic logical relations often comes for free. We may state this
result informally as follows.

Generic Soundness Theorem. If the small-step operational rules
of a language remain sound for weak transitions, and a generic
logical relation is adequate for O, then it is sound for <©.

In technical terms, the condition on weak transitions amounts to
requiring that the weak operational model associated to (1) forms
a lax bialgebra. This condition isolates the language-specific core
of soundness proofs for logical relations, and it is usually easily
verified by inspecting the operational rules of the language. Hence,
our generic soundness theorem can significantly reduce the proof
burden associated with soundness results for logical relations.

Thanks to their highly parametric nature, our categorical results
instantiate to a wide variety of different settings and languages. In
our presentation we focus on the functional language FPC [33, 43]
(a A-calculus with recursive types), and a corresponding combi-
natory logic called pTCL. Let us note that the previous work on
higher-order abstract GSOS has only considered untyped [38, 86]
and simply typed languages [39]. The insight that complex type
systems featuring recursive types can be implemented in the ab-
stract framework is thus a novel contribution in itself.

Related work. The majority of the literature dedicated to the
abstract study of logical relations has so far focused on denota-
tional [42, 45, 46, 54] rather than operational logical relations. In
recent work [23, 24], Dagnino and Gavazzo introduce a categorical
notion of operational logical relations that is largely orthogonal to
ours, in particular regarding the parametrization of the framework:
In op. cit., the authors work with a fixed fine-grain call-by-value lan-
guage [59] parametrized by a signature of generic effects, while the
notion of logical relation is kept variable and in fact is parametrized
over a fibration; in contrast, we adhere to conventional logical re-
lations and parametrize over the syntax and semantics of the lan-
guage. Unlike our present paper, Dagnino and Gavazzo have not
incorporated step-indexing and recursive types.

Goncharov et al. [39] devise a generic construction of unary,
non-step-indexed logical predicates in the framework of higher-
order abstract GSOS, and provide induction up-to techniques for
reasoning on them, with strong normalization predicates as a
key application. First-order lax bialgebras are initially proposed
by Bonchi et al. [20] to capture coalgebraic weak bisimilarity and
are subsequently generalized to higher-order lax bialgebras by Ur-
bat et al. [86], where the authors gave an abstract proof of congru-
ence of applicative (bi)similarity [2] in higher-order abstract GSOS,
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using a categorical generalization of Howe’s method [48, 49]. The
relation between the present paper and the work of Urbat et al. is
elaborated on in Remark 4.35.

While the standard version of step-indexing involves only nat-
ural numbers, it turns out that indexing by arbitrary ordinals
emerges as a matter of course in our abstract formulation; this re-
lates our notion to the recent generalizations [5, 80].

2 PRELIMINARIES
2.1 Category Theory

We assume familiarity with basic category theory [60], e.g. func-
tors, natural transformations, (co)limits, and monads. Here, we
briefly review some terminology and notation.

Notation. For objects X1, X, of a category C, we denote their
product by X; X X3 and the pairing of morphisms fi: X — X;,
i=1,2,by (fi, f2): X = X1 X X2. We write Xj + X for the coprod-
uct, inl: X3 — Xj + X3 and inr: X — Xj + X» for its injections,
[g1,92] : X1 +X2 — X for the copairing of morphisms g;: X; — X,
i=1,2,and V = [idx,idx]: X + X — X for the codiagonal. The
coslice category X /C, where X € C, has as objects all pairs (Y, py)
consisting of an object Y € C and a morphism py: X — Y, and a
morphism from (Y, py) to (Z, pz) is a morphism f: Y — Z of C
such that pz = f - py. The slice category C/X is defined dually.

Algebras. Let F be an endofunctor on a category C. An F-algebra
is a pair (A, a) consisting of an object A (the carrier of the alge-
bra) and a morphism a: FA — A (its structure). A morphism from
(A, a) to an F-algebra (B, b) is a morphism h: A — B of C such
that h-a = b - Fh. Algebras for F and their morphisms form a cate-
gory, whose initial object, if it exists, is called an initial algebra; we
denote its carrier by pF and its structure by i: F(uF) — pF. A free
F-algebra on an object X of C is an F-algebra (F*X, 1x) together
with a morphism nx: X — F*X of C such that for every algebra
(A, a) and every morphism h: X — Ain C, there exists a unique F-
algebra morphism h*: (F*X,1x) — (A, a) suchthat h = h*-nx; the
morphism h* is called the free extension of h. If free algebras exist
on every object, their formation gives rise to a monad F*: C — C,
the free monad generated by F. For every F-algebra (A, a) we can
derive an Eilenberg-Moore algebra a: F*A — A whose structure
is the free extension of id4: A — A.

The most familiar example of functor algebras are algebras for
a signature. Given a set S of sorts, an S-sorted algebraic signature
consists of a set 3 of operation symbols and a map ar: & — S* x §
associating to every f € X its arity. We write f: s1 X --- X s, — s if
ar(f) = (s1,...,Sn,$), and f: s if n = 0 (in which case f is called a
constant). Every signature ¥ induces an endofunctor on the cat-
egory Set® of S-sorted sets and S-sorted functions, denoted by
the same letter 3, defined by (3X)s = . 5,...5,—s [112; Xs; for
X € Set® and s € S. (Endofunctors of this form are called polyno-
mial endofunctors.) An algebra for the functor X is precisely an alge-
bra for the signature X, viz. an S-sorted set A = (As)ses equipped
with an operation A ]—I?:1 Ag; = Agforeveryf: syx---Xsp —'s
in 3. Morphisms of >-algebras are S-sorted maps respecting the al-
gebraic structure. Given an S-sorted set X of variables, the free
algebra 3*X is the Z-algebra of 3-terms with variables from X;
more precisely, (£*X)s is inductively defined by X5 C (2*X)s and
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f(t1,....th) € (Z"X)sforall f: sy X -+ Xs, = sand t; € (2" X)s;,.
The free algebra on the empty set is the initial algebra u¥; it
is formed by all closed terms of the signature. We write ¢: s for
t € (uX)s. For every -algebra (A, a), the induced Eilenberg-Moore
algebra a: 3*A — A is given by the map that evaluates terms in A.

An (S-sorted) relation R on X € Set®, denoted R € X X X, is a
family of relations (Rs € Xs X Xs)ses. We write x Rs y or Rs(x, y)
for (x,y) € Rs, and sometimes omit the subscript s. Moreover we
let Relx denote the complete lattice of relations on X, ordered by
inclusion in every sort. Its top element is the full relation T = X XX,
and meets are given by sortwise intersection.

A congruence on a 3-algebra A is an S-sorted relation R € A X A
compatible with all operations of A: for each f: sy X -+ X sy, — s
and elements x;, y; € A, such that Ry, (x;,y;) (i = 1,...,n), one has
Rs(FA(x1, ..., xn), f4(y1, . .., yn)). Unlike other authors we do not
require congruences to be equivalence relations. However, every
congruence on the initial algebra pX is reflexive in every sort.

Coalgebras. Dual to the notion of algebra, a coalgebra for an
endofunctor F is a pair (C,c) consisting of an object C (the state
space) and a morphism c¢: C — FC (its structure). Coalgebras are
abstractions of state-based systems [78]. For instance, a coalgebra
c: C —» P(LxC) for the set functor P(L x —), where P is the
power set functor and L is a fixed set of labels, is precisely a la-
belled transition system.

2.2 Higher-Order Abstract GSOS

We review the fundamentals of higher-order abstract GSOS [38],
a categorical framework for the operational semantics of higher-
order languages. It is parametric in the following data:

(1) a category C with finite products and coproducts;
(2) an object V € C of variables;
(3) two functors X: C — C and B: C°P x C — C, where X =

V + 3’ for some functor ¥’: C — C, and free X-algebras exist on
all X e C.

The functors ¥ and B model the syntax and the behaviour of a
higher-order language. The mixed variance of B reflects the re-
quirement that programs can occur both contravariantly (as in-
puts) and covariantly (as outputs) of programs. The initial alge-
bra pY is the object of program terms in the language; since 3 =
V +3’, variables are terms. An object (X, px) of the coslice cate-
gory V/C (a V-pointed object for short) is thought of as an abstract
set X of programs with an embedding px : V — X of the variables.
For variable-free languages such at pTCL introduced in Section 3,
we put V = 0 (the initial object). In the setting of higher-order ab-
stract GSOS, the operational semantics of a language is specified by
a dinatural transformation that distributes syntax over behaviours:

Definition 2.1 (Higher-Order GSOS Law). A (V-pointed) higher-
order GSOS law of T over B is given by a family of morphisms
0(x,px) Y Z(X XB(X,Y)) = B(X,Z" (X +Y)) (2)

dinatural in (X, px) € V/C and naturalin Y € C.

Notation 2.2. (1) We usually write oxy for o(x,py),y, as the
point px : V — X will always be clear from the context.

(2) For every X-algebra (A, a), we regard A as a V-pointed object
with point py = (V 1, V+3'A =34 %, A).

A higher-order GSOS law p is thought of as an encoding of the
small-step operational rules of a higher-order language: given an
operation f from ¥ and the one-step behaviours of its operands, the
law p specifies the one-step behaviour of a program f(—,---,—),
i.e. the 2-terms it transitions into. The operational model of p is a
transition system on pX that runs programs according to the rules:

Definition 2.3 (Operational Model). The operational model of a
higher-order GSOS law p in (2) is the B(u2, —)-coalgebra

y: 2 — B(pZ, p3)

obtained via primitive recursion [52, Prop. 2.4.7] as the unique
morphism making the diagram in Figure 1 commute. Here we re-
gard the initial algebra pX as V-pointed as in Notation 2.2, and
T: 2*(uX) — p3 is the T*-algebra induced by 1: Z(uX) — u3.

This makes (p2, 1, y) an (initial) p-bialgebra; see Section 4.4 for
a more detailed discussion of bialgebras.

3 COMBINATORY LOGIC

In this section we introduce a combinatory logic [47] with
(iso-)recursive types, called uyTCL, that will serve as a running
example for the abstract theory of logical relations developed in
our paper. It forms a (computationally complete) fragment of the
well-known functional language FPC [33, 43] but does not involve
variables; this allows us to circumvent the technical overhead as-
sociated with binding and substitution. The fully fledged FPC lan-
guage is discussed in Section 5.

3.1 The uTCL Language
The type expressions of yTCL are given by the grammar

0,72, T,... .= | 1B | nRn |1 —n|par, 3)

where o ranges over a fixed countably infinite set of type vari-
ables. Free and bound type variables and a-equivalence are defined
in the usual way. We denote by Ty the set of closed type expres-
sions modulo a-equivalence, and refer to them simply as types. The
type constructors B, K, — represent binary sums, binary products
and function spaces internal to the language, and are denoted non-
standardly for distinction with the set constructors +, X, —. Using
the recursion operator we define the empty type (void = pa.a),
the unit type (unit = void — void), and the types of booleans
(bool = unit B unit) and natural numbers (nat = pa. unit B ). We
write 71 [ 72/ «] for the capture-avoiding substitution of 73 for a. The
constructor — binds most weakly and is right-associative, which
means that 71 — 72 — 73 is parsed as 71 — (12 — 73).

The syntax of pTCL is specified by the Ty-sorted signature >
given by the following operation symbols, with 7y, 72, 73 ranging
over Ty, and 7 over types with at most one free variable a:

St (1> 1 —13) = (11 > 1) =1 — 13

St (1= 12— 13) = (11 = 1) = 11 = 13)

Stnm (11— 12 = 13) X (11 = 12) = (11 — 13)
Knyg:itn—1n—1  Kj,:11—(2—11)

Ir15 1 —>17T
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2(uz) : D>
Z(id,y)l EY
S(HE X B(UE, p5)) — 222 B(uS, B (45 + piF) —oe ) B(yg, 3 (uE)) — s B(, uF)

Figure 1: Operational model of a higher-order GSOS law

appy, g, (n—mn)Xn—on fstr,n: I ®T = 7

inly 71 =11 ED sndg 7, T1 R T2 = T2

inrg ¢, 72 > 11 B pair I XT) > TR

T1,72 °

caser,r,ry: (11 B12) X (11 — 13) X (12 = 13) > 13

fold;: r[pa. t/a] — pa.t

unfold;: pa. 7 — t[pa.t/a]

We let Tr = p3 denote the initial algebra for ¥, carried by the
Ty-sorted set of closed =-terms. Type indices at polymorphic op-
erations are often omitted for the sake of readability. The oper-
ation app represents function application, and we write st for
app(s,t). The familiar combinators I, K, S represent the A-terms
Ax. x, Ax. Ay. x and Ax. Ay. Az. (x z) (y z). Apart from those, we use
auxiliary operations §’, S”’, K’; these are needed to provide a small-
step semantics, which is instrumental for our coalgebraic approach.

We equip pTCL with a call-by-name operational semantics
whose transition rules are given in Figure 2; here e,s, t, ' range
over appropriately typed terms in Tr. There are three kinds of tran-
sitions:

e { — s, indicating that ¢ one-step f-reduces to s,

e t °, s where e € Tr, indicating that ¢t applied to e yields s,

o t L, s wherel € {®1, Ry, B1, B2, p}, which all identify ¢ as a
value and provide information about its structure; for example, a
transition t ZL, s means that ¢ = inl;, £, (s), and t ZL s means that

t = pair,, ., (s, e) for some e.

These transitions are deterministic: every term ¢ either reduces
to a unique term s, i.e. t — s, or exhibits a unique labelled tran-
sition t -2 t, for each appropriately typed term e, or exhibits a
unique transition t L s where [ € {R, Ry, By, B, i}

The semantics of yTCL prominently features labelled transi-
tions and forms a “higher-order LTS”, i.e. a labelled transition sys-
tem on terms whose labels may also be terms. This style of se-
mantics draws inspiration from the work of Abramsky [2] and
Gordon [40] on the A-calculus. The incorporation of the auxiliary
operators S’, S” and K’ does not alter the functional behavior of
programs, except for possibly adding more unlabelled transitions.
For example, the conventional rule Stse — (te) (se) for the S-
combinator [47] is rendered as the sequence of transitions

Stse— S'(t)se — S"(t,s)e — (te) (se).
To model yTCL in higher-order abstract GSOS, we take the base

category C = Set' of Ty-sorted sets, the polynomial functor
%: Set™ — Set" corresponding to the signature of pTCL, and

the behaviour bifunctor B: (Set™)°P x Set™ — Set'Y given by
B/(X,Y) =Y +D.(X,Y),

Dz, (X,Y) = Y;);TI >
D,ua.r(xa Y) =Y;

Drar,(X,Y) =Y, + Yy, ©)

[#a,z’/a]y DT1|ZT2 (X3 Y) = YT1 X YT2~

(We denote the components of a functor F: D — Set™ by F,: D —
Set for 7 € Ty.) In Y; + D;(X,Y), Yz models fS-reduction and
D;(X,Y) the information carried by values. The deterministic tran-
sition rules of (2) induce a coalgebra y: Tr — B(Tr, Tr) given by

() =t ift — ¢/, fort,t': 1,
Yo, (1) = Ae.te
Yoo (t) =t
Yrwmr, (1) = (t1,t2)

)’,ua.r(t) =t

ift L5 tofort: oy — 1, €: 14,

ift B, ¢ fort: Bt 1, (5)
ift B 1y, ¢ 22, 1, for t;: 1,

ift 25t fort: pa. 1, t': t{pa. t/al.

We omit explicit coproduct injections for better readability, e.g.
the term ¢’ in the last clause lies in the second summand of the
coproduct By (Tr,Tr) = Trua.r + Tr[uq. /] The coalgebra
y: Tr — B(Tr,Tr) is the canonical operational model of a (0-
pointed) higher-order GSOS law of the syntax functor ¥ over the
behaviour bifunctor B, i.e. a family of Ty-sorted maps

oxy: (X X B(X,Y)) > B(X,Z* (X +Y)) (6)

dinatural in X € Set" and natural in Y € Set". The components
of p are given by case distinction over the operations of pTCL
and simply encode the rules of Figure 2 as functions. We list a few
selected clauses below, again omitting coproductinjections; see the
appendix for a complete definition.

QX,Y(S‘I'l,Tz,Tj) = le. S;I,rz,r3 (e),
QX,Y(S‘;'I,Tz,Tg (t. 1)) = Ze. S/r;,rz,zg (t.e),

7

0x.,Y (57, 2,2, (£, ), (5,9))) = Ae.app,, .. (appy, 7,—or, (L €),
apPr g, (s.€)),
QX,Y(inlfl,Tz (ta f)) = t,
£(s) iff ey,

QX,Y(aPPrl,rz((t,f), (5,9))) = {apprl’rz (f, S) lff c YTI_M—Z.

3.2 Logical Relations for pTCL

A natural operational notion of program equivalence is given by
contextual or observational equivalence, a relation that identifies
programs if they behave the same in all program contexts. It
comes in two different flavours: Morris-style contextual equiva-
lence [62], and a more abstract, relational approach by Gordon [41]
and Lassen [58] (see also [73]). For the purposes of yTCL we pick
the former; we elaborate on the connections in Section 4.2.
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STI,TZ,TS ; 541,12,1'3 (6) S’rl,rz,r3 (t) i’ Sg,rz,n(ts e) S;';,rz,g (t’ S) L> (t 6) (5 6) KTl,Tz i’ Kz,'l,rz (e)
t—t t 25t
Ky ., (1) S5t I Se ts > t's ts >t/ inlg, ., (1) B4t inr, o, (1) 22t
-t tEL Ny

caser; 1,13 (t,s,r) — Caser;,r,73 (t',s,r)

caser, g, (2, 5,1r) = st’

caser, r,.5 (8, 5,1) = rt’

t—t t—t

pair, . (t,s) 25t pair, . (t,;s) 2% s

t By t B

fsty,,z, (£) — fsty o, (1)

sndq, 7, (1) = sndqg, , (¢')

t— ¢ t L

fstr,z, (1) = ¢ sndg, 7, (1) =

fold, () 25

unfold;(t) — unfold;(t") unfold;(t) - t/

Figure 2: Call-by-name operational semantics of yTCL.

Notation 3.1. (1) A program context C: 171 ~» 12 is a 2-term of
output type 72 with a hole of type 71, i.e. if 1, denotes the Ty-
sorted set with a single element *’ in sort r; and empty other-
wise, C is a term in (2*1,);, with at most one occurrence of the
variable ‘. We let C[t] denote the result of substituting t € Try,
for the hole.

(2) We use the following notations for weak transitions:

o = for the reflexive, transitive hull of the reduction relation —;

1
o t=sift =t/ L, sforsomet’ and [ € TrU {Rq, Ry, B, By, i};

)
e t|| if t terminates, i.e. t = s for some [ and s.

The contextual preorder < and contextual equivalence ~ are the
Ty-sorted relations on Tr given by

if VI'VC:tw.C[t]l = C[s]l, (7)
if VI'VC:7~ 7 .C[t]l = C[s]|. (8)

t<rs

t~;s

Since direct reasoning on < and = is difficult, we introduce a (step-
indexed) logical relation for pyTCL, which will give rise to a sound
proof method for the contextual preorder (Corollary 3.6):

Definition 3.2. The step-indexed logical relation L for pyTCL is
the family of relations (L% C Tr X Tr)y <, defined inductively by

L=,
£n+1 — Ln ma(Ln) ﬁ(V(.En,-Cn),

L9 = ﬂn<w L,

where &: Rely, — Rely, and V': (Rely,)°P X Rely, — Rely, are
the monotone maps given as follows:

E:(R) ={(t,s) |ift = t' then3s".s = s’ AR (t,s")}
Vewe, (O, R) = {(t,s) | if t 25 ¢’ then 3s’.s LN s" ARy (5",
it B2, ¢ then 3s'.s == s’ A Ry, (t',s")}
Vemr, (Q,R) = {(t,5) | if t 25 ty At 22, ¢, then
Jsq,82.8 il:‘» S1AS EZ:> s2 ARy, (t1,51) A Rp, (£2,52)}

V-1, (Q,R) = {(t,s) | forall eg, e2: 71, Qr, (€1, €2),

ift £ ¢ then 3s'.s = ' A Ry, (t',s")}
(V,ua.f(Q, R) ={(t,s) | ift H, ¢ then
3.5 s A Refpa.t/a (t',s")}

Remark 3.3. (1) While details can vary greatly in the construc-
tion of logical relations in the literature, their common key feature
is that related terms of function type send related inputs to related
outputs. In our case, this is reflected by the definition of V;, _,.

(2) One may think of extending (£L%)q <« beyond w by putting
£w+1 — Lw ma(Lw) ﬂ(V(.Ew,.Cw)

etc. It is, however, easy to verify that L9+ = £ 1In contrast, in
effectful (e.g. non-deterministic or probabilistic) settings, a transfi-
nite extension may be required [5, 80]. Our generic logical relations
introduced in Section 4 thus use indexing by arbitrary ordinals.
(3) Insimply typed languages, such as the fragment of pTCL with-
out recursive types (and with an explicit unit type), it is possible
to construct an alternative logical relation £ C Tr x Tr more di-
rectly via structural induction over types. For instance, assuming
that ZTI and ZTZ have already been defined, ZTI_‘}TZ is given by
all (t,s) € Tryy—or, X Ty, g, such that

. e, — ’ e 4 ra ’
ift=1t" A L;(er,ex) then3s’. s =" A L (¢, s).

This approach does not extend to untyped languages, or languages
with unrestricted recursive types like pTCL, which motivates step-
indexing. From a more abstract perspective emphasized by Gon-
charov et al. [39], the above inductive definition of £ is possible
because behaviour functors B for simply typed languages are con-
tractive w.r.t. a suitable ultrametric [16] on the subobject lattices
of C = Set"Y. This fails in presence of recursive types.

The key property of L is its compatibility with all operations
of Tr, the initial algebra of closed pTCL-terms:

Theorem 3.4. For all « < w the relation L* is a congruence on Tr.

ProoF sKETCH. We show that each L (n < w) is a congru-
ence; this implies that £% is a congruence, since congruences are
closed under intersection. The proofis by induction on n. The base



case n = 0is trivial, since £° = T. For the inductive stepn — n+1,
suppose that £ is a congruence. To show that £™*! is a congru-
ence, we need to prove that for each Z-operation f: 71X - -X13 — 7
and all terms t;, s; : 7; such that L;’iﬂ (ti,8i) fori =1,...,k, we have
LYt ..., ), f(s1, . . ., sg)). This is equivalent to

(1) LE(f(t1, ... 1), f(s1,. .., 5K))-

(2) (f(t1,. s tge), f(s1,. -0 8%)) € E(LM);

(3) (f(t1,. s tge), f(s1,.-u81)) € Ve (LM LM).

Statement (1) holds because £™*! € £" and £ is a congruence.
Statements (2) and (3) require a long case distinction over the 15
operation symbols f of X. Let us illustrate the case of application.
We need to show that L;—lltlwz (t1,s1) and L;’lﬂ (2, s2) implies (2)
(t1t2,5182) € &, (L") and (3) (t1 t2,5152) € Vi (L™ L™). Note
that (3) holds vacuously as applications do not admit labelled tran-
sitions. For (2), suppose that t; t2 — t. By the semantics of ap-
plication (Figure 2) such a transition may occur for two possible
reasons:

e Case 1:t; — t]and t = t] t2. By L?fjﬂz (t1,51), there exists s
such that s; = sj and L7 _, . (#],57). Since s1 52 = s s2, it suf-
fices to show L7 (¢ t2, 5] s2). This holds because LT _, ., (],57)
and L;’lﬂ (t2, s2) (hence L7 (t2,s2)) and L” is a congruence.

e Case 2: t; ‘2, t. Since L?}"er(tl,sl) and L£L™1(ty,s2) (hence

S
L"(t2,52)), there exists s such that s; = s and L"(t,s). More-

over s sz = s, which proves the claim. o

A complete proof can be found in the appendix. An immediate
consequence of Theorem 3.4 is the so-called Fundamental Property
of £%, namely that all terms are related to themselves:

Corollary 3.5. The relation L? is reflexive.

Indeed, all congruences on an initial (term) algebra are reflexive
(Section 2.1). As another important corollary of Theorem 3.4, we
conclude that £ is sound for the contextual preorder:

Corollary 3.6. For all t € Ty and termst,s € Try, we have

LY(t,s) = t Srs. 9)

PrROOF. (1) Note first that L is adequate w.r.t. termination, i.e.
L2 (t,s) implies that if ¢} then s|. To see this, let L (t,s) and
suppose that t|}, say ¢ terminates in n steps in the term ¢’. Since
L1(¢,5), there exists s’ such that s = s” and L1(¢',s”). Since ¢’
has a labelled transition, we get s”|| by definition of L1 hence sl).
(2) To prove (9), suppose that L (t,s). Since L is a congruence,
it follows that .E;ff (C[t],C[s]) for every context C: 7 ~ /. Hence,
if C[¢t]{ then C[s]| by adequacy, which proves t <7 s. o

Remark 3.7. In order to prove ¢t < s, it thus suffices to prove
L?(t,s), or equivalently L™ (t,s) for all n < w. A useful observa-
tion for such proofs is that L" is backwards closed under silent
transitions: if t = ¢’ and s = s/, then L™(t’,s”) implies L"(t,s).

Example 3.8. We put Corollary 3.6 to the test by proving
f<SKDf foral f:r — 1. (10)
The term S (K I) f behaves like the A-term Ax. fx, as
(SEKDfHt= (KIO(ft)=1(ft) = ft,
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so (10) is an analogue of one half of the n-law of the A-calculus.
It suffices to prove by induction that L™ (f,S (K1) f) for all n <
. We prove a slightly stronger statement, namely £L" (¢, S (KI) f)
whenever f = t. The base case n = 0 is trivial, as £° = T. For the
inductive step n — n + 1, we consider two cases:

(1) t » t". Then S(KI)f = S(KI) f,and LT _,, (¢,S(K]) f)
by the inductive hypothesis as f = t’, hence L™ (t,5 (K I) f).
@) t 5t . Then S(KI) f = (KIe') (fe') = fe' = te — t”

for every e’, where t 5 t"’. To prove L™ (t,S (K I) f) we need to
show that if L™ (e, e’) then L™ (', (K1e’) (fe’)). By Remark 3.7 it
suffices to show £L™(t’,t””); this holds as £L™*1(t,t) by reflexivity.

The other direction S (K I) f < f of the n-law generally fails be-
cause S (K1) f always terminates, while f may diverge. However,
we shall see below that it does hold when restricting to contexts of
ground type like the type of booleans. Specifically, we define the
ground contextual preorder and ground contextual equivalence by

t <Pools if VC:rawbool.C[t]l = C[s]l,  (11)
t =Pl s if  VC: 7w bool.C[H]] & C[s]l. (12

The ground contextual preorder is (subtly) coarser than the con-
textual preorder, see e.g. [70, §5]. To get a sufficiently expressive

1
logical relation for <P°°! we extend the weak transition relation =:

Notation 3.9. Fort,s € Try ., and e € Try, put

e
s = W (t=2)AN1E Ssvs=te).

1 1
For terms which are not of function type, put t = siff t = s.
Definition 3.10. The step-indexed logical relation M for pyTCL
is constructed like £, except that all occurrences of weak labelled

1 1
transitions = in the definitions of & and V are replaced by =.

Again we obtain compatibility with the language operations:
Theorem 3.11. For all & < w the relation M% is a congruence on Tr.

The proof works similarly to that of Theorem 3.4, modulo handling
the extra transitions in cases such as application. The relation M
is sound for the ground contextual preorder:

Corollary 3.12. For all v € Ty and termst,s € Tr, we have
MEO(ts) = t <Pl
Proor. Unlike L%, the relation M® is not adequate to observe
termination at all types. It is, however, adequate at bool:
Mg ((ts) = () = s)).

The remaining argument is like in the proof of Corollary 3.6. <&

The extra permissiveness of 3:l> allows potentially diverging
terms t: 71 — 72 to be tested and compared against terminating
terms, in a manner similar to [40, §4]. In particular, it helps us to
establish the other direction of the n-law:

Example 3.13. We prove the full #-law w.r.t. ground equivalence:

f ~bool S (KI)f for a]]f; 7] —> To. (13)
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We already know f < S (K1) f from Example 3.8, which implies
f stOI S (K1) f because sbm' is coarser than <. For the reverse
direction S (K1) f <bool f, it suffices to show M™1(S (K1) f, f)
for all n < w. We have

S(KI)f = S"(KLf) = (KIe)(fe) = fe.

Note that analogous to Remark 3.7, the relations M) are back-
wards closed under silent transitions. Hence it is enough to prove

ML (K, f), f). Thus let M™(e,e’). Then f = fe’,and it re-
mains to prove M™((K1e) (fe), fe’). For this it suffices to prove
M™(fe, fe’), again using backwards closure, and this holds be-
cause M"(f, f) by reflexivity, M™ (e, e’), and M" is a congruence.

At this point it is worth mentioning some of the difficulties aris-
ing from working with logical relations, which the developments
for pTCL help identify and which our theory aims to address.

First, the principal technical challenge associated with any logi-
cal relation is establishing its congruence property. The argument
typically follows the structure of the proof of Theorem 3.4: one pro-
ceeds via an ultimately straightforward, yet tedious, structural in-
duction over the syntax of the language, requiring meticulous case
distinctions along the various operations and their operational
rules. In the literature, the individual cases are often organized into
separate compatibility lemmas. The length and complexity of the
corresponding proofs makes them error-prone and arguably hard
to trust without formalization in a proof assistant.

Second, another layer of reasoning is required for proving
soundness w.r.t. contextual equivalence, as in Corollaries 3.6
and 3.12.

Lastly, logical relations are tailor-made for the language under
consideration and for the desired notion of contextual equivalence.
Every small variation of the setting requires the construction of
a separate logical relation, along with new and largely repetitive
proofs of the congruence and soundness properties, as illustrated
above when passing from £ to M.

In the remainder we will demonstrate how our categorical ap-
proach to operational semantics can help mitigate these issues: for
all languages modeled in higher-order abstract GSOS, a generic
construction of step-indexed logical relations is available, associ-
ated with generic congruence and soundness theorems.

4 LOGICAL RELATIONS, ABSTRACTLY

We present our main technical contribution, a theory of contextual
preorders and (step-indexed) logical relations in the framework of
higher-order abstract GSOS. To ensure a convenient calculus of
relations, we work under the following global assumptions:

Assumptions 4.1. We hereafter fix C to be a category such
that: (1) C is complete, (2) C has finite coproducts, (3) C is well-
powered, (4) monomorphisms are stable under finite coproducts,
and (5) strong epimorphisms are stable under pullbacks.

Remark 4.2. (1) Recall that an epimorphism e is strong if for ev-
ery commutative square g - e = m - f with m monic, there exists d
such that f = d-e and g = m-d. Condition (5) means that for every

pullback square e - f = f - €, if e is strongly epic, then so is e.

(2) Since C is complete and well-powered, every morphism f ad-
mits a (strong epi, mono)-factorization f = m - e [21, Prop. 4.4.3].
The subobject represented by m is called the image of f. All our re-
sults can be extended to arbitrary proper factorization systems [3].

Example 4.3. Categories satisfying our assumptions include the
category Set of sets and functions, the category Set® of (covari-
ant) presheaves on a small category D and natural transformations,
and the categories of posets and monotone maps, nominal sets and
equivariant maps, and metric spaces and non-expansive maps.

4.1 Relations in Categories

We review some basic terminology concerning relations in abstract
categories. A relation on X € Cis a subobject (Ig,rr): R > X X X;
the projections Ig and rg are usually left implicit. A morphism from
a relation R »» X X X to another relation S »» Y X Y is given by
a morphism f: X — Y in C such that there exists a (necessarily
unique) morphism R — S rendering the square below commuta-
tive:

)| . [sis)
X

XXX ————> Y XY

We write Rel(C) for the category of relations in C and their mor-
phisms. Finite products and coproducts in Rel (C) are formed like
in C; for coproducts this is due to Assumption 4.1(4). For X € C we
denote by Relx (C) < Rel(C) the fiber at X, viz. the non-full sub-
category consisting of all relations R > X X X and morphisms on
the identity idx : X — X. Each fiber Relx (C) is a poset; we write
R < S for its partial order. As C is complete and well-powered,
Relx (C) is in fact a complete lattice. We denote the top and bot-
tom element by T and L, respectively, meets (which are given by
pullbacks) by A and joins by \/. For relations on (sorted) sets, joins
and meets are (sortwise) union and intersection.

Given f,g: X — Y in Cand arelation R > X xX, we write (fX
9)«[R] » Y XY for the direct image of R under f X g, i.e. the image

Ir,
of the morphism R <R—rR>> XxX &) Y x Y, and we write f; for

(f X f)«. Similarly, given S »» Y X Y we let (f x g)*[S] > X x X
denote the preimage of S under f X g, i.e. the pullback of (Ig,rs)
along f X g, and we put f* for (f X f)*. Note that (f X g) is a left
adjoint of (f X g)*: one has (f X ¢)«[R] < Siff R < (f x ¢)*[S].

We denote the identity relation (id,id): X > X X X by Ax, or
just A. The composite of two relations R, S > X x X is the relation
R- S>> X X X given by the image of the morphism

(g 'IR;S,VS “TRs): R;S —» X x X,
where IR; s and Tg,s form the pullback of rg and Is:

- R;S

Ir:s RS

VN
Ir R rr s S rs
X X X
Composition defines a monotone map Relx(C) x Relx(C) —

Rely (C). A relation R is reflexive if A < R, transitiveif R- R < R,
and a preorder if it is both reflexive and transitive.



Preordered objects. Our abstract congruence results involve ob-
jects whose generalized elements are suitably preordered. We re-
call the required terminology from Urbat et al. [86].

Definition 4.4. A preordered object in C is a pair (X, <) of an ob-
ject X € C and a family < = (Xy)yec, where <y is a preorder on
the hom-set C(Y, X) satisfying

f=yg = f-h=zg-h forallh:Z —>Y.

We drop the subscript from <y when it is obvious from the context.

Example 4.5. Every preordered set (X, <) can be viewed as a
preordered object in Set by taking the pointwise preorder on
Set(Y, X):

f=2g9g = VyeY.f(y) <g@).

Note that there exist preordered objects in Set where the order on
Set(Y, X) is not pointwise determined by that on Set(1, X); hence
preordered objects are more general that preordered sets.

Definition 4.6. Let (X, <) be a preordered object. A relation R >

X x X is up-closed if for every span X i s X and every mor-
phism S — R such that the left-hand triangle in the first diagram
below commutes, and the right-hand triangle commutes laxly as
indicated, then there exists a morphism S — R such that the sec-
ond diagram commutes.

FAD NN A

Urbat et al. [86] have called up-closed relations good for simula-
tions, as they admit a typical property of simulation relations.

Example 4.7. Given a preordered set (X, <), regarded as a pre-
ordered object in Set as in Example 4.5, a relation R € X X X is
up-closed iff R; < C R. For instance:

(1) Every relation R € X x X induces a relation ?R CPXXPX
on the power set known as the (left-to-right) Egli-Milner relation:

?(A,B) < Vaec A.3b e B.R(a,D).

This relation is up-closed w.r.t. C.

(2) In contrast, the two-sided Egli-Milner relation given by
PR(AB) — Vac A.3beB.R(ab)AVbe B.3ac A R(a,b)

is not up-closed.

4.2 Congruences and Contextual Preorders

As highlighted in Section 3.2, logical relations are employed as a
sound proof method for contextual preorders. In the following we
introduce the abstract contextual preorder that will feature in our
generic soundness result. It is based on the categorical notion of
congruence for functor algebras, which is most conveniently pre-
sented in terms of relation liftings of the underlying functor.

A relation lifting of an endofunctor X: C — C is a functor
3: Rel(C) — Rel(C) making the square below commute; here
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|—| denotes the forgetful functor sending R »» X X X to X.

Rel(C) —— Rel(C)

-1 |-

c—2% ¢

Every endofunctor 3 has a canonical relation lifting 3, which takes
arelation R » X X X to the relation R »» X X XX given by the
image of the morphism (Zlg,Zrg): ER — XX X ZX.

Example 4.8. (1) For a polynomial functor % on Set®, the canon-

ical lifting ¥ sends R C X X X to the relation XR C %X X IX
relating u,v € (EX)s iff u = f(x1,...,xp) and v = f(y1,...,ypn) for
some f: s; X -+ X s, = sinX, and Ry, (x;,y;) fori=1,...,n

(2) The canonical lifting P of the power set functor P : Set — Set
takes a relation R »» X X X to the two-sided Egli-Milner relation
PR C PX X PX (Example 4.7(2)). Taking the left-to-right Egli-
Milner relation yields a non-canonical lifting, denoted by?’).

(3) For every set S of sorts, the pointwise power set functor

P, Set® — Set’, X = (PXs)ses,

— — —
has a relation lifting #. taking R € X X X to P+«R = (PRs)ses-

In our applications, syntax endofunctors X will always be
equipped with their canonical relation lifting. This ensures that
free 3-algebras emerge as liftings of free X-algebras:

Proposition 4.9 [86, Prop. V.4]. Let = and 3* be the canonical lift-
ings of 3 and 3*. If 3 preserves strong epimorphisms, then T =3F
Using canonical liftings, the notion of congruence from univer-

sal algebra extends to functor algebras [52]:

Definition 4.10. For an endofunctor ¥ with canonical lifting 3, a
congruence on a X-algebra (A4, a) is a relation R > A X A such that

a.[ZR] < R.

Example 4.11. For a polynomial functor % on Set’, a relation R C
A X A is a congruence as per Definition 4.10 iff it is a congruence
in the usual sense, i.e. compatible with all X-operations.

We will mainly consider congruences on the initial algebra u2,
which admit a useful property; see e.g. [52, Ex. 3.3.2]:
Proposition 4.12. Every congruence on p¥ is reflexive.

We are prepared to set up our abstract notion of contextual pre-
order, which is parametric in a choice of admissible observations.
Definition 4.13. Let O > uX X p3 be a preorder.

(1) A relation R » pX X pX is O-adequate if R < O.

(2) If a greatest O-adequate congruence on u3 exists, then it is said
to be the contextual preorder w.r.t. O and denoted by
<Oy x pz.
This terminology is justified by the following result:

Proposition 4.14. If X preserves strong epimorphisms and the rela-
tion SO exists, then it is a preorder.
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Example 4.15. (1) For every S-sorted signature X and preorder
O C p3 x p3, the contextual preorder <O exists; it is given by

ts9s iff VI'VC:t~ .04 (C[t],Cls]) (14)

in sort 7. To see this, we take (14) as the definition of <© and
prove it to be the greatest O-adequate congruence. Indeed, ev-
ery O-adequate congruence R is contained in <©: if R;(t,s) and
C: t ~ 7/ we have Ry (C[t],C[s]) because R is a congruence,
hence O, (C[t],C[s]) because R is O-adequate, which proves t <¢
s. Conversely, it is not difficult to verify that the relation $© defined
by (14) is itself an O-adequate congruence. Hence it is the greatest
such relation.

(2) Taking O; = {(t,s) | t| = s|} for all 7, the relation <©
coincides with the contextual preorder of pTCL given by (7).

(3) Similarly, for Opoo = {(t,s) | t| = sl} and O = T, if
7 # bool, we recover the ground contextual preorder given by (11).

In general the existence of a greatest O-adequate congru-
ence <O is not obvious because a join of congruences need not
be a congruence. However, we show next that it always exists for
well-behaved categories and syntax functors:

Remark 4.16. (1) A category C is infinitary extensive [22] if it
has small coproducts and for every set-indexed family of ob-
jects (Xj)ies the functor E: [[;e;C/X; — C/ll;er Xi sending
(pi: Yi = Xi)ier to Hierpi: 1; Vi — 11; Xi is an equivalence
of categories. Extensivity hence ensures that coproducts behave
like disjoint unions.

(2) A diagram D: I — C s directed if I is a directed poset, that is,
I is non-empty and any two elements i, j € I have an upper bound
k > i, j. A directed colimit is a colimit of a directed diagram.

(3) The category C has smooth monomorphisms [4] if for every
object the join of a directed family of subobjects is given by the
colimit of the corresponding directed diagram in C.

Theorem 4.17 (Existence of $©). Suppose that C is infinitary ex-
tensive and has smooth monomorphisms, and that X preserves strong
epimorphisms, monomorphisms, and directed colimits. Then for ev-
ery preorder O »> u3. X u¥ the contextual preorder <O > pu¥ X p3
exists.

All categories of Example 4.3 satisfy the assumptions on C, and
all polynomial functors on Set® satisfy those on . The proof is a
categorical generalization of an argument by Pitts [73, Thm. 7.5.3]
for a fragment of the ML language. It rests on the lemma below;
here R* denotes the least preorder containing a given relation R.

Lemma 4.18. In the setting of Theorem 4.17, if R is a set of reflexive
congruences on a X-algebra (A, a), then (\/grer R)* is a congruence.

PrROOF OoF THEOREM 4.17. Let R be the set of all O-adequate con-
gruences on pX. Then \peg R exists as Rels (C) is a complete
lattice, S = (\Vger R)* is a congruence by Proposition 4.12 and
Lemma 4.18, and S is O-adequate because S = ( \/geg R)* <O0*=
O, using that each R € R is adequate and O is a preorder. Hence
S € R, so S is the greatest O-adequate congruence. O

4.3 Logical Relations via Liftings

Next we develop our abstract categorical notion of (step-indexed)
logical relation, with the goal of exposing a sound proof method
for the contextual preorders <© introduced above. Just like con-
gruences rely on relation liftings of syntax endofunctors, logical
relations are based on relation liftings of behaviour bifunctors.

A relation lifting of a mixed variance bifunctor B: C°P xC — C
is a functor B: Rel(C)° x Rel (C) — Rel (C) such that the square

Rel(C)°P x Rel (C) —B— Rel(C)

=11 |-

crxc —2L
commutes. Similar to the case of endofunctors, every bifunctor
B: C% x C — C has a canonical relation lifting B; it takes two re-
lations R > X X X and S »> Y X Y to the relation B(R,S) »>
B(X,Y) x B(X,Y) given by the image of the morphism ug g in the
pullback below. This is an equivalent, albeit simplified, version of
a construction due to Urbat et al. [86, Sec. C.2].

Trs —— =>4 B(R.S)

_|
uR.sl J(B(id,ls),B(id,rs))
B(Ig,id) xXB(rg,id)
B(X,Y) x B(X,Y) —> B(R,Y) X B(R,Y)

B(R,S)

Example 4.19. For the behaviour bifunctor B on Set' given
by (4), the canonical lifting B sends a pair of relations R € X x X
and S C Y XY to the relation B(R, S) on B(X, Y) defined as follows:

(1) B(R, S)ey -z, © (Yp o, + Y}),j”)z contains all (u,v) such that

either u,0 € Yy, op, and S; o7, (1,0), Or w,0 € Yi:ﬁ and for all
x,x" € Xy, if Ry, (x,x”) then S, (u(x),0(x")).

(2) B(R, Spar S Yoz + leya.r/aj)z contains all such (u,0)
that either w,0 € Y,q.; and Sy . (u,0), or u,v € Yelpar/al and
Sf[,ua.f/a](u: v).

(3) B(R, S)nmr, € (Ynmn +Yn +er))2 contains all (u,0) such that
either u,v € Yy mr, and Spmr, (w,0), or u,0 € Yy, and Sz, (u,0), or
u,v € Y, and Sz, (u,0).

(4) B(R, S)uwz, © (Yoymr, + Yz, X Yr,))? contains all (u,0) such that
either u,v € Y, mr, and Sgwre, (4,0), or u = (ug,u2),0 = (v1,02) €
Yz, X Yg, and S, (uj,0;) fori = 1,2.

Note how these clauses match the definition of the logical rela-
tion £ in Definition 3.2. In particular, clause (1) captures the re-
quirement that for functions, related inputs should lead to related
outputs.

Using relation liftings of bifunctors we can introduce bisimu-
lations and logical relations for higher-order coalgebras. Both no-
tions are parametric in a pair of coalgebras ¢,c: X — B(X,X),
with ¢ thought of as the operational model of some higher-order
GSOS law and ¢ as some form of weak transition system associated
to ¢ (see Example 4.22 below for illustration).

Definition 4.20 (Bisimulation, Logical Relation). Let B: C°P x
C — C with a relation lifting B, and let ¢,T: X — B(X,X) be
coalgebras.



(1) A bisimulation for (c,¢) is a relation R > X X X such that
R < (¢ x©)*[B(A,R)].

(2) A logical relation for (c,¢) is a relation R » X X X such that
R < (ex9)*[B(RR)].

(3) A step-indexed logical relation for (c,¢) is an ordinal-indexed
family of relations (R* »» X X X), that forms a decreasing chain
(i.e. R* < RP for all P < @) and satisfies

R**1 < (¢ x©)*[B(R*,R¥)] foralla.

Informally, a (step-indexed) logical relation requires that, on
term-labeled transitions, related input terms should lead to related
output terms, while a bisimulation only considers identical inputs.

Remark 4.21. The above concepts are related as follows:

(1) For ¢ = ¢ a bisimulation corresponds to the familiar notion
of (Hermida-Jacobs) bisimulation [44] for the endofunctor B(X, —)
and its relation lifting B(A, -). If T is some weakening of ¢, one
obtains an abstract notion of applicative bisimulation [86].

(2) Every reflexive logical relation is a bisimulation.

(3) Every logical relation R can be regarded as a step-indexed log-
ical relation by putting R* = R for all a.

(4) Conversely, every step-indexed logical relation (R%), induces
a logical relation: since Relx (C) is a small complete lattice, the de-
creasing chain (R%), eventually stabilizes, i.e. there exists a (least)
ordinal v such that R"*! = R¥. An upper bound to v is given by the
cardinality of Relx (C). Then R" is a logical relation because

RY =R"! < (¢ x©)*[B(R",R")].
Example 4.22. Let y: Tr — B(Tr, Tr) be the operational model
of uTCL given by (5). By postcomposing with the map b +— {b}
we regard y as a nondeterministic transition system y: Tr —

P.B(Tr, Tr), and we denote by y: Tr — P, B(Tr, Tr) its correspond-
ing weak transition system, given for each 7 € Ty and t € Tr; by

e = (vl v (o)

The bifunctor P - B has a relation lifting $* . B where B is the

canonical lifting of B (Example 4.19) and?’)* is the left-to-right Egli-
Milner lifting of P, (Example 4.8(3)). The relations (£L%), given by
Definition 3.2 for « < w and by L% = L? for « > » form a step-

indexed logical relation for (y,y) w.r.t. the lifting _P>* -B.

4.4 Constructing Step-Indexed Logical
Relations

In the following we present a general construction of a step-

indexed logical relation that applies to arbitrary higher-order coal-

gebras, in particular to operational models of higher-order GSOS

laws.

Construction 4.23 (Step-Indexed Henceforth). Let B: C°P xC —

C with a relation lifting B,andletc,c: X — B(X,X) be coalgebras.
For every R »» X x X we define the step-indexed logical relation

(OBCCaR s X X X)g by transfinite induction:

DB,C,C,OR =R
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DB,L‘,?,OHIR =0 ,L‘,?,aR A (C % E)* [E(DB,C,E,O{R, DB,L‘,E,(ZR)],

gBecag = /\ oBechr for limit ordinals a.
p<a

We usually write OR for DE’C’E’“R, and we let v denote the least
ordinal such that o"*'R = O"R (Remark 4.21(4)).

The construction of O*R thus takes, at every non-zero ordinal «,
the greatest relation satisfying the conditions of Definition 4.20(3).

Example 4.24. Taking B, B, y, 7 as in Example 422 and R = T
(the total relation on Tr), we see that ( oBrra T)e coincides with

the step-indexed logical relation (L%), for gTCL given by Defini-
tion 3.2. Note that (0% T), stabilizes after w steps (Remark 3.3(2)).

We will now apply Construction 4.23 to the operational model
of a higher-order GSOS law. Let us fix the required setup:

Assumptions 4.25. In the remainder we assume that we are
given:

(1) anendofunctor¥: C — C that preserves strong epimorphisms
and admits free algebras X* X, with its canonical lifting 3

(2) abifunctor B: C°P x C — C with a relation lifting B;

(3) for each X,Y € C a preorder < on B(X,Y) such that each rela-
tion B(R, S) is up-closed w.r.t. < (Definition 4.6);

(4) a V-pointed higher-order GSOS law p of ¥ over B that lifts to
a Ay-pointed higher-order GSOS law g of ¥ over B.

Remark 4.26. (1) We stress that the relation lifting B of B need
not be canonical, while we always choose the canonical lifting of

2.

(2) The requirement that 3 preserves strong epimorphism ensures
that the free monad 3* lifts (Proposition 4.9) and is rather inno-
cent: it holds, e.g., for all set functors, all left adjoints (including
binding functors on presheaf categories figuring in Section 5), for
coproducts of such functors, and for products in categories where
strong epimorphisms are stable under products. This covers a wide
range of syntax functors for higher-order languages, which typi-
cally combine polynomial and binding constructions.

(3) Condition (4) states that [og s| = ex,y for all relations R
X xXand S » Y x Y, where |-|: Rel(C) — C is the forgetful
functor. Note that [op g| has the type (6) by Proposition 4.9. Note
also that a lifting p is necessarily unique because |—| is faithful. If
B is the canonical lifting of B, a corresponding higher-order GSOS
law always has a relation lifting [87, Constr. D.5]. Generally, the
existence of o can be understood as a monotonicity condition on
the rules represented by p. For instance, for functors B modelling
nondeterministic behaviours and whose relation lifting involves

the left-to-right Egli-Milner lifting$, it entails the absence of rules
with negative premises [35].

Example 4.27. For uyTCL we instantiate the above data to

(1) the signature functor %: Set™ — Set' of yTCL;

(2) the behaviour P - B and its lifting E’)* - B as in Example 4.22;
(3) the order C on P, B(X,Y) given by pointwise inclusion;
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(4) the (0-pointed) higher-order GSOS law o’ of X over P, - B
whose component at X, Y € Set" is given by

stx,B(x,y)

(X X PuB(X,Y)) — 5P, (X x B(X,Y))

/
SxxB(X,Y) (15)

« Prox,y %
P.I(X XB(X,Y)) ————— P.B(X, 2" (X +Y))

Here o is the higher-order GSOS law for pTCL given by (6), the
natural transformation st is the (pointwise) canonical strength

stx,y: X XPuY = Pu(X XY), (stxy)c(x,A) ={(xa)|acA}
and the natural transformation §: £P, — P.X is given by
f(UL,...,Un) = {f(us,...,up) | uy € Uy,...,up € Up}.

Hence, o’ is essentially the law o regarded as a law for the non-
deterministic behaviour functor P - B. Accordingly, the opera-
tional model of o’ is simply the composite

B2 L B(u3, p) > P.B(u3, p3),

of the operational model y of p given by (5) with the map b — {b}.

Let us verify that ¢’ has a relation lifting (Assumption 4.25(4)).
Since B is the canonical lifting, the law p lifts (Remark 4.26.(3)),
so we only need to show that st and § lift. This means that for all
R>»» X x X and § > Y X Y the maps

— — == = =
StX’y:RXP*S% P*(RXS) and 5)(: >P«R— P33R
are Rel(C)-morphisms, which easily follows from the definitions.

The key ingredient to our general congruence result for logical
relations is a higher-order version of lax bialgebras [20]:

Definition 4.28 [38, 86]. A lax p-bialgebra (X, a,c) is given by an
object X € C and morphisms a: 32X — X and ¢: X — B(X,X)
such that the diagram below commutes laxly:

=X a X ¢ B(X,X)
2<id,c)l \'% B(id,a)
S(X x B, X)) 25 Bx, 5 (x + X)) 2542, pox sx)

If the diagram commutes strictly, then (X, a, c) is a p-bialgebra.

Informally, in a lax bialgebra the operational rules correspond-
ing to the law p are sound (every c-transition required by some
rule exists), and in a bialgebra they are also complete (no other c-
transitions exists). The operational model (iZ, 1, y) of o (Figure 1) is
a p-bialgebra, and if y is some weakening of y, laxness of (12, 1, y)
means that the rules given by p are sound for weak transitions.

Example 4.29. The weak operation model y for yTCL (Exam-
ple 4.22) forms a lax p’-algebra, with o’ given by (15). Indeed, all
the rules of Figure 2 remain sound when strong transitions are re-
placed by weak ones !. For illustration, consider the two rules for
application and their respective weak versions:

N

S
t—t [N t=t t=t

ts=t's ts=>t

ts—t's ts —t'

!This alludes to the rules being cool in the sense of the cool congruence formats of
Bloom [19] and van Glabbeek [88].

The third rule is sound because it emerges via repeated application
of the first one. The fourth rule is sound as it follows from the
second and third rule. Similarly for the other rules of Figure 2.

The soundness condition modeled by lax bialgebras give rise to
a natural criterion for the logical relation OV R to be a congruence:

Theorem 4.30. Let (X, a,c) be a p-bialgebra, and let (X, a,c) be a
lax p-bialgebra. For every congruence R > XXX on (X, a) and every

ordinal a, the relation O%R = OP“%%R is a congruence on (X, a).

Proor. We proceed by transfinite induction. The base case is
immediate since 0°R = R is a congruence by assumption. The limit
step follows because meets of congruences are congruences. For
the successor step @ — a+1, suppose that 0% R is a congruence. We
are to prove that 0%+ R is congruence, i.e. a.[Z(0%*'R)] < o%*IR.
By definition of O**1R, this is equivalent to showing

a.[2(@*'R)] < o%R, (16)
a.[Z(@*R)] < (¢ x8)*[B(O*R,0%R)]. (17)

The inequality (16) holds because 0**1R < 0%R and O°R is a con-
gruence by induction. To prove (17), we first observe that there
exists a C-morphism 2 (0%"'R) — B(O%R, 0%R) such that

E(DQHR)

B(X,X) «— B(o®R,0%R) —'— B(X,X)

commutes laxly, where | and r are the projections of the respective
relations (omitting subscripts). This follows from the diagram in
Figure 3; all its cells commute (laxly) as indicated. Here p is the
pairing of the Rel(C)-morphisms witnessing that 0%*!R < O%R
and 0?*1R < (¢ x ©)*[B(0%R,0%R)], and @: IR — R is the >-
algebra structure witnessing that R is a congruence on (X, a). (We
write fi: S — T for the C-morphism witnessing that f: ¥ — Z
is Rel(C)-morphism from S »» Y X Y to T » Z X Z.) Since
B(O%R, 0%R) is up-closed (Assumption 4.25(3)), it follows from (18)
that there exists a morphism >(0%"'R) — B(0%R, 0%R) such that
the diagram below commutes strictly:

E(DQHR)

cal , car
l
N2

B(X,X) «—— B(o%R,0%R) —— B(X,X)
This commutative diagram is equivalent to (17). b

The main interest of Theorem 4.30 is the case where R = T and
(X, a, c) is the operational model of the higher-order GSOS law .
This leads us to the main result of our paper, a congruence result
for our generic step-index logical relation (0% T),. We stress that
our results rely on the Assumptions 4.1 and 4.25.

Corollary 4.31 (Congruence). Let (uX,1,y) be the operational
model of o, and let (u3,1,y) be a lax o-bialgebra. Then for every
ordinal a the relation 0% T = OBY V2T jsq congruence on yX.

Since every congruence on uY. is reflexive (Proposition 4.12), we
immediately conclude:
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X @ X ! S (a**1R) r X a X
E(id,c}l l(ip)l Z(id,E)l
S(X x B(X,X)) ¢——— 5(aR x B(o%R, 0%R)) ——— (X x B(X,X)) .

c QX,Xl | @seroern QX,Xl . :
B(X,Z* (X + X)) «——— B(@*R ¥ (@R +0%R)) —— B(X,Z*(X + X))
%idﬁ.z"V) l(g(id’@i*v))l B(idﬁm
B(X,X) B(O%R,0%R) ! B(X,X)

Figure 3: Diagram for the proof of Theorem 4.30

Corollary 4.32 (Fundamental Property). In the setting of Corol-
lary 4.31, the logical relation VT is reflexive.

Finally, we deduce a simple criterion for the logical relation 0" T
to yield a sound proof method for a contextual preorder:

Corollary 4.33 (Soundness). Let O »» pX X pX. be a preorder such
that the contextual preorder <O exists. In the setting of Corollary 4.31,
if the logical relation 0V T is O-adequate, it is contained in <O.

Recall from Proposition 4.14 that <© always exists under natural
assumptions on the category C and the syntax functor 3.

Example 4.34. Choose the data for pTCL as in Example 4.27.

(1) By taking O; = {(t,s) | t| = s|} as in Example 4.15(2), we
recover the results of Theorem 3.4 and Corollary 3.6: the relation
0"T = L% is a congruence, and sound for the contextual preorder.
(2) To capture the ground contextual preorder, we extend the
weak transition system } of Example 4.22 as follows: put

Voimon, () = Toen, (O U] _ {Ae: 71 (50)}
at function types and 71, =Y at all other types. This amounts to ex-

1 1
tending the weak transition relation = to = as required in Defini-

tion 3.10. Observe that (u=, 1, ) is still a lax bialgebra, i.e. the rules
remain sound w.r.t. the extended weak transition relation. The step-
indexed logical relation (0%T), = (@B¥V>VT), coincides with
(M%) given in Definition 3.10. Taking Opoo{(£,s) | tI = s|}
and O; = pX_ x p¥_for 7 # bool as in Example 4.15(2), we recover
the results of Theorem 3.11 and Corollary 3.12: the relation M® is
a congruence, and sound for the ground contextual preorder.

The key insight to draw from the above results is that the lax
bialgebra condition forms the language-specific core of compatibil-
ity and soundness of logical relations, while their boiler-plate part
comes for free thanks to the categorical setup. Checking the lax
bialgebra condition itself for a given language usually boils down
to a straightforward analysis of its rules, as in Example 4.29.

Remark 4.35. We highlight some noteworthy connections with
the recent work of Urbat et al. [86], which lifts another opera-
tional method — namely Howe’s method [48, 49] - to the level
of higher-order abstract GSOS. Briefly, Howe’s method is used to
show that applicative (bi)similarity is a congruence, while logical
relations are a form of relation between programs that is essen-
tially designed with the congruence property in mind. There are

certain similarities between the two methods, which our present
work makes explicit:

(1) Logical relations and Howe’s method are regarded as inde-
pendent techniques in the literature, each with its own use cases.
Our present results demonstrate that logical relations for recursive
types can be modeled in the same categorical framework as ap-
plicative simulations for untyped languages. Even more remark-
ably, the respective congruence results (Corollary 4.31 and [86,
Thm. VIIL6]) boil down to the same abstract (lax-bialgebra) con-
dition. This exposes a formal and explicit connection between the
two most widely used higher-order operational techniques.

(2) Our present technical setup is slightly simpler compared

to [86]:

(a) Extensivity is not needed for the congruence result (just for
constructing the contextual preorder).

(b) Weakenings are arbitrary coalgebras, while in [86] they are
restricted. For instance, the coalgebra y of Example 4.34(2) is
not a weakening in the sense of [86].

(c) The congruence proof proceeds directly via structural induc-
tion and does not involve Howe’s closure.
These simplifications bear a relevant insight on their own: they
reflect, on a categorical level, the common wisdom that congruence
proofs for logical relations are (and in fact should be) less complex
than for applicative simulations.

5 BINDING AND NONDETERMINISM

We conclude with a case study of our general framework, namely
the functional language FPC, which is a typed A-calculus with re-
cursive types. We consider a nondeterministic variant of the stan-
dard FPC [33, 43] to emphasize that higher-order abstract GSOS
can handle effectful settings. The overall treatment is similar to
that of untyped [38, 86] and simply typed [39] A-calculi in earlier
work; hence we focus on the core ideas and omit technical details.

The types of FPC are the same as those of yTCL, defined ear-
lier (3). The language FPC lacks combinators but instead includes
variables, A-abstractions, sums, products conditionals and a non-
deterministic choice operator. We skip the term formation rules
of FPC, as they are standard; the (call-by-name, open evaluation)
operational semantics is presented in Figure 4.

To implement FPC in higher-order abstract GSOS, we build on
the categorical approach to abstract syntax and variable binding
using presheaves [30, 34]. Let F be the category of finite cardinals
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t—t

t—t

ts > t's (lamx: 7.t) s — t[x/s]

t—t t—t’

unfold(t) — unfold(t")

unfold(fold(t)) — t

fst(t) — fst(t’) snd(t) — snd(t’)

t—t

fst(pair(t,s)) — ¢t snd(pair(t,s)) — s

tds—t tds—>s

case(t,s,r) — case(t’,s,r)

case(inl(t),s,r) — st case(inr(t),s,r) > rt

Figure 4: Call-by-name operational semantics of FPC. Metavariables r, s, t, t’ range over possibly open terms.

and functions, and regard the set Ty of types as a discrete category.
An object I': n — Ty of the slice category F/Ty is a typed variable
context associating to each variable x € n a type; we put || = n.
The fundamental operation of context extension (— + ©): F/Ty —
F/Ty extends a context with a new variable x: 7.

The base category for modeling FPC, and typed languages in
general, is the presheaf category C = (Set™/™)TY. Informally,
a presheaf X € (Set™/™)TY associates to each type r and con-
text I' a set X;(T') of terms of type 7 in context I'. For exam-
ple, the presheaf V of variables is given by V;(I') = {x € || |
I'(x) = 7}, and FPC-terms form a presheaf A given by A;(T) =
{t | tisan FPC-termand T + t: r}, with terms taken modulo
a-equivalence. The presheaf A carries the initial algebra for the
endofunctor % on (Set™/™)TY corresponding to the binding signa-
ture [34] of FPC:

$eX =V + Xe X Xp + BX + 22X + 33X + 32X,
SIX = ]_L,GTy(XT/M X X)) + Xprgr + Xeme,

22

7187

X = Xy, + Xy, 32 00, X = Xr, X Xz,

St X = Xelpatjah Poen, X = Xp, - (—+ 1),
3
2 X = ]_[neTy U‘L’z €Ty Xnmr, X X —r X Xpy—sr,

4y _
ZTX - ]_[0': r=0|pa.c/a] Xya.o‘-

In the definition of =%, ¢ ranges over types with one free variable.
The bifunctor B for FPC (compare with (4)) is given by

B(X,Y) = (X, Y) xP.(Y+D(X,Y)),
Dey ey (X,Y) = V5",
DymT(X’ Y) = YT[[IOLT/(XJ’

Here, P is the pointwise power set functor X — P - X, we write
Y:,jrl for the exponential in Set™/TY, and (-, —) is given by

Dpmr, (X,Y) =Y, + 7,
Dpme, (X,Y) =Yy X Yg,.

(X, YY), (T) = SetF/Ty(l—lxem Xr(x)s YT).

The bifunctor {—, —)) models substitution. For example, there is a
morphism yp: A — (A, A) mapping terms of FPC to their sub-
stitution structure: given t € A;(T), the natural transformation
(yo)z(t): Tlxe|r| Ar(x) — Ar is given at component A € F/Ty by

ue nxem Arx) (D) = tid] € A (D),

i.e. the simultaneous substitution of # for the variables of t.

There is a V-pointed higher-order order GSOS law g of ¥ over
B modelling FPC (Appendix C) which, as in the case of pTCL, en-
codes the operational rules of FPC into maps, taking into account
how the individual constructors affect the substitution structure of
terms, The canonical operational model of p is the coalgebra

0.7 : A= (A A) XPu(Y + D(A,A))

where yy is as described above, and y is the transition system that
models f-reduction according to the operational semantics and
identifies values similarly to gTCL in Section 3.1. For instance,
Yrige, (D) (pair(t,s)) = {(t,)}, else yrmr, (D)) ={t' |t > t'}.

Here, y identifies pair(t,s) as a value with projections ¢ and s. Re-
placing — by its reflexive transitive hull = we obtain the weak
operational model (yo,7): A — (A, A) X P.(Y +D(A, A)). Similar

to the uTCL case, we choose the relation lifting ?’)* -Bof P -B

where?’)* is the left-to-right Egli-Milner lifting and B is the canon-
ical lifting. The generic logical relation (L%)y = (0%)q w.r.t. (y,7)
is then given by £% = T, L% =N f<a L? at limit ordinals o, and

L3 = LT 0SH(L% L7 N E(LY) N V(L7 L)
where S, &, V are the maps on Rel, given by

Sr(D)(Q,R) = {(ts) | for all A and Qr(x) (A) (ux, vx) (x € [T1),
one has R, (A)(¢[u], s[d])},
E:(D)(R) ={(t,s) | ift = t' then Is’.s = ' AR(T)(t',s")},
Varery (D(Q.R) = {(t,5) | for all Qr, (I (e, "),
ift = Ax.t’ then3s".s = Ax.s’ A Ry, (D) (¢ [e/x],s"[e'/x])},

and similarly for the other types.
Remark 5.1. Note that substitution closure is directly built into
the definition of L. In the literature, logical relations are commonly
constructed in two steps, namely by first defining them on closed
terms, and then extending to open terms via (closed) substitutions.

By instantiating our results of Section 4 to FPC, we obtain:

Corollary 5.2. The logical relation L for FPC is a congruence, and
sound for the contextual preorder w.r.t. the termination predicate.

Again, this amounts to observing that the operational rules of
FPC remain sound for weak transitions, which is easily verified.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We have developed a language-independent theory of step-
indexed logical relations and contextual equivalence based on
higher-order abstract GSOS. We have shown that logical relations



arise naturally via a generic construction and that soundness for
contextual equivalence is contingent of a simple condition on the
operational semantics. We expect that our theory will lead to a
higher level of automation of proofs via logical relations and that
its scaling nature contributes towards efficient reasoning on real-
world languages.

Let us identify several directions for future work that will fur-
ther enrich our theory. Currently, we have investigated logical re-
lations in higher-order abstract GSOS for call-by-name languages,
and define them in terms of their small-step (—) and weak (=) se-
mantics. In the future, we will look to explore call-by-value logical
relations, and make use of big-step semantics (). For the latter, the
challenge would be to find a suitable analogue of our lax-bialgebra
condition.

Another direction is to leverage our abstract coalgebraic the-
ory to effectful, probabilistic and differential settings, and also to
generalize to Kripke logical relations [29, 50, 51, 64]. Another com-
pelling prospect is to apply our theory to cross-language logical
relations [12, 26, 50, 66, 67], specifically to reason about (secure)
compilers. Such an effort would likely involve the development of
notions of morphisms of higher-order GSOS laws, analogously to
the first-order case [90], a notion that has been used as criterion of
secure compilation in the past [1, 84].

In the present paper, we have focused on logical relations that
are sound for contextual equivalence; investigating completeness
at similar generality is a sensible (and likely challenging) next step.

Finally, ever since their conception, logical relations have been
used for parametricity 8, 10, 13, 55, 77]. We will aim to leverage
our theory to study and reason about parametricity at the level of
generality of higher-order abstract GSOS.
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APPENDIX: OMITTED PROOFS AND DETAILS

This appendix provides all omitted proofs and additional details on our examples, ordered by section.

A DETAILS FOR SECTION 3
Full Definition of the Higher-Order GSOS Law p for uCTL (Section 3.1)

oxy: S(X x B(X,Y)) — B(X,*(X +Y))
ox,y(tr) = case tr of
R = Ae.Sp o . (e)
St s (B ) = Ae.S; L o (te)
Stz (8. 1), (5.9)) > Ae.appy, 7, (appy, 7, o, (1. €), 3PPy, 1, (s,€))
Kz, = le. K7, (e)
K, 5t f) — le.t
I — Ae.e
inlz, 7, (¢, f) — teXq
inrg, 4, (¢, f) = teXg
caser, r.z, (fo5,1) if f € Yo @,
caser, 5,7, (1, f), (s.9), (r,h)) = {appy, ., (s,t) if f=inly g, (¢)

fste, o (£, f)

appy, o, (.t')

{fStTl,Tz (f)

if f=inrg ., (¢)
lff € legl—z

1(f) if f e Yy XY,

snd t,f) N sndz,,z, (f) if f € Yome,
R (f) £f € Y x Yo,

pair‘[l,fz ((t’f)’ (S, 9)) g (l’, S)

£ if f e Y1
a0 - {appn,rz(f,s) if f € Yy—r,
foldz (¢, f) =t € Y{par/al
unfold. (t, f) N {“”f°'dr(f) if f € Yya.r

, f 1ff€ Yr[,ua.r/a]

Proof of Theorem 3.4

We show by induction on n that £ is a congruence for all n € IN. For n = 0, £° = T and thus the base case is immediate. For the induction
step, we assume that £" is a congruence. By the definition of £™*!, for each operation f € = of arity 71,72 ..., 7, and pairs t;,s;: 7; such
that L?IH (t1,81) A+ A L'Tl:l (tn, sn), we have to show the following:

(i) L5t tn), (51, 50))-
(i) ff(ts,....tn) — ¢, then 3s.f(s1,...,s5n) = s with LT (t,5).
(iii) We have four subcases based on the type of ;.

(@) Subcase v = 711 B 12. We have that if f(t1,...,t,) 25 t then 3s.f(s1,...,sn) il:‘» s and L7 (t,s). If f(t1,....tn) E2, t then

Fs.f(s1,...,5n) 2, sand LT (t,5).

® ®
(b) Subcase tr = 71 R 1. If f(t1,...,tn) B t1 and f(t,...,tn) 225 tp then sy, s2.f(s1,...,5n) = s1 and f(s1,...,8,) = S Moreover,

L7 (t1,51) and L7, (22, 52).

(c) Subcase ty = par.t. I f(ty,...,tn) 2 t then 3s. f(sq,...,5n) é sand L"

tlpa.t/a

](t, s).

(d) Subcaser; = T — 7’. For all terms ey, ez: T with £ (e, e2), if f(t1,...,tn) < t, then Js. f(sq,...,sn) =, sand L7 (t,9).
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We begin with (i). Let f € % be an operation. By the definition of £™*1, £™*! < £" and thus
L;'l1+1(tlssl) Awer = LT(t,s1) A
By the induction hypothesis we may conclude
7 (F(te, .. tn), f(s1,. .., 5n)),

finishing the case of (i). For (ii) and (iii) we proceed by case distinction on the operation f € .
(1) Caseinly, z,. We assume .E"” (t,s).

(ii) This clause is void, as inl does not reduce.

(iii) We have inl(t) 2% ¢, inl(s) 2 s and L"”(t s), thus L7 (¢,s).
(2) Caseinr. Similar to inl.

(3) Case of caser, r, 1, expression. We assume rlaarz(tl 1), LZ+_1>T3(tz,sz) and Ll'f2+_lbf3(t3,53).

(i) First, t; — t] and case(ty, 2, t3) — case(t], tz,3). Thus, by L;’Elrz(tl,sl) 3s7.s1 = 7 and L7, (¢],5]). Thus, by the semantics
we can conclude that case(s1, s2,53) = case(sy, 52, 53). It now suffices to show that L (case(tl, t2, t3), case(sy, s2, 53)), which follows

from the inductive hypothesis, namely that £" is a Z-congruence.
Second, f; 2L, t leading to case(ty, t2, t3) — tgt By rlaarz(tl’sl) Bs 51 =:> s and Lrlwrz(tl’sl) The term case(sy, s2, s3) will

gradually evaluate s; until it becomes a value, to which point it will choose the “left” path In other words, case(sy, s2,53) = s2 sl.
Furthermore, the inductive hypothesis yields L7, (¢] t2, 5] s2). The final subclause for t; =2 ] is done analogously.

(iii) This clause is void.

(4) Case fsty, r,. We assume L;’:E}Q (t1,81).

(i) First, t; — t; = fst(t1) — fst(t]). Hence, by our assumption L (1, 51), Js].s1 = sy and L7

1R,
fst(s]); furthermore L7 g, (fst(t]), fst(s])) by the inductive hypothesis.
(iii) This clause is void.

(t1, 7). This yields fst(s;) =

1R,

T1RTy

(5) Case snd. This is done similarly to fst.
(6) Case pair,, ,,. We assume L"H (t1,s1) and .E?;l (t2, s2).

(ii) This clause is void.

(iii) We see that pair,, . (t1,12) B, 4 and pair,, , (t1,t2) 22, 5. Conversely, pair,, ;. (s1,52) B, 5 and pair,, , (t1,12) 22, 5y, and our
assumptions allow us to conclude this clause.

(7) Case of application. We assume L;T——l»rz (t1,s1) and L;’lﬂ (t2, s2).
(ii) By the semantics in Definition 3.2, t; t — t in two ways. First, {1 — t’ and t = t’ ty. By L?fjﬂz (t1, s1), there exists s{ such that
D= s and L7 L, (tl,sl) Hence, the semantics dictate s; sy = s s2. It now suﬁces to show that L7 (t t2, s sz) which follows
from the inductive hypothesis, namely that L" is a 3-congruence. Second t1tg — t by t; =% t. By L?fjﬂz (1, sl) we can conclude
that s; 2 s In addition, by virtue of .E?;LIDTZ (t1,s1) and .E"H (t2, 52) (thus L7 (t2,52)), L7, (¢, ), finishing the clause.
(iii) This clause is void, as application expressions do not perform labelled transitions.
(8) Casel.

(ii) This clause is void.

(iii) Given L7 (e1, ez), and since I £, e, it suffices to show that L7 (e1, e2) which is a tautology.
(9) Case Ky z,.

(ii) This clause is void.

iii iven e1, e2), and since 2, e), it suffices to show that . e1), e2)). The latter holds by the induction othesis.
Given L7 d K K’ fhi how that L7, (K’ K’ Thel holds by the induction hypothesi

(10) CaseK. T1 r,- We assume .CTI +1(4,51).

(ii) This clause is void.

iii iven e1, e2) and the rule 1) <, t, it suffices to show that t1,81), which holds the assumption t1,81).
Given L d the rule K’ i how that £ hich holds by th ption L+

(11) Case Srl,rz,rs~
(ii) This clause is void.

(iii) Given L7 _,, .., (e1,e2), and since S £, S'(e), it suffices to show that £?

(8’ (e1), S’ (e2)). The latter holds by the

(11—>12)—>1—>T3

induction hypothesis.
(12) CaseS. We assume L1 (t1,81).

71,72,73° =020
(ii) This clause is void.

(iii) Given LT _,., (e1,e2) and since S’(t) — S”(t,e), it suffices to show LT _, .. (5" (t1,e1),S” (t2, e2)), which holds by the induction
hypothesis.
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(13) Case Sy, ., ;,. Assume ‘C‘;'l1+—1i>‘l'2—>f3 (t1,s1) and .El'f:'_lbfz (t2,52).
(ii) This clause is void.
(iii) Given L} (e1,ez) and the rule S’ (¢, s) £, (te) (se), it suffices to show L7 ((t1e1) (s1 1), (t2 e2) (s2 €2)), which holds by the induction
hypothesis.
(14) Case fold;. We assume Llrlrpla.r/aj (t1,51).
(ii) This clause is void.

(iii) As fold(t) £ ¢, it suffices to show L"l

t1, 1), which holds by the assumption.
Tlpa.t/a] y p
(15) Case unfold;. We assume LZ;}T(tl, $1).
ii) First, we have ty — ¢/, and thus unfold(#;) — unfold(¢). By £ (#1,s1), 3s’.s1 = s/ A L™ _(¢/,s’). Hence, we conclude that
1 1)+ BY ~par 1 1 pa.\tp>Sq

unfold(s1) = unfold(s}). It suffices to show that L;’[#a o/al (unfold(t;), unfold(s])), which holds by the induction hypothesis.
Second, we have #; -2 ti, and thus unfold(t;) — t{. By LZ;}T(tl,sl), Esi.sl é s{ A Lﬁavf(ti,s{). Hence, we conclude that
unfold(s;) = s{ and we are done.

(iii) This clause is void.

We have just proved that £" is a congruence for all n € IN. By the definition of L% as an intersection and the fact that congruences are
closed under arbitrary intersections, we conclude that £ is a congruence.

B DETAILS FOR SECTION 4

Relations in Categories

We collect a few auxiliary results about relations in categories that we shall need in subsequent proofs. Throughout this section we work
under the global Assumptions 4.1 on the category C.

Notation B.1. Recall that given relations R, S > X X X the composite relation R - S > X X X is constructed in two steps:
(1) Form the pullback of rg and Ig:

) R;S
|R;s/\/\Ff?;s
R S
AT
|
rRN "3 s
X X X

(2) The relation R - S is given by the (strong epi, mono)-factorization

(IR IRss.rs RS )

(
R;S

€R.s (IR-s.TR-S)

R-S XxX

Lemma B.2. If C is infinitary extensive, composition of relations distributes over joins: For every relation S > X X X and every non-empty
family R of relations over X,

(\/RE‘R R)-5= \/RE‘R R-S and S (\/RE‘R R) = \/RER 5-R

PRrROOF. See [87, Lem. A.5] for the case of binary joins, under the assumption of finitary extensivity (more generally, local distributivity).
The proof for infinite joins is completely analogous. &

Recall that a relation R is reflexive if A < R, and transitive if R - R < R. Since intersections of reflexive (transitive) relations are again
reflexive (transitive), there exists for every relation R > X X X a least reflexive and transitive relation R* > X x X such that R < R*.
Lemma B.3. Suppose that C is infinitary extensive.

(1) For every relation R = X x X, we have R* = \/,,5o R", where R® = A and R" =R - - - - - R (n factors) forn > 1.
(2) For every non-empty family R of relations over X € C, we have (\Vreg R)* = Vpzo VR,,...R,eRR1 -+ Ry.

Proor. (1) The relation S = \/,,5¢R" contains R because R = R! < S, it is reflexive because A = R0 < §, and transitive because

55 = (\/mZORm)(\/nZORn) = \/m,nZORmHl = \/nZORn =5

the first step uses Lemma B.2. Therefore R* < S. Conversely, we have R" < R* for every n > 0. Indeed, for n = 0 this follows from R being
reflexive, for n = 1 use that R < R*, and for n > 2 use that R* is transitive. Hence S < R*.
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(2) We compute

(\/RE‘R Ry = \/nZO(\/RE‘R Ry" = \/nZO \/Rl,.A.,Rne'R Ri---Rn

where the first step uses part (1) and the second one follows from Lemma B.2. &

LemmaB.4. Let f: X — Y inC.
(1) The map fi: Relx (C) — Rely (C) preserves joins.
(2) For all relations R, S ™ X X X one has f.[R-S] < fi[R] - £[S].

Proor. Item (1) holds because f; is a left adjoint (with right adjoint f*). For item (2), see [87, Lem. A.7]. <o

Notation B.5. Recall that the canonical relation lifting % of an endofunctor X: C — C maps a relation R > X x X to the relation
¥ C XX X XX obtained via the (strong epi, mono)-factorization

(2R, Zrg)

1
_ lsp,rs
SR — TR SRR oy v (19)

Lemma B.6. Given an endofunctor 3.: C — C preserving strong epimorphisms and relations R, S > X X X, one has%(R - S) < IR - XS.

Proor. Consider the pullbacks used in the definition of R - S and =R - 3S:

~R;S . ER;3S
|R\;S/ N\ TRS 'ER;ES/ % \’ER;ES
— - 20
| R\ S _ R %S 20
R rs = N - rs
/ N zls \/ 27 rfR\J k'fs \?s
X X X %X X %X
Now consider the following diagram:
ZIR.S YIRS
R ¢——— J(R;S) ———— 3§
ezkl if lefs
S| SR KIS SpoTe RIS 5o g @
’ERl llis
X X

Its outside is the commutative square in (20) on the left under the functor 3. The left-hand part is the right-hand component of (19); similarly,
the right-hand part is the left-hand component of (19) instantiated for S in lieu of R. Thus, by the universal property of the pullback in (20)
on the right, there exists a unique f: 3(R;S) — ZR; =S such that the upper two squares commute.

Then the outside of the following diagram commutes, as we explain below.

S(R;S) id S(R;S) f SR;3S
- _ <ifR;§S’F§R;§S )

ZeR.S <e§R'Z[R?S’e§S'ZrR¥S’>

Z(R-S)  (2(rTrs)E(sTrs)) SRXES (g ligssrss Tsrss) SRS
€3(R-S) lsp Xrs

(ZIr.5,2rR-5) ZRl >3
_ (5r-5)"5(R-5) kpsolspsc _
S(R-S) S(R-5)TS(R-S) TX x X (5r3s TSR TS) SR.3S

The lower left-hand triangle commutes by (19), and the one above it by the definition of R- S > X X X as the image of the pair in the span
given in (20) on the left. For the triangle above that (the upper left-hand one overall) consider the product components separately: the left-
hand one is ZTR;S precomposed with the left-hand component of (19); for the right-hand component one has, similarly, Xrg.s precomposed
with the right-hand component of (19) instantiated for S in lieu of R. The upper right-hand triangle commutes by using the two top squares
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in (21), and the one below it is obvious. Finally, the lower right-hand triangle commutes by the definition of =R - =S »» =X X %X as the
image of the outside span in (20) on the right.

Now note that Yeg.s at the left-hand edge above is a strong epimorphism because ¥ preserves strong epimorphisms by assumption.
Hence we obtain a diagonal fill-in witnessing that Z(R - §) < IR - %8, as shown in the diagram below:

f

2(R;S) SR;3S
ZeR.gl ESRSS
=(R-S) SR-3S
_
ef(’“)l /,f”’/ (5r3EsrsRTS)
= ’///<IE(R~S)’rf(R~S)>
3(R-S) X XX <&

Lemma B.7. Suppose that 3.: C — C preserves strong epimorphisms. Then for every 3-algebra (A, a) the diagonal A > A X A is a congruence,
and the composite R - S of congruences is a congruence.

Proor. The diagonal is a congruence because
aZA = a,A < A.
Given congruences R, S > A X A, the composite R - S is a congruence since
a:2(R-S) < a+(ZR-=S) < (a+2R) - (a+2S) <R- S,
where the first step uses Lemma B.6 and the second step uses Lemma B.4.(2). &

Lemma B.8. Suppose that C is infinitary extensive and has smooth monomorphisms, and that X: C — C preserves monomorphisms and
directed colimits. Then for every X € C the map X: Relx (C) — Relsx (C) preserves directed joins.

Proor. Let R be a directed set of relations on X. By smoothness, its join \/geg R in Relx (C) coincides with the colimit of the corre-
sponding diagram in C. Since ¥ preserves that colimit, it follows that Z(\/ geg R) = VVre® ZR, as required. &

Proof of Proposition 4.14

This is a consequence of the following observations:

(1) A is an O-adequate relation, and composites of O-adequate relations are O-adequate, since O is a preorder whence transitive.
(2) A is a congruence, and composites of congruences are congruences (Lemma B.7).

Since 59 is the greatest O-adequate relation, it follows from (1) and (2) that both A and <© - <O are contained in $©, hence $© is a preorder.

Proof of Lemma 4.18
We need to prove a.2(\ geg R)* < (Vgeg R)*, which follows from the computation

a*f(\/RGR R*) = a.3( \/nzo \/R1 ))))) egRi Rn) Lemma B.3(2)

= a.( \/nZO \/R1 ..... R,eR TRy *Rn)) see below

- Vnzo \/R1 ..... RneR a«(3(Ry -+ Rn)) Lemma B.4(1)

= \/nZO \/R1 ..... R,eR @.(XRy -+ IRn) Lemma B.6

< Vnzo \/R1 ..... RneR(a*ERl) ~~~~ (a:XRy) Lemma B.4(2)

= \/nZO \/Rl ..... RneRR1 o Rn R € R congruence

- (\/RER R Lemma B.3(2)
In the second step, we use that the join \/ 5 VRI,.A.,R,,eR Ry----- Ry is directed: given Ry, . .., Rp, Ri’ ...,R. € R, therelations R; - - - - Rn
and Ri """ Ry, have the upper bound Ry - - - - - Ry - Ri ----- Ry because all relations in R are reflexive. Hence, by Lemma B.8, the functor

3 preserves the join.
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C DETAILS FOR SECTION 5

We provide a more detailed account on how to apply the higher-order abstract GSOS framework to (nondeterministic) FPC, which is a typed,
call-by-name A-calculus with sums, products, conditionals, recursive types and choice. The type expressions are given by the grammar

1,72, T,... = | B | n1Rn |1 — n|par,

where « ranges over a fixed countably infinite set of type variables. We write Ty the set of closed type expressions modulo a-equivalence.
The terms of FPC are constructed under the following typing rules:

Trt:rp -1 Trs:m Tx:nyrt:m I+t tlpat/al Trit:par
Trts:n Trlamx: 11.t: 11 — 1 T+ fold(#): pa.t T + unfold(t): t[pa.t/a]
I'rt:my T'kFs:m I'rt: R T'rt: R Trt:r TFrs:T
T + pair(t,s): 11 R 12 Trfst(t): T'+snd(t): Trtes:t
T'rt:m T'rit:n T'rt:mBED I'ks:mqg — 13 T'rrim—13
Trinl(f): B Trinr(t): A1 T+ case(t,s,r): 13

The operational semantics work in the expected way:

t—t’ t—t’
ts—t's (lamx: 7.t) s — t[x/s] unfold(t) — unfold(t") unfold(fold(t)) — t
t—t t—t
fst(t) — fst(t’) snd(t) — snd(t") fst(pair(t,s)) — t snd(pair(t,s)) — s
t—t
1®s—t 1®s—s case(t,s,r) — case(t’,s,r) case(inl(t),s,r) — st case(inr(t),s,r) > rt

Categorical modelling. Implementing FPC in the style of higher-order abstract GSOS follows ideas from earlier work [38, 39, 86], this
time applied to a typed setting with recursive types. Let F/Ty be the slice category of the category of finite cardinals F over Ty. The objects
of F/Ty are typed cartesian contexts, i.e. vectors of types I': n — Ty; morphisms are type-respecting renamings:

F/TyT:n > Ty,A:m > Ty) ={r: n > m | A(r(n)) =T(n)}

We write |T'| for the domain of a context I'. Each type 7 € Ty induces the single-variable context 7: 1 — Ty; coproducts in F/Ty are formed
by copairing:
(s 0| = Ty) + (Iz: [0 = Ty) = [T1, 2] : [Ta] + 2] = Ty.

The fundamental operation of context extension (— + 7): F/Ty — F/Ty extends a variable context with a new variable x: 7, i.e. T lﬂ
I, x: 7 in a type-theoretic notation.

Our higher-order GSOS law for FPC lives in the category (SetF/™)TY of type-indexed covariant presheaves over F/Ty. Its objects are
families of sets indexed by contexts I' € F/Ty and types v € Ty that respect context renamings. Two fundamental examples of objects in
(Set®’/™)TY are the presheaf of variables V,

Ve[ ={xe|[||T(x) =7} and Vy(I)(r) =r,
and the family A of well-typed, a-equivalent terms in FPC, with
teA(T) & Tt+i:1.
The syntax functor ¥ of our higher-order GSOS law is the endofunctor corresponding to the Ty-sorted binding signature of FPC:
$eX = Ve + Xe X Xy + 51X + 32X + 33X + 32X,

Z;X = UT'GTy (Xr’wr X Xr’) + Xrwr + Xewr!s

2 2
ZTlETZX =Xg, + Xp,, ZTIETZX =X X Xg,,

2 2 y (22)
Z,ua. ‘['X = Xr[ym T/als ZTIwTZX = XTz : (_ + ‘['1),

3y —
X = Ufl €Ty ]_L'z €Ty XTlETZ X XTI_‘}T x XTZ_DT’

4y _
ZTX - Uo—: r=0|pa.c/a] XI“Z‘O-'
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The family A of a-equivalent FPC-terms is isomorphic to the initial algebra yX of X. Let P be the pointwise powerset functor £« (X) = P-X.
The behaviour bifunctor B is given by

B(X,Y) = (X, Y) xP.(Y + D(X,Y)),

Dry oy (X,Y) = YoH, Drygr,(X,Y) =Yy, + Y, (23)

Dua.v(X.Y) =Ye{yarjalr  Dran,(X.Y) =Yy X Y,

where Yg:’l is the exponential in Set™/TY and the bifunctor {—, —) is

OCY)L(r) = Set M ([] _ Xy Ye).

The bifunctor {—, —) models simultaneous substitution. For example, there is a morphism yp: A — (A, A)) mapping terms of FPC to their
substitution structure: given ¢ € A;(T'), the natural transformation (yo)z (t): [lxe|r| Ar(x) — Az is given at component A € F/Ty by

i ] pAre@ = il € Ac(d),
i.e. the simultaneous substitution of 4 for the variables of t.
Higher-order GSOS law. The V-pointed pointed higher-order GSOS law
ov: voxy: Z(X X B(X,Y)) - B(X,Z" (X +Y)) (24)
for FPC is the pairing of the two components

0 voxy SX X (X, YY) X Pu(Y + D(X, Y))) = (X, 3" (X +Y))
0% voxy SXX (XYY X Pu(Y +D(X,Y))) = Pu(ZH(X +Y) + DX, E* (X +Y))).

Component ! is produced by the canonical V-pointed strength [32, p. 6] (see also [31]) of endofunctor X (Set]F/Ty)Ty — (SetF/Ty)Ty, and
makes use of the adjunction — ® Y 4 (Y, —)), where — ® — is the so-called substitution tensor, given by

AeSet™/Y
xenm= [ X@x[ ], Taw ©:
The unit of of the tensor is the presheaf of variables V. A V-pointed strength for an endofunctor F is given by a family of maps
strk L yLy  FX®Y > F(X®Y),

naturalin X and Y/V. Let strx . vy : X ® Y — Z(X ® Y) be the canonical V-pointed strength of . The component ol is given in terms
of str as the adjoint transpose of the morphism

(xr)

f str .
3(rp)®id SX, YY) ® X Z(evalxy) 6-inl|

XXX, YY) xP(Y+D(X,Y)) ®X X S({X, Y)Y @ X) X

X +Y),

where Ox : ¥ — X" is the embedding of ¥ to its free monad. Note that that applying strength str (x.y),x is correct, as X is V-pointed. Our
setup ensures that in the canonical operational model

0.7 : A= (A A) X Pu(Y +D(A A)),

map yy vields the substitution structure of terms in A (see e.g. [38, Prop. 5.9]). Family o? is responsible for the computational behaviour of
terms and is given below. We keep the injection maps inl, inr on the codomain implicit, and annotate terms by types to improve readability.



Sergey Goncharov, Stefan Milius, Stelios Tsampas, and Henning Urbat

voxy: XXX, YH X P (Y+D(X,Y)) = Pu(Z (X +Y) + D(X, 2" (X +Y)))

2
05, V_>X’Y(tr) = case tr of

varx:t — @
lamy, z,x: 71. (, (0 € X, Y ), (T +71)), N) = {A(e € X, (T).0(x1,.... X0 (n), )}
t®rs = {t,s}
inlz, 7, (t,0,N) — {t}
inrg, 7, (t,0,N) — {t}

caser, p,.z; (f55,7) if f € Yomr,
caser, .3 ((t,0,N), (s,u,U), (r,w, W)) — (tf = 3app, -, (s,t) if £ = inlg, g, (1) )

appy, o, (.t') if f=inrg.,(t") /feN
fStrl,rz (t, v, N) N fStn,Tz (f) lff € lemz

1(f) iffeY, xY, FeN
sndr,r, (t,0, N) N sndz, 7, (f) 1ff € Yr,mz,
r2(f) if fe Yy, x Yy, fen
pail’rl’rz((t, 0, N)’ (s, u, U)) (i {(t, S)}
s if fe Y),("

appﬁ,rz((t, o,N), (s,u,U)) N (tf _ {f( ) : fey, )

app, o, (f>5) iffeYnon [y
fold;(t,0, N) — {te Xrlya.r/tx]}

fold if Y,

unfold;(t,0, N) - [t = unfoldz (f) 1 f€Yiar

f iffe Yr[ym T/a] feN

The operational semantics of FPC involves rules such as
, and
unfold(fold()) — ¢ case(inl(t),s,r) — st case(inr(t),s,r) = rt

which, strictly speaking, are not GSOS: the rules seemingly “pattern match” the shape of subterms to decide the next transition. In such
instances, the respective subterms (e.g. fold(t), inl(¢) and inr(t)) are understood as values. The way such rules are modelled is by identifying
these terms as values in the behaviour functor, by adding the respective constructor. For example, with B(X,Y) = (X, Y) XP.(Y+D(X,Y))
and Dy @z, (X, Y) = Y;, + Yz, we identify the injections inl and inr as value constructors. In addition, the behaviour of A-abstractions is that
of a function on terms of the suitable type.

Operational model. The higher-order GSOS law g for FPC induces the operational model
(o, y): A = (A A) X Pu(Y + D(A, A)).

The component yj is the substitution map described earlier, and the component y models the call-by-name semantics of FPC. For every
T + t: 7, we have that y;(T)(t) is the smallest subset of B(A, A);(T') satisfying the following:

AIOER ift >t ,forT+t': T,
Y-z, (T)(2) 3 Ae.s[e/x] ift =lamx: ry.s,for T, 71 + s: 12,
Vasn (D) 31 ift=inl(t),
Yoen (D)(1) 3t ift = inr(t),
Vomn (D) 3 (f,51) it = pair(ty, 1),
Yua.c(D)(8) 3 ' if t = fold(t")

The weak operational model associated to FPC is (yo,7): A — (A, A) X P.(Y + D(A, A)), where ¥ models =. Alternatively, we could
consider a transition system in the style of = from Notation 3.9 to later obtain a slightly more expressive logical relation.

A free logical relation for FPC. Having set-up our higher-order GSOS law, we move on to the logical relation. First we have to specify
our relation lifting B on the behaviour functor B (23). We let

B(Q.R) = {Q.R) X P.(R+D(Q,R)), (25)
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where Q, R — (Q, R)) is the canonical lifting for the bifunctor {—, —), P, is the left-to-right Egli-Milner relation lifting and D the canonical
relation lifting of D. Applying Construction 4.23 on the two coalgebras

o, 1) (o, 1) A = (A A) X P (Y + D(A, A))
yields the following step-indexed logical relation. Note that in this nondeterministic setting Construction 4.23 does not terminate at w steps.
Definition C.1. The logical relation £ for FPC is the family of relations (L% »» A X A)g <2« defined inductively by
L) =T,(D) ={(t,9) [T+ t,s: 7}
LE = LN S (LY LY NE(LY) NV (LY, LY)
LET) = ﬂ/ka L%(T) for limit ordinals a,
where S, &, V are the maps on Rel, given by
S:(T)(Q,R) = {(t,s) | for all A and Qr () (A)(ux, vx) (x € [T|), one has Ry (A)(t[i], s[3])},
E(D)(R) = {(t,5) | ift = ' then Ts".s = s’ AR (D)(t',s)},
Vewr, T(Q,R) = {(t,5) | if t = inly,7, (t') then 3s".s = inly, 7, (s") A Ry, (T)(¢',s")} U
{(t,s) | if t = inrgy 7, (t") then 3s".s = inrg, 7, (s) AR, (D) (¢, s)},
Ve, (D)(Q,R) = {(t,s) | if t = pair,, ,, (t1, t2) then 3s1,52.5 = pairy, ;, (s1,52) A Ry (T)(t1,51) A Ry, (T) (2, 52)
Viar(D)(Q,R) = {(t,s) | if t = fold;(¢") then 3s". s = foldr(s") A Re[a.r/a] (D)(t',57)},
V=1, (D) (Q,R) = {(t,5) | for all O, (T) (e, €”), if t = Ax.t’ then Is".s = Ax.s” A Ry, (T) (¢ [e/x],s"[¢'/x])}.
Note that termination after 2% steps is guaranteed since |[Relp| < 2.

Remark C.2. Applying Construction 4.23 in FPC produces logical relations that are closed under arbitrary substitutions by definition,
whereas logical relations in the literature are often defined on closed terms, then extended to open terms in a subsequent step. The two
constructions can be shown to be equivalent (see e.g. [87, E.10] for a similar argument).

To prove congruence and reflexivity of £2, we first instantiate the data to Assumptions 4.25, in a manner that is largely similar to
Example 4.27. In detail, we pick
(1) the signature functor X (22),
(2) the behaviour functor B(X,Y) = (X, Y) x P.(Y + D(X, Y)) (23) and its lifting B (25),
(3) the higher-order GSOS law o = (o', 02) (24).
Let us check that the higher-order GSOS law g lifts to a Ay -pointed higher-order GSOS law

00 Ay—or: 2(QXB(Q.R) = B(X,.T (Q+R)).

It suffices to show that the following diagram commutes for each Q € Ay/ Rel ((Set?/T)TY) and R € Rel ((Setf/TY)TY):

Z(Q X B(Q,R)) ——------= > B(Q,.2 (Q+R))

! !

S(X X B(X,Y))2 —2%¢ _, B(X,3*(X +Y))?

The above diagram decomposes into the following two diagrams:

S(QxB(RQ)) ~—------- > Q.2 (Q+R)) (QXB(Q.R)) ——------- > P(E(Q+R) +D(RT (Q+R))
! I ! ! @)
(X X B(X,Y))? _exe | (X, ZH(X +Y))2 2(X X B(X,Y))? _eixe’ | Pu(Z*(X +Y) + D(X,Z*(X +Y)))?

The left diagram commutes by definition of o', as it stems from the V-pointed strength str of %, which admits a canonical relation lifting,
It remains to consider commutativity of the diagram on the right. The left-to-right Egli-Milner relation lifting . works as follows: Given
arelation R C X X X then

(V,U) € Pop(R)(T) & VteVCX,(I).TseUCX,(I) with R(D)(5).

With the above in mind, we interpret commutativity of the right diagram in (26) as a kind of monotonicity condition on the operational
rules of FPC, applying on each f € 3. In particular:
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(1) Case of variables. Let x: 7 € V;(I'). The condition says that for all fi € p?(x) = @, there exists f; € p?(x) = @ such that = (Q+R) +
D(Q, b (Q+R))-(T)(fi, f2)- This is trivially true.

(2) Case app,, ,,- Assume terms t1,t3 € Xy, (I') and s1, 52 € Xy, (T'), with Qr, 7, () (#1, £2) and Qr, (I')(s1,s2), and behaviours V1, V, €
P.(Y + D(X,Y)), such that for each f; € V; there exists f € Vo with (R+ D(Q,R))-(T)(f1, f2). For each i € {1,2}, the operational rules
maps each term app,, (tj, i) = tj s to the set

. (t _ {ﬁ(s» iffi € Yy,
LI /A .
apPr,r, (fi,s1) if fi € Yr, 1, fieVi

The lifting condition asserts that for each 15, € Z; there exists a related 5, € Z3, which is true. Intuitively, the condition holds because for
each derivation of t; s1, there is always a derivation for t; sy where the conclusions are related. For instance:

2R e 22 i S R0 foso).
t131—>ﬁ81 t282—>fész
(3) Case lamy, r,. Assume terms t1,tz € Xg, (T + 71) with Qr, (T + 71)(1, 2) and substitution structures v1,02 € (X,Y),, (T) such that,
given substitutions u1, up whose components are pointwise in Q, then Ry, (A)(v1[u1], v2[u2]). The condition says that for all e1, ez € X7, (T')
with Qr, (T)(e1, e2), Rr, (T) (v1[x1, . .., x7|, e1], v2[x1, . . ., X|7| e2]), which is true because v1,02 and ey, ez are appropriately related and Q is
pointed, hence contains the variables x;.

The rest of the operations work similarly to either the case of applications and A-abstractions.

Theorem C.3. Relation L2 is a (reflexive) congruence.

Proor. All rules of FPC are sound for the weak transition system =, hence (g, 1, (yo,y)) forms a lax p-bialgebra. As such, applying
Corollary 4.31 and Corollary 4.32 gives the desired result. &

Following other examples in the literature of nondeterministic higher-order languages (see for instance [5, 14, 15]), one suitable choice
of observable relation O »>» A X A for the contextual preorder is may-termination. To model may-termination, we define O as O (T'){(T +
(s,t): s} = tl}. The category (Set™/™)TY and the signature endofunctor ¥ of (22) satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 4.17, thus the
contextual preorder <O exists. It can given in more explicit term using contexts, completely analogous to (7).

Corollary C.4. The logical relation L is sound for the contextual preorder.
Proor. The logical relation £ is easily seen to an O-adequate congruence. Thus, by Corollary 4.33, it is contained in <©. O

The ground contextual preorder, which restricts contexts to the bool type, is handled analogously, cf. Example 4.34.
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