Practical Foundations for Programming Languages

SECOND EDITION

Robert Harper
Carnegie Mellon University



Copyright © 2016 by Robert Harper.

All Rights Reserved.



Contents

Preface to the Second Edition

Preface to the First Edition

I Judgments and Rules

1 Abstract Syntax

1.1 AbstractSyntaxTrees . . . . . . . . . . ...
1.2 Abstract Binding Trees . . . . . . . ... ... L L
1.3 Notes . . . . . . e

Inductive Definitions

21 Judgments . . .. ... e
22 InferenceRules . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
2.3 Derivations . . . . . . . L e e e e e e e
24 RuleInduction. . . . . . .. . . . . .
2.5 [Iterated and Simultaneous Inductive Definitions . . . . . ... ... ... ... ....
2.6 Defining Functionsby Rules . . . . . ... ... ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ...
2.7 Notes . . . . o e e e e

Hypothetical and General Judgments

3.1 Hypothetical Judgments . . . . .. ... .. ... . L L

3.1.1 Derivability . . . ... ...

3.1.2 Admissibility . .. ...
3.2 Hypothetical Inductive Definitions . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. .. ... ..
3.3 General Judgments . . . .. ... ...
3.4 Generic Inductive Definitions . . . . . ... ... ... . L L L L oL
35 Notes . . . . o

10

13
13
14
15
16
18
19
20



viii

4

8

CONTENTS

I Statics and Dynamics 33
Statics 35
41 Syntax ... 35
42 TypeSystem . . ... . ... ... 36
4.3 Structural Properties . . . . . ... ... ... 37
44 Notes . . . . . . . e e 39
Dynamics 41
51 TransitionSystems . . . ... ... ... ... ... 41
52 Structural Dynamics . . . .. ... ... ... 42
53 Contextual Dynamics . . . . .. ... ... ... 44
5.4 Equational Dynamics . . . . . . ... ... L 46
55 Notes . . . . . . e e 48
Type Safety 51
6.1 Preservation . ... ... ... ... 52
6.2 Progress . . ... ... 52
6.3 Run-TimeErrors. . . . .. ... ... . . 53
6.4 Notes . . . . . . .. e 55
Evaluation Dynamics 57
71 Evaluation Dynamics . . . . ... ... ... L 57
7.2 Relating Structural and Evaluation Dynamics . . . .. .. ... ... .. ........ 58
73 TypeSafety, Revisited . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... 59
74 CostDynamics . . ... ... .. . .. ... e 60
75 Notes . . . . . e 61
III Total Functions 63
Function Definitions and Values 65
8.1 First-Order Functions . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... .. 65
8.2 Higher-Order Functions . . . ... ... .. ... ... .. .. .. .. .. .. ..... 67
8.3 Evaluation Dynamics and Definitional Equality . . ... ... ... .......... 69
8.4 DynamicScope . .. ... ... ... .. 70
85 Notes . . . . . 71
System T of Higher-Order Recursion 73
9.1 Statics . . . . . . L 73
92 DynamicCs . . . . . . .. e e 74
93 Definability . . . ... ... 76
9.4 Undefinability . . . ... ... ... 77
9.5 Notes . . . . . . 79



CONTENTS

IV Finite Data Types

10 Product Types
10.1 Nullary and B

inary Products . . . ... ... L Lo

10.2 Finite Products . . . . . . . . e

10.3 Primitive Mut
10.4 Notes . . . .

11 Sum Types
11.1 Nullary and B
11.2 Finite Sums

ual Recursion . . . . . . . . . ..

nary Sums . ... ..

11.3 Applicationsof Sum Types. . . . . . . . .. ... .
11.3.1 Voidand Unit . . . . . . . .. . e e e
11.3.2 Booleans . . . . . . . . . e e
11.3.3 Enumerations . . . . . . . . . . . e e
1134 Options . . . . . . .. e

11.4 Notes . . . .

V  Types and Propositions

12 Constructive Logic

12.1 Constructive Semantics . . . . . . . . . . . . e e e
12.2 Constructive Logic . . . . ... ... .. .
1221 Provability . . . . .. ...
1222 Proof Terms . . . . . . . . o o e e e e

12.3 Proof Dynami

[

12.4 PropositionsasTypes . . . . . . . . . .. .. L

12.5 Notes . . . .

13 Classical Logic

13.1 Classical Logic . . . . . . . . . .
13.1.1 Provability and Refutability . . . . ... ... .. ... .. .. .. .. .. .. ..

13.1.2 Proofs
13.2 Deriving Elim
13.3 Proof Dynami

and Refutations . . . . . . . . . . ... ...
ination Forms . . . . . . . . .. .. e
CS o e e e e e e

134 Law of the ExcludedMiddle . . . . ... ... ... .. .. .. ... . ..
13.5 The Double-Negation Translation . . . . . .. ... ... .. ... .. ... .......

13.6 Notes . . . .

VI Infinite Data Types

14 Generic Programming

14.1 Introduction

ix

81

83
83
85
86
87

89
89
91
92
92
92
93
94
95

97

99
100
100
101
103
104
105
105

109
110
110
112
114
115
117
118
119

121

123



14.2
14.3
14.4

Polynomial Type Operators . . . . .. ... .... ..
Positive Type Operators . . . . ... ... .. ... ..
Notes . .. ... ... ... ... ... .. ...

15 Inductive and Coinductive Types

15.1
15.2

15.3
15.4
15.5

Motivating Examples . . . . . ... ... ........
Statics . . . ... ... L
1521 Types . . . .. .. ..o
1522 Expressions . . ... ...............
Dynamics . . .............. .. .......
Solving Type Equations . . . ... ...........
Notes . . ........ ... .. ... .. ... .. ..

VII Variable Types

16 System F of Polymorphic Types

16.1
16.2

16.3
16.4

Polymorphic Abstraction . . . . . ... .........
Polymorphic Definability . . ... ...........
16.2.1 ProductsandSums . . . ... .. ... ... ..
16.2.2 Natural Numbers . . . . .. ... ... .....
Parametricity Overview . . ... ............
Notes . . ... ... ... ... ... .. ...

17 Abstract Types

17.1

17.2
17.3
17.4
17.5

Existential Types . . . .. ... ... ... ... ....
17.1.1 Statics . . . . . . ...
1712 Dynamics . . ... ... .. ... ........
1713 Safety. . . . ... ... ... . L
Data Abstraction . . .. ... ... ... ... .....

Definability of Existential Types

Representation Independence . . . . .. ... ... ..
Notes . . ....... ... .. ... ... .. ...

18 Higher Kinds

18.1
18.2
18.3
18.4

VIII Partiality and Recursive Types

Constructorsand Kinds . . . . ... .. .. .. ... ..
Constructor Equality . . . ... ... ... .......
Expressionsand Types . . . ... ... .........
Notes . . . ... ... ... .. ... . .. ..

19 System PCF of Recursive Functions

19.1

Statics . . . . . . . e

CONTENTS



CONTENTS

20

192 Dynamics . . . . . . ..
19.3 Definability . . . . .. ...
19.4 Finite and Infinite Data Structures . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . . ... ... ..
19.5 Totality and Partiality . . . . . .. .. .. ... . L
19.6 Notes . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e

System FPC of Recursive Types

20.1 Solving Type Equations . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. ...
20.2 Inductive and Coinductive Types . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... L.
20.3 Self-Reference . . . . . . ... ..
204 TheOriginofState . . . ... ... ... . ... .. ... ... ... .
20.5 Notes . . . . . . e

IX Dynamic Types

21

22

23

24

The Untyped A-Calculus

21.1 TheA-Calculus . . . .. ... ... . .
21.2 Definability . . ... ... ... ..
21.3 Scott’'sTheorem . . . . . . . . ... .. ..
21.4 Untyped Means Uni-Typed . . ... ... ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .....
215 Notes . . . . . o

Dynamic Typing

221 Dynamically Typed PCF . . . . . .. . ... .. . .
22.2 Variations and Extensions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . e
22.3 Critique of Dynamic Typing . . . . . . ... ... . .. .. . . . L
224 NOteS . . . . o e e

Hybrid Typing

23.1 AHybrid Language . . . . . . . . . ... .
23.2 Dynamic as Static Typing . . . . ... ... ... .. o
23.3 Optimization of Dynamic Typing . . . . . . ... ... ... .. .. .. ... ......
23.4 Static Versus Dynamic Typing . . . . . . .. ... ... .. o oo
235 Notes . . . . .. ..

Subtyping

Structural Subtyping

241 Subsumption. . . . . ... L
242 Varietiesof Subtyping . . . . . .. .. ...
243 Variance . . . . .. ... e
244 Dynamicsand Safety . . ... ... ... ... ... ..
245 Notes . . . . . . . e e

xi

170
171
173
174
175

177
178
179
180
182
183

185

187
187
188
190
192
193

195
196
199
201
202

205
205
207
208
210
211



xii

25 Behavioral Typing

251 Statics . . .. ...
25.2 Boolean Blindness
25.3 Refinement Safety
254 Notes . . . ........ .. ... . ....

XI Dynamic Dispatch

26 Classes and Methods

26.1 The Dispatch Matrix
26.2 Class-Based Organization
26.3 Method-Based Organization
26.4 Self-Reference
265 Notes . . . ... ... . ... ...

27

XII Control Flow

28 Control Stacks

28.1 Machine Definition

282 Safety . .. ... ... L

28.3 Correctness of the Stack Machine
28.3.1 Completeness
28.3.2 Soundness

284 Notes . . . . .. .. ... .. .. .. ...

29

30

Inheritance

27.1 Class and Method Extension
27.2 Class-Based Inheritance
27.3 Method-Based Inheritance
274 Notes . . . . .. .. ... .. ...

Exceptions
29.1 Failures

29.2 Exceptions
29.3 Exception Values
294 Notes . .. ..................

Continuations
30.1 Overview
30.2 Continuation Dynamics
30.3 Coroutines from Continuations
304 Notes . . . . ... . ... . ... ......

CONTENTS



CONTENTS

XIII Symbolic Data

31 Symbols
31.1 Symbol Declaration . . . . .. ...... ... ... ... ...
31.1.1 Scoped Dynamics . . . . . ... ... ...
31.1.2 Scope-Free Dynamics . .. ... ... ... ... .. ... ... ... .. ... .
31.2 Symbol References . . . . .. ... ... .. ...
31.2.1 Statics . . . . .. e e e e e e e
3122 Dynamics . . . . . . .. e
3123 Safety . . . . . ..
31.3 Notes . . . . o e e e e e e

32 Fluid Binding
321 Statics . . . . . e e e e e
322 Dynamics . . . . . ... e
323 TypeSafety . . . . . . . .
32.4 Some Subtleties . . . . . ... e
32.5 Fluid References . . . . . . . . . . . e e
32.6 NOtes . . . . . o e e e e e

33 Dynamic Classification
33.1 DynamicClasses . . .. . ... ... .. .. ...
33.1.1 Statics . . . . ...
33.1.2 Dynamics . . . . .. . ...
3313 Safety . . . . . ..
332 ClassReferences . . . . . . . .. . ...
33.3 Definability of DynamicClasses . . . . . ... ... ... ... ..........
33.4 Applications of Dynamic Classification . . ... ... .. ... .............
33.4.1 ClassifyingSecrets . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
33.42 ExceptionValues . . ... ..... ... .. .. .. ... o
335 Notes . . . . .

XIV Mutable State

34 Modernized Algol
34.1 BasicCommands . . . . . . . . . . i e e e e e e e e e
34.1.1 Statics . . . . . o e e e e e e
3412 Dynamics . . ... ... ...
3413 Safety . . . ... ...
342 Some Programming Idioms . . . ... ... ... .. .. .. .. .. . 00 L.
34.3 Typed Commands and Typed Assignables. . . . . ... .................
344 Notes . . . . . o o e e e e

xiii

283

285
286
286
287
288
288
289
289
290

293
293
294
295
296
297
299

301
301
301
302
303
303
304
305
305
306
307



xiv

35 Assignable References

36

35.1

35.2 Scoped Assignables
35.3 Free Assignables
Safety . .. ....... ... ... ... ..
35.5 Benign Effects
Notes . .. ...................

354

35.6

Capabilities

Lazy Evaluation

36.1 PCF By-Need
36.2 Safety of PCF By-Need
36.3 FPC By-Need
36.4 Suspension Types
Notes . .. ...... ... ... .....

36.5

XV Parallelism

37 Nested Parallelism

37.1 Binary Fork-Join
37.2 Cost Dynamics

37.3 Multiple Fork-Join
37.4 Bounded Implementations
Scheduling . . . ................
Notes . .. ..... ... .. ... ....

38

XVI Concurrency and Distribution

37.5
37.6

Futures and Speculations
Futures . . . .. .............. ...

38.1

38.2

38.3
38.4
38.5

38.1.1 Statics

38.1.2 Sequential Dynamics

Speculations
38.2.1 Statics

38.2.2 Sequential Dynamics
Parallel Dynamics
Pipelining With Futures
Notes . .. ...................

39 Process Calculus

39.1 Actions and Events
Interaction . .. ... ... ... .. .....
Replication . . . .. ..............

39.2
39.3

CONTENTS



CONTENTS XV

39.4 Allocating Channels . . . ... ... ... ... ... . .. .. .. .. . 378
395 Communication . . . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e 380
39.6 ChannelPassing . . . . . ... ... ... .. ... ... 383
39.7 Universality . . ... ... ... ... ... .. 385
39.8 Notes . . . . o o e e e e e e e 386
40 Concurrent Algol 389
40.1 Concurrent Algol . . . . . .. . ... L 390
40.2 Broadcast Communication . . . . . . . . . . ... e e 392
40.3 Selective Communication . . . . . . . . . . . . e e 394
40.4 Free AssignablesasProcesses . . . .. .. ... .. ... ... .. .. .. .. .. ... 396
40.5 Notes . . . . . o e e e e 398
41 Distributed Algol 399
411 Statics . . . . . o e e e e e e e 399
41.2 DynamicCs . . . . . . .o e 402
413 Safety . . . . .. 404
41.4 Notes . . . . . . e e e e e e 404
XVII Modularity 407
42 Modularity and Linking 409
421 Simple Unitsand Linking . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ....... ... ..., 409
42.2 Initializationand Effects . . . . . . . . . .. ... e 410
42.3 NOotes . . . . o o o e e e e e e e 412
43 Singleton Kinds and Subkinding 413
431 OVEIVIEW . . . . o v e e e e e e e e e e e 414
432 Singletons . . . . ... 414
433 DependentKinds . . . . .. ... ... 416
434 HigherSingletons . . . . . . . ... ... .. L 419
435 Notes . . . . . e e e e e 421
44 Type Abstractions and Type Classes 423
441 Type Abstraction . . . . . . .. ... .. 424
442 TypeClasses . . . . . . . . i 425
443 AModule Language . . ... ... ... ... ... 428
444 First-and Second-Class . . . . . . . . . . .. e e e 432

445 NOtES . . . . o e e e e 433



xvi

45 Hierarchy and Parameterization
45.1 Hierarchy

45.2 Abstraction
45.3 Hierarchy and Abstraction
45.4 Applicative Functors
455 Notes . . . . ... ... .. ... ...

XVIII Equational Reasoning

46 Equality for System T

46.1 Observational Equivalence

46.2 Logical Equivalence

46.3 Logical and Observational Equivalence Coincide

46.4 Some Laws of Equality
46.4.1 General Laws
46.4.2 Equality Laws
46.4.3 Induction Law

465 Notes . . .. .................

47

48

49

Equality for System PCF

47.1 Observational Equivalence
47.2 Logical Equivalence
47.3 Logical and Observational Equivalence Coincide
47.4 Compactness
47.5 Lazy Natural Numbers
476 Notes . . . .. ... ... ... .......

Parametricity

48.1 Overview
48.2 Observational Equivalence
48.3 Logical Equivalence
48.4 Parametricity Properties
48.5 Representation Independence, Revisited
486 Notes . . . ......... ... ... .....

Process Equivalence

49.1 Process Calculus
49.2 Strong Equivalence
49.3 Weak Equivalence
494 Notes . . . .. ... ... .. ... ...

CONTENTS



CONTENTS xvii

XIX Appendices 487

A Answers to the Exercises 489

B Background on Finite Sets 541






Part 1

Judgments and Rules






Part 11

Statics and Dynamics






Part 111

Total Functions






Part IV

Finite Data Types






Part V

Types and Propositions






Part VI

Infinite Data Types






Part VII

Variable Types






164



Part VIII

Partiality and Recursive Types






Part IX

Dynamic Types






Part X

Subtyping






240



Part XI

Dynamic Dispatch






258



Part XII

Control Flow






Part XIII

Symbolic Data






Part XIV

Mutable State






Part XV

Parallelism






370



Part XVI

Concurrency and Distribution






406



Part XVII

Modularity






Part XVIII

Equational Reasoning






486



Part XIX

Appendices






Appendix A

Answers to the Exercises

Chapter 1

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.
1.4.

Because X C ), any variable in A[X] is also a variable in A[Y]. Inductively, if a; € A[X],
then a; € A[Y], and therefore o(ay,...,a,) € A[Y)].

Extending the solution to the preceding exercise, we need only account for abstractors. Sup-
pose that ¥.a € A[X], and we are to show that ¥.a € A[)]. Pick any 7 : ¥ <> ¥’ such
that ¥’ ¢ ). Noting that ¥’ ¢ X, because X C ), we have that 77(a) € A[X,¥], and hence
inductively in A[Y, ¥'] as well, which sulffices for the result.

(Omitted.)

A standard solution is to represent back edges by de Bruijn indices: a bound variable oc-
currence is represented by bv[i]|, where i is a positive natural number designating the ith
enclosing abstractor. An abstractor for abg’s has the form .g, where the “dot” indicates the
introduction of an (unnamed) bound variable. Letting G[X'], stand for the abg’s with 1 en-
closing abstractors, we may say that .g is in G[X],4+1 if ¢ € G[X],, and that bv[i] € G[X], if
1<i<n.

Chapter 2

2.1.

One possible definition of the judgment max(m ; n; p) is given by the following rules:

(A.1a)
max(m ; zero ; m)

(A.1b)
max(zero ; succ(n);succ(n))
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2.2

2.3.

24.

2.5.

max(m;n;p)

Alc

max(succ(m ) ;succ(n);succ(p)) (A1)
One may show by rule induction that to every two natural number inputs there corresponds
anatural number output. A second nested pair of rule inductions shows that if max(m;n; p)
and max(m ;n ;q), then p is q. This proof establishes that the three-place relation defines a
total function of its first two arguments.

Assume that t tree and 1 nat. As in Solution 2.1 it is easiest to prove first that hgt(t; n) relates
every tree to at least one height. Then one may prove by rule induction that if hgt(t; m) and
hgt(t;n), then m is n.

The judgments ¢ tree and f forest may be simultaneously defined by the following rules:

f forest
—_— (A.2a)
node( f ) tree
(A.2b)
nil forest
ttree f forest
(A.2¢)

cons(t; f) forest
The empty tree may be thought of as node(nil ), the node with no children.
The judgments hgtT(t; 1), stating that the variadic tree t has height 1, and hgtF(f; n), stating

that the variadic forest f has height #, may be simultaneously inductively defined by the
following rules:

hgtF(f;n)
A3
hgtT(node( f ) ; succ(n)) (A.3a)
hotE(rma1 - oara) (A.3b)
hgtF(nil; zero)
hgtT(t;m) hgtF(f;n) max(m;n;p) 430

hgtF(cons(t; f);p)
The required modes may be proved as outlined in the preceding exercises, albeit by a simul-

taneous rule induction for each case.

The judgment n bin stating that n is a natural number in binary may be defined by the
following rules:

(A4da)
zero bin
n bin
twice(n) bin (A.4b)
n bin (A40)

twiceplusi(n ) bin
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Clearly zero represents the number 0, and there are two forms of “successor”, corresponding
to doubling, and to doubling and adding one. The (unique) representation of the number
5=2x (2 x 1)+ 1is therefore

twiceplusl(twice(twiceplusi(zero))).

2.6. The sum of two numbers in binary, represented in binary, is given by the judgment sum(m ;
n; p) defined in terms of an auxiliary judgment succ(m ; n), as follows:

(A.5a)
sum(zero ; zero ; zero)
sum(m;n;p)
A.5b
sum(twice(m);twice(n);twice(p)) ( )
sum(m;n;p) (A50)
sum(twice(m );twiceplusl(n);twiceplusi(p)) i
sum(m;n;p) (A5d)
sum(twiceplusl(m );twice(n);twiceplusi(p)) ’
sum(m;n;p) succ(p;q) (A5e)
sum(twiceplusl(m );twiceplusi(n);twiceplusi(q)) ’
The auxiliary computation of the successor is defined as follows:
(A.6a)
succ(zero; twiceplusi(zero))
(A.6b)
succ(twice(n ) ;twiceplusi(n))
succ(n; p) (A60)

succ(twiceplusi(n);twice(p))

For correctness we must check that if # bin then there exists p bin such that succ(n; p), where
p is the representation of the successor of n in binary, and that if m bin and 7 bin then there
exists p bin such that sum(m ;n; p) and p is the representation of the sum of m and # in
binary. These may both be proved by induction on the foregoing rules, making use of such
elementary facts as

2xm+1)+2xn+1)=2x(m+n)+2=2x (m+n+1).

The sample solution above uses the successor to compute one more than the sum of m and
n, which is obtained recursively. This suggests the alternative solution in which one defines
simultaneously both the sum of m and 7 and one more than the sum of m and n. Each calls
the other because

2xm+1)+2xn)+1=2x(m+n)+2=2x(m+n+1).
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Chapter 3

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

34.

3.5.

3.6.

As usual, give an inductive definition of the two-place judgment len(a; 1), where a comb and
n nat, and show that it relates every combinator a to a unique number n by induction on the
given rules C defining a comb.

Pick a renaming x’ of x, and extend rules C with the axiom x’ comb. Proceed by rule induction
on this extended rule set, replacing x’ comb by a; comb at the base case, and otherwise
proceeding inductively.

The required derivation is suggested by the following equivalences:

skkx=(kx)(kx)

=x
The first is justified by the S axiom, the second by the K axiom.

The formulation of the question suggests to fix x and define a judgment abs, aisa’ and show
that it defines a function:

o (A.7a)
absy xisskk
. (A.7b)
absy kiskk
I (A.7¢)
absy sisks
absy ajisa) absy asisa; (A.7d)

absy ay ay is s a) a)
It is easy to check that the required equivalence holds, noting that the axioms governing k
and s have been chosen precisely to make the proof go through without complication.

Simply redefine bracket abstraction so that [x]a = ap(k;a) when x ¢ a. This formulation
generalizes the original case, where 4 = y # x, to avoid altering any combinator in which
x does not occur. Then prove that {a/y}[x]b = [x]{a/y}b under the stated conditions by
induction on the derivation of x y | x comby comb I b comb.

The following rules define the generalized form of the judgment:

(1<i<n)

X1,.-., % | X1 closed, ..., x; closed b x; closed

(A.8a)

X1,..., X | X1 closed, ..., xi closed I a; closed xq,...,x; | x1 closed, ..., xj closed - a, closed

X1,...,X | x1 closed, ..., x; closed F ap( a7 ;a; ) closed
(A.8b)
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X1,..., X, % | x1 closed, ..., x; closed, x closed - a closed

A.8¢
X1,...,X | x1 closed, ..., x; closed - A(x.a) closed ( )

The “trick” is that the local variables xq, ..., x; of the generality judgment are disjoint from
the ambient variables X" that are also available. There being no hypotheses governing the
ambient variables, X, it is impossible to derive x closed for any x € X. But when descending
into the scope of an abstractor, it is temporarily postulated that the bound variable x is closed
so that its occurrences within the scope of the abstractor are properly regarded as closed.

This exercise drives home the principle that variables are pronouns, and are not nouns. The
assumption x closed does not say of a “thing in itself” x that is closed; were variables “things”
such a hypothesis would be senseless. But variables are not things, they refer to things. So
a hypothesis x closed expresses a constraint on to what the pronoun x refers—that is, it
constrains what can be substituted for it. It makes perfect sense to hypothesize that only
closed abts may be substituted for a given variable.

Chapter 4

4.1. Many variations are possible. Here is an illustrative fragment of a solution that incorporates
some of the suggestions given in Exercise 4.2.

TxttFx11 (A.9a)
IxtthkxTrT
ettt
Thelt (A.9b)
F'elrt
't cast[t](e) T (A.9¢c)
(A.9d)
I'tnum[n] | num
I'Fegylnum T'Fep | num
[k plus(ep;er) T num (A9e)
(A.9f)
[t str[s] | str
Fl—elTTl F,XTT1|—€2J,T2 (Agg)

I'k1let(e;;x.e) ]l

The separation of synthetic from analytic typing resolves the difficulty with the type of the
defined term in a definition expression.

4.2. The main difficulty is to ensure that you do not preclude programs that ought to be allowed,
or that can only be expressed very awkwardly. Within these constraints there are many
possible variations on Solution 4.1.
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Chapter 5

5.1.

5.2

5.3.

5.4.

Proceed by rule induction on Rules (5.10).
Proceed by rule induction on the first premise.

The definitions of multi-step and k-step transition are chosen so as to make this proof a

. . . . . . . . . /
routine induction as indicated. Because it is obvious that if s —* s’ and s’ —K s”, then

s kK 5 Solution 5.1 may be obtained as a corollary of this solution.

Proceed by rule induction on rules (5.10). The suggested strengthening ensures that rule (5.10f)
can be proved without complication. The assumptions on e; and e/ are preserved when pass-
ing to the premises of rule (5.10f), and these assumptions are needed when considering re-
flexivity for a variable x;. The rest of the proof is routine.

Chapter 6

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

The remaining cases follow along the same lines as those given in the proof of Theorem 6.2.
The remaining cases follow along the same lines as those given in the proof of Theorem 6.4.

The suggested case analysis ensures that errors are propagated properly by each construct.
The proof as a whole ensures that there are no well-typed “stuck” expressions other than
values and checked errors.

Chapter 7

7.1.

7.2

7.3.

74.

Proceed by a simultaneous rule induction on rules (7.1).
Proceed along the same lines as those steps already given.

The second part proceeds by a rule induction on rules (5.1), appealing to the lemma in the
inductive step.

The difficulty is that the progress theorem would allow an unchecked, as well as a checked,
error in its statement. Moreover, Theorem 7.5 is no longer valid in the presence of a checked
error, so safety is no longer a corollary of progress. The most obvious alternative is to intro-
duce two forms of error checks, one for unchecked errors (solely to express safety), and one
for checked errors (to allow for run-time errors arising from well-typed expressions). Such a
formulation becomes rather baroque.
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7.5. Besides the given rule for variables, the rule for definitions should be given as follows:

A}—eli}vl A,xlllvl}—eziivz
At let(e;;x.ep) v

The remaining rules are self-evident.

The left-to-right direction of the correctness proof is proved by induction on the rules defin-
ing the environmental evaluation dynamics. The right-to-left direction must be proved by
induction on the structure of ¢, rather than on the derivation of {vy,...,v,/x1,..., x5} e | ©v
so that it is clear when a variable is to be evaluated.

Chapter 8

8.1.

8.2.

Introduce a new judgment form, f | x.e¢, and allow judgments of this form as hypotheses
of evaluation. The evaluation rule for (call-by-name) application takes the form

A {e/x}te | e’
A flx.etapply[f](e') § "

More provocatively, the atomic judgment f |} x.e can be understood instead as the generic
judgment

(A.10)

x [ apply[f](x) be.
Admitting such a judgment as an assumption extends the framework given in Chapter 3 to

admit higher-order judgment forms. Doing so requires some additional machinery that we
do not develop further in this book.

The difficulty is how to specify the evaluation of a A-abstraction, which may contain free
variables governed by the hypotheses:

AFA[T](x.e) 222

The value of the A cannot be itself, as would be the case in a substitution-based evaluation
dynamics; to do so would be to lose the connection between the binding of a variable and its
subsequent usage, amounting to a form of dynamic scope.

One natural solution is to replace each free variable in the A-abstraction by its binding in A
at the time that the A is evaluated:

xploy,..,xpdonEA[T](x.e) JA[T](x.{T/X}e)

(We assume, without loss of generality, that x is not already governed by an assumption in
A, so that no confusion of distinct variables may occur.) But doing so defeats the purpose of
the environmental dynamics; we may use the substitutional evaluation dynamics instead.
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A variation on this approach is to regard {7/X}e as a form of expression, called an explicit
substitution, or closure. At application we must perform a “context switch” from the ambient
hypotheses to the hypotheses encoded in the closure:

Are J{/Xe x1Jvy,...,xpoptelo
At ap(e;en) o

Both approaches suffer from an abuse of the framework of inductive definitions in Chapter 3.
Check, for example, that the formulation using closures does not admit weakening, a basic
requirement for a well-defined a hypothetical judgment.

Chapter 9

9.1.
9.2.

9.3.

9.4.

9.5.

9.6.

Proceed by rule induction on the statics of T.

Decompose the safety theorem into a preservation and progress lemma, which are proved
along standard lines, appealing to Lemma 9.2 in the progress proof.

The proof breaks down more or less immediately. For example, even if e1(e;) : nat, the
expression e is of function type, and the theorem as stated provides no inductive hypoth-
esis for it. But the termination of the application clearly depends on the termination of the
function being applied!

The proof breaks down at application, for even if ¢; : 7, — 7 is terminating and e; : &
is terminating, it does not follow directly that the application e;(e; ) is terminating. For
example, e might evaluate to a function that, when applied, fails to terminate. The inductive
hypothesis provides no information with which to rule out this possibility.

The stronger inductive hypothesis is sufficient to handle applications: if e; : o — T is hered-
itarily terminating, and e, : T is hereditarily terminating, then so is e; (3 ), by definition. But
how are we to show that A (x: 7y ) e is hereditarily terminating at type 77 — 72? We must
show that if e; is hereditarily terminating at type 77, then the application ( A (x: 71 )ep )(e1)
is hereditarily terminating at type 1. The restriction to closed terms prevents us from ap-
plying the inductive hypothesis to ey, because, in general, it has a free variable x occurring
within it. There is as yet no way to proceed.

Proceed by induction on the structure of 7. If T = nat, then the result is immediate by defini-
tion of hereditary termination atnat. If T = 77 — 1, let ¢; be hereditarily terminating at type
71, and observe that ¢/(e; ) — ¢(e1 ). But the latter expression is hereditarily terminating,

and so, by induction, is the former.

Returning to Solution 9.5, it suffices to show that {e1 /x }e; is hereditarily terminating at type
Tp. This term is closed if A (x: 71 )e; is closed, but we still do not have justification to con-
clude that the latter expression is hereditarily terminating, because the inductive hypothesis
does not apply to open terms.
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The final strengthening given in the exercise is now sufficient to show that every well-typed
open term is open hereditarily terminating in the stated sense. The original result follows by
considering a closed term of type nat, which is thereby shown to be hereditary terminating,
and hence terminating.

Chapter 10

10.1.

10.2.

10.3.

Let ¢ = (7;)ic; be a database schema. A database on this schema may be considered to
be a value of type nat x (nat — ¢ ) whose elements consist of pairs (n,s) such that the
sequence s is defined on all natural numbers less than 7, and is undefined otherwise. Using
this representation, the project function sending the database (1,s) onto I’ C I is given by the
pair (n,s’), where s’ is the sequence

Alk:nat) (' —s(k)-i'|iel)

that selects the columns specified by I’ from each row of the given database. The standard
select and join operations on databases are similarly defined.

Negative in terms of positive:

(1>

(A(-:unit)e; )@ (A(-:unit)ey)
spliteasx; ® _inx1(())
(

()

<6’1,€2>
e-1

(1>

1>

e-r =spliteas_® xpinxp

Positive in terms of negative:

e1 ®ep £ Jet x1beejinlet xpbeeyinx| ® xp

4

splitegasx; @ xpine = letx;beey-linletxpbeey-rine

The introduction form would remain the same; the elimination form would be a degenerate
form of decomposition:

I'ke:() Tke:t
I'F check(eg;e): T

The principal argument ¢y should always be evaluated. By the canonical forms lemma, it
must be (), and hence we may continue by evaluating e.

There would be little point in formulating a positive unit type apart from the desire to
achieve uniformity among all finite positive products.
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Chapter 11

11.1.

11.2.

11.3.

11.4.

11.5.

Follow the example of the Booleans given in Section 11.3.2, which are just a finite enumera-
tion type with two elements.

The option type cannot be simulated in the manner described. Here is a reasonable attempt
that corresponds to Hoare’s intended practice:

null £ (false, null)
just(e) £ (true,e)

ifnulle {null ey | just(x) e} = ife-1then{e-r/x}erelsee

The solution makes use of null as the “null” inhabitant of type 7. But doing so conflicts
with the existence of empty types, such as void, that do not have a value. Worse, regardless
of the setting of the flag, the second component of the pair is always accessible and may be
used in a computation. It is a matter of convention not to do this, but experience shows that,
whether by mistake or by malice, it is often used inappropriately. By contrast the option type
requires no special “null” value, and precludes the abuses just mentioned.

It would be considerably more flexible to generalize schemas from product types to, at least,
products of sums of atomic types. Null values are naturally represented using options, and
heterogeneous values are just homogeneous values of a sum type. More generally, one might
wish to consider admitting, for example, nested databases, in which an attribute of a tuple
might be a database itself.

The combinational logic problems are all straightforward programming exercises involving
case analyses on bits. Try to optimize your solutions by producing the shortest program you
can think of to exhibit the required behavior. The nested case analyses are called binary deci-
sion diagrams, or bdd’s for short. Finding optimal bdd’s that exhibit a specified input/output
behavior is a well-known problem in hardware logic design.

At the present stage of development there is no enough machinery available to define signals
formally. Signals are typically self-referential in that their inputs is defined in terms of their
own outputs at an earlier stage. The passage of time is fundamental to defining signals. For
example, the signal whose value at time f is the negation of its value at time ¢ is clearly ill-
defined and does not exist. But one can clearly define a signal whose value at time t > 0
is the negation of its value at time t — 1. Generally, a signal definition is causal if its value
at later times only depends on its value at earlier times. Thus, the passage of time required
to compute the output of a combinational circuit is critically important for specifying well-
defined signals.

ers = A ((r,8):signal x signal) A (t:nat)epg

1>

ers = rect{z — (true, false) |s(t )with (r,s") — (enor((r,5")),enor( (*',8)))}
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Chapter 12

12.1.

12.2.

12.3.

12.4.

Informally, to prove =—( ¢ V ¢ ) true, assume —( ¢ V —¢ ) true and derive a contradiction.
To do so, we prove ¢ V —¢. (Why is this plausible, given that LEM cannot be expected to
hold for a general ¢?) To prove a disjunction, it suffices to prove one of its disjuncts; in this
case, prove ¢ true. To do so, assume ¢ true and derive a contradiction. You now have
two assumptions, =( ¢V —¢ ) true, and ¢ true. From the latter it follows that ¢ V —¢ true,
which contradicts the former. By discharging the second assumption derive —¢ true. But
then ¢ V —¢ true, again contradicting the first assumption. Discharging the first assumption,
derive == (¢ V —¢ ). Formally, the proof term A (x)x(r-A(y)x(1-y)) has the required

type.

Informally, suppose that LEM holds universally, let ¢ be an arbitrary proposition, and as-
sume ——¢ true with the intent to derive ¢ true. By LEM instantiated with ¢ we have
¢V —¢p true. In the former case we have ¢ true by assumption; in the latter we have a
contradiction of the assumption ¢ true, and hence by false elimination we have ¢ true as
well. Formally, the proof term A (y)case LEMy {1-y; = y1|r-y2 < casey(y2){}} has
the required type.

The required properties all follow more or less directly from the definition of entailment
in constructive logic. First, check that A; true,..., A, true = A true iff Ay A... Ay true
A true. Second, check the required properties of conjunction and truth, and of disjunction
and falsehood, respectively. Third, check that ¢ D pissuch thatp A¢ D ¢ < p. Suppose that
¢ Ap < ¢p; we are to show that p < ¢ D . It is convenient to appeal to the Yoneda Lemma
(Exercise 25.2). It is enough to show that if v < p, then v < ¢ D ¢. Given ¢y < p, it follows
from the assumption that ¢ A y < . But then v < ¢ D ¢, by implication introduction.

Consider the equivalence p A (1 V2 ) = (¢ A1) V (P Ao ). Let A stand for the left-hand
side, and p stand for the right-hand side. Because A is a meet, it suffices to show p < ¢ and
o < 91V . The former is immediate, the latter almost immediate, and so p < A. To show
that A < p, use the exponential property to reduce the problem to showing ¢ < p¥1V¥2,
which is to say that ¢ < p¥1 and ¢ < p¥2. But for these we need only show ¢ A ¢; < p and
¢ A, both of which are immediate. The “dual duality” is proved dually, and is left as an
exercise.

It makes sense that the exponential is used in the preceding argument, because not all lattices
are distributive.

It is elementary to check that the truth tables define a Boolean algebra with the exponential
¢ D ¢ given by =¢ V ¢. The first de Morgan duality law may be proved for any Heyting
algebra, but the second requires LEM (or one of its many equivalents).

Chapter 13
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13.1.

13.2.

It is helpful to derive the negation and implication elimination forms from constructive logic
as follows. For negation, if p’ : —=¢ true and p : ¢ true, then p'(p) : L, where p'(p) =
ccr(u.(not(p)# p')). For implication, a similar derivation shows that if ¢ D ¢ true and
¢ true, then ¢ true.

(@ A(x)cer(u.(exfalso# x(not(u)))):(—-—¢) D ¢.
®) A(x)A(x1)cer(uy.(extalso# x(not(up))(x1))): (=2 D —¢1) D (¢p1 D ¢P2).

() A(x)(not(ccp(xy.(exfalso# x(1-x1)))),not(ccp(xy.(exfalso# x(r-x3)))))is
aproof of = (1 V¢p) D (=1 A =g ).

Compare these proof terms to Solution 30.2, which amount to the same thing, under the
identification of the proof not( k ), where k - ¢, with the continuation cont(k ), where k + 7.
The ability to create a machine state directly avoids the ruses used in Solution 30.2 to throw
a continuation for use elsewhere in the computation.

Section 13.5 sketches the main ideas of the proof. It is left to you to compare the “compiled”
and “hand-written” proof of the doubly negated LEM; it depends on the details of your
particular formulation of the translation.

Chapter 14

14.1.
14.2.

14.3.

Closure under substitution may be shown by structural induction on 7’.

Proceed by induction on the structure of 7. Observe that, for example, if T = 71 X T, then e
will be transformed into (e- 1, ¢ - r). But by the canonical forms property for closed values of
product type, e will itself be a pair (e, e;), where e1 and e, are closed values of type 71 and
Ty, respectively. Thus (e - 1,e - r) evaluates (under an eager dynamics) to (ey, ep), which is e
itself. The complication with function types T = 71 — T2 is that the transformation will yield
A (x:7 )e(x), which is a value that is not identical with ¢, but only interchangeable with it
in the sense of Chapter 47.

Let the database schema ¢ be a finite product type (7;);c;, where first and last are elements
of I, and for which Tfirst and Tiast are both str. Let ¢/ be the finite product type <Ti/ Yiel
that agrees with ¢ on each each attribute, except that 7., and ], are both chosen to
be the type variable ¢, indicating the positions of the intended transformation. We have, by
construction, that {str/t}c¢’ is o, the database schema.

Let d be a database on the schema ¢, which, according to Solution 10.1, is a value of type
nat X (nat — 0 ).

To perform the required transformation, it suffices to use the generic extension of t. ¢’ ap-
plied to the capitalization function ¢ and the database d:

map|[t.nat x (nat — ¢’ )](x.c(x))(d).
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Keeping in mind Exercise 14.2, we may see at a glance that the size of the database remains
fixed, that the only columns that are transformed are those specified by the occurrences of ¢
in ¢/, and that the resulting database replaces the value v of each row at these columns with
c(v), as required.

14.4. The judgments ¢.T non-neg and t.T neg are defined simultaneously on the structure of 7.
The key clauses of the definitions are as follows:

- (A.11a)
t .t non-neg
t.T1 neg f.Tp non-neg
t. T — T non-neg (AIP)
.7 non-neg f.T neg (A11c)

.71 — T neg

Observe that the argument variable of the type operator cannot be judged to occur nega-
tively, and the definitions for function types swaps polarities in the domain, and preserves
them in the range. The remaining cases are defined similarly, preserving the polarity in all
positions.

It is easy to give a derivation of t. (+ — bool ) — bool non-neg according to the above rules.

14.5. The dynamics of the two forms of generic extension are given by the following key rules:

map~ [t.t](x.€¢ )(e) — {e/x}e (A.12a)

map~ [t. 71 = n](x.¢)(e) — A(x1:{p'/t}T )map” ~[t. 2 ](x.¢")(e(map™[t. 7y ](x.¢")(x1)))
(A.12b)

map (£ 71 > & ](x-¢)(e) — A(x1: {p/fT )map (£ ](x.¢)(e(map (£ 71](x-¢)(x1)))
(A.12¢)

The non-negative generic extension of the non-negative operator ¢ . (+ — bool ) — bool on

x . ¢ sends a function f of type (p — bool) — bool to the function

A(g:p" —pool) f(A(x:p)g(e))

of type (p" — bool ) — bool.

Chapter 15
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15.1. Define i using inductive recursion on the natural numbers in terms of the auxiliary expres-
sions Z : conat and § : conat — conat as follows:

A(x:nat)recx{z—z|s(x)withy —3(y)}.

The expression z of type conat is the “coinductive zero”, gen[ . |(x.(1-x);() ), and §is the
“coinductive successor”,

A(y:conat)gen|.|(x.(r-x);y).

A few simple calculations show that the required properties hold. The function i may also
be defined by coinductive generation as follows:

A(n:nat)gen|.](x.ifzx{z—=1-()|s(x)—=r-x'};n).
Again, a few simple calculations shows that it exhibits the required behavior.
15.2. Define itere{z < ey |s(x )< e1} to be the expression
recpat(e.y;casey{l-_—ey|r-x—er}).

Then check that the dynamics of the iterator given in Chapter 9 is derivable from this defini-
tion.

15.3. Define gengi ean ¥ isein (hd < e1,t1 < ;) to be the expression
8eNgtrean( - X (€1,€2) ).
Then check that the dynamics, as given in Section 15.1 is derivable from this definition.
15.4. The required transformation is given by the function
A(g:seq)gengirean X iszin (hd = g(x),t1l = s(x)).
The nth tail of the stream associated to g is the stream
xisfin(hd = q(x)tl—n+1).

g€Nstream

It’s head is therefore q(7 ), as required. The two transformation are, informally, mutually
inverse, showing that stream and seq are isomorphic types.

15.5. Define the lists as follows:
natlist = y(t.unit + (nat x t))
nil £ fold(1-())
cons(eq;ep) = fold(r- (eg,ez))
reciist e {nil<>eg|cons(x;y) e } = rec[.](z.casez{l- _eg|r-u—{u-1,u-r/x,y}er};e)

Then check that the requisite statics and dynamics are derivable under these definitions.
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15.6. The key rule of the dynamics is the inversion principle given by the rule
view(gen i ee Xiseine' ) —> map[t. (X t)opt]|(y.gen; i e xiszine' )({e/x}e’)
(A.13)
The generic extension operation makes it convenient to apply the recursive calls, as neces-
sary, to the result of the state transformation.
The type itree may be coinductively defined to be the type v(t. (¢ x t)opt ). The deriva-
tion of the introduction and elimination forms from this definition follows directly from this
characterization.
15.7. Define signal to be the coinductive type v(t.(bool X bool) X t ), the type of infinite streams
of pairs booleans. The definition of an RS latch as transducer of such streams as follows:
ers = A((r,s):signal)gen|.]((r,s').eks; (true, false))
ers = (enor((1,5) ), enor((1',5)))
In this formulation the passage of time is strictly a mater of the propagation of the signals
through the gates involved.
Chapter 16
16.1. The requested definitions and types are
sEAG)A)A(u)A(x:s—>t—u)A(y:s—t)Aa(z:s)(x(2))(y(z))
V(s .Vt Y(u.(s—>t—=u)—=>(s—=t)—=>s—u)))
k= A(s)A(E)A(x:s)A(y:t)x
V(s .V(t.s =t —s)).
16.2. Define bool to be the type V(t.t — t — t). Then define the introduction and elimination
forms as follows:
true 2 A(t)A(x:t)A(y:t)x
false éA(t)/\(x:t))x(y:t)y
if ethenegelsee; = e[p](eo )(61 ),
where p is the result type of the conditional. Check that the statics and dynamics of these
operations are derivable according to these definitions.
16.3. The type natlist may be defined in F as follows:

V(t.t - (nat =t —1t)—>1t).
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The introduction and elimination forms may then be defined as follows:
tYA(n

cons(eg;er ) 2 A(t)A(n

(

t
reciiste{nil <> ep|cons(x;y) —er} =e[p](eo)((A(x:p)A(y:nat = p—p)er)).

t
t

nil = A(t)A(n:t)A(c:nat =t —>t)n
A(n:t)A(c:nat =t —t)c(eg)(er[t](n)(c))

Check that the statics and dynamics are derivable according to these definitions.

16.4. The inductive type u(t.7 ), where t. T pos, may be defined in F by the equation
u(t.T)EV(t.(T—=t) = t).
The introduction and elimination forms are defined as follows:
fold(e) S A(t)A(f:T—t) f(map[t.T](y.y[t](f))(e))
2 e[p](A(x:T)e),

wherein p is the result type of the recursor. One may check that the statics and dynamics
are derivable from these definitions. It is very instructive to check that this definition es-
sentially coincides with the definition of the natural numbers given in Chapter 16 under the
identification of nat with p(t.unit + ), and the definition of sum types within F.

rec[.](x.¢ ;e)

16.5. Fix T and Iy : Tlist. Define P, to hold of z : 7 iff z is among the elements of lp. By
parametricity the function f must preserve P, which means that if its input has elements
among those of Iy, then so must its output. But [y has just such elements, so f[7](lp) must
have elements among those of [y as well. Thus, among other things, f could be the constantly
nil function, or the list reversal function, or the function that drops every other element of
its input. But it cannot, for example, transform the elements of its input in any way.

Chapter 17

17.1. Define the type stream as the following existential type:
stream = J(t.(t — (nat x t)) x t).
The introduction and elimination forms for streams are defined as follows:

geN oo X isein (hd < ep,t1l <> e1) £
pack Twith (A (x:7) (e, e1),¢) as stream
hd(e) = openeastwith(f:t— (nat xt),x:t)inf(x)-1
tl(e)

[I>

openeastwith(f :t— (nat xt),x:t)in..., where

>

geNgtreanm ¥is f(x ) -rin(hd— f(x) -1tl— f(x)-x).
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The coinductive type v(t. T ), where t. T pos, may be defined in FE by the type
A(t(t—T)xt).
The associated introduction and elimination forms may be defined as follows:

gen[.](x.¢;e) = packowith (A (x:t)é,e)asv(t.T)

unfold(e) = opencastwith(g:t— T,x:t)in... where

)
map[t.7T](y.gen[ . |(z.n(2);y))(n(x)).

One may check that Solution 17.1 is a special case of this representation under the identifi-
cation of stream with the coinductive type v(t.nat x t). Itis fascinating, if a bit unnerving,
to expand the definition of the existential type, and its associated operations, to obtain a
representation of coinductive types in F.

(1>

Recalling the definition of 3( .7 ) in FE as the type V(u.V(t.7 — 1) — u ) in F, the abstract
type of queues becomes the polymorphic type

V(u . V(t. Tyueue = 1) = 1),
where Ty is the type
(emp <> t,ins<>nat Xt — f,rem<— { — (nat X ) opt).
For any choice p of result type, the client of the abstraction is therefore of polymorphic type
V(t. Tqueue — p ), where p is fixed. Now spell out the relational interpretation of this quan-
tified type with the binary relation R given in Section 17.4, and check that it coincides with

the conditions given there. Assigning the identity relation to p yields the desired result that
the two implementations of queues are observably indistinguishable in FE.

Chapter 18

18.1.

18.2.

The code carries over largely intact, but for the need for type abstraction around each oper-
ation. Definitional equality is required to simplify the instances of the representation con-
structors, as described in the chapter.

The equational dynamics of F carries over to F,, without change. One may or may not
include definitional equality of constructor arguments; no other rules depend on these being
in canonical form. Similarly, with a transition dynamics there is no need to simplify ¢ in
the instantiation e[ ¢ |, because to do so would not influence the evaluation of expressions of
observable type.
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Chapter 19

19.1.

19.2.

19.3.

19.4.

19.5.

We first define eeo of type
Teo 2 (even < (nat — nat ), odd < (nat — nat ))

from which we obtain the desired functions by projection, eeo - even and eeo - 0dd, respec-
tively.

The expression eeo is defined by general recursion to be
fixthis: Teo is (even < eev, 0dd > €nq),
where eevy is the expression
A(x:nat)ifzx{z<—s(z)|s(y) <> this-odd(y)},
and eyq is the expression

A(x:nat)ifzx{z<—z|s(y) <> this-even(y)}.

Using the general fixed point operator, define a search function that repeatedly tests ¢(m, n)
on successive values of m, starting with zero, until either ¢(m, n) evaluates to zero. The
resulting computation diverges if no such m exists.

Suppose that ej,qs were a definition of ¢y, in PCF. Define ey;,, to be the function
A(n:nat)ifzepys(n){z— Cdiverge |s(-) =z},

where €yerq diverges always. Let d be "eg; ', the Godel-number of ;54 By the assumption
either ejq5(d) evaluates to zero or to one. If the former, then by the definition of e;;,, we
have that edmg( d ) converges, which means that ey,;;s( d ) evaluates to one, which means that
ediag( d ) diverges, a contradiction. If the latter, then e, (d ) diverges, which by the definition
of egize means that ey, (d ) evaluates to zero, which means that e, (d ) converges, also a
contradiction. Therefore ¢y, is not definable in PCF.

The difficulty is that ¢ might be undefined for certain values of m prior to the first one for
which ¢(m, n) is zero. The search process described in Solution 19.2 would diverge prior
to finding the first zero of ¢, violating the specification. One can show that this form of
minimization, if definable, could be used to solve the halting problem, in contradiction to
Solution 19.3. To see this consider the function ¢sp(11)("e™), which converges iff e(Te™)
converges in fewer than m steps, and diverges otherwise.

The “parallel or” function is not definable in PCF, yet is, intuitively, computable. The prob-
lem is that the dynamics of PCF is sequential in the sense that it evaluates the arguments
of a two-argument function in a definite order, first committing to one, then to the other.
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Sequentiality precludes defining the function described in the exercise. One solution is to
enrich PCF with a form of parallelism, called dove-tailing, that interleaves the evaluation of
two expressions, returning the result of the first to converge (or, say, the leftmost one if both
converge simultaneously).

First, define a notion of Godel-numbering that respects a-equivalence, for example by using
de Bruijn indices as described in Solution 1.4. Second, provide operations that allow one to
build (the Godel numbers of) expressions from (the Godel numbers of) their components,
and to decompose (the Godel numbers of) expressions into (the Gédel numbers of) their
components. Third, define the universal function in terms of these primitives, using gen-
eral recursion to define the interpretation of general recursion, and functions to define the
interpretation of functions, and so forth. Such a function is called a metacircular interpreter be-
cause it defines the interpretation of the constructs of a language in terms of those constructs
themselves!

Chapter 20

20.1.

20.2.

The following definitions suffice:
k= fold( A(x:D)fold( A(y:D)x))
s =fold( A(x:D)fold( A(y:D)fold( A(z:D)(x-z)-(y-2))))
x-y = (unfold(x))(y).

Surprisingly, this structure is sufficient to represent every partial computable function on the
natural numbers as an element of D!

(1>

[1>

Let p be the result type of the recursor and the state type of the generator in the chart below:
fold[t.T'](e) = fold(e)
rec[t.T'](x.¢;e) = (fixris A (u:T)enw )(e), where
erec = {map[t. 7 ](x.7(x))(unfold(u))/x}e
unfold[t.7'](e) £ unfold(e)
gen[t.T'](x.¢;e) = (£fixgisA(u:p)egen )(e), where
egen = fold(map[t.7'](x.g(x))({u/x}e’))

The dual symmetry of the definitions is striking. Check that the statics of the recursor and
generator are derivable under these definitions.

However, the dynamics of these operations is ill-behaved. Under an eager interpretation the
generator may not converge, depending on the choice of ¢/, and under a lazy interpretation
the recursor may not converge, again depending on the choice of ¢’. These outcomes are a
reflection of the fact that in the eager case the recursive type is inductive, not coinductive,
whereas in the lazy case the recursive type is coinductive, not inductive.
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20.3.

20.4.

Under a lazy dynamics we may define the type signal of signals to be the recursive type v( t.
bool X t), whereas under an eager dynamics one may use instead v(t.unit — bool X t).
For simplicity, assume a lazy dynamics. A NOR gate may be defined as the function of type
(signal x signal ) — signal given by

A (ab)gen[t.bool X t]((a,b). (enor( (hd(a),hd(b))),(t1(a),t1(b)));ab),

wherein we have used the definition of the generator from Exercise 20.2. The internal state
of the gate consists of the two input signals 2 and b. Whenever an output is required, the
heads of a and b are nor’d together, and the new state consists of the tails of a2 and b, one bit
from each having been consumed.

Using the NOR gate just defined, one may then use general recursion to define an RS latch by
“cross-feeding” the outputs of each of the NOR gates back into one of the inputs of the other.
The remaining inputs are then the r and s signals that reset and set the latch, respectively.

Define the internal state type p of the stream to be the type
(X < bool, Q<> bool).

Define an RS latch with internal state of this type as follows:

e = gen[t. Ty ]((X—=x,Qq).e; (X false, Q= false)),

where

ey £ (X = x,Q = 4, N = (X = enor((s,9) ), Q= enor( (x,7)))).

The state is arbitrarily initialized with both X and Q being false, and these are the initial
outputs of the latch. Then, the next state of the latch is computed using e, applied to the
fixed r and s values and to the current x and g values.

When the generator is expanded according to Solution 20.2, and the result simplified for
clarity, we obtain the following formulation of e,q:

fixgis A ((X—x,Q<>¢q) ) fold(e);),
where ¢/, is given by

X=x,Q= N (X enor((5,4) ), Q= enor({x,7)))))-

Notice that the state is maintained by the recursive self-reference, much as in Section 20.4.

Chapter 21



21.1.

21.2.

21.3.

21.4.

21.5.

21.6.
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The encoding of finite products is given by the following equations:

() =A(x)x
(u1,u2) £ A (u)u(uy)(uz)

12u((A(x)A(y)x))
r2u((A(x)A(y)y))

Using only primitive recursion as provided by the Church numerals:

A(x)x(1)(A(y) (times(x)(y))),

where times is the Church encoding of multiplication. Using the fixed point combinator we
may define factorial as follows:

Y(A(f)A(x)x(1)(f(pred(x)))).

The required equations may be proved by induction on .

u
u

As the specification implies,
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if uthenujelseus

Define sums along similar lines as follows:

(>

L-u=A()A(r)I(u)
reu 2 A (A (r)r(u)
caseu{l-x;—uy|r-xp—=ut 2 u( A(xp)up)(A(x2)up)

The booleans are a special case in which 7 and u; are always A (x ) x.

Define lists by their elimination form as follows:

nil2 A (n)A(c)n
<:0ns(u1,'uz)é /\(H))\(C)C(ul)(MZ)
reciist U {nil — ug|cons(xy;x2) = ur} = u(ug)( A(x1)A(x2)uy)

Dually to lists, define streams by their introduction form:
geNgirean # 1S X in (hd = up,tl <~ up) 2 (A (x) (ug,up) )(u)
hd(u)2u-1
t1(u) = (A (x) (ug,u2) ) (u-x).

The encoding relies on binary products as defined in Solution 21.1.
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21.7. The translation is given as follows:

*
>

X

—~
=
—
—~
=
N
~
~
*
(>

ap(uj;u3 )

[x]u

—
>
—~
=
SN—
=
*
(>

Compositionality of the translation follows directly from Solution 3.5.

Then proceed by induction on rules (21.2). The only difficult case is rule (21.2f), stating that

(A(x)uy)(up) = {ua/x}uy.

This equation is handled as follows:

The second-to-last equation is Exercise 3.4.

Chapter 22

22.1. Here is one possible definition of plus in DPCF:
A(a)fixpisA(b)ifzb{zero < a|succ(x)— succ(p(x))}.
Examine the transition sequence plus(5)(7) carefully, and observe these points:
(a) Each recursive call to plus requires a run-time check to ensure that it is, in fact, a func-

tion, even though it cannot fail to be so because of the definition of plus.

(b) Each iteration requires examination and removal of the numeric tag from the argument
b to determine whether or not it is zero.

(c) Each iteration but the last involves computation of the successor, which requires check-
ing, removing, and re-attaching the numeric tag from its argument.

None of this takes place in the dynamics of PCF for the analogous definition of addition.

22.2. Follow the pattern for the natural numbers given in Section 22.1, but with nil and cons
forming separate classes of values. It is not clear whether cons should impose any class
restrictions on its arguments; conventionally, it does not. The behavior of append suffers
from similar deficiencies to those outlined in Solution 22.1, for largely the same reasons.
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22.3. Follow the same pattern as the treatment of the class of numbers in DPCF, with nil and
cons playing the roles of zero and successor, respectively. In this case cons should require
its second argument to be of the class 1ist, which introduces additional overhead to the
dynamics of append. Appending a list to a non-list will result in run-time failure at the last
step, after the first list has been traversed.

22.4. Consideration of multiple arguments and multiple results amounts to an admission that
more than one type is necessary in a practical language. Many issues arise, with no fully
satisfactory solutions.

(a) There is no way to express the restriction to a particular number of arguments in a dy-
namic language, which has only one type. At bottom the arguments must be considered
to be a tuple whose components are accessed by projections that may fail at run-time
if the call site provides too few arguments. What happens with too many arguments is
highly dependent on the implementation of tuples and projections.

(b) Multi-argument functions are often “optimized” by means that amount to a very spe-
cial case of pattern matching. Match failure can still occur at run-time, rather than be
caught at compile time. The core issue is not efficiency, but rather expressiveness—
precise expression of invariants admits efficient implementation, but no amount of im-
plementation tricks can make up for lack of expressive power.

(c) The arguments must be processed as a list of unbounded size. Access to the arguments
requires a recursive traversal of this list. Many languages provide ad hoc forms of pat-
tern matching to, say, allow one to name the first k > 0 elements of this list. Argument
mismatch fails at run-time.

(d) Keyword argument passing is simply a mode of use of pattern matching for labeled
product types. Here again in a dynamic setting any mismatches would result in run-
time, rather than compile-time, failures.

(e) Multiple results are problematic. In a dynamic setting it is a matter of indifference
whether the number of results is fixed or varying because the only choice is to return a
value whose structure is determined dynamically. The caller must know the structure of
the result, and arrange to access its parts by an unstated convention. Sometimes special
syntax is introduced to cover common cases such as finite tuples of results, but without
static typing it remains error-prone and difficult to remember the prevalent convention.

Chapter 23
23.1. Add two new classes, nil and cons, and extend the statics HPCF as follows:
I nngneizll]H(lZ; :dyn (A142)
I'ke:dyn x dyn (A.14b)

I'+ new[cons|(e) : dyn
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I'ke:dyn (A140)

'k cast[nil](e) : unit e
'e:q

¢ yn (A.14d)

I'k cast[cons]|(e):dyn X dyn

I'ke:dyn

A.14

'k inst[nil](e) : bool ( )
'e:q

¢ ovm (A.14f)

I't inst[cons]|(e) : bool
The dynamics may be extended by following the pattern in Chapter 23.

Using these extensions we may make the following definitions of the null and pairing prim-
itives of DPCF:

nilt £ ni1t()
cons(dy ;dp )Jr £ cons! <d1r,dJ2r>
"2 (dt@cons)-1

Y2 (gt@cons) T

car(d

(1>

cdr(d
nil?(d ifnil ?d' then cons(nil;nil )Jr elsenilt
(d

T2 ifcons?d then cons(nil;nil )Jr elsenilt

)

)

e
cons?(d)

cond(d;dg;dy) = ifnil?dthend; elsed,

The choice of value cons(nil;nil )tis arbitrary; it can be anything other than ni1*.
23.2. Define dyn in FPC to be the recursive type
rectis [num <> nat,fun<>t—f,nil <> unit, cons <t X t].

The null and pairing primitives given in Section 22.2 may then be defined directly in FPC.
For example, cond(d ; dy ; d1 ) may be defined as

caseunfold(d){nil-_<—dy|cons-_ < dj |num-_<>dp|fun-_—dq}.

It is apparent from this definition that cond(d ; d ; d; ) throws away useful information in
dispatching to either dj or d; without passing any other information to either branch.

23.3. The translation of the append function of DPCF into HPCEF is as follows:
fixa:dynisfun!) (x:dyn)fun!A(y:dyn)esyy,

where
a:dyn,x:dyn,y:dynt ey : dyn
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is the expression
ifnil? x thencons!((x@cons) -1, e/a,x,y> elsey,

and where
a:dyn,x:dyn,y:dynk e, ., :dyn

is the expression
(a@fun)((x@cons ) - ).

This code may be optimized by a process similar to that outlined in Section 23.3.

Chapter 24

24.1.

24.2.

Neither, it is invariant. Formally, the variance rules for function types imply that in the first
component T is covariant, yet in the second component 7 is contravariant. It cannot be both,
so it is neither. If the composite type were deemed covariant in 7, then one could construct
a counterexample to type safety by exploiting the second component, and, conversely, if the
composite were deemed contravariant in 7, then one could construct a counterexample to
safety by exploiting the first component.

Attempting to show that p, <: p; requires showing that
ty <:t; F (eq— (tp = bool),f <> bool) <: (eq<— (t; — bool)).

But this requires showing that t, — bool <: t; — bool, which requires showing that t; <: t;,
which is the opposite of what we have assumed. Then perhaps the suggested subtyping
relation is false. Suppose that p, <: p1, for the sake of a contradiction. So if e : pp, thene : pg
by subsumption, and hence that unfold(e) - eq: p; — bool. Now choose e : p; to be

fold((eq—= ( A(x:p2)x-£),f < true)).

Consider the application
(unfold(e)-eq)(ey) : bool,

where
e1 2 fold( (eq=> A (_:p1 ) true)).

The expression e; is chosen to not contain an f field; the choice of eq field is immaterial and
can be any function of type p; — bool. Evaluation of the application “gets stuck” attempting
to access the £ component of ¢;, a violation of type safety. Thus the assumed subtyping
P2 <: pp cannot be valid.

The relevance of this example is that it is sometimes thought that if one extends a tuple with
a new field, then the type of the extension is always a subtype of the type being extended.
But this fails when the tuples are of recursive type, and hence can be self-referential. Extant
programming languages nevertheless postulate the incorrect subtyping relationship, and are
consequently not type safe.
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24.3.

One may give an inductive definition of the judgment x : T <: T’ specifying that xy witnesses
that 7 is a subtype of 7’. The following incomplete set of rules illustrate the main ideas:

(A.15a)
AMx:t)xit<itT
X1 MM<T X2:h<:T3
AMxr:t)xe(xi(x)) o< 1
JE1
Ax:(Thier) G=x-jljeT)  (Tier < (Tj)jes
Reflexivity is witnessed by the identity function, transitivity by function composition, and
width subtyping by creating a narrower tuple on passage to a supertype of a tuple type.
To complete the definition fill in the rules that express the variance principles for product,

sum, and function types, and check that the coercion is indeed an expression of function type
mapping the subtype to the supertype.

(A.15b)

(A.15¢)

The full coercion interpretation of product subtyping is coherent, but the proof requires an
extension of the methods developed in Chapter 47 and will not be given here.

Chapter 25

25.1.

25.2.

25.3.

Suppose that ¢; < ¢} and ¢, < 5. We are to show that ¢; A ¢y < ¢} A ¢5. By rule (25.2f) it
suffices to show that ¢; A ¢ < ¢} and that ¢; A ¢ < ¢). By rules (25.2d) and (25.2e) we have
P1 NPy < ¢1 and p1 AP < ¢, respectively. But then by the assumptions and transitivity
(rule (25.2b)), the result follows.

The forward direction is an immediate consequence of transitivity of entailment (rule (25.2b)).
Suppose that ¢ < ¢ implies ¢” < ¢’ for every ¢’'. In particular we may take ¢ to be ¢,
because by reflexivity of entailment (rule (25.2a)) we have ¢ < ¢. But then ¢ < ¢/, as desired.
An alternative to Solution 25.1 making use of the Yoneda Lemma is as follows. Assuming
¢1 < ¢} and ¢ < ¢, let us further assume that ¢ < ¢y A¢o. Then ¢ < ¢7 and ¢ < ¢, by
transitivity, and hence ¢ < ¢ and ¢ < ¢} by the assumptions, so ¢ < ¢} A ¢}, from which
the result follows by the Yoneda Lemma.

The refinement fold( ¢ ) is defined to refine a recursive type by the rule

¢ C {rectist/t}tT

Alle
fold(¢) CrectisT ( )

Satisfaction of this refinement may be defined by the rules
Dle e{rectis-r/t‘}'r ¢ (A.17a)

®F fold(e) Erectist fold(¢)



Dle e{rectis*r/t}'r f01d(4))
® |- unfold(e) Erectist P
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(A.17b)

25.4. Summand refinements may be used to improve the expressiveness of type refinements by

extending the satisfaction rules for refinements.

(a) Summand refinements are stronger than general sum refinements, are contradictory

with one another, and are covariant:

- (A.18a)
1-¢1 <¢1+¢2
- (A.18b)
T < Prt+¢o
(A.18¢)
1-p1NT-¢ < ¢
< /
L‘Pll (A.18d)
L-p1=1-¢
< /
L%/ (A.18¢)
r-¢pp<1-¢,
(b) The introduction forms may be given summand refinements:
Dle €
1€n 1 (A.19a)
dFH1-¢ Eq+n 1-P1
DFep e
©2 € $2 (A.19b)
SFr-en Eq+n TP
(c) Unreachable branches of case may be ignored:
dlec 1- b, x| € Fe €
n+n 1 ¢1 1€ pr1meEc g (A.20a)
Pl casee{l-x1—ej|r-xp—>e} Er ¢
dte Eq+n TP D, xy En, ¢ Fe e ¢ (A.20b)

Pl casee{l-x;—ej|r-xpe} Er ¢

(d) The learned information may be propagated by adding the hypothesis ¢ € 1, 1- ¢
while refinement checking e;, and correspondingly adding e €11, r - ¢ while refine-
ment checking e;. In the event of a further case analysis on e within either branch, one

of the preceding two rules would apply.
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25.5.

25.6.

25.7.

The relevance to Boolean blindness stems from the identification of bool with unit + unit,
and the application of the foregoing rules. Propagating ¢ €poo1 true and e €poo1 false
into the then and else branches is weaker than one might expect because doing so records
information about the expression e itself, but not about any expression equivalent to e.

Recall from Chapter 23 the definition
dyn £ rect is [num < nat , fun < t — ]

of the type dyn as a recursive type. With this in mind we may make the following definitions
of the refinements of type dyn:

nun! ¢ £ fold(num-¢)
fun!¢ = fold(fun-¢),

using a labeled form of summand refinements.

The verification consists of exhibiting a derivation composed of the rules of refinement sat-
isfaction given in Chapter 25. The description of the behavior of the addition function is
absurdly complicated, but accurately reflects the behavior of even so simple a function as
addition when formulated using dynamic typing. The surface syntax of DPCF, in particu-
lar, is highly deceptive because it obscures the needless complexity of the underlying code
that is exposed by type refinements (and by the optimization process carried out in detail in
Chapter 23).

To establish that the dynamic addition function satisfies the stated refinement necessitates
showing that the interior general recursion satisfies the refinement ¢ = fun!num! T — num! T.
To show this, assume that p €4yn ¢ and show that its body also satisfies ¢. The assumption
that p €qyn ¢ amounts to a loop invariant that guarantees that the cast of p to the function
class cannot fail (by the safety theorem for type refinements), and hence can be safely elim-
inated, exactly as described in Section 23.3. Similarly, the assumptions that x €gyn num! T
and y €4yn num! T suffice to underwrite the other optimizations described in that section.

Chapter 26

26.1.

Disregarding self-reference, the type of the dispatch matrix allows for some entries to be
absent by redefining its type as follows:

Tam = ((T° = pg opt)iep)cec.

Thus an entry in the dispatch matrix may either be absent, represented by null, or be present,
represented by by just( e ), where ¢ is the behavior of method d on instances of class c, as
before.
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For the class-based implementation the object type p must be redefined to reflect the possi-
bility of a “not understood” error:

P = (04 opt) dep-

Message send is defined as before by projection, e <=d = e - d, but now has the type p,; opt
to reflect the possibility that the method d is undefined for the object e. The class vector is
defined to be the tuple ecy = (c <= c—¢° | ¢ € C), where

c A

e = A(u:1°)(d—d—ifnulleyy, -c-d{null < null|just(f)<— just(f(u))}|de D).

As before, the class vector has type

Tov 2 (T° = p)eec,

albeit for the modified definition of 7,; given above. Instantiation cannot fail, but sending
a message to the instantiated object may signal a “not understood” error by returning null,
rather than just(e) for some value e : p;.

For the method-based implementation, the object type T remains as before, but the type of
the method vector is altered to

Ty = (Tobj — Pd OPt)deD,

reflecting the possibility that a message send may fail. The implementation of the method
vector is given by the tuple (d — d — ¢, | d € D), where

eq = A(this:T)casethis {c-u < ifnullegm - ¢ -d {null = null | just(f) < just( f(u))} |c€ C}.
Here again accessing the dispatch matrix checks whether the required entry is present or not,

with the result type reflecting the outcome accordingly.

To account for self-reference we must now allow for the possibility that the behavior assigned
by the dispatch matrix for a particular class and method may, when present and called, incur
a “not understood” error by sending a message to an instance for which it is not defined. The
type of the dispatch matrix changes to the following more complex type:

Tam = (((V(fobj - Tev = Tmv — T° = 4 0Pt ) ) OPE) dep ) cec-

The outermost option in each entry represents, as before, the presence or absence of a behav-
ior for class ¢ and method d. The option at the end reflects the possibility that the behavior
may incur a “not understood” error when applied, as is now possible by creating instances
and sending them messages using the given class- and method vectors.

The types ey and Tmy are given in terms of the abstract type, ¢, of objects as follows:
Tev £ <TC - tobj>£€C

Ty £ (tobj = Pd OPt)deD,
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26.2.

26.3.

26.4.

the latter reflecting the possibility of a “not understood” error upon message send. Within
the entries of the dispatch matrix, class instantiation is mediated by the given class vector,
without the possibility of error, and message send by the given method vector, with the
possibility of error. The implementations of the class- and method vectors for specific choices
of object type are given along the lines sketched above.

(a) The refinement inst|c] of T is the (generalized) summand refinement ¢ < T ¢ cor-
responding to ¢ € C, imposing no condition on its instance data. The refinement
admits[d] is defined to be the (generalized) sum refinement [T r<].cc,, which holds
of any value of type Tqp;, provided that it is an instance of a class that admits method 4.
It is immediate that inst[c]| < admits[d | when ¢ € C4, and hence when d € D...

(b) The class- and method-vector refinements are chosen as follows:

Pev £ <TTf - inSt[CDcEC

Py = (admits[d] — just( Tp, ))dep
Check that ¢y C Tev and ¢my C Tmy in the sense of Solution 26.1 with 7,,; chosen to
be [1¢].cc. It is immediate that ecy €1, ¢cy and not much harder to check that emy €4,

¢mv, bearing in mind the assumption that eq,,, €1, Pdm, which ensures that the dispatch
yields a non-error result.

(c) Becausenew|[c|(e) €x,, inst[c]|and inst[c| < admits[d ] wheneverd € D,, it follows
that new[c](e) €r,, admits[d]| whenever d € D.. Consequently, new[c|(e)<=d €,
just( T, ) whenever d € D., which is to say that a “not understood” error does not
arise for well-refined message send operations.

The problem is to define the entries egy™ and e5y" with the specified behavior. These have
similar overall form, with different method bodles

egum éA(tobj)A(cv:TCV)A(mv:TmV)A(u:Tn“m)eev
esq” éA(tobj))\(cv:1.'0,))\(nw:Tm\,))\(u:7."“”“)ec,d
Their respective method bodies are defined as follows:

Cey = ifzu {z — true|s(u' ) —mv-od(cv-c(u")
!

(1>

)}
)}

Message send is effected by projection from mv with the argument being a new instance of ¢
obtained by projection from cv.

od = ifzu{z< false|s(u' ) —>mv-ev(cv-c(u

Suppose that the abstract object type t is permitted to occur in the instance type ¢ of some
class, or in the result type p; of some method. The alterations required depend on whether
we are considering the method-based or the class-based organization.

In the method-based organization the concrete object type T becomes the recursive sum type

T2 rectis [1.cc.



519

Correspondingly, the definition of the method vector em, of type self({7/t}Tmy ) becomes
self mvis (d < d < A (this: T ) caseunfold(this) {c-u<segm-c-d[T](el )(emy)(u)|ceC}|de D),
wherein ¢, is revised to become

ey = (c—c— A (u:{t/t}t¢) fold(c-u) | c€C): {1/t}1ev

and ey, remains as in the simple self-referential case. Object creation is redefined similarly,
with instance type {7/t}71¢ possibly involving the object type,

new[c](e) = fold(c-e):T.
Message send remains as before, but with a result type that may include the object type:
e<d = unroll(emy)-d(e): {T/t}pa.
In the class-based organization the concrete object type p becomes the recursive product type
p = rect is (p4)dep-
Correspondingly, the class vector ec, of type self( {p/t} 1, ), becomes
selfcvis(c—sc A(u:{p/t}t°)fold((d—d—eqm-c-d[p](el )(emy)(u)|deD))|ceC),
wherein ¢}, is revised to become
ey & (d—>d< A (this:p)unfold(this)-d|d € D) :{p/t}Tmy
and e, remains as in the chapter. Message send is redefined similarly:
e<d = unfold(e)-d: {p/t}o4-
Object creation remains as before, but taking an argument of type {p/t} 7%

new[c](e) = unroll(ec )-c(e):p,
Chapter 27

27.1. We wish to extend C with a new class c*, and to define the dispatch matrix entry eé* by
inheritance to be 5. The chief difficulty is that the entries are parameterized by the abstract
class- and method vectors. Adding a new class c* extends C, so that the type of the extended
class vector is (up to a reordering isomorphism) the product

T:v £ ( <TC - tobj>cEC) X (TC* - tobj )
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By product subtyping we may regard ¢, <: Ty so that e is applicable when supplied with

the extended class vector. In any case we demand that ¢ <: 7¢, as before, to ensure that the
inherited method may be applied to the instance data of the new class c*.

The analysis of method extension with inheritance is dual to that of class extension, with
covariance on the result type and method vector.

27.2. No, even though the ev method is invoked on an instance of natx, the inherited definition
of ev will send an od message to an instance of num, and the recursion will continue on num
instances thereafter. If the revised version of od differed in behavior, this fact would not be
reflected in the behavior of ev on instances of nums.

27.3. Work in the context of Solution 26.4, which permits instance data and results to be objects.

(a)

(b)

(0

Choose 7" to be tqp;, the abstract type of objects. The intention is that this object be of
a class that supports the ev and od methods; this can be enforced using refinements in
the manner of Solution 26.2. The method bodies for ev and od are defined as follows:!

e s mu-ev(u)

>

num A

et = mu-ev(u).

Choose 7%°*° to be unit, there being no useful instance data. Define ev and od as fol-
lows:
zero 4
ey — ...true
28T £ | false.

Choose 7% to be tp;, with the intention that it be an object of class num, an invariant
that may be enforced with refinements in the manner of Solution 26.2. The ev and od
methods are implemented as follows:

€28 2 mv-od(u)
e2er° & mu-ev(u).

The instance data of the succ class is the predecessor, which is assumed to implement
the ev and od methods.

Now introduce a subclass succx* of succ that overrides the od method. Observe that the
dynamics of dynamic dispatch ensures that sending ev or od to any instance of succx
will invoke the overridden od method.

Chapter 28

1The prefixing abstractions over t.p,;, cv, mv, and u are elided for clarity.
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The preservation proof consists of three parts:

(a) Rule (28.4a): We have s = k > ifz[ep;x.e1|(e) and s’ = k;ifz[ep;x.e1](—) > e.
By inversion of Rules (28.9a) and (28.9a) we have k = 7 and ifz[ey;x.e1](e) : T.
Therefore by Rules (28.8b), (28.7b), we have s’ ok, as required.

(b) Rule (28.4b): We have s = k;ifz[ep;x.e1](—) < zand s’ = k > e. By inversion of
Rules (28.9b), (28.7b) and (28.8b), we have k + T, ifz[ep;x.e1|( — ) : nat ~> T, ¢ : nat,
and ey : T. But then we have s’ ok by Rule (28.9a).

(c) Rule (28.4c): We have s = k;ifz[ep;x.e1](—) <s(e)and s’ = k> {e/x}e;. By inver-
sion of Rules (28.9b), (28.7b) and (28.8b), we have k + T, ifz[ep;x.e1](—) : nat ~ T,
s(e) : nat, and hence by inversion and substitution for PCF, we have {¢/x}e; : T. But
then the result follows from Rule (28.9a).

The progress proof proceeds as follows. Suppose that s ok. Eithers = k>eore =k <e. In
either case by inversion of Rules (28.9) we have k < 7 and e : T for some type 7. In addition
e val in the case that e = k < e. By analyzing the statics and canonical forms for PCF, we may
verify in each case that the state is either final or may make progress.

First, we need an additional form of frame representing argument evaluation:

e1 val

ap( ey ; — ) frame (A.21)

Second, we must replace rule (28.5¢) by these rules:
k;ap(—;ex) aer — k;ap(er; —) > e (A.22a)
(A.22b)

k;ap(A[T](x.e);—)<ex—> k> {ex/x}e

Corresponding modifications are required of the proofs of safety and correctness, following
along similar lines to those given in Chapter 28.

Each step of the dynamics involves either extending the stack by one frame, and descending
into a sub-expression, or analyzing the outermost form of a value and the topmost frame of a
stack to determine how to proceed. These may all be performed in constant time with a suit-
able representation of stacks as linked data structures and expressions as trees. Determining
whether an expression may take time proportional to the size of that value, so determin-
ing whether the machine is finished requires time proportional to the size of the resulting
value (that is, to “read” the result). If answers are limited to natural numbers, this takes time
proportional to the value of the number, because we are using unary representations. The
run-time can be improved to logarithmic by using binary representations. Substitution takes
time proportional to the size of the expression into which we are substituting, a significant
cost.
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28.4. The number of transitions taken by the PCF machine to compute the value v of an expres-
sion e is proportional to the size of the derivation of e —* v, taking into account the sub-

derivations that check whether an expression is a value. For example, the machine always
fully explores a numeral to compute its value, whereas the the value judgment makes this
traversal without involving any transitions.

Chapter 29

29.1. The preservation proof is by induction on the machine dynamics, and the progress proof is
by induction on the well-formation of states. The proof of preservation relies on there being
one universal type exn of exception values; otherwise an exception value may be passed
to an exception handler expecting a different type. The proof of progress must take into
account the transitions that propagate an exception through the frames of the control stack
until either a handler is reached, or the stack is exhausted. But in that case the state is final,
according to Rules (29.6).

29.2. The following rules illustrate the main ideas:

er— e
A.23a
raise(e) — raise(¢’) ( )
e val
ap(raise(e);ey) — raise(e) (A.23b)
e val
ap(ey;raise(e)) — raise(e) (A.23c)
e1 val
try(e;;x.ex) — eq (A.23d)
e val
try(raise(e);x.ep) — {e/x}er (A.23e)
29.3. The following rules are representative of an evaluation dynamics for XPCF:
v val
oo (A.24a)
el v
ian(o) A.24b
raise(e) v ( )
alo el (A240)

ap(ei;e2) ft vz
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e o1

m (A.24d)
g b A(x:t)e eal vy {vp/x}elo (A.24e)
ap(er;er)dbv
alA(x:T)e eadvr {vma/xfefo (A.24f)
ap(er;ex) o '
er b 0
e P (A.24g)
e fror {vi/x}er I v (A.24h)
try(er;x.en) | v
er o1 {o1/x}ex ft 2 (A.24i)

try(ep;x.e) ) 02

The remaining rules follow a similar pattern.

Chapter 30

30.1.

30.2.

30.3.

A closed value of type 7 cont has the form cont(k ), where k is a control stack such that
k = 7. This observation is enough to ensure progress. Preservation is assured because if
k> letccxine ok, then k = T and x : Tcont - e : T for some type 7. Consequently,
{cont(k)/x}e: T by substitution, which is enough for preservation.

(@) A(x:Tcontcont)letcckinthrowktox.

(b) letccretinr - ( letccrinthrowl - ( letcclinthrowl/tor)toret).
() A(x:Tcont — Ty cont ) A (x1:T1 ) letccky inthrowxy tox(ky ).
(d) A(k: (1 + 1) cont ) (e1,ez), where

e1 2 letccry inthrowl - ( letccky inthrowky torq ) tok, and

A

ey = letccrpinthrowr - ( letccky inthrowky tor, ) tok.

Define stream = rectis (nat x t) cont cont, so that fold and unfold provide the required
isomorphism. The elimination operations, hd( e ) and t1( e ), on streams are defined by pro-
jection from the client expression

letcccinthrowctounfold(e).

The client evaluates to a pair consisting of the first number and the rest of the given stream
by passing a return continuation to the stream generator, which provides it with the head
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and tail of the stream. The introduction generator gen xisein(hd <> eq,tl <> ep) is

defined as the following producer expression:

stream

(fixgis A (x:7T)letccretinthrow (ej, g( ez )) to( letccpinthrowfold(p)toret))(e),

where T is the state type of the stream. The innermost parenthesized sub-expression creates a
new stream (essentially a continuation), and returns it as the result of the generating function
g which takes as argument the current state of the generator. When a client continuation is
thrown to that stream, the next number, paired with the remaining numbers, is thrown to it.

Chapter 31

31.1.

31.2.

31.3.

31.4.

Simply add a primitive equality test eq : p sym X p sym — bool, and observe that it is appli-
cable only if the two symbol references have the same associated type.

It is not difficult to program a linear search in SPCF using Solution 31.1 to test equality.

A natural ordering of symbols in a deterministic language such as SPCF would be their or-
der of allocation represented by their order of declaration in the signature. The difficulty
is that the ordering is not invariant under renaming, because a-equivalence need not re-
spect ordering. One solution involves mutable state, which will be discussed in Chapter 35:
maintain a global counter and associate a unique number with each symbol that is used to
determine a linear ordering among them.

The main idea is to define take ’a to be the primitive symbol reference, and to extend it to
all s-expressions by defining 'nil £ nil and 'cons(ej;e;) = cons(’e;;’ez). So, in par-
ticular, /(eq,...,e,—1) = (‘eo,...,"en_1). For example, ’(a,b,c,d) is the list ('a,’b,’c,'d).
Notice that 'nil is nil, the injection into the recursive sum, and is not a symbol! If numbers
are included among s-expressions, then 'n would be defined to be 7, and not a symbol that
happens to have a numeric representation. These, and other related cases, have led to contro-
versy among various Lisp dialects and implementations, in part because of the absence of a
rigorous mathematical foundation, leaving only opinion and authority as the determinative
criteria.

Chapter 32

32.1.

Enrich the FPCF machine with transitions corresponding to allocating a symbol, putting a
binding for a symbol, and getting a binding for a symbol as follows:

k> newsyma ~ pine — k;newsyma ~pin— >e (A.25a)
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k;newsyma~pin—der— ke (A.25b)
k;newsyma ~pin— €4 — k <« (A.25¢)

k> pute; forainey — k;put —forainep > e; (A.25d)
k;put —foraine, dej — k;pute; forain— > e (A.25e)
k;pute; forain—<e —r k<ep (A.25f)
k;pute; forain— € — k « (A.25g)
k>getar—k>k?a (A.25h)

k> k';puteforain—?ar——>k<e (A.25i)

k> k' ;newsyma~pin—?a+——k « (A.25))

(f # putej forain—, f # newsyma ~ pin —) (A28

k>kK;f?2ar—k>K?a

Rules (A.25a) to (A.25c) mark the allocation of a new symbol by pushing a frame on the stack,
and propagate normal and failure return through it. Rules (A.25d) to (A.25g) implement the
stack dynamics of put. In particular, rule (A.25f) reveals the underlying problem discussed
in Section 32.4: the value ¢ may depend on the symbol 2 whose binding is being dropped
on the transition. Rule (A.25h) initiates the lookup of a binding for a in the stack. The linear
search of the stack for the most recent binding of a symbol a is implemented by Rules (A.251)
to (A.25Kk).

32.2. The following rules implement shallow binding:

u || k> newsyma~pine— p®a<—e€ || k;newsyma-~pin— e (A.26a)
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32.3.

p®a< el k;newsyma~pin—<er— p || k<e (A.26b)

ua— el k;newsyma~pin— €— | k « (A.26¢)

|| k> pute;foraine, — p || k;put —foraine, >e; (A.26d)

p®a<s | k;put —forainey ey — p®a<s;e; || k;putaforpin—— e (A.26e)
p®a<ss;e || k;put —forain—<ep — u || k<er (A.26f)

p@a<ss;er || k;put —forain— «— yu || k < (A.26g)
pa=s;e|k>getar—p@a—s;elkae (A.26h)

(A.26i)

pRa—el|k>getar— u@a—e| k<

Obtaining the current binding of a symbol is now immediate (rules (A.26h) and (A.26i)), at
the expense of maintaining synchrony between the binding stacks and the control stack.

Preliminarily, it is important to think carefully about the interaction between the dynamics of
fluids and of continuations. The correct behavior of fluids is defined by the deep dynamics
given by Solution 32.1. The bindings of the fluids are determined by the put frames present
on the target control stack. So, for example, if one seizes a continuation k, then puts a bind-
ing for a as an extension to k, then throws back to k, the binding for a is implicitly restored
to its state prior to the put. The putatively more efficient shallow dynamics given in Solu-
tion 32.2 requires a fairly complicated protocol to ensure that when a seized continuation is
reactivated, the binding stacks of the active fluids are restored to their proper state.

The implementation of exception handling in terms of fluids and continuations is given as
follows:

tryej owx <> ey = letccretinlet xbe ( letcckinputk for hdlr inthrowe; toret) inep

A

raise(e) = throweto ( get hdlr)

The type associated to the fluid-bound symbol hdlr is exncont. The implementation of
handle restores the proper handler on both normal and exceptional return consistently with
the deep dynamics of fluid binding.
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Chapter 33

33.1.

33.2.

The implementation of named exception handling is given as follows:

. A .
dclexc aof Tine = newsyma ~ T ine

[|>

raiseexca-e = raise(a-e)
tryexceowdy - Xy <>ey|...|an Xy ey | x—e &
tryeowx — matchxasday - x; < ej ow — matchxasa, - x, — e, ow — e

Observe that what are called exceptions in a named exception mechanism are just dynami-
cally allocated classes.

The suggested implementation of dynamic classification treats a classified value as a func-
tion of type unit — unit that, when activated, assigns the underlying value to its class,
which is, as suggested, represented by a free assignable. Allocating a new class amounts to
allocating a new free assignable and returning a reference to it. Creating a classified value
with a specified class creates an encapsulated assignment to the class, and checking whether
a classified value is of a given class is achieved by checking whether the classified value
modifies the given class.

For notational convenience decompose the given existential type T as Jclsfd :: Ty . 71, where
7 is Jels i Ty > Ty . & and T is (newcls < Tpeycls , inTef < Tinref, isinref < Tisinref)
(whose constituent types are defined in the exercise). An implementation of dynamic classi-
fication according to the above strategy is a package e of type T given by

packunit — unitwithejas3clsfd 1 Ty. 14,
where e, is a package of type T; given by
pack A (t::Ty) (toptref )witheyasJcls Ty — Ty. T.
and e, is a tuple of type 1, given by
(newcls < epeycls, inref < einres, isinref < €iginref)-

Finally, the operations are implemented as follows:

Cnewcls = A(t::Ty)refnull
Cinref = A(Ty=t)A({c,x) ) A (())1let _bec*=just(x)in ()
eisinret = A(t:Ty)A(u=Ty)A({c,d,f,x))let _bec*=nullinlet _bed(())ineisoinres

e} sinref £ ifnull ( xc¢) {null — x| just(y) <= f(y)}.

There is no need to reset the contents of the class after the test, because any future use of a
classified value with that class will reset it.
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Chapter 34

34.1.

34.2.

34.3.

34.4.

To add array assignables to RMA proceed as follows:

e Introduce a command to declare an array A, dcl Ale1] := e inm, where e; : nat, e; :
nat — 7, and m < p. The function e, provides the initial values for the elements of the
array.

* Introduce a family of commands |A| indexed by array assignables A that returns the
number of elements of A.

e Introduce families of commands A[i] and A[i] := e that, respectively, retrieve the ith
element of A and update the ith element of A with a new value given by e. It is, of
course, a fatal error to exceed the size bound of an array assignable.

¢ The memory y maps scalar assignables to scalar values, and it maps array assignables
to a size n and a length-n sequence s of scalar values.

By the miracle of a-conversion each recursive call allocates a fresh version of a, which is
implicitly renamed to, say, a’, before being entered into the signature as a new assignable.
The body of the procedure is correspondingly renamed so that a becomes a’ wherever it
occurs, so that there can be no confusion among the multiple active instances of the “same”
assignable declaration.

The procedure declaration with own assignables
procp(x:T):pis{owna:=einm}inm’
is short-hand for the composite command
dcla:=einprocp(x:T):pisminm/,

where
procp(x:T):pisminm’

is itself short-hand for

bnd p < cmd( ret( fixpisA(x:7)emd(m)));m'.
Thus, within the scope of p, the assignable a, which is private to the body of p, maintains
its state across calls. Were the own declaration replaced by an ordinary declaration, each call
would create a fresh instance of a, with no retention of state across calls.

Besides the tedium of threading the memory through each step of expression evaluation,
you need only add one rule to account for assignables as values:

pearear—— p@are | ret(e) (A.27)
JA~T
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34.6.
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Final states are defined by the rule
e val

p || e final (A-28)

You may then prove memory invariance by induction on the revised rules, noting that no
rule, include this one, alters the memory across a transition.

The class of passive commands may be isolated by a judgment m passive whose definition
need not be given here. The statics for a passive block is given by the following rule:

Thydo{m}:7 '
The dynamics of a passive block is as follows:
pllm o | !
. A.30
a0 () s o [ —
u || efinal
(A.31)

plido{rete} —plle

It should be clear that passive commands enjoy memory invariance, so this property extends
to expressions that involve passive blocks.

First, introduce a class declaration command that takes an argument that is used to initialize
the shared private state. Second, introduce a command to instantiate a class by providing
the instance data as argument, and obtaining a tuple of procedures sharing private state in
the manner of Solution 34.3. The tuple of procedures is an object whose components may be
called as ordinary procedures as described in the Chapter.

To use a consolidated stack k, include frames of the form dcl a := e in — in which e represents
the current contents of 4, taking account of any modifications that may have been made to
it since its declaration. To set a to another value you must update the appropriate frame in
k to obtain a new stack k’ with which to proceed. To get the contents of 4 you must traverse
the stack looking for its declaration and its associated contents. The update and traversal
can be optimized using imperative programming methods, at the expense of rendering the
control stack to be an ephemeral data structure, creating complications for seizing stacks as
continuations.

It is advantageous to separate the control stack from the memory, because it provides direct
access to the current contents of an assignable, much as does the shallow binding dynamics
of fluids. The control stack frame corresponding to an assignable declaration has the form
dcla:= — in —, which has a hole for the binding as well as the body, so that it records the
declaration of a, but not its contents. The contents of the active assignables is maintained in
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a separate memory, much as in the structural dynamics. The critical rules for managing the
correlation between the declaration and the memory are as follows:

er—=¢ ¢ valy
(A.32a)

k|| upgdcla:=einm+— k;dcla:=—in— || py@a—e by, . m

k;dcla:=—in— || py®@a—e ager— k| u<se (A.32b)

On entry to a declaration of a the memory is extended with a new location, a, whose contents
is initialized to the value of e. On exit from the declaration that location is deallocated from
the memory. This behavior exemplifies the stack-allocation of assignables in MA. Indeed, we
may view the memory as a stack onto which are pushed and popped bindings for assignables
that are not otherwise declared in the memory.

Chapter 35

35.1. Define commands x* eq [e;] and eq [e;] *= e3 by the following dynamics:

|+ (&A)[H] — p || All] (A.33a)

e val

pll (&A)[i] x=e— p || Ali]:=e

(A.33b)

35.2. The following recursive types each in turn satisfy the stated requirements:

(@) (recti

(b) rectis

nat X t)opt ) ref.
nat X t)opt ) ref.
(¢c) rectis

(
(
(d) rectis (nat x (tref))opt.
( (
(

(e) rectis atref ) X

( )
( )
(nat X t)ref ) opt.
n )
( tref))opt.
( (

n )
(natref) X (tref))opt ) ref.

(f) rectis

Each of these definitions has a claim to being that of a mutable linked list, but no one seems
canonical compared to the others.
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Chapter 36

36.1. Under the by-name dynamics given in Chapter 19 the value of w is s(w ), so that evalua-
tion of ifzw {z <> ep | s(x) < ey} strips off the successor and evaluates {w/x}e;. Should
w be evaluated again, the same process repeats, with each such evaluation recreating the
successor of w. Under the by-need interpretation the value of w is s( @a ) for some cell a
containing s( @a ). A conditional analysis once again strips the successor, and then eval-
uates {@a/x}e;. Any further evaluation of the expression w will once again result in the
stored value s( @a ), without recreating it. The memo table is self-referential, or circular, in
that it contains a value that refers to its own memo cell, sharing the result once for all uses
of w. This behavior is one of the attractions of by-need evaluation; suspension types provide
the same benefits in an eager setting.

36.2. The expression
(fixlis A (x:nat)fold(comns- (x,I(s(x)))))(=z)
has the required type

rectis[nil <> unit, cons > nat X .

36.3. The lazy interpretation in terms of suspensions is given by the following equations:

unit = unit
UXDEAXD

void £ void susp
T+ 2 (T +T)susp

rectisT 2 rectis (Tsusp).

Notice the additional level of suspensions required for sum types that is not required for
product types. These suspensions meet the requirement that, in the case of binary products,
the summand need not be determined until the value is required. The nullary case is similar:
the suspended expression must diverge, but only when its value is requested.

Chapter 37

37.1. The crux of the matter is that the sequential dynamics of the parallel let must be chosen so
as to match the parallel dynamics. Specifically, when evaluating par(e; ;ep;x1.x2.¢e), the
sequential dynamics must demand that e, is fully evaluated, even if an exception arises
while evaluating e;. If it were to propagate the exception immediately, the parallel dynam-
ics would perform excess work on e, until the exception in e arises, losing the required
correspondence.
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37.2.

In both the sequential and the parallel dynamics the crucial rules are as follows:

(%) val
par(raise(e;);ex;x1.%p.¢) —> raise(e) (A.34a)
e1 val
(A.34b)

par(e;;raise(ey);x1.xp.¢) — raise(ey)

It may seem unnecessary to insist in the sequential dynamics that e; be a value before prop-
agating an exception arising from e;. But it is necessary to include this “extra work” in order
to match the work done by the parallel dynamics. The sequential case is penalized to suit
the parallel case.

The cost dynamics for parallelism in the presence of exceptions requires accounting for the
work performed in a computation that raises an exception, as well as one that does not. The
following rules are crucial:

e val

raise(e) 10 ¢ A35
raise(e) 10e ( a)
€1 U’Cl 01
ael (A.35b)
try(ep;x.e) §1% o
e 1901 {o1/x}er 42 0 (A.350)
try(er;x.ep) 91929 o, _
e1 1 01 {or/x}er 12 0
aoeel (A.35d)
try(er;x.ep) 11929 v,
erdT o1 e 20vy {e,en/x1,x0 e 0 .
par(ey;ep;x1.x2.¢) U,(Cl®62)©c©1 v .
e fi%or e v (A.35f)
par(el;ez;xl .xz,e) ﬂ(C1®C2)G§1 0y .
e I 01 e 1 v (A.359)
par(ej;ex;x1.x2.¢) »ﬂ«(C1®C2)®1 0y 35¢
e i o e 1?0 (A.35h)

1
par(ej;ex;x1.xp.e) Hla®2)®l g

Observe that in the case that both parallel computations raise an exception, the first one in
program order is propagated, in keeping with the structural dynamics. And as with the
structural dynamics both parallel computations must complete before the result is propa-
gated.
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37.3. Assume that the structural dynamics of XPCF has been incorporated as local transitions of
the P machine, as described in the chapter. There are now four binary join rules, correspond-
ing to which parallel computations raise exceptions:

e1 val ep val

vVay~Tap ~Tra~T{a1 e ®ap — ey ®a<— joinlay;ap](x1;x2.¢) }

- (A.36)
loc
va~t{a—{e,ex/x1,x2}e}
e = raise(e) eval ey val
VA~ Ty ~Tpd~T{a1—e1 Qay— ey ®a— join[ay;ax|(x1;x2.¢€)}
R (A.36b)
loc
va~t{a— raise(e)}
e;val ey =raise(e) eval
vap~Tap ~Ta~T{ay— e ®ay—e;@a<— join[ay;ay](x1;x2.¢)}
. (A.360)
loc
va~t{a— raise(e)}
e;1 = raise(e) eval ey =raise(e¢') ¢ val
vap~Tap ~Ta~t{ay e ®ay—e;@a<— join[ay;ax|(x1;x2.¢)}
. (A.36d)
loc
va~t{a<— raise(e)}

The sequential ordering of the subtasks specified in the parallel let is used to determine
which exception to propagate in the case that both parallel computations raise an exception
so0 as to be consistent with the left-to-right order of the sequential dynamics. No exceptions
are propagated until both parallel computations complete to ensure that the P machine per-
forms the same work as specified by the structural and cost dynamics.

37.4. The parallel let, par(e;;ey; x1.x;.¢) is translated to another parallel let, par(e} ; e} ; x} .
x5 .¢€"), as follows:
(@) ¢} £ tryl-eowx) —r-xf;
(b) €, = tryl-eyowxy —r-x3;
(c) ¢ £ case x1{1-x; —casex, {1-xp—e|r- x) —raise(x))}|r x} —raise(x])}.

Sums are used to record whether an expression has a normal or exceptional return, and the
case analysis represents the join-point logic required for exception propagation consistently
with the interpretation developed in the preceding exercises.
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Chapter 38

38.1. Simply allocate a future for e1, and replace uses of x in e, by synchronization with that future:
letfut xbeejine, = let x’'befut(e; ) in {fsyn(x’)/x}es.
38.2. Define par(e;;ep;x1.x,.¢) to stand for

let x| be fut(e;) in let x, be ¢; in let xq be fsyn(x}) in e.

The order of bindings is important to ensure that evaluation of e, proceeds in parallel with
evaluation of e;.

Chapter 39

39.1. Let true on channel a be represented by the process

$2a((t,f)-$(1(t;0;1))),

and let false on channel a be represented by the process

$2a((t,f)-$("(f;0:1)))-

The conditional branch on the boolean at 2 between processes P; and P, may then be repre-
sented by

vivf.s(la((&t&f);$(2t(-.PL)+2f(-.P2))))
39.2. Define P> p and E > p as follows:

10p = 1p(()

= vpr.vpa. ((P1op1) @ (P2bp2) @ Py @ Pyp ) where

Pip 2 $2p1(--$2pa(-.1p(())))and

$2p2(--82p1(--1p(0)))

(la(e))>p=ta(e)
($E)pp=$(Evp)

(va~t.P)ppEva~t.(Pop) (a#p)

)
X
NS
v
<
Il

1\)3
=
>

0>p=0
(Et+E)>p= (Erpp)+ (Epp)
(?a(x.P))>p22a(x.(P>p))



39.3.

39.4.

39.5.
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Using this we may define P;Qby vp.((Prp)®$?p(-.Q)), which arranges for the ini-
tiation of Q to be deferred until the completion of P. The channel p must be chosen to not
already occur in P or in Q so as to avoid unintended interference with the protocol.

Define G(i, 0) to be the process
$?0((q,2z).$2i((r,s).1o((rVz,qVs)))).
This process is the gate array that implements the latch. Then define L(i, 0) to be the process
*G(i,0) ®!o( (false, false) ).

The companion process to the gate array provides the initial values of Q and Z, which are
required to activate the coupled gates.

It is easy to check that L(7,0) & Iyeseti and L(i,0) ® (i) behave as specified. The latch is ca-
pable of receiving its own sent messages on the o channel, achieving the required feedback.

Define P; + P; to be the process
P2 va~unit.($?a(_.P)®@%$2a(_.P)®'a(())),

where a is chosen to not occur in either P; or P;. By Rule (39.4d) the process P evolves to
either
P'E va-~unit.(Pp®$?a(_.P,))

or
P'2 va-unit.($?2a(_.P)®@Py)

Informally these are equivalent to
Pi®va~unit.$?a(_.P,)

and to
va~unit.$?a(_.P ) Q@ Py,

respectively, by the choice of the channel a. The accompanying processes are inert because a
is private and there is no sender within the scope of its declaration.

Represent the process P by the process
PPEvt. (S;®%2a1(x1.P])®...@%2ar(x.P))),
in which, foreach 1 <i < n,
PlEvs.vf.(1t(s,f)®$?2s(-. (E®P))®$?f(-. (F®'ai(x)))).

Here St = $2t(s,f.!s(())) and Fr £ $?t(s,f.!f({))) are the Milner booleans reach-
able on channel ¢, which serves as the lock channel. When synchronized the receives check
whether the lock is available. If so, it is seized, and the corresponding process is activated;
if not, the message is resent for possible synchronization with another receiver executing
concurrently.
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39.6. The solution is straightforward; simply give up on specifying too accurately the types of
values carried on each channel. The polyadic 7r-calculus is, in this respect, a uni-typed,
rather than multi-typed, language.

Chapter 40

40.1. A class declaration is a command with the following syntax:
Cmd newcls[T](a.m) clsa~Tinm class declaration
The statics of class declaration is given by the rule

T |—2a~1— mA T

(A.37)

[ty newcls[t](a.m) + T’

Its dynamics is given by the following execution rule:

newcls[T](a.m)?VQNT{m} (A.38)

The channel reference allocation command may then be defined by the equation

newch|[T] énewcls[l’](a.ret (&a)).

40.2. The receive-on-channel-reference event rcvref (e ) is governed by the following statics:

T'kyge:cls(T)

A.39
Ity revref(e) : event(T) ( )
The dynamics of this construct is given by these rules:
A40
rcvref(e) = rcvref(e') (A.402)
(A.40b)

rcvref( &a) — rcv|a]
Xa~T

/!

Chapter 41



41.1.

41.2.

A new channel reference may be allocated at any site, which is recorded in its type.

I' b5 newch[T] < chan[T](w) @ w

Execution allocates a new channel situated at that site, and returns a reference to it.

newch[T] E@?w>1/a~‘r@w{ret( &a)®1}

The dynamic send command takes a channel reference as argument.

[Fyey:chan[T](w) Thye:T

Ity sndref(e;;e;) ~ unit @ w

It evolves to a static send command once the reference is resolved.

e valy

sndref( &4a;e) 8@%> snd[a](e)

The dynamic receive event takes a channel reference as argument.

'ty e:chan[T](w)
I'by revref(e) : event[T](w)

It evolves to a static receive event once the reference is resolved.

rcvref( &a) = rcv|a]
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(A.41)

(A.42)

(A.43)

(A.44)

(A.45)

(A.46)

To perform an asynchronous remote send, simply change the locus of control to w’ before

sending the message.
at w’ do sndref(e;e’).

To perform a synchronous remote send, change the locus of control to w’, then allocate a

call-back channel on which the result is to be sent along with the payload.

at w’' dobndr + cmdnewch|[ 7' ];bnd _ < sndref(e; (¢/,r)); sync(rcvref(r)).

The reply channel reference r refers to a channel at w’, which may be sent along with the
payload ¢’ on the channel reference e. Execution then synchronizes on the reply channel to

obtain the result.
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Chapter 43

43.1. Under the identification of k1 X xp with ¥ _:: k7 . ko, Rules (43.16a) and (43.16b) are instances
of Rules (43.5¢c) and (43.5d).

The dependent elimination rules are derivable from the non-dependent ones via self-recognition.
For suppose that
AFc:TupKg. K.

Then by self-recognition
AbFcuXuyuS(c-luxy). K.

Then by sharing propagation
AFXuyS(c-luky).kp=S(c-1uxg) X {c-1/u}xy.

Therefore by Rule (43.16b)
Abc-ri{c-1/uy}xy,

as required.

43.2. Under the identification of x1 — k» with IT_:: k7 . ko, Rule (43.17) is an instance of Rule (43.9¢).

Conversely, suppose that
AFc:Tlup:ky.kp and Al cq k.
By self-recognition and subsumption it follows that
AbcuTIugS(epnxy). Ko
But then by sharing propagation we have
AbcuS(ering)— {en/uztin
from which the result follows by Rule (43.17).

43.3. The kind x{p := c} is defined by induction on p by the following equations:

A x{e:=c} kind = AF S(c:x) kind
At (Zuyxg.xo){lp:=c} kind = AF Sup k] . ko kind, where
At x] kind 2 AF ki {p:=c}
At (Zupxg.ip){rp:=c} kind EAF YUK . %% kind, where
A, uy i ky b kind £ A, uq ik Fxo{p = c} kind

The proofs of the required properties proceed by induction on the simple path.
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43.4. Any common prefix is traversed, and then kind modification is used to impose the required
equation.

Abuzx/u-e=u-ekind 2 AF « kind

AFusXuyiy.kp/u-1p=u-lgkind= Suq{u-1/us}x] .k, where

Al x) kind & Ay iy /ug - p = uq - q kind

AFuszSupikg.ko/u-rp=u-rqkind= AF Sup k. {u-r/uy}x, kind, where

Auq kg |—K£ kind £ A, uq i 1q Fupiixg /up-p =uy-qkind

AFuszXuynxy.xo/u-lp=u-rq kind2 A F X uy ;1K1 . k5 kind, where

A, uy i xy Fxh kind 2 A, uq i ky Fxo{q :=uq - p} kind

AFuzXuying.6/u-rp=u-1q kind2 A F Xy ;%1 . k4 kind, where

A, uy kg b kind £ A, uq i ky Fxo{p i= uq - q} kind

Chapter 44

44.1. Taking Tje, to be Tjr and T4 to be bool, define the module

T,D : Odict [ Mset . Oset

by the equations

A
Mset =

€emp
€ins

€mem

(1>

[I>

(1>

[D-s; (emp < eemp , ins < €ins , mem > emem) |

D -d-emp

A({x,d): Ty x D-s)D-d-ins( ({x, true),d))
A({x,d): Ty X D-s)ifnull D -d - fnd( (x,d) ) {null < false| just(_) <> true}.

44.2. For N : 044, define 0podset t0 be 0set With Tor chosen to be N - s, and for S : 0},4dset, define
Onodsetdict t0 be 0gict with Tye, chosen to be N - s and 7, to be S - s. Define the module

N: Uordrs * Onodset/ D: Onodsetdict + Mgrph * Ogrph

by the following equations:

Mgrph
Tedg
Cemp

€ins

€mem

> > >

[|>

[[D -s; [[Tedg? <emp<—>eemp,ins<—>eins,mem<—>emem>]]]]

N-sxN-s

D -d < emp

A((e,g):Tedg><D~s)D-d-ins(<e,g>)

A(((s,t),8) : Tedg X D +s)ifnull D -d- fnd(s ) {null — false| just(a )< S-d-mem(a)}.
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44.3.
44.4.

To determine whether (s, t) is a member of a graph, it suffices to determine whether f is a
member of the adjacency set associated to s.

See Solution 43.3.

Straightforward verification, given Solution 44.3.

Chapter 45

45.1.

45.2.

45.3.

The required functor may be defined by
Morddictfun £ A <Kr' V> : (2* *Uord Utyp) : Mgi,c‘i’

where the body M(I;(K is readily adapted from the definition given in Chapter 44, taking Tjey
tobe K-sand 7,5 tobe V - s.

The type abstraction oyqset Of finite sets equipped with their ordered elements may be de-
fined as follows:

A . . . E
Uordset = EE *Oord [[t - TyfTset]]
T_f;té (emp—t,ins<>E-sxt—t,mem<— E-s X — bool).

The signature of a functor implementing a set abstraction in terms of a given ordered type
may be defined as follows:

Usetfun £ HE *Oord '(Tordset{ ‘1-s:=E- S}'
This signature may be implemented by the following functor:
Meetfun = A E : 0org - 1ot D be Mictfun ((E; [pool; ()]) ) in MsEet/
where ML, is readily adapted from Mset given in Solution 44.1.

The signature 0orggph of finite graphs on an ordered type of nodes may be defined as follows:

A . . . . N ., N
Oordgrph = ZN “Oord * [[tgrph 2 Ty; [[tedg i S( Tedg ) ngrph]H]
Té\d]g £N.-sxN-s

N

A . N N
Tarph = (emp < tgrph , ins — Tedg ¥ tgrph — tgrph ,mem = Togo X tgrph — bool).

The signature 0gyphfun Of a functor implementing graphs in terms of an ordered type may be
defined as follows:

Tgrphfun 2 HN *Oord 'Uordgrph{ ‘1-8:=N- S}.

A functor implementing a graph on an ordered set of nodes may be defined as follows:

. . N,S,D
Mgrphfun £ AN: Tord - 1et Sbe Mgetfun (N ) inlet Dbe Myictfun ((N;S) ) in Mgrph ’

where Mgr’;’]D is readily adapted from Mg, p, given in Solution 44.2.



