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ABSTRACT. We present a logical system CFP (Concurrent Fixed Point Logic) supporting
the extraction of nondeterministic and concurrent programs that are provably total and
correct. CFP is an intuitionistic first-order logic with inductive and coinductive definitions
extended by two propositional operators, B|a (restriction, a strengthening of implication)
and || (B) (total concurrency). The source of the extraction are formal CFP proofs, the
target is a lambda calculus with constructors and recursion extended by a constructor Amb
(for McCarthy’s amb) which is interpreted operationally as globally angelic choice and is
used to implement nondeterminism and concurrency. The correctness of extracted programs
is proven via an intermediate domain-theoretic denotational semantics. We demonstrate
the usefulness of our system by extracting a nondeterministic program that translates
infinite Gray code into the signed digit representation. A noteworthy feature of CFP is the
fact that the proof rules for restriction and concurrency involve variants of the classical law
of excluded middle that would not be interpretable computationally without Amb.!

1. INTRODUCTION

Nondeterministic bottom-avoiding choice is an important and useful idea. With the wide-
spread use of hardware supporting parallel computation, it can speed up practical com-
putation and, at the same time, relates to computation over mathematical structures like
real numbers [Esc96, Tsu02]. On the other hand, it is not easy to apply theoretical tools
like denotational semantics to nondeterministic bottom-avoiding choice [HO89, Lev07], and
guaranteeing correctness and totality of such programs is a difficult task.

To explain the subtleties of the problem, let us start with an example. Suppose that M
and N are partial programs that, under the conditions A and —A, respectively, are guaranteed
to terminate and produce values satisfying specification B. Then, by executing M and N
in parallel and taking the result returned first, we should always obtain a result satisfying
B. This kind of bottom-avoiding nondeterministic program is known as McCarthy’s amb
(ambiguous) operator [McC63], and we denote such a program by Amb(M,N). Amb is
called the angelic choice operator and is usually studied as one of the three nondeterministic
choice operators (the other two are erratic choice and demonic choice).

!This is a revised and extended version of the conference paper [BT22].
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2 EXTRACTING TOTAL AMB PROGRAMS FROM PROOFS

If one tries to formalize this idea naively, one will face some obstacles. Let M r B (“M
realizes B”) denote the fact that a program M satisfies a specification B and let ||[(B) be
the specification that can be satisfied by a concurrent program of the form Amb(M, N)
that always terminates and produces a value satisfying B. Then, the above inference could
be written as

A— (MrB) —-A— (NrB)
Amb(M,N)r |[(B)
However, this inference is not sound for the following reason. Suppose that A does not hold,
that is, = A holds. Then, the execution of N will produce a value satisfying B. But the
execution of M may terminate as well, and with a data that does not satisfy B since there
is no condition on M if A does not hold. Therefore, if M terminates first in the execution of
Amb(M, N), we obtain a result that may not satisfy B.

To amend this problem, we add a new operator B|4 (pronounced “B restricted to A”)

and consider the rule

Mr(Bla) Nr(B|-a)
Amb(M,N)r |[(B) (1.1)

Intuitively, M r (B|4) means two things: (1) If A holds, then M terminates, and (2) if
M terminates, then the result satisfies B, even for the case A does not hold. As we will
see in Section 5.1, the above rule is derivable in classical logic and can therefore be used to
prove total correctness of Amb programs.

In this paper, we go a step further and introduce a logical system CFP whose formulas
can be interpreted as specifications of nondeterministic programs although they do not talk
about programs explicitly. CFP is defined by adding the two logical operators B|4 and || (B)
to the system IFP, a logic for program extraction [BT21] (see also [Berll, BS12, BP18]).
IFP supports the extraction of lazy functional programs from inductive/coinductive proofs
in intuitionistic first-order logic. It has a prototype implementation in Haskell, called
Prawf [BPT20]. A related approach has been developed in the proof system Minlog [Sch06,
BMSS11, SW12].

We show that from a CFP-proof of a formula, both a program and a proof that the
program satisfies the specification can be extracted (Soundness theorem, Theorem 5.2). For
example, in CFP we have the rule

Bla Bl-a
1(B) (1.2)

which is realized by the program Aa.Ab.Amb(a, b), and whose correctness is expressed by the
rule (1.1). Programs extracted from CFP proofs can be executed in Haskell, implementing
Amb with the concurrent Haskell package.

Compared with program verification, the extraction approach has the benefit that (a)
the proofs programs are extracted from take place in a formal system that is of a very high
level of abstraction and therefore is simpler and easier to use than a logic that formalizes
concurrent programs (in particular, programs do not have to be written manually at all);
(b) not only the complete extracted program is proven correct but also all its sub-programs
come with their specifications and correctness proofs since these correspond to sub-proofs.
This makes it easier to locally modify programs without the danger of compromising overall
correctness.

As an application, we extract a nondeterministic program that converts infinite Gray
code to signed digit representation, where infinite Gray code is a coding of real numbers by

(Conc-lem)



EXTRACTING TOTAL AMB PROGRAMS FROM PROOFS 3

partial digit streams that are allowed to contain a L, that is, a digit whose computation
does not terminate [DG99, Tsu02]. Partiality and multi-valuedness are common phenomena
in computable analysis and exact real number computation [Wei00, Luc77]. This case
study connects these two aspects through a nondeterministic and concurrent program whose
correctness is guaranteed by a CFP-proof. The extracted Haskell programs are listed in the
Appendix, and are also available in the repository [Ber].

Organization of the paper: In Sections 2 and 3 we present the denotational and
operational semantics of a functional language with Amb and prove that they match
(Thorems. 3.2 and 3.3). Sections 4 and 5 describe the formal system CFP and its realizability
interpretation which our program extraction method is based on (Theorems 5.2, 5.10,
and 5.11). In Sections 6 we extract a concurrent program that converts representations of
real numbers and study its behaviour in Section 7.

2. DENOTATIONAL SEMANTICS OF GLOBALLY ANGELIC CHOICE
In [McC63], McCarthy defined the ambiguity operator amb as

x (x#1)
amb(r,y) =41 y (y#L1)
L (x=y=1)

where | means ‘undefined’ and x and y are taken nondeterministically when both = and y
are not 1. This is called locally angelic nondeterministic choice since convergence is chosen
over divergence for each local call for the computation of amb(x,y). It can be implemented
by executing both of the arguments in parallel and taking the result obtained first. Despite
being a simple construction, amb is known to have a lot of expressive power, and many
constructions of nondeterministic and parallel computation such as erratic choice, countable
choice (random assignment), and ‘parallel or’ can be encoded through it [LM99]. These
multifarious aspects of the operator amb are reflected by the difficulty of its mathematical
treatment in denotational semantics. For example, amb is not monotonic when interpreted
over powerdomains with the Egli-Milner order [Bro86].

Alternatively, one can consider an interpretation of amb as globally angelic choice,
where an argument of amb is chosen so that the whole ambient computation converges, if
convergence is possible at all [CH85, SS92]. It can be implemented by running the whole
computation for both of the arguments of amb in parallel and taking the result obtained
first. The difference between the locally and the globally angelic interpretation of amb is
highlighted by the fact that the former does not commute with function application. For
example, if f(0) =0 but f(1) diverges, then, with the local interpretation, amb(f(0), f(1))
will always terminate with the value 0, whereas f(amb(0,1)) may return 0 or diverge. On
the other hand, the latter term will always return 0 if amb is implemented with a globally
angelic semantics. Though globally angelic choice is not defined compositionally, one can, as
suggested in [CH85], integrate it into the design of a programming language by using this
commutation property.

Denotationally, globally angelic choice can be modelled by the Hoare powerdomain
construction. However, this would not be suitable for analyzing total correctness because
the ordering of the Hoare powerdomain does not discriminate X and X U {Ll} [HM92,
HOB89]. Instead, we consider a two-staged approach (see Section. 2.2) and provide a simple
denotational semantics for a language with angelic choice.
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2.1. Programs and types. Our target language for program extraction is an untyped
lambda calculus with recursion operator and constructors as in [BT21], but extended by
an additional constructor Amb that corresponds to globally angelic version of McCarthy’s
amb. This could be easily generalized to Amb operators of any arity > 2.

Programs > M,N,L,P,Q,R ::==a,b,..., f,g (program variables)
| \a.M | MN | M|/N |recM | L
| Nil | Left(M) | Right(M) | Pair(M, N)| Amb(M, N)
| case M of {Left(a) — L; Right(b) — R}
| case M of {Pair(a,b) — N}
| case M of {Amb(a,b) - N}

Denotationally, Amb is just another pairing operator. Its interpretation as globally angelic
choice will come to effect only through its operational semantics (see Section 3). Though
essentially a call-by-name language, it also has strict application M|N.

We use a, ..., g for program variables to distinguish them from the variables z,y, z of
the logical system CFP (Section 4). Nil, Left, Right, Pair, Amb are called constructors.
Constructors different from Amb are called data constructors and Cgat, denotes the set of
data constructors.

Left| M stands for (Aa.Left(a))]M, etc., and we sometimes write Left and Right for

Left(Nil) and Right(Nil). Natural numbers are encoded as 0 = Left, 1 %' Right(Left),
2 2 Right(Right(Left)), etc.
Although programs are untyped, programs extracted from proofs will be typable by the

following system of simple recursive types:
Types 3 p,0 ::= « (type variables) |1 | px o |p+o|p=o|fixa.p| A(p)

The intention of A(p) is to denote the type of programs which, if they terminate (see
Section 3), reduce to a form Amb(M, N) with M, N:p.

To obtain a well-behaved semantics of types (see Section 2.2) we impose restrictions
on the formation of A(p) and fixa. p: A type is regular if (1) for every subtype A(p), p
is determined (see below) and (2) for every subtype fix a.. p, p is properly strictly positive
in a. Here, a type is determined if it is of the form fixa; . ... fixa, .p (n > 0) with p of
the form 1, p1 X pa, p1 + p2, or p1 = pa, and a type is properly strictly positive in « if it
contains « free but is different from « and it has no free occurrence of « in the left side of a
function type.

In the following we will tacitly assume that all types under consideration are reqular.

The restrictions imposed on fixed point types ensures that every type transformer a +— p
has a unique fixed point, which is taken as the semantics of fix . p. The restriction on the
formation of A(p) enables the interpretation of Amb as a bottom-avoiding choice operator
(see the explanation below Corollary 3.4). An example of a (regular) type is

nat ]Dzefﬁxa.1+a,

the type of lazy partial natural numbers. Besides the natural numbers 0,1, 2, ... (represented
in D as described above) this type contains the ‘partial natural numbers’ L, Right(L),
Right(Right(Ll)), ..., as well as their supremum, Right(Right(...)) = | [{Right"(l) |
n € N}.
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Ta:pFa:p I'HNil: 1 'kELl:p
I'EM:p I'-M:o
I'+Left(M):p+o I'-Right(M):p+o
I'EM:p 'FN:o 'EM:p 'EN:p
I'FPair(M,N):pxo ' Amb(M,N): A(p)
Ta:pk-M:o F’a:pl_Ma:p(anotfreeinM)
F'FXaM:p=o I'FrecM :p
'EM:p=o0 I'EN:p '-M:p=o I'EN:p
I'-MN:o I'M|N:o
I'EM:plfixa.p/al 'FM:fixa.p
'-M:fixa.p 'FM:plfixa.p/a

'-M:p+0c Tya:pkL:7 I'b:okFR:T
I' - case M of {Left(a) — L;Right(b) - R} : 7

'tM:pxo T,a:p,b:ob-N:T '-M:A(p) T,a,b:pEN:7
I'+ case M of {Pair(a,b) - N} : 7 I'+ case M of {Amb(a,b) - N} : 7

Table 1: Typing rules

The typing rules, listed in Fig. 1, are valid w.r.t. the denotational semantics given in
Section 2.2 and extend the rules given in [BT21]. Recursive types are equirecursive [Pie02]
in that M : fixa.p iff M : plfix . p/al.

Lemma 2.1. Typing is closed under substitution of types and programs. In other words,

typed programs are polymorphic and the cut-rule holds:

(1) (Polymorphism) IfT't M : p and « is not free in T, then T' = M : plo/a] for every type
o

(2) (Cut) IfTyx:pFM:0 andT'F N : p, then T M[N/x] : 0.
Proof. Induction on typing derivations L]

As an example of a program consider

f 2 \a. case a of {Left(_) — Left; Right(.) — L} (2.1)

which implements the function f discussed earlier, i.e., fO0 =0 and f1 = L. f has type
nat = nat. Since Amb(0,1) has type A(nat), the application f Amb(0, 1) is not well-
typed. Instead, we consider mapamb f Amb(0, 1) where mapamb : (o — ) — A(a) — A(p)
is defined as

mapamb et Af. Ac. case cof casecof {Amb(a,b) — Amb(fla, flb)}

This operator realizes the globally angelic semantics: mapamb f Amb(0, 1) is reduced
to Amb(f]0, fl1), and then f|]0 and f|1 are computed concurrently and the whole ex-
pression is reduced to 0, using the operational semantics in Section 3. In Section 5, we will
introduce a concurrent (or nondeterministic) version of Modus Ponens, (Conc-mp), which
will automatically generate an application of mapamb.
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[aln = n(a)
[Ma. M]n = Fun(f) where f(d) = [M]n[a — d]
[MN]n = f([NIn) if [M]n=Fun(f)
[MIN]n = [f([N]n) if [M]n=Fun(f)and [N]n# L
[rec M]n = the least fixed point of f if [M]n = Fun(f)
[C(My,...,Mp)n = C([Mi]n,...,[Mg]n) (C a constructor (including Amb))
[case M of Cl}]n = [K]nld— d] if [M]n=C(d) and C(@) — K € CI
[M]n = L in all other cases, in particular [L]n = L
7 is an environment that assigns elements of D to variables.

Table 2: Denotational semantics of programs (Phase I)

2.2. Denotational semantics. The denotational semantics has two phases: Phase [
interprets programs in a Scott domain D defined by the following recursive domain equation

D = (Nil + Left(D) + Right(D) + Pair(D x D) + Amb(D x D) + Fun(D — D)), .

where + and x denote separated sum and cartesian product, and the operation - | adds a
least element L ([GHKT03] is a recommended reference for domain theory and the solution
of domain equations).

Table 2 gives the denotational semantics of programs which interprets a program M
as an element [M]n € D for every environment 7 assigning domain elements to the free
variables of M. Note that Amb is interpreted (like Pair) as a simple pairing operator.

Types are interpreted as subdomains, i.e. as subsets of D that are downward closed and
closed under suprema of bounded subsets. To interpret the type constructors we use the
following operations on subsets of D:

X, 2 xu{L}
X+Y 2 {Left(a) |a € X} U {Right(b) |be Y}
X xY 2 (Pair(a,b) |ac X,be Y}
X=vy X {Fun(f) | f : D — D continuous, Ya € X(f(a) € Y)}
Amb(X,Y) 2 {Amb(a,b)|ac X, be Y}

Clearly, if X and Y are subdomains of D, so are (X +Y),, (X xY),, Amb(X,Y),,
(X = Y),. The denotational semantics of types, shown in Table 3, maps every type p to a
subdomain Dg for every environment ( that assigns subdomains to the free type variables
of p. It is easy to see that the typing rules in Table 1 are sound w.r.t. this semantics.

In the following we will often write M instead of [M]n if it is clear from the context
that we mean the denotation of M and not its syntax and if it is clear which assignment
n we are referring to, or the assignment is irrelevant. Similarly, we will often write just p
instead of Dg, hence a € p, which we also write as a : p, means a € Dg, and M € p (or
M : p) means [M]n € Df,. We write = M : p if the typing is derivable by the typing rules.

In Phase II of the denotational semantics we assign to every a € D a set data(a) C D
that reveals the role of Amb as a choice operator. The relation data(a,d), also written
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D; = ((a),
D = ({Nil L},
Dfjxa P = ﬂ{X <aD| DS X C X} (X <D means X is a subdomain of D)
Dy, = Amb(DS DS,
Dgw = (Dg <>D§)l (0 € {+, x,=})
¢ is a type environment that assigns subdomains of D to type variables.

Table 3: Denotational semantics of types

‘d € data(a)’, is defined (coinductively) as the largest relation satisfying
(a = Amb(d', V') Nd' # L Ad € data(a)) V
(a = Amb(d', V') NV # L Ad € data(V')) v

(a=Amb(Ll, L)ANd=1)V

\/ (a:C(c?)/\d:C(J’)/\/\dgedata(aé)) \Y
C€Cdata i
(a=Fun(f)ANd=a)V

(a=d=1). (2.2)

v

d € data(a)

(2

Now, every closed program M denotes the set data([M]) C D containing all possible
globally angelic choices derived form its denotation in D. For example, data(Amb(0,1)) =
{0,1} and, for f as defined in (2.1), we have, as expected, data(mapamb f Amb(0,1)) =
data(Amb(0, L)) = {0}. In Section 3 we will define an operational semantics whose fair

execution sequences starting with a regular-typed program M compute exactly the elements
in data([M]).

Remark 2.2. In [BT21] the meaning of the word ‘data’ is slightly different. There, it means
that a domain element has no function component. Therefore, in IFP, ‘data’ means ‘no
Fun’, whereas here, it means ‘no Amb’.

Example 1. Let M = rec \a.Amb(Left(Nil), Right(a)). M is a closed program of type
fixa. A(1 4 «). We have data(M) = {0,1,2,...}. Thus, we can express countable choice
(random assignment) with Amb.

Lemma 2.3. Ifa € p (w.r.t. some type environment) where p is a (regular) type but not
a variable, then the following are equivalent: (i) L € data(a); (i) {L} = data(a); (i)
a€{Ll,Amb(L,1)}.

Proof. Obviously (iii) implies (ii), and (ii) implies (i). Therefore, it suffices to show that (i)
implies (iii). By the definition of data, | € data(a) if and only if a = L or (a = Amb(a’, V)
and ((¢’ # L and L € data(a’)) or () # L and L € data(b')) or ' =¥ = 1)). Ifa =1,
then (iii) holds. If a = Amb(a’, V'), then, since p is not a variable (but regular), p must be
of the form fixay . ...fix a,, . A(0) where o is determined. Therefore, a’,b’ € o (w.r.t. some
type environment) and hence neither a’ nor b’ have the form Amb(a”,0"). Tt follows that,
1 € data(a) if and only if o’ = L, and L € data(V’) if and only if &’ = L. Therefore, (iii)
holds. []
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3. OPERATIONAL SEMANTICS

We define a small-step operational semantics that, in the limit, reduces each closed program
M nondeterministically to an element in data([M]) (Theorem 3.2). If M has a regular type,
the converse holds as well: For every d € data([M]) there exists a reduction sequence for
M computing d in the limit (Theorem 3.3). If M denotes a compact data, then the limit
is obtained after finitely many reductions. In the following, all programs and types are
assumed to be closed.

3.1. Reduction to weak head normal form. A program is called a weak head normal
form (w.h.n.f.) if it begins with a constructor (including Amb), or has the form Aa.M.
In Table 4, we inductively define a small-step leftmost-outermost reduction relation ~~ on
programs.

Lemma 3.1. (1) ~ is deterministic (i.e., M ~ M’ for at most one M’).
(2) ~~ preserves the denotational semantics (i.e., [M] = [M'] if M ~ M’).
(3) M is a ~-normal form iff M is a w.h.n.f.

(4) [Adequacy Lemma] If [M] # L, then there is a w.h.n.f. V s.t. M ~* V.

Proof. (1) to (3) are easy. The proof of (4) is standard and is as the proof of Lemma 33 in
[BT21] for the case that M begins with a constructor, and an easy consequence of Lemma 32
in [BT21] for the case that M is a A-abstraction. ]

3.2. Making choices. Next, we define the reduction relation ~ (‘c’ for ’choice’) that
reduces arguments of Amb in parallel as in Table 4. From this definition and Lemma 3.1, it
is immediate that M is a ~»-normal form iff M is a deterministic weak head normal form
(d.w.h.n.f.), that is, a w.h.n.f. that does not begin with Amb.

Finally, we define a reduction relation ~» that reduces arguments of data constructors
in parallel. Every (closed) program reduces under <> (easy proof by structural induction).
For example, Nil 2 Nil by (p-ii). In the following, all 2 _reduction sequences are assumed
to be infinite.

We call a >-reduction sequence unfair if, intuitively, from some point on, one side of
an Amb term is permanently reduced but not the other. More precisely, we inductively
define M, L Ms L, .. to be unfair if
e cach M; is of the form Amb(L;, R) (with fixed R) and L; ~» L;;1, or
e cach M; is of the form Amb(L, R;) (with fixed L) and R; ~» R;41, or
e each M; is of the form C(N;1,...,N;,) (with a fixed n-ary data constructor C') and

P D . .
Ny ~ Naj ~ ... is unfair for some k, or
. p . .
e the tail of the sequence, My ~~ Mj ..., is unfair.

A P-reduction sequence is fair if it is not unfair.

A computation of M is an infinite fair sequence M = M 2 My 2 Intuitively,
computation proceeds as follows: A program L is head reduced by ~» to a w.h.n.f. L', and
if L' is a data constructor term, all arguments are reduced in parallel by (p-ii). If L’ has
the form Amb(M, N), two concurrent threads are invoked for the reductions of M and
N in parallel, and the one reduced to a w.h.n.f. first is used. Fairness corresponds to the
fact that the ‘speed’ of each thread is positive which means, in particular, that no thread
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Rules of ~~:
(s-1) (A\a.M) N ~~ M[N/a]
(i) AL M
MN ~ M'N
(s-iii) (Aa. M){N ~» M[N/a] if N is a w.h.n.f.
(s-iv) MIN - MIN if N is a w.h.n.f.
!/
() STV AT
MIN ~ MIN

(s-vi) rec M ~~ M (rec M)
(s-vii) case C(M)of {...;C(b) — N;...} ~ N[M/b]
(C ranges over constructors including Amb)
Mo M -
case M of {Cl} ~~ case M' of {Cl}
(s-ix) M ~ L if M is L-like (see below)

(s-viii)

Rules of ~o:
~ M~ M
(C_l) c

M ~ M
My ~ M!
(c-ii) e

Amb(M;, M) ~ Amb(Mj], M)

M M}
(c-i) 2

Amb(My, My) ~5 Amb(M;, M})
(c-iii) Amb (M7, M>) ~ My if M is a w.hon.f.
(c-iii’) Amb(My, My) ~> My if My is a w.h.n.f.

Rules of ~:

(p-1)

C

M ~ M’
M2 M
M; 5 M! (i=1,...,k)

P (CG Cdata)
C(Mi, ..., M) % COMl,...,, M)

(p-ii)

(p-iii) Aa. M % Xa. M

1-like programs are such that their syntactic forms immediately imply that they denote L,
more precisely they are of the form L, C(M) N, C(M)|N, and case M of {...} where M is
a lambda-abstraction or of the form C(M) such that there is no clause in {...} which is of
the form C'(a@) — N. W.h.n.f.s are never L-like, and the only typeable L-like program is L.

Table 4: Operational semantics of programs
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can block another. Note that ~ is not used for the reductions of M and N in (s-ii), (s-iv),
(s-v) and (s-viii). This means that ~> is applied only to the outermost redex. Also, (c-ii) is

defined through ~», not ~-, and thus no thread creates new threads. This ability to limit
the bound of threads was not available in an earlier version of this language [Berl16] (see
also the discussion in Section 8.1).

3.3. Computational adequacy: Matching denotational and operational semantics.
We define Mp € D by structural induction on programs:

C(My,...,My)p =C(Mip,..., Myp) (C € Cqata)
(Aa.M)p = [Aa.M]
Mp=_1 otherwise

Since clearly M S N implies Mp Ep Np, for every computation sequence M 2 My S .
the sequence ((M;)p);eN is increasing and therefore has a least upper bound in D. Intuitively,
Mp is the part of M that has been fully evaluated to a data.

Theorem 3.2 (Computational Adequacy: Soundness). For every computation M = My 2
M % . Uien(M;)p € data([M]).

Proof. In the proof we will use the principle of coinduction for the binary predicate data which

was defined coinductively in (2.2). In general, for a coinductive predicate Q(Z) = ®(Q)(Z)

and any predicate P of the same arity, one can prove P C ) by coinduction by proving

P C ®(P). This proof principle is formalized in IFP/CFP (last rule in Table 5 in Section 4).
Set P(a,d) Def g — Uien(M;)p for some computation M L My .. with a = [Mq].

We show P C data, that is, P(a,d) — d € data(a), by coinduction. Therefore, we have to

show P(a,d) — ®(P)(a,d) where ®(P)(a,d) obtained by replacing in the right hand side of

(2.2), the predicate data by P. Assume P(a,d), witnessed by the computation, that is, fair

reduction sequence M = My ~» My % ... with a = [M] and d = Ujen(M;)p. We have to

show that at least one of the following six conditions holds:

(1) a=Amb(d ') Nd' # L AP(d,d)

(2) a=Amb(a, V')AV £ L AP, d)

(3) a—Amb(J_ J_)/\d 1

(4) a C( VYA d = C’(d’) AN, P(al,d;) for some data constructor C'.

(5)

(6

1)

Any computation M = M, S My belongs to one the following categories:

Case a: All reductions M; % M;, are (p-i) derived from (c-i): That is, My ~ My ~ .. ..
In this case, d = L and (6) holds by Lemma 3.1 (2) and (4).

Case b: For some n, M; ~ My (i < n) and M; ~ M;11 (n < i) by (c-ii) and
(c-ii’): In this case, M; = Amb(L;, R;) for i > n. We have L; ~» L;11 and R; = R;4; or
L; = L;y1 and R; ~ R;11. By fairness, both happen infinitely often and therefore (3) holds
by Lemma 3.1 (2) and (4).

Case ¢: M; ~ M; 1 for i <n and M; LS M; 41 for ¢ > n by (p-iii): (5) holds by Lemma
3.1(2).
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Case d: M; ~» M;4q for i < n and M; LN M,y for i > n by (p-ii): M; has the form
C(Nit,...,Niy) for i > n and N, ; 2 n+1, L. ... are fair reductions. In addition,
a = C([[Niyl]], ceey [[Nz,k]]) and d = C(uiGN(Ni,l)Da ceey UieN(Ni,k)D)- Therefore, (4) holds.

Case e: M; ~» M,y for i < n, M,, = Amb(L, R), M; 55 Mgy for n < i < m by
(c-ii) and (c-ii’), M, ~» My,q1 by (c-iii) or (c-iii’): @ = Amb(d/,d') with o’ = [L] and
v = [R]. My, = Amb(L',R'). If (c-iii) is used, M,,y1 = L' with o’ = [L] = [L'] # L.
Since the reduction sequence My, 1 ~» My 1o ~> ... is fair again, P(a’,d) and hence (1)
holds. Similarly, (2) holds for the case (c-iii’) is used.

[

The converse does not hold in general, i.e. d € data([M]) does not necessarily imply
d = Uien((M;)p) for some computation of M. For example, for M 2 rec Ma. Amb(a, 1)
(for which [M] = [Amb(M, L)]) one sees that d € data([M]) for every d € D while

M 2" M and Mp = 1. But M has the type fixa.A(a) which is not regular (see
Section 2.1). For programs of a regular type, the converse of Theorem 3.2 does hold.

Theorem 3.3 (Computational Adequacy: Completeness). If M is a member of a regular
type, then for every d € data([M]), there is a computation M = My ~> My % ... with
d = Uien((Mi)p).

Proof. First, we observe that every regular type is semantically equal to a type A(p) or
p where p is neither a fixed point type nor of the form A (o). This follows from an easy
modification of Lemma 7 in [BT21]. The key to the proof of the theorem is the following

Claim. Let e be a compact element of D. If M is a program with M : p for

some regular type p, d € data([M]) and e C d, then there exists M’ such

*

that M <% M’ d € data([M']), and e C M}, C d.
Proof of the Claim. Induction on the rank of e where the rank, rk(a) € N, of a compact
element of a € D is defined as rk(L) = rk(Fun(f)) = 0 and rk(C(@)) = 1 + max(rk(a))'.
D_= DAk(p) where k € {0,1} and p is neither a fixed point type nor of the form A(p’).

Case e = 1. Then the assertion holds with M’ = M, since clearly Mp C d for all
d € data([M]) (induction on M).

Case e = C(e’) with C # Amb. Then d = C(d') with d; J /.

If £ = 0, then 7 is semantically equal to a type of the form 1, p; 4+ p2 or p1 X p2, and
therefore [M] has the form C(a’). By the Adequacy Lemma (Lemma 3.1 (4)), M ~~* C(M’)
for some M’ and d € data([M]) = data(C([M’])). Therefore, by the definition of data,
d; € data([M]]). Furthermore, by Lemma 3.1 (2), C(M’) has the same denotation as M
and therefore, each M; has a denotation in some regular type (for example, if p = p; X p2,
then M] : p1). Since the ranks of the €] are smaller than that of e, by induction hypothesis,
there exists M” such that M! 2 M/, d; € data([M]']) and €, C (M;")p C d}. Therefore,
C(M") %" C(M") by (p-ii), d € data([C(M")]), and e T C(M")p T d. Since M > C(M"),
we are done.

If k =1, then [M] has the form Amb(a’,V’). Since d Je # L, a’ # L ANd € data(a’) or
b # L ANd € data(b'). By the Adequacy Lemma, M ~~* Amb(Ny, Np). If [N1] # L Ad €

1Every compact element has a rank since otherwise it could be approximated from elements strictly below.
Our definition of rank differs slightly from the one in [BT21] where rk(Fun(f)) > 0.
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data([N1])) then Ny ~* K for some w.h.n.f. K and therefore M ST K by applying (c-i),
(c-ii), and (c-iii), and thus M % K by (p-i). Note that K : A%p) and d € data([K]).
Therefore, there exists K’ such that K % K’, d € data([K']), and e C K}, C d. Since

MR K', we have the result.

Case e = Fun(f). If k = 0, then [M] = Fun(f) and therefore d = Fun(f). Furthermore,
by the Adequacy Lemma, M ~~* M’ for some M’ in w.h.n.f. Since [M'] = [M] = Fun(f),
M' is a A-abstraction and hence M}, = [M']. It follows that e = M}, = d. If k = 1 the

same argument as in the case e = C (e_; ) applies. This completes the proof of the Claim.
To prove the Theorem, let d € data(M ), and let dy C dy C ... be an infinite sequence

of compact approximations of d such that d = L;d;. We construct a sequence (M;);en such

that d € data([M;]) and M; has a regular type as follows. Let My = M. By applying

the Claim to d;, d and M;, we have M;,; such that M; 27 M1 (hence, clearly, M;
has a regular type as well), d € data([M;+1]), and d; C (M;+1)p C d. By concatenating

the reduction sequences, we have an infinite sequence M = Ny 2 Ny % ... such that
d = Uien((Ni)p)- O

We say that a closed program M is productive if every computation M = My RNy V-
produces a deterministic w.h.n.f. (i.e., some M; is a deterministic w.h.n.f). We consider
productiveness a counterpart of termination for a nondeterministic infinite computation. By
the first Adequacy Theorem and Lemma 2.3:

Corollary 3.4. For a closed program M of reqular type, the following are equivalent.
(1) M is productive.

(2) Some computation M = My My B produces a deterministic w.h.n.f.
(3) [M] is neither L nor Amb(L, L).

Proof. Clearly, every program has a fair ~»>-reduction sequences. Therefore, (1) implies (2).
Next, assume (2). Then, by Theorem 3.2, data([A]) must contain a non-bottom element.
By Lemma 2.3, (3) holds. Finally, if (3) holds, then by Lemma 2.3, L ¢ data([A]). Hence,

by Theorem 3.2, every 2s-reduction sequences of M reduces to a deterministic w.h.n.f. []

The corollary does not hold without the regularity condition. For example, M =
Amb(Amb(Nil, Nil), Amb(L, 1)) can be reduced to M; = Amb(_L, 1) and then repeats
M forever, whereas it can also be reduced to Nil. McCarthy’s amb operator is bottom-
avoiding in that when it can terminate, it always terminates. Corollary 3.4 guarantees a
similar property for our globally angelic choice operator Amb.

4. CFP (CONCURRENT FIXED POINT LOGIC)

In [BT21], the system IFP (Intuitionistic Fixed Point Logic) was introduced. IFP is an
intuitionistic first-order logic with strictly positive inductive and coinductive definitions,
from the proofs of which programs can be extracted. The system CFP is obtained by
adding to IFP two propositional operators, B|4 and ||(B), that facilitate the extraction of
nondeterministic and concurrent programs. In this section, we introduce CFP after a short
overview of IFP.



EXTRACTING TOTAL AMB PROGRAMS FROM PROOFS 13

4.1. IFP.

Language. The system IFP is defined relative to a many-sorted first-order language. IFP
expressions consist of formulas, predicates, and operators. IFP Formulas have the form
AANB,AVB,A— B, VxA 3z A s=t s, tterms of the same sort), P() (for a predicate
P and terms ¢ of fitting arities). Predicates are either predicate constants (as given by the
first-order language), or predicate variables (denoted X,Y,...), or comprehensions \Z A
(where A is a formula and 7 is a tuple of first-order variables), or fixed points u(®) and v(®)
(least fixed point aka inductive predicate and greatest fixed point aka coinductive predicate)
where @ is a strictly positive (s.p.) operator. Every term has a fixed sort and every predicate
variable has a fixed arity which is a tuple of sorts. We usually suppress sorts and arities,
notationally. Operators are of the form AX @ where X is a predicate variable and @ is a
predicate of the same arity as X. AX @ is s.p. if every free occurrence of X in @) is at a
strictly positive position, that is, at a position that is not in the left part of an implication.

Notation: P(t) will also be written £ € P, and if ® is AX Q, then ®(P) stands for

Q[P/X]. Definitions (on the meta level) of the form P Def O(®) (O € {u,v}) where & =

AX AZ A, will usually be written P(Z) = A[P/X]. We write P C @ for V& (P(Z) — Q(Z)),

Ve € P A for Vo (P(x) — A), and 3z € P A for 3z (P(z) N A). -A 20 4 False

where False 2 w(AX X) and X has empty arity (i.e. X is a propositional variable). We

identify (AZ A)(f) with A[f/#] where [/Z] means capture avoiding substitution. Formulas
are identified with predicates of empty arity. Hence, every statement about predicates is
also a statement about formulas.

Example 2 (Inductively defined predicates). In our examples and case studies, we work
with an instance of IFP (and also its extension CFP) that contains a sort for real numbers,
whose language includes constants, operations and relations such as 0,1, +, —, %, <,|-|,/. In
this instance, one can express the predicate N(x) that z is a natural number inductively as

N(z)£2z=0VN(z—-1)

which is shorthand for N 2 pAX Az (x =0V X (z —1))).

Proofs. The proof rules of IFP are the usual natural deduction rules for intuitionistic
first-order logic with equality plus rules for induction and coinduction, as shown in Table 5.
In the last four rules (called closure, induction, coclosure, coinduction), ® is a s.p. operator,
i.e. an abstraction AX @ where @ is a predicate that is strictly positive in the predicate
variable X. The application ®(P) is defined as Q[P/X]. The induction rule has a strong
and a half strong variant where the premise is weakened to ®(P N u(®)) C P respectively
®(P) N p(P) C P. Similarly, the coinduction rule has a strong and a half strong variant
where the premise is weakened to P C ®(P Uy (®)) respectively P C ®(P)Uv(P). Logically,
these variants are redundant since they can be derived form the original versions. However,
they can be given more efficient realizers than those that would be obtained by extraction
from their derivations (see [BT21]).

Axioms. IFP is parametric in a set A of azioms, which have to be closed non computational
(nc) formulas, i.e., formulas containing no disjunctions. Axioms should be chosen such that
they are true in an intended Tarskian model. Since Tarskian semantics admits classical logic,
this means that a fair amount of classical logic is available through axioms. For example, for
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IAFA ' A (A anon computational axiom)
ety '+ Als/x] 'ks=t
'+ Alt/x]
'EA '-B '-AAB I'HFAAB
'HAAB THA '+B
r-A '-B '-AvB LNAFC IBrC
I'-AvVvB '-AvB r-c
ILA-B '-rA—-B TFA
'-A—B 'eB
r-A . vz A
TE Ve A (z not free in I) TF Alt)a]
T+ Alt/a] PE3rd  TAEB (o em . B)
-3z A I'+B
'FoP)CP
I @(u(®)) € p(®) e
L' p(®) € P
-
T u(®) C &(u(d)) THPCePp)
TFPCu®)

Table 5: Derivation rules of IFP.

each nc-formula A(Z), stability, VZ (-—A(Z) — A(Z)) can be postulated as an axiom. The
significance of the restriction to nc-formulas is that these are identical to their (formalized)
realizability interpretation given below. In particular, Tarskian and realizability semantics
coincide for axioms, which is the base of the soundness of our realizability interpretation.

Realizability. From an IFP proof of a formula A, one can extract a program M that is a
realization of the computational content of A. Program extraction is done by

(1) defining, for each formula A, a type 7(A) and a predicate R(A) on the Scott-domain D
(defined in Section 2.2) specifying which a € 7(A) realizes A.
(2) showing that if there is a proof of A, then there is a program satisfying R(A).

For a given instance of IFP, realizability is formalized in another instance of IFP, called
RIFP, which extends IFP by additional sorts, constants, and axioms. RIFP has the new
sorts 0 for the domain D and 69 for the set of subdomains of D, a binary relation symbol :
for the typing relation as well as constants for the type and program constructs in Section 2,
excluding A, Amb and |. It also has axioms describing the denotational semantics of RIFP
programs and types, which can be found in [BT21]. In addition, RIFP has special predicate
variables and type variables, corresponding to IFP predicate variables, as well as axioms
connecting them, which we describe below.

To avoid ‘computational garbage’ we distinguish between formulas with (nontrivial)
computational content and those with trivial computational content. The latter are called
Harrop formulas and are defined as those IFP formulas which contain neither free predicate
variables nor disjunctions (V) at strictly positive positions. Their trivial computational
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T(P(#) = 7(P)

7(AV B) =71(A) + 7(B)

T(AANB)=71(A) x 7(B) (A, B non-Harrop)
=T1(A) (B Harrop, A non-Harrop)
=71(B) (A Harrop, B non-Harrop)
=1 (A, B Harrop)

T(A— B)=71(A) = 7(B) (A, B non-Harrop)
=7(B) (otherwise)
T(ox A) = 7(A) (0 e{v,3})
7(X) = ax (X a predicate variable, ax a fresh type variable)
T(P)=1 (P a predicate constant)
T(AZ A) = 1(A)
T(o(AX P)) = fixay .7(P) (o € {u, v}, o(AX P) non-Harrop)
=1 (0 € {u, v}, o(AX P) Harrop)

Table 6: Types of IFP expressions.

content is represented by the program Nil. A formula is non-Harrop if it is not Harrop.
The definition of the Harrop property can be extended to predicates in an obvious way.

Table 6 defines the type 7(A) of an IFP formula. Simultaneously, a type 7(P) is defined
for every IFP predicate P. For a predicate variable, 7(X) is a fresh type variable ax
representing the unknown type of the unknown predicate X. One can see that 7(A) = 1 iff
A is a Harrop formula.

The realizability predicate R(A) is defined in Table 7 by structural recursion on the
IFP formula A. We often write ar A for R(A)(a) (‘a realizes A’) and r A for 3a ar A (‘A
is realizable’). Simultaneously with R(A), we define for every IFP predicate P an RIFP-
predicate R(P) with an extra argument for (potential) realizers. Since Harrop formulas have
trivial computational content, it only matters whether they are realizable or not. Therefore,
we define for a Harrop formula A, an RIFP-formula H(A) that represents the realizability
of A. For a predicate variable, R(X) is a fresh type variable X representing the unknown
computational content of the unknown predicate X.

The main difference of our interpretation to the usual realizability interpretation of
intuitionistic number theory lies in the interpretation of quantifiers. While in number theory
variables range over natural numbers, which have concrete computationally meaningful
representations, we make no general assumption of this kind, since it is our goal to extract
programs from proofs in abstract mathematics. This is the reason why we interpret quantifiers
uniformly, that is, a realizer of a universal statement must be independent of the quantified
variable and a realizer of an existential statement does not contain a witness. A similar
uniform interpretation of quantifiers can be found in the Minlog system. The usual definition
of realizability of quantifiers in intuitionistic number theory can be recovered by relativization
to the inductively defined predicate N in Example 2, i.e., by writing Va (N(z) — A).
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R(A) for Harrop formulas A:
R(A) = Xa(a=NilAH(A4))

R(A) for non-Harrop formulas A:
P(#)) = A (R(P)(,0))
R(AV B) = Ac¢(Ja(c = Left(a) Aar A) V 3b(c = Right(b) Abr B))

¢(3a,b(c = Pair(a,b) Aar AANbr B)) (A, B non-Harrop)
R(AAB) = { Aa(ar ANH(B)) (B Harrop)
Ab(H(A) Abr B) (A Harrop)
Ae(e:7(A) = 7(B)AVa(ar A — (ca)r B)) (A non-Harrop)
R(A = B) = { b (b: 7(B) A (H(A) = br B)) - (4 Horrop)

R(Cz A) = da (Cz (ar A)) (Ce{v,3})

R(P) for non-Harrop predicates P:
R(X)=X
R\ A) = A(#,a) (ar A)
R(O(A\X P)) = O\X R(P)[fixax .7(P)/ax]) (B € {u,v})

H(A) for Harrop formulas A:
P = H(P)D)
A AB) = ( ) ANH(B)
H(A— B)=rA — H(B)
H(COz A) =OzH(A) (©e{v,3})
H(P) for Harrop predicates P:
H(P)=P (P a predicate constant)
H(\Z A) = \TH(A)
H(O(O\X P) = O0X Hx(P) (D€ {m,v})

e To each IFP predicate variable X there are assigned a fresh type variable ax and a fresh RIFP
predicate variable X with one extra argument for domain elements.

e Hx(P) et H(P[X /X])[X/X] where X is a fresh predicate constant assigned to the (non-Harrop)
predicate variable X. This is motivated by the fact that AX P is Harrop iff P[X/X] is. The idea
is that Hx (P) is the same as H(P) but considering X as a (Harrop) predicate constant.

Table 7: Realizability interpretation of IFP

Example 3 (Natural numbers). The type 7(IN) assigned to the predicate N (recall that
N(z) £ 2 =0V N(z —1)) is the type of unary lazy natural numbers, nat = fixa. 1+ a,
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introduced in Section 2. Realizability for N works out as
arN(z) £ (a = Left Az = 0) v 3b (¢ = Right(b) A br N(z — 1)).

Therefore, the formulas N(0), N(1), N(2), ...are realized by the domain elements Left
(= Left(INil)), Right(Left), Right(Right(Left)), ..., which means that if x is a natural
number, then the (unique) realizer of N(z) is the unary (domain) representation of x
introduced in Section 2. Other ways of defining natural numbers may induce different
(e.g. binary) representations.

Example 4 (Functions). As an example of an extraction of a program with function type,
consider the formula expressing that the sum of two natural number is a natural number,

v,y (N(z) = N(y) = N(z + y)). (4.1)

It has type nat = nat = nat and is realized by a function f that, given realizers of N(x)
and N(y), returns a realizer of N(x 4 y), hence f performs addition of unary numbers.

Example 5 (Non-terminating realizer - this example will be used in Section 6). Let

D(:J;)D:efa:;éO—>(:1:§0\/mZO).

Then 7(D) = 2 where 2 =1+ 1, and ar D(z) unfolds to
a:7(2) A\ (x#0— (a=Left A\x <0)V (a =Right Az > 0)).

Therefore, D(z) is realized by Left if x < 0 and by Right if x > 0. If z = 0, any element
of 2 realizes D(z), in particular L. Hence, nonterminating programs, which, by Lemma
4.1 (4), denote L, realize D(0). In contrast, strict formulas (defined in Section 4.2) are never
realized by a nonterminating program, as shown in Lemma 4.1 (2).

4.2. CFP.

Language. CFP extends IFP by two propositional operators, B| 4 for restriction, and || (B)
for concurrency. Logically, these operators are equivalent to A — B and B, respectively
because the logical rules in Table 8 are valid in a Tarskian semantics provided we identify
B|a with A — B and ||(B) with B. Their importance relies exclusively on their realizability
interpretations, which are meaningful only when the realizers of B are neither | nor of the
form Amb(a,b). Therefore, we require in B|4 and || (B) the formula B to be strict in the
following inductively defined sense, where the notion of a Harrop formula is extended to
CFP by requiring that in addition to disjunctions and predicate variables, also restriction
and the concurrency operator are disallowed at strictly positive positions:

- Harrop formulas and disjunctions are strict.

- A non-Harrop conjunction is strict if either both conjuncts are non-Harrop or it is a
conjunction of a Harrop formula and a strict formula.

- A non-Harrop implication is strict if the premise is non-Harrop.

- A formula of the form oz A (¢ € {V,3}) or O(AXAZ A) (O € {u,v}) is strict if A is strict.

- Formulas of other forms (B|4, ||(B), X (#)) are not strict.
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A— (BoV B1) —A— ByABi Rest-intro
(BoV By)|a (A, By, By Harrop)
B B — (B’
4 B/|A( l4) Rest-bind BAL Rest-return
A — A Bla ] Bla Rest
Bla Rest-antimon 2] est-mp
Rest-efq Bla Rest-stab
- est-sta
B|False B|—\—\A
Bla Bl-a B
Conc-lem ———— Conc-return
(B) (B)
A— B [[(4) G
——— X = Conc-mp
(B)

Table 8: Inference rules for B|4 and || B .

~(Bla) = 7(B)
T(1L(B)) = A(7(B))
R(B|a) =X (b:71(B)A(rA—=b# L)A(b# L —brB))
R(]l(B)) = Ac3a,b (c = Amb(a,b) Na,b: 7(B)A(a# LVb# L) A
(a#L—arB)AN(b# L —brB))

Table 9: Typing and realizability for B|4 and || B.

Proofs. The inference rules of CFP are those of IFP extended with the rules in Table 8
where the formulas and predicates in the IFP rules run now over CFP. Since the rules do
not change the assumptions of a sequent, we display them with formulas instead of sequents.
Hence, each premise or conclusion A stands for a sequent I' = A with the same I" in each
rule. The notion of strict positivity, which the well-formedness of the fixed points u(®)
and v(®) refer to, is extended to CFP expressions by stipulating that the strictly positive
positions in B|4 and ||(B) are exactly those in B. The rules in Table 8 are only applicable
if all occurring formulas are well-formed, in particular, B must be strict in all occurring
formulas of the form B|4 or |[(B).

Realizability. Typing and realizability interpretation of CFP-formulas are the extension
of Table 6 and Table 7 with those in Table 9. Formally, realizability for CFP is expressed
in an extension of RIFP by the type constructor A, the amb operator Amb and the strict
application operator |. This extension is called RCFP where the ‘C’ stands for ‘classical’
(rather than ‘concurrent’) since it is based on classical logic but does not have nonstandard
constructs for concurrency. The proof rules of RCFP are those of RIFP (extended to RCFP
formulas) plus the law of excluded middle, AV —A. In addition to the axioms of RIFP,
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RCFP has axioms for strict application (b # L — alb = ab, alL = 1) and the type operator

A (c:A(p) < (Ja,b:p(c=Amb(a,b))Vec=_1)).

Lemma 4.1. For every CFP-formula A:

(1) 7(A) is a regular type.

(2) If A is strict, then L and domain elements of the form Amb(a,b) do not realize A.

(3) Amb(L, 1) is not a realizer of A, and if Amb(a,b) realizes A, then neither a nor b is
of the form Amb(u,v).

(4) For a program M that realizes A, M is productive iff [M] # L.

Proof. (1) and (2) are easily proved by structural induction on formulas. (3) follows from
the fact that if A is of the form ||(B), then B must be strict. (4) follows from (1), (3) and
Corollary 3.4. L]

Remark 4.2. For a closed program M, we study the meanings of R(B|4)(M) and
R(|[(B))(M) (identifying M with [M] € D):

By combining the definition of R(B|4) with Lemma 4.1(4), we see that R(B|4)(M)
says two things: (1) if A is realizable, then M is productive, and (2) if M is productive then
M realizes B. Recall that ‘productive’ is the counterpart of ‘terminating’ for concurrent
infinite computation. Therefore, one can consider (2) the ‘partial correctness’ of M with
respect to the specification B.

(1) and (2) together imply that if A is realizable, then M realizes B, a property one can
call ‘conditional correctness’ of M, and which is what R(A — B)(M) means if A is Harrop
(see Example 5). However, R(B|4)(M) says more than that. It says that even if A is not
realizable, all the defined (i.e., non-bottom) values obtained by computing M are correct.
This is what we need for concurrent computation as we explained in the introduction.

To highlight the difference between restriction and implication in a more concrete
situation, consider (AV B)|a vs. A — (A V B) where A is Harrop. Clearly Left realizes
A — (AV B), but Left does not realize (A V B)|4 if A is not realizable.

As to the intuitive meaning of the formula R(|[(B))(M), it says, by the Adequacy
Lemma (3.1(4)), that M is reduced by ~»* to Amb(N, K) such that both N and K are
partially correct programs of B and at least one of N or K is productive. Therefore, by
executing N and K concurrently and taking the one that produces some value (i.e., is
reduced to a deterministic w.h.n.f.), one have a realizer of B. Hence, if R(||(B))(M), then

there is a program M’ such that M 2" M’ and M’ realizes B. This is a part of the program
extraction theorem (Theorem 5.11).
The following lemma says that the result from [BT21] regarding the typability of realizers
carries over to CFP. We use the notation
Alp) = N@,a) (a2 p),
so that @ C A(p) unfolds to V(Z,a) (Q(Z,a) — a : p).

Lemma 4.3. If P is a CFP predicate, then RCFP proves R(P) C A(7(P)) from the
assumptions X C A(ax) for every free predicate variable X in P. In particular, if P is a
formula A, then ar A implies a : T(A) under these assumptions.

Proof. The proof is by structural induction on P and, in the largest parts, carries over from
[BT21]. For the case that P is a predicate variable X, the assumption X C A(ax) is used.
Looking at the definitions of realizability for B|4 and || (B), one sees that they preserve the
type correctness of realizers. []
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bI‘(A—> (Bo\/Bl)) H(—|A—>Bo/\Bl)

Rest-intro (A4, By, By H
(leftright b)r (By V By)|a est-intro (A, By, B Harrop)

ar B arBlag fr(B— (B'|4)) .. . c¢= flaif B non-Harrop
ar Bla Rest-return B4 Rest-bind ¢ = aseq f if B Harrop
r(A — A) arB\AR ot br B|a rAR .
arB|A/ est-antimon br B €St-1p
Rest-ef DY BlA_ pstab
——— Rest-eiq ——— Rest-sta
—LrB|False er‘ﬁﬁA
arBla brB|.a Concl ar B C ¢
Amb(a,b)r[[(B) " Amb(a, L) [[(B) ~ T
fr(A— B) crl|l(A) d = mapamb f ¢ if A non-Harrop
Conc-mp .
dr || (B) d=Amb(f, 1) if A Harrop

Table 10: Realizers of the inference rules for B|4 and || B with non-Harrop conclusions.

5. EXTRACTION OF CONCURRENT PROGRAMS FROM CFP PROOFS

We show that the realizability interpretation of CFP is sound in the sense that from every
CFP derivation one can extract a program realizing the proven formula (Theorem 5.2).
Proofs take place in the system RCFP introduced in Section 4.2 which is based on classical
logic. Classical logic is needed since for the rules (Rest-intro), (Rest-stab), and (Conc-lem),
the verification that the extracted programs are realizers uses the law of excluded middle.
In Section 5.1 we show the realizability of the new proof rules and hence the soundness of
the extracted programs. In Section 5.2 we show that, for a class of ‘admissible’ formulas,
the data of an extracted program M (i.e., the elements of data([M])) realize the formula
obtained by deleting the operator || and replacing every restriction by the corresponding
implication. Recall that, by the Computational Adequacy Theorems 3.2 and 3.3, the elements
of data([M]) are exactly the data computed by the operational semantics of M.

5.1. Soundness of extracted programs. The realizers of the proof rules for restriction
and concurrency in Table 8 are depicted in Table 10 for those instances where the conclusion
of the rule is non-Harrop. Proofs of the correctness of the realizers are given in Lemma 5.1.
The cases where the conclusions of the rules are Harrop formulas are easy and the verification
of the correctness of the realizability interpretation is skipped. We use the following typable
programs:

leftright 20 \b. case b of {Left(.) — Left; Right(_) — Right}: (a« +5) - 1+1
mapamb et Af. Ac. case cof {Amb(a,b) — Amb(fla, flb)}: (e — 8) = A(a) = A(p)
seq 20 Na. \b. (M. b)la:a— f— [ (used infix)
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Lemma 5.1. The rules for restriction and concurrency are realizable.

Proof.

br(A— (ByV By)) H(-A — By A By)
(leftright b)r (By V By)|a

br(A — (BpV B1)) means b : 7(By V By) and H(A) — br (By V B;y), and H(—A —
By A By) = -H(A) — H(By) A H(B;). We claim that (By V By)|4 is realized by leftright b.
Assume r A, that is, H(A). Then b realizes By V By. Hence b € {Left, Right} and therefore
b # L and thus leftright b # L. Now assume leftright b # L. We do a (classical) case analysis
on whether or not H(A) holds. If H(A), then br (By V By). If “H(A), then H(Byj) and
H(B;). Hence, Left and Right both realize By V By. Since b : 7(By V By) and b # L,
b € {Left, Right}. Therefore, br (ByV By).

ar B

Rest-return: m.

Rest-intro: (A, By, By Harrop).

Since B is strict, ar B implies a # L. Therefore, clearly ar B|4.

Post-bind: arBly fr(B— (B'la)) 5 -
est-bind: (Fla)r B'|a non-Harrop.

We have Ve(cr B — (fe)rB'|4)). If r A then a # L and ar B, and therefore fa
realizes B'|4. Therefore fa # L because r A. Note that fla = fa because a # L. If
fla # L, thena # L. Since a # L and ar B|4, we have ar B. Therefore, fla = f a realizes
B'|4. If B is Harrop, then aseqb realizes B’|4 with a similar argument.

r(A— A) arB|a
ar B|A/ ’

Rest-antimon:

Clearly, ar B| s since r A" implies r A.

brBl|y rA
Rest-mp: ~ wrB

Clear from the definition of br B| 4.
Rest-efq: L r Blpalse for strict B.

Clear.
br Bl

br B ‘ ——A

We use classical logic. Clearly, r (——A) is equivalent to =—(r A), and hence, by classical
logic, equivalent to r A. Therefore, premise and conclusion are equivalent.

arBla brB|.a

Conc-lem: Amb(a,b)r ||(B)

By classical logic r A, or =(r A) i.e. r (—A). In the first case a # L and in the second
case b # L. Further, if a # L, then a is a realizer of B since a realizes B|4. Similarly for b.

c ; ' ar B
onc-return: Amb(a, L)r |[(B)

Clear.

Rest-stab:
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fr(A—B) crl[(4)
Conc-mp: (rmapambfc)crru(B) A non-Harrop

We show that mapamb f ¢ realizes || (B). If Amb(a,b)r |[|(A), then a # L Vb# L. If
a # L, then fla = f aand ar A, therefore (fla)r B. Since B is strict, we have fla # L. In
the same way, if b = 1 then f|b # 1. Therefore, we have fla # LV flb# L. If fla # 1,
then a # L and thus (fla)r B as we have observed. If A is Harrop, then, since clearly rA,
it is realized by Amb(f, L1). ]

Theorem 5.2 (Soundness Theorem I). From a CFP-proof of a closed formula A from a
set of axioms one can extract a program M such that the typing rules prove M : 7(A) and
RIFP proves M r A from the same axioms.

More generally, let I be a set of Harrop formulas and A a set of non-Harrop formulas.
Then, from a CFP(A) proof of a formula A from the assumptions I'y A one can extract a
program M with FV (M) C @ such that 4 : 7(A) = M : 7(A) is derivable by the typing rules
of Table 1 and M r A is provable in RCFP(A) from the assumptions H(T'), dr A.

Proof. Induction on CFP-proofs. Realizability of the rules of IFP was shown in [BT21]. The
rules for restriction and concurrency are taken care of in Lemma 5.1. The type correctness
of the extracted programs for Rest-intro, Rest-bind and Conc-mp follows from the typings
of leftright, mapamb, and seq. ]
Lemma 5.3. In CFP, one can prove all well-formed instances of the following formulas:

(1) (B — B') = B|a — B'|a (Rest-mon)

(2) Bla, = Bla, = (Ao V A1) — [I(B) (Class-orelim)
(3) Bolag = Bila, = =(4oV A1) = |[(Bo V By)

(4) A— Bl-a

(5) (AV B) = B|-a

(6) (AV B)la, = Blagn-a

The extracted programs and their types for the case that B, B', By, B1, A are non-Harrop are:
1) Af.Ab.flb + (7(B) = 7(B')) = 7(B) = 7(B’),

2) Aa.Ab. Amb(a,b) : 7(B) — 7(B) — A(7(B)),

3) Aa.Ab. Amb(Left|a, Right|b) : 7(By) — 7(B1) = A(7(Bo) + 7(B1)),

4) Xa.L : 7(A) = 7(B),

5) Aa.caseaof {Left(_) — L;Right(b) — b} : (7(A) +7(B)) — 7(B),

6) The same as (5).

o~ o~~~ o~ o~

Proof. (1) This is an immediate consequence of (Rest-bind) and (Rest-return).

(2) Assume B|4,, Bla,, and =—(Ap V A;1). By the second assumption and the rule
(Rest-stab) we have B|.-4,. Since, by the third assumption, we have =Ay — =—A;, Bl-4,
follows by (Rest-antimon). Together with the first assumption and the rule (Conc-lem), we
get ||(B).

(3) Since A; — AgV Ay (i = 0,1), this is an immediate consequence of of (Rest-mon)
and (Class-orelim), i.e. (1) and (2).

(4) Immediate, from (Rest-efq) and (Rest-antimon).
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(5) Suppose that AV B. If A, then B|-4 by (Rest-efq) and (Rest-antimon). If B, then
B|-a by (Rest-return).

(6) Suppose (AV B)|4,. By (Rest-antimon), (AV B)|4,n-4. By (Rest-antimon) and
(AV B) — B|.a, we have (AV B) — B|a,a-a. Therefore, by (Rest-bind), B|ajr-a. ]

Example 6. Continuing Example 5, we modify D(x) to
D'(z) £ (2 <0V >0)|uro.

A realizer of D'(z), which has type 2, may or may not terminate (non-termination occurs
when = = 0). However, in case of termination, the result is guaranteed to realize x < 0Vz > 0.
Note that, a realizer of D(z) also has type 2 and may or may not terminate, but there is
no guarantee that it realizes x < 0V x > 0 when it does terminate. Nevertheless, D C D’
follows from (Rest-intro) (since D(z)isz #0 -2 <0Vz >0,and "z #0 -2 <0Ax >0
is provable using stability of equality) and is realized by leftright. D’ C D holds trivially.

Example 7. This builds on Examples 5 and 6 and will be used in Section 6. Let t(z) = 1—2|z|

and consider the predicates E(x) Def D(xz) AD(t(x)) and

ConSD(z) ' [|(z <0Vaz>0)V|z] <1/2).

We show E C ConSD: From E(z) and Example 6 we get D'(z) and D’(t(z)) which
unfolds to (z < 0V @ > 0)|,20 and (|z| > 1/2V [z < 1/2)]21/2- By Lemma 5.3 (6),
(|z] £ 1/2)|jz<1/2- Since ==((z # 0) V |z[ < 1/2), we have ConSD(z) by Lemma 5.3 (3).

Moreover, 7(E) = 2 x 2 and 7(ConSD) = A(3) where 3 2202 4 1. The extracted realizer
of E C ConSD is

conSD 2" \e. casecof {
Pair(a,b) — Amb(Left] (leftright a),
Right| (casebof {Left(_) — L;
Right(_) — Nil}))}

of type 7(E C ConSD) = 2 x 2 — A(3). Explanation of this program: a is Left or Right
depending on whether z < 0 or > 0 but may also be L if x = 0. b is Left or Right
depending on whether |z| < 1/2 or |z| > 1/2 but may also be L if |x| = 1/2. Since x =0
and = 1/2 do not happen simultaneously, by evaluating a and b concurrently, we obtain
one of them from which we can determine one of the cases x < 0, z > 0, or |z| < 1/2.

5.2. Soundness of extracted data. In CFP, we have a second Soundness Theorem which
ensures the correctness of all computations, i.e. fair reduction paths, of an extracted program
M. More precisely, we show that if M realizes a CFP formula A satisfying a certain
syntactic admissibility condition (see below), then all d € data([M]) realize the formula A~
obtained from A by deleting all concurrency operators || and replacing every restriction
by the corresponding implication (Theorem 5.10). Hence, by Computational Adequacy,
all computations of M converge to a realizer of A~ (Theorem 5.11). Since A~ is an IFP
formula, this shows that the realizability interpretation of CFP is faithful to that of IFP.
The proof of this result requires some preparation.

Since the domain D is algebraic (i.e. every element of D is the directed supremum of
compact elements), subdomains of D can be charactrized as follows.
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Lemma 5.4. A subset X C D is a subdomain of D iff the following two conditions hold:

(i) For all a € D, a is in X iff all compact approximations are in X.
(ii) If ag,bg € X are compact and consistent (in D), then ag U by € X.

Proof. The easy proof is omitted. []

We define coinductively two subsets of D. The first, Data, disallows the constructor
Amb altogether, the second, Reg, disallows immediate nestings of Amb and can be seen as
a semantic counterpart to the syntactic regularity property of types. We call elements of
Reg regular.

Data = ({Nil}U (Data x Data) U (Data + Data) U (D = D))
Reg = ({Nil} U (Reg x Reg) U (Reg + Reg)U (D = D)U
Amb(Reg \ Amb(D, D),Reg \ Amb(D, D)))
Clearly, Data C Reg C D.

AN

Lemma 5.5. (1) Data and Reg are subdomains of D.

(2) p C Data for every type p without A under the assumption that oo C Data for every free
type variable of p.

(3) p C Reg for every (regular) type p under the assumption that o« C Reg for every free
type variable of p.

(4) If all free predicate variables of P are strictly positive, then R(P) C A(Reg), under the
assumption that X C A(Reg) and ax C Reg for every free predicate variable X of P.

Proof. The proof of Part (1) is easy using the characterization of subdomains in Lemma 5.4.
We skip details..

Part (2) is proven by structural induction on p. For a type variable, this holds by
assumption. For 1,p x o,p + o,p = o it suffices to observe that L, Nil and Fun(f) are
data (for arbitrary f € [D — D]), and that the constructors Pair, Left, Right preserve the
property Data. To show that fix a. p C Data it suffices to show that p C Data under the
assumption that o = Data. But this holds by the structural induction hypothesis.

Part (3) is proven again by structural induction on p, using the fact that for a determined
type p the non-bottom elements of Dg are not of the form A(a).

We prove Part (4) first with a strengthening of the assumption ax C Reg to ax = Reg
(keeping the assumption X C A(Reg) unchanged). Under this strengthened assumption,
X C A(ax) and therefore R(P) € A(7(P)), by Lemma 4.3. But 7(P) C Reg, by Part (3).
To prove Part (4) in general, we observe that, since all free predicate variables are s.p. in P,
R(P) depends monotonically on ax. Therefore, if ax C Reg, the inclusion R(P) C A(Reg)
continues to hold. This proves part (4) provided the assumption ax = Reg is consistent,
that is, a type ax satisfying it actually does exist. But, by Part (1), Reg is a subdomain of
D and hence a possible value for ax. L]

Lemma 5.6. (1) data(a) is nonempty for all a € D.
(2) If a € Data, then data(a) = {a}.
(3) If a € Reg, then data(a) C Data.

Proof. (1) For every nonempty finite increasing sequence @, a,, = ag, - . . , dn—1, Gy, of compact
elements a; € D (i < n) we define cdgz,, € D by recursion on the rank of a, (where the
rank of a compact element of D is defined as in the proof of Theorem 3.3):
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If a,, € {1, Nil, Fun(f)}, then cdz,, = an.

If a, = Amb(b,,cy), then let b = bg,...,bp—1 and € = ¢g,...,cnh—1 such that a; =
Amb(b;,¢;) if a; # L, and b; = ¢; = L, otherwise. Now set

1 ifb,=c¢,=L1
cdz a, Def cdp,  if b, # L and, for all i <n, b; = L implies ¢; = L
cdg., otherwise

If a,, = Left(b,), then let b= bo, - ..,bn—1 such that a; = Left(b;) if a; # L, and b; = L,

otherwise. Set cdg g, Ref Left(cd;, ). The cases that a, begins with Right or Pair are

similar.

It is easy to see that if a, C apt1, then cdg g, E cdga, ang-
Now let a € D. Since D is algebraic with a countable base, there exists an increasing

sequence of compact elements, (a,)neN, that has a as its supremum. We show that for

a2 | {cday,...an_1.an | 7 € N}, we have d € data(a). To this end, we define the relation

‘d € P(a)’ as ‘a is the supremum of an increasing sequence (ay)nen of compact elements
such that d = | [{cdq,,....an_1,an | » € N} and prove:

Claim. If P(a,d) then d € data(a), for all d,a € D.

We prove the Claim by coinduction: Assume d € P(a). We have to show that the
right hand side of the definition of ‘d € data’ holds if data is replaced by P. Let a be the
supremum of the increasing sequence (ay,)nen of compact elements.

Case a = Amb(b, c). Then, for some m, a; = L for all k < m and a;, = Amb(bg, cx)
for all K > m. Set by = ¢ = L for kK < m. If b = ¢ = L then cdyy,.. 4, 1.0n = L
for all £ and therefore d = 1 which is correct. If b and ¢ are not both L, then there
is a least n > m such that a, = Amb(b,,c,) and b,,c, are not both L. If b, # L,
then cdy,....ar 1,0, = €dbg,... 0p_ 1.0, fOr all & > n. Since for k < n, cdyg,...ap 1,0, = L =
cdpy.... be_1.bs A € P(b) and we are done. If b, = L, then ¢, # L and, with a similar
argument, cdg,, . a. 4,0, = cd for all £ > n which implies that P(c,d) holds and
we are done again.

The other cases are easy.

€0y erCh—1,Ck

(2) To show that a € Data implies {a} C data(a), one sets P(a,b) 2y = b € Data and

shows P C data by coinduction.

To show that a € Data implies data(a) C {a}, one proves that for all compact ay € D,
if @ € Data and d € data(a), then ag C a iff ag £ d. The proof can be done by induction on
rk(ap).

(3) One shows Vd (3a € Reg (d € data(a)) — d € Data) by coinduction. ]

Remark 5.7. The proof of (1) is constructive since for every compact approximating
sequence of a, a compact approximating sequence of some element in data(a) is constructed.
In particular, if a is computable, then data(a) contains a computable element. However,
there can be no computable function f : D — D such that f(a) € data(a) for all @ € D, since
such a function cannot even be monotone: We would necessarily have f(Amb(0, L)) =0 and
f(Amb(L,1)) =1, hence f would map the consistent inputs Amb(0, L) and Amb(L,1)
(‘consistent” meaning ‘having a supremum’) to the inconsistent outputs 0 and 1, which is
impossible for a monotone function.
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Lemma 5.8. (1) If ag is compact (in D), then all elements of data(ag) are compact.

(2) If ag is a compact approzimation of a, then for every dy € data(ag) there exists some
d € data(a) such that do C d.

(3) If a is reqular and d € data(a), then for every compact approximation dy of d there
exists a compact approximation ag of a such that dy € data(ayp).

(4) Ifa,b, c are compact such that ¢ = allb, then for every w € data(c), w € data(a)Udata(b)
orw=ulwv for some u € data(a) and v € data(b).

Proof. (1) Easy induction on rk(ap).

(2) Induction on rk(ap). If ap € {L, Amb(L, 1)}, then dy = L and we can take d to be
any element of data(a) (which is nonempty, as shown in Lemma 5.6 (1)). If ap = Amb(bo, cp)
where, w.l.o.g., by # L and dy € data(by), then, since a = Amb(b,c) with by C b, by i.h.
there is some d € data(b) (hence also d € data(a)) with dy C d. The other cases are easy.

(3) Induction on rk(dp). The most complicated case is a = Amb(b, ¢) where b # L and
d € data(b). Since a is regular, b starts with one of the constructors Fun, Left, Right, Pair.
W.o.l.g. assume b = Pair(b',b?). Then d = Pair(d',d?) with d’ € data(b’) and dy =
Pair(d}, d?) with dj C d’. By i.h. there are compact approximations b} of b’ such that
di € data(b). Hence Pair(d}, d3) € data(Pair(bg,b2)). Hence, ag Det Amb(Pair(b}, b2), 1)
is a compact approximation of a with dy € data(ayp).

(4) Induction on rk(c). We assume that a, b, c,w are all different from L, otherwise, the
solution is easy.

Case ¢ = Amb(c!, c?). Then a = Amb(a',a?) and b = Amb(b!,b?) with ¢! = a’ LUV,
and, w.l.o.g., ¢! # 1 and w € data(c!). By i.h., there are two cases: 1. w € data(a') U
data(b'), say w € data(a'). Then a' # 1 and w € data(a). 2. w = u v for some
u € data(a') and v € data(b). Ifal = L or b' = 1, say a! = 1, thenu= 1 and w =v
and w € data(b). If a' and b! are both different from L, then u € data(a) and v € data(b)
and we are done as well.

The other cases are easy. []

For the Faithfulness Theorem to hold, an admissibility condition must be imposed on A
which we describe now.

A CFP formula is a fuctional implication if it is of the form A — B where A and B are
both non-Harrop (hence realizers of A — B are functions).

A CFP expression is quasi-closed if it contains no free predicate variables.

A CFP expression is admissible if it is quasi-closed, the concurrency operator and
restriction occur only at s.p. positions, every restriction B|4 has a Harrop premise A, and
every occurrence of a functional implication is part of a quasi-closed subexpression without
|| and restriction.?

For example, |[(p(AX Az (z = 0V Vy (N(y) = X(f(x,y)))))) is admissible, whereas
the expression p(AX Az |[|(x = 0V Vy (N(y) = X(f(x,y))))) is not since it contains the
functional implication N(y) — X (f(z,y)) for which the only quasi-closed subexpression it
is contained in is AX Az [[(x =0V Vy (N(y) = X(f(x,y))))) which does contain [].

Further examples of admissible expressions are the predicate ConSD from Example 7,
Az [[((x <0Va >0)Vz| <1/2), as well as the coinductive predicate Sy from Sect. 6,
v(AX Az (Jz| < 1A [L(Fd(SD(d) A X (2z — d))))).

2The definition of admissibility in [BT22] is similar but disallows restrictions.
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Theorem 5.9 (Faithfulness). If a € D realizes an admissible formula A, then all d € data(a)
realize A~ .

Formally, RCFP proves VZVa (R(A)(a) — data(a) C R(A™)) where & are the free
object variables of A.

Proof. The proof is accomplished through a series of definitions and claims.

We call a CFP expression parametrically admissible (p-admissible) if it satisfies the
same conditions as an admissible expression except that it is no longer required to be
quasi-closed but s.p. occurrences of predicate variables are allowed. Hence, a CFP expression
is p-admissible iff the concurrency operator ||, restriction, and predicate variables occur
only at s.p. positions, every restriction has a Harrop premise, and every occurrence of a
functional implication is part of a quasi-closed subexpression without || or restriction.

A p-admissible type is a type that contains type variables and A only at s.p. positions
and every function type is part of a closed sub type without A.

Clearly, if P is p-admissible, then 7(P) is p-admissible (easy structural induction on P).

We call an RCFP predicate P whose last argument place ranges over D regular if
P(Z,a) implies that a is regular. More precisely, “P is regular” stands for the formula
ViVa (P(Z,a) — Reg(a)).

For any RCFP predicate P whose last argument place ranges over D we define a regular
predicate P’ of the same arity by

P'(Z,a) e Reg A Vd € data(a) P(Z,d) .
We also define
data(P)(Z,d) %' Ja € D (P(&,a) A d € data(a)).
Clearly, if P is regular, then P C @’ iff data(P) C Q.
For the special case of a subdomain «, considered as the unary predicate \a.a : «,
data(a) = |J{data(a) | a : a}, and if « is regular, then o C ' iff data(a) C 3.

Claim 1. If « is a subdomain of D, then so is .

Proof of Claim 1. Let a be a subdomain of D. We show that o/ satisifies the characterizing
properties (i) and (ii) of subdomains from Lemma 5.4.

(i) Let a € o and ag a compact approximation of a. We have to show that ay € /.
Hence assume dy € data(ag). Then, by Lemma 5.8 (2), there exists some d € data(a) such
that dy C d. Since a € o/, d € a. Hence dy € a, since, being a subdomain, « is downward
closed. Conversely, assume all compact approximations of a are in o’ and let d € data(a).
We have to show that d € a. Since « is a subdomain, it suffices to show that all compact
approximations of d are in . Hence let dy be a compact approximation of d. Then, by
Lemma 5.8 (3) (by Lemma 5.5 (1), a is regular since all its compact approximations are),
there is some compact approximation ag of a such that dy € data(ag). Since, by assumption,

ag € o, it follows dy € a.

(ii) Let ag, by be compact and consistent elements of o’. We have to show that ¢ Def

ap U by € o'. Hence let dy € data(cy). By Lemma 5.8 (4), dy € data(ag) U data(bg), in
which case dy € a since ag, by € o/, or there are a; € data(ag) and by € data(bg) such that
do = a1 U by, in which case, since a1,b; € o and « is a subdomain, dy € « as well. This
completes the proof of Claim 1.
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For any type p and i = 1,2 let p[i] be obtained from p by replacing each free type
variable a by the fresh type variable «;. Further, let p~ be obtained from p by deleting all
occurrences of A.

Claim 2. For every p-admissible type p, p[1] C p~[2]’ under the assumption that «; C Reg
(1=1,2) and a1 C o} for every free type variable « of p.

Proof of Claim 2. Induction on p.

If p is closed and doesn’t contain A (by p-admissibility, this includes the case that p is a
function type), then p[1] = p~[2] = p and, by Lemma 5.5 (2) p C Data. Hence data(p) C p,
by Lemma 5.6 (2), and we are done.

Now assume that the above case does not apply.

If p is a type variable «, then p[l] = ay C af = p~[2]".

If p = A(0), then p~ = 0~ and, by the i.h., o[1] C 07 [2]. Let a : p[1]. Then either
a = L, in which case data(a) = {L} C 07 [2], or else a = Amb(b, ¢) with b, ¢ : o[1], in which
case data(a) = data(b) U data(c) C o~ [2].

If p = fixa. o, then we have, up to bound renaming, p[l] = fixa; .o[1] and p~[2] =
fix ag .07 [2]. Since p~[2] is a subdomain and hence, by Claim 1, so is p~[2]’, we can set

(1) ax =p7[2]
and achieve our goal (of proving p[1] C p~[2]") by proving o[1] C ay. Setting further

(2) az =p[2]
we have oy C of, and therefore, by the induction hypothesis, (p~[2]" and p~[2] are both
regular subdomains, and o is p-admissible, since otherwise we would be in the first case),
o[1] € o7 [2]. We further have 0~ [2] = p~[2], by (2). Therefore,

o] Co 2 =p 2] = 1.

The cases that p is a product or a sum are easy. This completes the proof of Claim 2.

For any CFP predicate P and ¢ = 1,2, let R(P)]i] be obtained from R(P) by replacing
each free predicate variable X by the fresh predicate variable X; and each free type variable
ax by the fresh type variable (ax);.

Claim 3. If P is p-admissible, then R(P)[1] € R(P7)[2]" under the assumption that
(ax); € Reg (i = 1,2), and furthermore (ax)1 C (ax)y and X; C XJ, for every free
predicate variable X of P.

Proof of Claim 3. If P is a Harrop predicate, then it contains neither free predicate
variables, nor ||, nor restriction, and therefore R(P)[1] = R(P7)[2] = H(P). Hence, the
required inclusion reduces to Va ((a = Nil A H(P)) — Vd € data(a) (d = Nil A H(P))),
which is a triviality since data(INil) = {Nil}.

From now on we assume that P is non-Harrop.

If P is quasi-closed and contains neither || nor restriction (because of p-admissibility,
this includes the case that P is a functional implication), then R(P) is quasi-closed and
P = P~. Therefore, R(P)[1] = R(P7)[2] = R(P). By Lemma 5.5 (2) and Lemma 4.3,
R(P) C Data. Hence data(R(P)) = R(P) by Lemma 5.6 (2), and we are done.

If P is a predicate variable X, then we have to prove X; C Xé which holds by the
assumption.

From now on we assume that none of the above cases applies.



EXTRACTING TOTAL AMB PROGRAMS FROM PROOFS 29

If Pis A — B, then A has no free predicate variables and B is non-Harrop. Since the
case of a functional implication is excluded, A must be Harrop. Assume R(A — B)[1](b),
that is, b : 7(B)[1] and H(A) — R(B)[1](b). We have to show R(A — B7)[2]/(b), that is,
b € Reg and Vd € data(b) R(A — B7)[2](d), that is, for all d € data(b), d : 7(B7)[2] and
H(A) — R(B7)[2](d). b € Reg holds since, by Claim 2, 7(B)[1] C 7(B)~[2]" C Reg, and
7(B™) = 7(B)~. Let d € data(b). d: 7(B7)[2] holds, since, by Claim 2, b: 7(B7)[2]’ (to
apply Claim 2 we need the assumptions o C o). Assume H(A). Then R(B)[1](b) and, by
the structural induction hypothesis (clearly, B is again p-admissible), R(B~)[2](d).

If P is B|4 where A is a Harrop formula, then P~ is A — B~. Assume R(P)[1](d).
Then, clearly, R(A — B)[1](b). Hence, the rest of the proof is exactly as in the previous
case.

If Pis [[(B), then R(P7)[2]
induction hypothesis, R(B)[1] € R(B
¢ = Amb(a,b) with a,b: 7(B)[1] and

)

(a # L Ad € data(a) A
(B™)

= R(B7)[2] and, since B is again p-admissible, by the
7)[2]" Assume R(P)[1](c) and d € data(c). Then

[1](a)) V (b # L Ad € data(b) A R(B)[1](b)).

R(B
In either case, it follows R 2](d).
If Pis p(AX.Q), then R(P) is u(AX .R(Q)[fixax .7(Q)/ax]) whereas R(P~) is

p(AX . R(Q7)[fixax .7(Q)/ax]). Hence, setting

(ax) = (fixax . 7(Q))[1]

(ax)2 = (fixax . 7(Q7))[2]
we have R(P)[1] = p(AX;.R(Q)[1]), and R(P7)[2] = p(AX2.R(Q7)[2]). Therefore, we
can prove the assertion of Claim 3 (which is R(P)[1] € R(P7)[2) by s.p. induction i.e., it
suffices to show R(Q)[1] € R(P7)[2]' under the assumption

X, =R(P)[2].
Setting further
X, =R(P)[2]

we have X; C (X»)', trivially, and furthermore, by Claim 2, (ax); € ((ax)s2)’ since
(fixax .7(Q))” =fixax .7(Q). Therefore, by the structural induction hypothesis (Q is
p-admissible since otherwise we would be in the second case), R(Q)[1] € R(Q7)[2]. By
the closure axiom, R(Q7)[2] C X,. Hence, R(Q7)[2) C (X3)' by the monotonicity of the
operation -/. But (X5)' = R(P)[2]".

If Pisv(AX.Q), then we work with data(-) instead of " using the earlier mentioned
fact that if Y C Reg, then Y C Z’ iff data(Y) € Z. Since the condition Y, C }72’ im-
plies that ¥; C A(Reg) for all free predicate variables Y of P, and these variables are
all s.p., Lemma 5.5 (4) yields that R(P)[1] C Reg. Therefore, the assertion to be proven
is equivalent to data(R(P)[1]) € R(P7)[2]. R(P) is v(AX . R(Q)[fixax . 7(Q)/ax]) and
R(P™) is v(AX . R(Q~ [fixax .7(Q7)/ax]). This means that, setting (ax); as before,
we have that R(P)[1] = v(AX;.R(Q)[1]), and R(P7)[2] = v(AX2.R(Q7)[2]). There-
fore, data(R(P)[1]) € R(P7)[2] can be proven by s.p. coinduction, that is, we show
data(R( )[1]) € R(Q7)[2] under the assumption

= data(R(P)[1]).

Settmg
X1 =R(P)[1]
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we have data(X;) C Xy, hence X; C X', since R(P)[1] C Reg. Therefore, by the structural
induction hypothesis, R(Q)[1] € R(Q7)[2], i.e. data(R(Q)[1]) € R(Q7)[2]. Finally, by the
coclosure axiom, X; C R(Q)[1] and therefore, by the monotonicity of the operation data(-),
we get data(R(P)[1]) C data(R(Q)[1]).

Proof of the Faithfulness Theorem. The theorem is a special case of Claim 3: If a € D
realizes the admissible formula A, then, by Claim 3, R(A™)’(a) and therefore all d € data(a)
realize A~ []

Theorems 5.2 and 5.9 imply:

Theorem 5.10 (Soundness Theorem II). From a CFP proof of an admissible formula
A from a set of axioms one can extract a program M : T7(A) such that RCFP proves
Vd € data([M])dr A~ from the same axioms.

Theorems 5.10 and 3.2, together with and classical soundness yield:

Theorem 5.11 (Program Extraction). From a CFP proof of an admissible formula A
from a set of axioms one can extract a program M : T(A) such that for any computation

M = My % My ..., the limit, U;en(M;)p, realizes A~ in every model of the azioms.

Remark 5.12. The theorems above can be generalized by weakening the admissibility
condition in two ways:

(1) The condition that restrictions must have Harrop premises may be dropped. The
definition of A~ must then be modified by replacing Bl|4, where A is non-Harrop, by
—-—A — B (instead of A — B). Since, by the the rules (rest-antimon) and (rest-stab), the
formulas B|4 and B|--4 are equivalent and, moreover, have the same realizers, the proof of
Theorem 5.9 requires only minimal changes and the Theorems 5.10 and 5.11 are unchanged.

(2) Arbitrary free predicate variables may be permitted. The statement of Theorems 5.9
and 5.10 are then to be modified by adding the assumptions ¥ C A(Data) and ay C Data
for all free predicate variables Y of A. In the proof of Theorem 5.9, the definition of pli],
used in Claim 2, refers only to other free type variables of p. Claim 3 is modified in a
similar way. The proof hinges on the fact that for a € Data, data(a) = {a} (Lemma 5.6 (2)).
Generalization (2) applies to Theorem 5.11 only in the restricted form that free predicate
variable must not occur at strictly positive positions. This is necessary, since the extracted
program M must be closed.

6. APPLICATION

As our main case study, we extract a concurrent conversion program between two represen-
tations of real numbers in [-1, 1], the signed digit representation and infinite Gray code. In
the following, we also write d : p for Pair(d, p).

The signed digit representation is an extension of the usual binary expansion that

uses the set SD 2 {=1,0,1} of signed digits. The following predicate S(z) expresses

coinductively that x has a signed digit representation.

S(z) £ |r|<1A3deSDS(2r—d),
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with SD(d) 2 (d = —1vd =1)Vvd = 0. The type of S is 7(S) = 3¢ where 3 2 (1+1)+1
and p“ Rl fxa. p X a, and its realizability interpretation is
prS(z) £ |z|<1A3deSDI (p=d:p Ap'rS(2z —d))

which expresses indeed that p is a signed digit representation of x, that is, p=dy:dy : ...
with d; € SD and z = ), d;2- 0+ Here, we identified the three digits d = —1, 1,0 with
their realizers Left(Left), Left(Right), Right.

Infinite Gray code ([DG99, Tsu02]) is an almost redundancy free representation of real
numbers in [-1, 1] using the partial digits {—1,1, L}. A stream p =dp : d; : ... of such digits
is an infinite Gray code of z iff d; = sgb(t’(z)) where t is the tent function t(z) = 1 — |2
and sgb is a multi-valued version of the sign function for which sgb(0) is any element of
{—1,1, 1} (see also Example 7). One easily sees that t’(z) = 0 for at most one i. Therefore,
this coding has little redundancy in that the code is uniquely determined and total except for
at most one digit which may be undefined. Hence, infinite Gray code is accessible through
concurrent computation with two threads. The coinductive predicate

Glx) L |o| < 1AD(2)AG(t()),

where D is the predicate D(z) el #0— (z <0Vzx >0) from Example 5, expresses that

x has an infinite Gray code (identifying —1,1, L with Left, Right, 1 ). Indeed, 7(G) = 2¢
and

prGz) £ |z <1Ad,p(p=d:pP ANz #0—=dr(x<0Vz>0)) AprGt(x))).

In [BT21], the inclusion S C G was proved in IFP and a sequential conversion function
from signed digit representation to infinite Gray code extracted. On the other hand, a
program producing a signed digit representation from an infinite Gray code cannot access
its input sequentially from left to right since it will diverge when it accesses 1. Therefore,
the program needs to evaluate two consecutive digits concurrently to obtain at least one of
them. With this idea in mind, we define a concurrent version of S as

v

Sao(x) = |z| <1A](3de SDSy(2z —d)),

so that 7(Sg2) = fixa.A(3 x a), and prove G C Sy in CFP (Thm. 6.3). Then we can
extract from the proof a concurrent algorithm that converts infinite Gray code to signed
digit representation. Note that, while the formula G C S, is not admissible, the formula
So(z) is. Therefore, if for some real number x we can prove G(z), the proof of G C Sy will
give us a proof of Sg(x) to which Theorem 5.11 applies. Since Sy(z)~ is S(x), this means
that we have a nondeterministic program all whose fair computation paths will result in a
(deterministic) signed digit representation of x.

Now we carry out the proof of G C Ss. For simplicity, we use pattern matching on

constructor expressions for defining functions. For example, we write f (a : t) 20 A1 for

f 2" \z. case z of {Pair(a,t) — M}.

The crucial step in the proof is accomplished by Example 7, since it yields nondetermin-
istic information about the first digit of the signed digit representation of x, as expressed by
the predicate

ConSD(z) 2 ||(z <0Vvz >0)V]|z| < 1/2).
Lemma 6.1. G C ConSD.
Proof. G(x) implies D(x) and D(t(x)), and hence ConSD, by Example 7. ]
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The extracted program gscomp : 2 = A(3) uses the program conSD defined in

Example 7:

gscomp (a : b: p) 2 conSD (Pair(a,b)).

We also need the following closure properties of G:

Lemma 6.2. Assume G(x). Then:
(1) G(t(x)), G(|z]), and G(=z);
(2) if x >0, then G(2z — 1) and G(1 — z);
(3) if |z| < 1/2, then G(2x).

Proof. This follows directly from the definition of G and elementary properties of the tent
function (recall t(z) = 1 — |2x|). The extracted programs consist of simple manipulations
of the given digit stream realizing G(z), concerning only its tail and first two digits. No
nondeterminism is involved.

We only use the fixed point property of G, namely that for all y, G(y) is equivalent to
lyl <1AD(y) AG(t(y)).

This equivalence has computational content which will show up in the programs extracted
from the proofs below: If it is used from left to right a stream (the realizer of G(y)) is split
into its head (realizer of D(y)) and tail (realizer of G(t(y))). Using it from right to left
corresponds to the converse operation of adding a digit to a stream.

Proofs of (1-3):

(1) follows directly from the equivalence above and the fact that t(x) = t(—z). The
three extracted programs are fi(d : p) = p, fa(d : p) = 1 : p, and f3(p) = nh p where
nh (d:p)=notd:p.

(2) Assume in addition z > 0. Then t(z) = 1 — 2z. Since G(t(x)) and, by (1), G
is closed under negation, we have G(2x — 1). Furthermore, since 0 <1 —x < 1 we have
|1 —z| <1 and D(1 — z). Therefore, to establish G(1 — z), it suffices to show G(t(1 — x)).
But t(1 —x) =1—2(1 —2z) = 22 — 1 and we have shown G(2z — 1) already. The extracted
programs are fy4(d : p) = nh p and f5(d : p) =1 : nh p.

(3) Now assume |z| < 1/2. Then 1 —|2z| > 0 and we have G(1 — |2z|) (since G(x)).
Therefore, by (2), G(|2z|). Hence G(t(|2z|)) and therefore also G(t(2z)) since t(2z) =
t(|2z]). Since |z| < 1/2 implies |2z| < 1 and G(z) implies D(z) and hence D(2z), it follows
G(2x). The extracted program is fg(d : p) =d : 1: nh p. []

Theorem 6.3. G C S,.

Def

Proof. By coinduction. Setting A(x) = 3d € SD G(2x — d), we have to show
G(2) = o < 1A LL(A()). (6.1)

Assume G(z). Then ConSD(xz), by Lemma 6.1. Therefore, it suffices to show
ConSD(z) — |[(A(x)) (6.2)

which, with the help of the rule (Conc-mp), can be reduced to
(x<0Vz>0V|z]<1/2) = A(x). (6.3)

(6.3) can be easily shown using Lemma 6.2: If x < 0, then t(z) = 2z + 1. Since G(t(z)), we
have G(2z — d) for d = —1. If > 0, then G(2z — d) for d = 1 by (2). If |z| < 1/2, then
G(2z — d) for d =0 by (3). []
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The program onedigit : 2¥ = 3 = 3 x 2“ extracted from the proof of (6.3) from the
assumption G(z) is
onedigit (a:b:p) ¢ D:efcasecof{
Left(d) — casedof {
Left(.) — Pair(—1,b: p);
Right(_) — Pair(1, (not b) : p)};
Right(_) — Pair(0,a : (nh p))}

not a ' case a of {Left(_) — Right;
Right(_) — Left}

nh (a: p) l):ef(not a):p

This is lifted to a proof of (6.2) using mapamb (the realizer of (Conc-mp)). Hence the
extracted realizer s : 2¥ = A(3 x 2¥) of (6.1) is

sp Def mapamb (onedigit p) (gscomp p)

The main program extracted from the proof of Theorem 6.3 is obtained from the step
function s by a special form of recursion, commonly known as coiteration. Formally, we
use the realizer of the coinduction rule COIND(®g,, G) where ®g, is the operator used to
define So as largest fixed point, i.e.

Bg, ZAX Az |z < 1A |(3d € SD X (2 — d)).

The realizer of coinduction (whose correctness is shown in [BT21]) also uses a program
mon : (ax = ay) = A(3 X ax) = A(3 X ay) extracted from the canonical proof of the
monotonicity of ®g,:

mon f p = mapamb (mon’ f) p
where mon” f (a:t)=a: ft
Putting everything together, we obtain the infinite Gray code to signed digit representation
conversion program gtos : 2¥ = fixa. A(3 X «)
gtos = (mon gtos) o's

Using the equational theory of RCFP, one can simplify gtos to the following program. The
soundness of RIFP axioms with respect to the denotational semantics and the adequacy
property of our language guarantees that these two programs are equivalent.

gtos (a: b:t) = Amb(
(caseaof {Left(.) — —1: gtos (b: t);
Right(_) — 1: gtos((not b) : t)}),
(casebof {Right(_) — 0: gtos(a : (nh t))})).
Left(_) — L})).
In [Tsu05], a Gray-code to signed digit conversion program was written with the locally

angelic Amb operator that evaluates the first two cells @ and b in parallel and continues
the computation based on the value obtained first. In that program, if the value of b is first
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obtained and it is Left, then it has to evaluate a again. With globally angelic choice, as
the above program shows, one can simply neglect the value to use the value of the other
thread. Globally angelic choice also has the possibility to speed up the computation if the
two threads of Amb are computed in parallel and the whole computation based on the
secondly-obtained value of Amb terminates first.

7. IMPLEMENTATION

Since our programming language can be viewed as a fragment of Haskell, we can execute
the extracted program in Haskell by implementing the Amb operator with the Haskell
concurrency module. We comment on the essential points of the implementation. The full
code is listed in the Appendix.

First, we define the domain D as a Haskell data type:

data D = Nil | Le D | Ri D | Pair(D, D) | Fun(D -> D) | Amb(D, D)

The ~~-reduction, which preserves the Phase I denotational semantics and reduces a program
to a w.h.n.f. with the leftmost outermost reduction strategy, coincides with reduction in
Haskell. Thus, we can identify extracted programs with programs of type D that compute
that phase.

The ~> reduction that concurrently calculates the arguments of Amb can be implemented
with the Haskell concurrency module. In [DBPLT02], the (locally angelic) amb operator
was implemented in Glasgow Distributed Haskell (GDH). Here, we implemented it with
the Haskell libraries Control.Concurrent and Control.Exception as a simple function
ambL :: [b] -> IO b that concurrently evaluates the elements of a list and writes the
result first obtained in a mutable variable.

Finally, the function ed :: D -> I0 D produces an element of data(a) from a € D

by activating ambL for the case of Amb(a,b). It corresponds to 2 reduction though it
computes arguments of a pair sequentially. This function is nondeterministic since the result
of executing ed (Amb a b) depends on which of the arguments a,b delivers a result first.
The set of all possible results of ed a corresponds to the set data(a).

We executed the program extracted in Section 6 with ed. As we have noted, the number
0 has three Gray-codes (i.e., realizers of G(0)): a = L:1:(=1)*, b=1:1:(-1)¥, and
c¢= —1:1:(—1)“. On the other hand, the set of signed digit representations of 0 is AUBUC
where A = {0}, B={0%:1:(=1)* | k> 0}, and C = {0%:(—1):1¥ | k > 0}, i.e., AUBUC
is the set of realizers of S(0). One can calculate

gtos(a) = Amb(L,0: Amb(L,0:...))

and data(gtos(a)) = A. Thus gtos(a) is reduced uniquely to 0:0:... by the operational
semantics. On the other hand, one can calculate data(gtos(b)) = AU B and data(gtos(c)) =
AUC. They are subsets of the set of realizers of S(0) as Theorem 5.10 says, and gtos(b) is
reduced to an element of AU B as Theorem 5.11 says.

We wrote a program that produces a {—1, 1, L }-sequence with the speed of computation
of each digit (—1 and 1) be controlled. Then, apply it to gtos and then to ed to obtain
expected results.
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8. CONCLUSION

We introduced the logical system CFP by extending IFP [BT21] with two propositional
operators B|4 and [|[(A), and developed a method for extracting nondeterministic and
concurrent programs that are provably total and satisfy their specifications.

While IFP already imports classical logic through nc-axioms that need only be true
classically, in CFP the access to classical logic is considerably widened through the rule
(Conc-lem) which, when interpreting B4 as A — B and identifying |[(A) with A, is
constructively invalid but has nontrivial nondeterministic computational content.

We applied our system to extract a concurrent translation from infinite Gray code to
the signed digit representation, thus demonstrating that this approach not only is about
program extraction ‘in principle’ but can be used to solve nontrivial concurrent computation
problems through program extraction.

After an overview of related work, we conclude with some ideas for follow-up research.

8.1. Related work. The CSL 2016 paper [Berl6] is an early attempt to capture concurrency
via program extraction and can be seen as the starting point of our work. Our main advances,
compared to that paper, are that it is formalized as a logic for concurrent execution of partial
programs by a globally angelic choice operator which is formalized by introducing a new
connective Bl 4, and that we are able to express bounded nondeterminism with complete
control of the number of threads while [Ber16] modelled nondeterminism with countably
infinite branching, which is unsuitable or an overkill for most applications. Furthermore,
our approach has a typing discipline, a sound and complete small-step reduction, and has
the ability to switch between global and local nondeterminism (see Sect. 8.2 below).

As for the study of angelic nondeterminism, it is not easy to develop a denotational
semantics as we noted in Section 2, and it has been mainly studied from the operational
point of view, e.g., notions of equivalence or refinement of processes and associated proof
methods, which are all fundamental for correctness and termination [LM99, MSC03, Las06,
SSS08, CHS05, Lev07]. Regarding imperative languages, Hoare logic and its extensions have
been applied to nondeterminism and proving totality from the very beginning ([AO19] is a
good survey on this subject). [Mam15] studies angelic nondeterminism with an extension of
Hoare Logic.

There are many logical approaches to concurrency. An example is an approach based
on extensions of Reynolds’ separation logic [Rey02] to the concurrent and higher-order
setting [O’HO7, Bro07, JKJ*18]. Logics for session types and process calculi [Wadl4b,
CPT16, KNHH16| form another approach that is oriented more towards the formulae-as-
types/proofs-as-programs [How80, Wad14a| or rather proofs-as-processes paradigm [Abr92].
All these approaches provide highly specialized logics and expression languages that are able
to model and reason about concurrent programs with a fine control of memory and access
management and complex communication patterns.

8.2. Modelling locally angelic choice. We remarked earlier that our interpretation of
Amb corresponds to globally angelic choice. Surprisingly, locally angelic choice can be
modelled by a slight modification of the restriction and the total concurrency operators:
We simply replace A by the logically equivalent formula A V False, more precisely, we
set Bl Def (B V False)|4 and ||'(A) Det ll(A Vv False). Then the proof rules in Sect. 4
with | and || replaced by |" and ||’, respectively but without the strictness condition, are
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theorems of CFP. To see that the operator ||’ indeed corresponds to locally angelic choice
it is best to compare the realizers of the rule (Conc-mp) for || and ||’. Assume A, B
are non-Harrop and f is a realizer of A — B. Then, if Amb(a,b) realizes ||(A), then
Amb(fla, flb) realizes ||(B). This means that to choose, say, the left argument of Amb
as a result, @ must terminate and so must the ambient (global) computation fla. On the
other hand, the program extracted from the proof of (Conc-mp) for ||’ takes a realizer
Amb(a,b) of ||'(A) and returns Amb((up o f o down)la, (up o f o down)|b) as realizer of
1l'(B), where up and down are the realizers of B — (B V False) and (A V False) — A,

namely, up 2 \a. Left(a) and down 2 \c. case cof {Left(a) — a}. Now, to choose the
left argument of Amb, it is enough for a to terminate since the non-strict operation up will
immediately produce a w.h.n.f. without invoking the ambient computation. By redefining
realizers of B|4 and ||(A) as realizers of B, and ||’(A) and the realizers of the rules of
CFP as those extracted from the proofs of the corresponding rules for | and ||/, we have
another realizability interpretation of CFP that models locally angelic choice.

8.3. Markov’s principle with restriction. So far, (Rest-intro) is the only rule that
derives a restriction in a non-trivial way. However, there are other such rules, for example

Vo € N(P(z)V —P(x))
3z € N P(7)|32eN P(a)

Rest-Markov

If P(x) is Harrop, then (Rest-Markov) is realized by minimization. More precisely, if f
realizes Vz € N(P(z) V ~P(x)), then min(f) realizes the formula 3z € N P(7)|5;eN p(a)>
where min(f) computes the least k& € N such that fk = Left if such k exists, and does
not terminate, otherwise. One might expect as conclusion of (Rest-Markov) the formula
3z € N P(7)|(--3zen p(2))- However, because of (Rest-stab) (which is realized by the
identity), this wouldn’t make a difference. The rule (Rest-Markov) can be used, for example,
to prove that Harrop predicates that are recursively enumerable (re) and have re complements
are decidable. From the proof one can extract a program that concurrently searches for
evidence of membership in the predicate and its complement.

8.4. Further directions for research. The undecidability of equality of real numbers,
which is at the heart of our case study on infinite Gray code, is also a critical point in
Gaussian elimination where one needs to find a non-zero entry in a non-singular matrix. As
shown in [BSST22], our approach makes it possible to search for such ‘pivot elements’ in a
concurrent way. A further promising research direction is to extend the work on coinductive
presentations of compact sets in [Spr21] to the concurrent setting.
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APPENDIX

APPENDIX A. IMPLEMENTATION

We explain the program and experiments of Section 7 in more detail. The source code
(GraySD.hs) is avaliable form the archive [Ber].

A.1. Nondeterminism. Using the primitives of the Haskell libraries Concurrent and
Exception we can implement nondeterministic choice through a program ambL that picks
from a list nondeterministically a terminating element (if exists). Although in our application
we need only binary choice, we implement arbitrary finite choice since it is technically more
convenient and permits more applications, e.g. Gaussian elimination (Section 8.4).

import Control.Concurrent

import Control.Exception

ambL :: [a] -> I0 a
ambL xs =
do { m <- newEmptyMVar ;
acts <- sequence
[ forkIO (do { y <- evaluate x ; putMVar m y })
| x <- xs 1 ;
z <- takeMVar m ;
x <- sequence_ (map killThread acts) ;
seq x (return z)
}

Comments:

e newEmptyMVar creates an empty mutable variable,

e forkIO creates a thread,

e evaluate evaluates its argument to head normal form,

e putMVar m y writes y into the mutable variable m provided m is empty,

e the line seq x (return z) makes sure that the threads are killed before the final result
z is returned.

A.2. Extracting data. We define the domain D (Section 2) and a program ed on D
(‘extract data’) that, using ambL, nondeterministically selects a terminating argument of the
constructor Amb.

data D = Nil | Le D | Ri D | Pair(D, D) | Fun(D -> D) | Amb(D, D)

ed :: D->I0D

ed (Le d) = do { d’ <- ed d ; return (Le 4d’) }

ed (Ri d) =do { d> <- ed d ; return (Ri 4’) }

ed (Pair d e) =do { d’ <-—ed d ; e’ <- ed e ; return (Pair 4’ e’) }
ed (Amb a b) = do { ¢ <- ambL [a,b] ; ed c } ;

ed d = return d

ed can be seen as an implementation of the operational semantics in Section 3.
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A.3. Gray code to Signed Digit Representation conversion. We read-off the programs
extracted in the Sections 5 and 6 to obtain the desired conversion function. Note that this is
nothing but a copy of the programs in those sections with type annotations for readability.
The programs work without type annotation because Haskell infers their types. The Haskell
types contain only one type D. Their types as CFP-programs are shown as comments in
the code below.

From Section 5.
mapamb :: (D ->D) ->D ->D -- (B -> C) -> A(B) -> A(C)

-- (A(B) is the type of Amb(a,b) where a,b are of type B)
mapamb = \f -> \c -> case c of {Amb(a,b) -> Amb(f $! a, £ $! b)}

leftright :: D->D --B+C->B+C
leftright = \b -> case b of {Le _ -> Le Nil; Ri _ -> Ri Nil}

conSD :: D -> D -——2x 2 > A(3)
-— (2 = 1+1, etc. where 1 is the unit type)
conSD = \c¢ -> case ¢ of {Pair(a, b) ->
Amb(Le $! (leftright a),

Ri $! (case b of {Le _ -> bot; Ri _ -> Nil}))}

From Section 6.
gscomp :: D -> D -- [2] -> A(3)
gscomp (Pair(a, Pair(b, p))) = conSD (Pair(a, b))

onedigit :: D ->D ->D -- [2] -> 3 -> 3 x [2]
onedigit (Pair(a, Pair (b, p))) c = case c of {
Le d -> case d of {
Le _ -> Pair(Le(Le Nil), Pair(b,p));

Ri _ -> Pair(Le(Ri Nil), Pair(notD b,p))

+;

Ri _ -> Pair(Ri Nil, Pair(a, nhD p))}
notD :: D -> D -— 2 ->2
notD a = case a of {Le _ -> Ri Nil; Ri _ -> Le Nil}
nhD :: D > D -- [2] —> [2]
nhD (Pair (a, p)) = Pair (notD a, p)
s ::D->D -- [2] —> A(3 x [2])
s p = mapamb (onedigit p) (gscomp p)
mon :: D ->D) ->D->D -- (B ->C) -> AB xB) -> A3 x C)

mon f p = mapamb (mond f) p
where mond f (Pair(a,t)) = Pair(a, f t)

gtos :: D -> D -- [2] —> [3]
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gtos = (mon gtos) . s

A.4. Gray code generation with delayed digits. Recall that Gray code has the digits
1 and —1, modelled as Ri Nil and Le Nil. A digit may as well be undefined (1) in
which case it is modelled by a nonterminating computation (such as bot below). To
exhibit the nondeterminism in our programs we generate digits with different computation
times. For example, graydigitToD 5 denotes the digit 1 computed in 500000 steps, while
graydigitToD O does not terminate and therefore denotes L.

delay :: Integer -> D

delayn | n>1 = delay (n-1)
| n==1 = Ri Nil
| n==0 = bot
| n == (-1) = Le Nil
| n < (-1) = delay (n+1)

bot = bot

graydigitToD :: Integer -> D

graydigitToD a | a == (-1) = Le Nil
| a==1 = Ri Nil
| True = delay (a*100000)

The function grayToD lifts this to Gray codes, that is, infinite sequences of partial Gray
digits represented as elements of D:

-- list to Pairs
ltop :: [D] -> D
ltop = foldr (\x -> \y -> Pair(x,y)) Nil

grayToD :: [Integer] -> D
grayToD = ltop . (map graydigitToD)

For example, grayToD (0:5:-3:[-1,-1..]) denotes the Gray code L : 1:—-1:—-1,—1,...
where the first digit does not terminate, the second digit (1) takes 500000 steps to compute
and the third digit (-1) takes 300000 steps. The remaining digits (all —1) take one step each.

A.5. Truncating the input and printing the result. The program gtos transforms
Gray code into signed digit representation, so both, input and output are infinite. To
observe the computation, we truncate the input to some finite approximation which gtos will
map to some finite approximation of the output. This finite output is a nondeterministic
element of D (i.e. it may contain the constructor Amb) from which we then can extract
nondeterministically a deterministic data using the function ed which can be printed.

In the following we define the truncation and the printing of deterministic finite data.
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Truncating d € D at depth n.

takeD :: Int -=> D -> D
takeDnd | n>0 =

case d of
{
Nil -> Nil ;
Le a -> Le (takeD (n-1) a) ;
Ri a -> Ri (takeD (n-1) a) ;

Pair(a, b) -> Pair (takeD (n-1) a, takeD (n-1) b) ;
Amb(a,b) -> Amb(takeD (n-1) a, takeD (n-1) b) ;
Fun -> error "takeD _ (Fun _)" ;

| otherwise = Nil

Showing a partial signed digit.
dtosd :: D -> String

dtosd (Le (Ri Nil)) = " 1"
dtosd (Le (Le Nil)) = "-1"
dtosd (Ri Nil) =" Q0"
dtosd _ = " bot"

Printing an element of D that represents a finite deterministic signed digit
stream.

prints :: D -> I0 ()

prints (Pair (d,e)) = putStr (dtosd d) >> prints e

prints Nil putStrLn ""

prints _ = error "prints: not a partial signed digit stream"

A.6. Experiments. As explained in Section 7, there are three Gray codes of 0:

a = 1:1:-1,—-1,—-1,...
b = 1:1:-1,-1,-1,...
c = —1:1:-1,-1,—1,...
and the set of signed digit representations of 0 is A U B U C where
A = {0v}

B = {0%:1:(-1)“ |k >0}
C = {0F:(=1):1¥|k>0}.
Our gtos program nondeterministically produces an element of A for input a, an element of

A U B for input b, and an element of AU C for input ¢. As the following results show, the
obtained value depends on the speed of computation of the individual Gray-digits.

Input b:
*xGraySD> ed (takeD 50 (gtos (grayToD (1:1:[-1,-1..]1)))) >>= prints
1-1-1-1-1-14-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1 bot
Input c:
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,=1..1)))) >>= prints

*GraySD> ed (takeD 50 (gtos (grayToD (-1:1:
111 1 bot

[-
-111111111111111111 1

1
1
Input a (demonstrating that the program can cope with an undefined digit):

*GraySD> ed (takeD 50 (gtos (grayToD (0:1:[-1,-1..]1)))) >>= prints
000000000000000000O00O0O OO0 bot

Input b with delayed first digit:

*GraySD> ed (takeD 50 (gtos (grayToD (2:1:[-1,-1..]1)))) >>= prints
co01-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1 bot

Same, but with more delayed first digit:

*GraySD> ed (takeD 50 (gtos (grayToD

(10:1:
000000000 1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1 1

Input 1,1,1,... which is the Gray code of 2/3:

*GraySD> ed (takeD 50 (gtos (grayToD ([1,1..]1)))) >>= prints
1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 1 0-1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 bot

Same, but with delayed first digit:

*GraySD> ed (takeD 50 (gtos (grayToD (2:[1,1..])))) >>= prints
c11-11-11-11-101 1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 bot

To see that the last two results are indeed approximations of signed digit representations
of 2/3, one observes that in the signed digit representation 0 1 means the same as 1-1

(0+1/2=1-1/2), so both results are equivalent to
1-1 1-11-11-11-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 1-1 bot
which denotes 2/3.

Note that since our experiments use the nondeterministic program ed, the results
obtained with a different computer may differ from the ones included here. Our theoretical

results ensure that, whatever the results are, they will be correct.

This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution License. To view a copy of this
license, visit https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ or send a letter to Creative
Commons, 171 Second St, Suite 300, San Francisco, CA 94105, USA, or Eisenacher Strasse 2,

10777 Berlin, Germany
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