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Linearity is a multi-faceted and ubiquitous notion in the analysis and development of
programming language concepts. We study linearity in a denotational perspective by picking
out programs that correspond to linear functions between domains.

We propose a PCF-like language imposing linear constraints on the use of variable to
program only linear functions. To entail a full abstraction result, we introduce some
higher-order operators related to exception handling and parallel evaluation. We study
several notions of operational equivalence and show them to coincide with our language.
Finally, we present a new operational evaluation of the language that provides the base for a
real implementation. It exploits the denotational linearity to provide an efficient evaluation
semantics SECD-like, that avoids the use of closures.

1. Introduction

Linearity is a key tool to support a conscious use of resources in programming languages.
A non-exhaustive list of its uses includes garbage collection, memory management and
aliasing control, description of digital circuits, process channels and messages management,
languages for quantum computations, etc. A survey of several variants of linear type
systems proposed in the literature is in Walker (2005). This broad spectrum of applications
highlights the fact that linearity is a multi-faceted abstract concept which can be considered
in different perspectives. For instance, notions of syntactical linearity can be considered
when variables are used once (in suitable senses), e.g. Alves et al. (2007) and Hindley
(1989). On the other hand, if redexes cannot be discarded or duplicated during reduction,
like in Hindley (1989), then a kind of operational linearity is achieved. This is related to
the notion of simple term in A-calculus (Klop 2007), which suggests a kind of linearity on
reductions, unrelated from a specific strategy.

Although ideas that can be tracked to linearity have been implicitly used in pro-
gramming languages for many years, the introduction of linear logic (Girard 1987) is a
redoubtable milestone in this setting. Linear logic arises from a sharp semantic analysis
of stable domains where stable functions have been decomposed into linear functions
and exponential domain constructors. Such a decomposition is patently reflected in the
syntax of linear logic. Moreover, it suggests a new approach to linearity: denotational
linearity. In a programming perspective, denotational linearity says that programs (i.e.
closed terms) should correspond via a suitable interpretation to linear function on some
specific domains, e.g. the linear models introduced in Bucciarelli et al. (2010), Bucciarelli
and Ehrhard (1993), Girard (1987) and Huth (1993). By tackling this correspondence
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minutely, some important contributions to the theory of programming can be obtained.
For instance, if the intended domain includes all the computable functions, this analysis
provides Turing-complete languages with weak syntactic linear constraints on variables,
and new linear operators that, in a higher-type computability perspective (Longley 2000;
Normann 2006), increase the expressivity of linear languages.

Following the denotational linearity approach, we study (recursive) linear functions in
the type theory L of coherence spaces and linear functions introduced by Girard (1987).
An attractive aspect of this type theory is the simplicity of its formulation. We present
a language, named S/PCF; that is fully abstract for this type theory. YPCF« can be
described as the combination of the following ingredients.

— A core PCF-like language, named core-SYPCF, characterized by a constrained man-
agement of variables and by an operational semantics based on a careful evaluation of
program mixing call-by-name and call-by-value. This core language is Turing complete
and can be soundly interpreted in L.

— A higher-order operator, named which?, that corresponds to a primitive form of
exception handling. which? permits to obtain besides the result of an evaluation also
some information about the way the result is computed.

— A higher-order operator, named /et-/or, that permits to explore in parallel different
program branches. A distinguished feature of /et-Zor is that it permits to share some
information between the different branches.

The combination of the core language with the two higher-order linear operators
which? and Zet-/or is essential to gain a finite definability result (Curien 2007), i.e. the
definability of all the finite cliques of the considered linear model. The finite definability
result is not only the key ingredient to obtain the full abstraction result, but it is also
important to show the programming patterns that the language offers. The importance of
the full abstraction comes from the fact that it allows us to reason about program in a
compositional way. Moreover, full abstraction allows us also to prove the coincidence of
three different definitions of operational equivalence. These definitions make the reasoning
simpler on the equivalence between programs by permitting to consider restricted families
of contexts.

An interesting remark is that S/PCFEs is neither syntactically linear nor operationally
linear in tight sense, albeit its finitary fragment (the set of programs which does not involve
recursion) respects some syntactical and operational forms of linearity (see Remark 1).
We present SYPCFx by means of a self-explanatory operational semantics that, quite
inefficiently, requires for some operators an infinite branching search in the evaluation
tree. Then, we show that S/PCF. programs can be evaluated in an efficient way by
means of another abstract machine that traces out and records linear information to
finitely prune the infinite branching search tree of the evaluation of S/PCFi. The latter
tracing operational machine is a very concrete by-product of our results, since it tailors
on denotationally linear constraints a very efficient evaluation of a Turing-complete
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programming language endowed of parallel features and exception-like mechanism,
namely S/PCF..

The study of the relations between languages and models is a classic theme in
denotational semantics (Curien 2007; Ong 1995). The full abstraction for PCF has
led to the development of very sophisticated semantics techniques (as Abramsky et al.
(2000) and Hyland and Ong (2000)) and revealed relevant programming principles and
operational constructions. In particular, several works have studied how to extend PCF by
different operators in order to achieve full abstraction compared to some classical models.
For example, this approach has been followed by Plotkin (1977) for the continuous Scott
model, by Berry and Curien (1982) for the sequential algorithms model, by Abramsky and
McCusker, (1996) for a particular game model, by Longley (2002) for the strongly stable
model and by Paolini (2006) for the stable model. Remark that all higher-type operators
introduced in the works above cannot be directly interpreted in the linear model. This is
another motivation for our search for new operators.

Many linear languages with different goals have been proposed so far in the literature.
Recently, in the studies of syntactical linearity, Alves et al., (2006; 2007; 2010) have
proposed several syntactical linear languages in order to characterize different classes
of computable functions. To explore their extension, higher-type semantically-motivated
operators, is another interesting open problem.

Two PCF-like languages embedding linearity notions have been proposed in Bierman
(2000) and Bierman et al. (2000). These languages are not denotationally linear, in the
sense that not all their closed terms are in correspondence with linear functions of a
suitable domain. In particular, they cannot be interpreted in the linear model considered
here. Despite this fact, the authors of Bierman (2000) and Bierman et al. (2000) give some
interesting results on the relations between several forms of operational reasoning, in the
context of the linear decomposition. Our results on the coincidence of three operational
equivalences can be viewed as further contributions in those topics.

The results we present in this paper extend and complete our previous works: Gaboardi
and Paolini (2007), Gaboardi et al. (2011) and Paolini and Piccolo (2008). The core-
S/PCFx language and the which? operator were first introduced by Gaboardi and Paolini
(2007) and Paolini and Piccolo (2008), respectively. Paolini and Piccolo (2008) proved the
language combining these two components, named S/PCF, correct for the type theory
L. Moreover, they showed a full abstraction result for stable closed terms, i.e. terms not
containing free occurrences of a particular kind of variables used for recursion. Gaboardi
et al. (2011) extended SYPCF by means of the /et-for operator obtaining in this way
the full abstraction for terms that can contain free occurrences of stable variables. The
enhanced tracing operational machine we present in this paper greatly improves the
efficiency of tracing operational machine defined in Gaboardi et al. (2011).

1.1. Synopsis

In Section 2, we introduce the core-S/PCFE. language, the linear type theory £ and
the interpretation. We show that the interpretation is sound and that a full abstraction
result holds for stable closed terms. In Section 3, we show that for the core language of
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Section 2, a more general full abstraction result does not hold. In Section 4, we introduce
the two operators which? and Zet-for, completing in this way the introduction of
S/PCFx. We provide some programming examples and we prove finite definability and full
abstraction for it. In Section 5, we show the coincidence of three operational equivalences.
In Section 6, we give an abstract machine for SYPCFx that traces the linear use of terms.
This provides the base for an efficient implementation of our language.

2. The core of a linear programming language

As described in the introduction, following the denotational linearity approach, our aim
is to design a programming language corresponding to a particular linear type theory L.
Here we start by presenting a core part of this language, named core-¥PCF, then we
present the type theory £ and we show how core-YPCF can be soundly interpreted in £
and how a limited form of full abstraction can be obtained.

The types of the language are defined as following:

0,T =1 (natural numbers)
| ¢ — 1 (arrow or function type).

As usual, —o associates to the right so oy — 6 —o 03 is read as g1 —o (0 —o 03).

Let Var® be a numerable set of variables of type ¢. If ¢ # 1 then, let SVar® be
a numerable set of variables disjoint from Var?. Variables in Var' are named ground
variables. Variables in /Var = J, . Var’ ™" are named linear variables. Variables in
Svar =, 4 SVar? are named stable variables. Latin letters x°,y°,£%,... denote variables
in Var®. Moreover, g, f], f5,... denote stable variables. Last, x is a wild-card for all the
variables.

Definitiona 1. Core-SYPCF pre-terms are defined by the following grammar:

M= variable
| 0 Zero
| s successor
| p predecessor
| /if MMM conditional
| MM application
| Ax°M A-abstraction
| up’M u-abstraction

We write n for s(---(s0)---) where s is applied n-times to 0, and we denote N =
{0,...,n,...} the set of numerals. When the type information is irrelevant, we will omit
type labels. We partitioned variables in three main categories: Var',/Var,SVar. Other
choices are possible, but we preferred this one in order to emphasize their differences.
The two kinds of abstraction act as binders in the standard way, A-abstraction binds
ground and linear variables (however, the first set of variables entails a call-by-value
policy and the latter a call-by-name one), while p-abstraction binds stable ones. Free
variables of any kind (FV), free linear variables (/FV), free stable variables (SFV), closed
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Table 1. (a) Type system and (b) operational semantics.

I'EM:z I'FM:1

I—O:Z(Z) "SIl—Ol(S) I—p:l—ol(p) %”}—%:o—(v) F,x’l—M:r(gw) F,FJI—M:r(SW)
Ixy' %' FM Ix"FM: . . )
X1, X2 T (€0) X T @ '-M: AﬁL.z AFR.z(lif)
Ix'FMx/x,%0] i 1 I'FAx°M:0 —o1 IAF/Zif MLR @1
L. iEM:t (sc Ipk-Mio 1"V=®() [FMigc ot AbN:g
L F M o o] i T TFufM:o g LAFMN : ¢t P
Min M| sn My0O Lim M{s(n) Rim
(0) Vo (s) Yso (p) .U Yo (ifl) U @ Yo (ifr)
040 sM|sn pMin /if MLR |m /if MLR |m
M[N/£]P;---P; | n .. MugpM/f]Py--Pin N{m Mm/x]P;---P;|n "
GE MNP, Py bn | (upMpP, P bm Y UxMNR,-- P ym

and open terms are defined as expected. M[N/x] denotes the capture-free substitution of
all free occurrences of x in M by N. As usual application associates to the left, i.e. MN; ... Ny
abbreviates (... ((MN;)N,)...Ny) and we routinely omit parenthesis as we safely can.

Core-Y/PCF terms are pre-terms that are well typed. We consider typing judgments of
the shape I' - M : ¢ where M is a pre-term, ¢ is a linear type and I is a basis, that is a
finite list of variables in Var U SVar, where each variable appears at most once. We denote
'S (resp I'T1, T'[£) the restriction of the basis I' containing only variables in SVar (resp.
in Var', /Var). We denote I',A, T UA and I' N A the disjoint union, the union and the
intersection of two basis respectively. We write M° to signify that there is a basis I' such
that TFM : 0.

Definitiona 2. The pre-terms typable by using the type system in Table 1(a) are the terms
of core-/PCF.

We remark that the type system contains weakening and contraction rules only for
ground and stable variables (viz. (gw), (sw), (gc) and (sc)), while linear variables are
managed by means of linear-typing rules (the rule Zif is additive). Therefore, it is easy to
check that the following rules are derivable rules in our system.

I'NkFM:0—o1 IhFN:o i/nlh = .
I'TUulLFMN: 0o

TobM:: TyFP:1 ThbQ:1 Ty M =Tyl/ Tol/NTil/ =G
IyUIiuIL FZif MPQ 11

A closed term of ground type is called program and P denotes the set of all programs.

Definitiona 3. The evaluation relation | between programs of core-PCF and numerals
is the smallest relation inductively satisfying the rules of Table 1(b). For any program M,
if there exists a numeral n such that M | n then we say that M converges and we write M .
Otherwise, we say that it diverges and we write M 4.
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We remark that the evaluation is carried out in a call-by-name fashion by the rule
A7, and in a call-by-value fashion by the rule A'. Patently all terms appearing in the
evaluation rules are well typed. To be more precise, in the rule A7, we are assuming that
T =01 — ... — g; — 1 Where gy is the type of P;. Moreover, note that the evaluation of
the program pO0 diverges.

Remark 1. Note that the finitary fragment of S/PCF (i.e. the language obtained by
avoiding stable variables and u-abstractions) contains terms like Af"™'./if 5 (f 0) (f 1)
and Af'™"'x'.fxx which are not syntactically linear. Moreover, S/PCF is not operationally
linear because in the following term

(A£7°1/11 B (£ 0) (£ 1))((4x".2y".y)5)
the redex (Ax'.Ay'.y)5 is duplicated during the evaluation.

We name some terms. Let Q' := p0 and inductively, if 69 = u3 — ... —o pp —o 1 for
some m € N, then

QU T T T = x00 L xr LAE(QO T T T R T L) (R L Q) (ko L Q).

If ¢ # 1 then it is possible to define Q° as uf°.F and, still, to satisfy the Lemma 1.
Nevertheless, the crucial use of Q° is to define the approximants, i.e. terms approximating
u-abstraction that avoids the use of (additional) p-abstractions. In this way, we can prove
the Lemma 5 by adapting the Tait technique used in Plotkin (1977). By using Q7, it is
possible to define approximants of a term having shape uf.M’ as follows,

MO M= Q°, ,u”“ FM° = My M/ f]

It is easy to check that the p-abstractions in ¢ p.M? are strictly less than that in pp.M°.

Lemma 1. Let M°,...,M% be a sequence of closed terms (m = 0).

1. Qoo™ ™!M, ... My is a program and Q7% M, .. My f\
2. Let (up.P?)Mo ... M, be a program.
(LEP Mo ... My | n if and only if (™' f.PO)M,... M, § n, for some k € N.

Proof. (1) The proof can be done by induction on m. (2) Both implications can be
proved by induction on derivations proving the hypothesis. ]

2.1. Pairing

In the following sections, we need pairing and projections operators on natural numbers.
This can be defined as follows. If m,n € N then < m,n >= 2"(2n+ 1) — 1 is our pairing
function. Projections from z € N can be defined by functions

pii(z) = min[(3y)<.(z =< x,y >)] ; pir(z) = I?gi?[(ax)éz(z =<x,y>)].

x<z
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Such functions induce a bijection, details can be found either, in p.41, p.73 of Cutland
(1980) or in p.47 of Davis and Weyuker (1983). The reader can easily verify that

Sum = pupAx'y' .Zif x vy (p(px)(sy))
Prod = ppAx'y'./if x 0 (Sumy (r(px)y))
Exp2 = pp/x'./if x 1 (Prod2(r(px)))

respectively define the addition, the multiplication and the exponentiation of base 2.
Hence, the above function < _,_ > is defined by the program

[——] =Ax'y'p (Prod (Exp2 x)(s(Prodgy))) .

Clearly, our pairing-program is total and correct i.e. [n,m| || < n,m > for all numerals n,m.
So, we will write M || [n,m], for some M, has a shorthand for 3k, M || k and [n,m]| | k.

The definition of the terms m; and 7, corresponding to projection (i.e. which are such
that #; [n,m| | n and m, [n,m] | m) turns out to be an easy exercise and it is left to the
reader. Again, we write M | ; n (i € [1,2]) to mean 3k, M | k and &; n | k.

2.2. Operational equivalence

There is a notion of program equivalence which programmers understand well: two
program fragments are equivalent if they can always be interchanged without affecting the
visible or observable outcome of the computation.

The set of o-context Ctx, is defined as:

Cle] ii= [ %" [0 ]s|p]/if C[7] C[7] C[]] (C[cIC[]) | (Ax°.C[]) | uF-C[e].

C[N?] denotes the result obtained by replacing all the occurrences of [¢] in the context C[]
by the term N’ and by allowing the capture of its free variables.

Definitiona 4 (standard operational equivalence). Let M?,N° be terms.

1.M <, N whenever, for all C[¢] s.t. C[M],C[N] € P, if C[M] | n then C[N] | n.
2.M~, Nif and only if M g, N and N g, M.

The above definition is standard, however, we introduce an alternative equivalence
definition that will allow to study the formal relationship between the two binders we
introduced.

Definitiona 5 (fix-point operational equivalence). Let M°,N° be such that
SFV(M),SFV(N) < {f]',.... F7"}.
1.M <, N whenever, for all P{,...P%, for all C[7] s.t.
CM[P1/F1s---Pn/ Full, CIN[P1/F1,.. ., Pu/ ]l € P if CM[P1/F1,...,Pu/Fal] ¥ n then

C[N[Pl/F1>~~~>Pn/Fn]]UQ-
2.M ~; N if and only if M <, N and N <, M.

It is easy to verify that <, is a preorder and ~, is an equivalence. Note that the
comparison between the fix-point operational equivalence and the standard one is not
immediate, since there is no obvious way to implement substitution of a stable variable
with an arbitrary term. This issue will be discussed in detail in Section 6.
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2.3. Coherence spaces

We are interested in the least full subcategory £ of coherence spaces, including the
flat domain of natural numbers and the coherence spaces of linear functions between
domains in the category itself. Coherence spaces are a simple framework for Berry’s
stable functions (Berry 1978), developed by Girard (1987). This section does not aim to
provide an exhaustive presentation of these arguments, it just aims to make the paper
self-contained. More details can be found in Girard (1986, 1987) and Girard et al. (1989).

A coherence space X is a pair (| X|,Cx), where |X| is a set of tokens called the web
of X and Ty is a reflexive and symmetric relation between tokens of |X| called the
coherence relation on X. The strict incoherence —x is the complementary relation of Ty ;
the incoherence <y is the union of relations —y and =; the strict coherence —~yx is the
complementary relation of Xx. A clique x of X is a subset of |X| containing pairwise
coherent tokens. The set of cliques of X is denoted CI(X), while the set of finite cliques is
denoted Cly;,(X). Two cliques x,y € CI(X) are compatible when x U y € CI(X).

If X is a coherence space then CI(X) form a cpo (indeed, a Scott-domain) with respect
to the set-theoretical inclusion. In particular,

— & € Cl(X) is the bottom element and {a} € CI(X), for each a € |X|,
— if y = x and x € CI(X) then y € CI(X),

— if D = CI(X) is directed then | D € Cl(X),

— the set of compact elements is Cly;,(X).

Definitiona 6. Let X and Y be coherence spaces.

1. The linear implication X — Y is the coherence space having | X —o Y| = |X| X |Y| as
web, while (a,b) Iy .y (d,b') iff a Zx o implies b I1y b'.

2. A linear morphism between X and Y is an element of C/(X — Y).

3. The tensor product X ® Y is the coherence space having |[X ® Y| = |X| x |Y| as web,
while (a,b) Exey (d,b)if aZy a and b Zy b'.

We denote with LinCoh the category whose objects are coherence spaces and whose
morphisms are linear morphisms between coherence spaces. (LinCoh, ®,1,—) is a sym-
metric monoidal closed category, where 1 is the coherence space having a singleton set as
web.

Definitiona 7. Let X,Y be two coherence spaces. A function f : CI(X) — CI(Y) is
continuous whenever, it is monotone and it commutes with the union of directed sets of
cliques. A continuous function f : CI(X) — CI(Y) is stable when Vx,x" € Cl(X), x and x’
compatible implies f(xNx") = f(x)Nf(x'). A function f : CI(X) — CI(Y) is linear when it
is stable (so, continuous), f(F) = & and for all x,x’ € CI(X), if x and x’ are compatible
then f(x Ux) = f(x) U f(x).

Linear morphisms are in bijection with linear functions between cliques.
The trace of a linear function f : CI(X) — CI(Y) is Tr(f) = {(a,b) | a € |X|,b € f({a})}.
Given t € CI(X — Y) and x € CI(X), let us define the map F(t) : CI(X) — CI(Y) as

Ft)x)={be|Y||3da€x,(ab) et} (1)
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Proposition 1.

1.If f :Cl(X) — CI(Y) is a linear function then 7r(f) € CI(X — Y).
2. 1If t € Cl(X — Y') then F(t) : CI(X) — CI(Y) is a linear function.
3.77(F(t) =t forallt :Cl(X — Y).

4 F(ITr(f)) = f, for all f : CI(X) —» CI(Y).

The basis of our model is the countable flat domain. Let N denotes the space of natural
numbers, namely (|]N], Cn) such that |N| := N (the latter is the set of natural numbers)
and m Oy n if and only if m = n, for all m,n € |NJ.

Definitiona 8 (linear model). The linear model L is the type structure generated by the
coherence space N and the arrow —o.

To provide the interpretation of the recursion in core-SYPCF, we discuss the fix-point
operator on coherence domain. More precisely, if X is a coherence space then we look for
fixy : (CI(X) — CI(X)) — CI(X) such that fixyx(f) = f(fixx(f)) for all stable functions
f : Cl(X) — CI(X). Given any coherence spaces X,Y, we remind that the set of stable
functions between CI(X) and CI(Y) together with stable ordering® form a Scott domain.
Thus we define a family of mapst fix% : (CI(X) — CI(X)) — CI(X) by induction on
neNN:

fixy =\f : Cl(X) — CI(X).¥ fixt = \f : CI(X) — CU(X).f(£1x%(f)).

By using Knaster—Tarski fix point theorem, we can define fixy = \/, fix. In the sequel,
we will omit the subscript X on fixyx when it is clear from the context or uninteresting,

Proposition 2. Let X be a coherence space and let f : CI(X) — CI(X), g : CI(X) — CI(N)
be two stable functions and let p € N. If g(£ix(f)) = {p}, then there is k € N such that

g(£ixk(f)) = {p}.

We stress the fact that fix is a stable function which is not linear. We use fix in a
restricted way, it is applied only to stable endo-functions in £, and it gives back traces of
linear functions. The Kleisli category on the finite-clique comonad LinCoh, is equivalent
to the category of coherence spaces and stable functions. This category is Cartesian closed
and it admits a least fix point operator, which corresponds to the above defined fix.

2.4. Linear interpretation

We define a standard interpretation (Plotkin 1977) such that [i] = N and [o — 1] =
[6] — [r]. An environment p € Env is a total function mapping a variable x’ in a
token a € [[o]| and a stable variable (” in a finite clique x € Cly;,([o]). We remark that

T Let f,g : CI(X) — CI(Y) two stable functions. The stable ordering f C g is defined as Vx,y € CI(X), x S y
implies f(x) = f(y) N g(x).

f Let A4 and B be two sets, let x be an element of A4 and let E(x) be an expression that may contain x and
corresponding to an element of B. Ax : 4.E(x) is the function from A to B mapping any element x € A4 into
the element E(x) € B, that is the function f : A — B such that f(x) = E(x). In p. 49 of Gunter (1992), the
notation x — E(x) is used with the same meaning of \x.E(x).
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Table 2. Linear interpretation map.

[0p={0} [s~Jp={nn+1)|neN}  [PJp={n+Ln)|neN}
[x7]p = {p(x")} [Fle=p(r)  rN]p =F(Mp)N]p

[(¢ifm N L) Jp= {neN|[M]p={0};[N]p= {n}} U
{neN|[M]p={m+1}:[L']p = {n},m € N}

[Ax? M ]p = {(a0,b) € |[o — ]| | b € [M]p[x" = ao]}

[(up 2 Tp = £1x00x € Cl([o])- Uy, MIpLF = ¥

the interpretation of x' cannot be associated to an empty cliques, so it is subjected to
restrictions (see cases 4 and 5 of Lemma 2). The set of environments is denoted by Env.
Let a be a sequence of tokens of a coherence space, let x be a sequence of non-stable
variables of the same length of d; p[x := 4] is the environment such that p[x := d](x') = a;
in case x’' is the ith element of %, otherwise p[x = d](x') = p(x'). If X is a sequence of
finite cliques and f is a sequence of stable variables of the same length then p[f := X] is
defined likewise. We will write x Sy;, y when x < y with x finite.

Definitiona 9. Let M°,N° and p € Env. The linear interpretation [M°] : Env — Cl([o]) is
defined in Table 2 using F as defined in Equation 1 and fix which is the least fix point
operator.

Looking at the interpretation, we justify the introduction of stable variables. Those
variables are used in order to program continuous (w.r.t. stable order) non-strict functions
from a linear coherence space L to itself, so their fix-points will be always an element
of L. Notice that, syntactically, a stable variable will be used without linear constraints.
We do not permit to A-abstract stable variables, we use them only in order to obtain
fix-points. Permitting the A-abstraction of stable variable would produce terms defining
non-linear functions, which is against our wishes.

Two terms M° and N° are denotationally equivalent if and only if [M°]p = [N°]p for
every p. The interpretation of closed terms is invariant with respect to environments,
thus in such cases the environment can be omitted. Next lemmas are standard. The basic
properties of a A-model are recalled in Lemma 2.

Lemma 2. Let M°,N° and p, p’ € Env.
1.If p(f) < p/(F) for each € SFV(M), then [M]p < [M]p’.
2.If M°[N/ 7] € SYPCF then [M°[N/f1]p = UXEfm[[NHP MlplF = x].
3. If M7 [N/x"] € YPCF with 7 # 1 then [M°[N/x"]]p = UaEMp Mplx = a].
4. If M°[n/x'] € YPCF then [M’[n/x"]]p = [M]p[x = n].

5. [(Ax"M)n] = [M[n/x"].
6. [(Z£7 M)N] = [M[N/£°]].
7.[¢/if OLR] =[L] and [/if n+1 L R] = [R].
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8. [up” M] = M[pf” M/ 1]
9.1f ¢ = 1, C[] € Ctx,, C[M],C[N] € P and [M]p = [N]p then [C[M]] = [CIN]].

Proof. (1)—(4) follow by induction on the structure of M. The proofs of (5)—(8) follow
by definition of interpretation and by points (2), (3) and (4). The proof of (9) follows by
induction on the structure of C[]. L]

As usual, an approximation theorem for finite fixpoint semantics holds.

Lemma 3.
1. [k pM]p = £ixF(\x € Cl([a]). Ux,gmx Mlplf == xXD.
2. [upM]p = U,en [ FM7]p, for all o € T.
Proof. (1) Obvious. (2) Since [u"! pM°]p = [M°]p[F = [p" FM°]p], the proof is easy. []
Theorem 1. If M | n then [M] = [n].

Proof. By induction on the derivation of M || n. Lemma 2 is crucial to deal with the
various inductive steps. U]

2.5. Adequacy and correctness

The denotational semantics is said to be adequate when [M] = [n] and M || n are logically
equivalent for any program M and numeral n. We straightforward adapt a proof of Plotkin
(1977) for Scott-domains, based on a computability argument in Tait style.
Definitiona 10. The ‘computability predicate’ is defined by the following cases.
— Case FV(M°) = .

— Subcase ¢ = 1. Comp(M') if and only if Vn, [M] = [n] implies M || n.

— Subcase 0 = p —o 7. Comp(M*—7) if and only if Comp(M*~*N#) for each closed N*
such that Comp(N#).

— Case FV(M7) = {«',..., %}, for some n > 1.
Comp(M°) if and only if Comp(M[N;/xi,...,N,/%,]) for each closed N’ s.t. Comp(N;').

Lemma 4 states a standard equivalent formulation of computability predicate.

Lemma 4. Let M@ and FV(M) = {3{",..., %%} (n,m € N). Comp(M) if and only if
[M[Ny /%1, .. Ny /%,]Py ... Pr]| = [m] implies M[N;/51,...,N,/%4]P1 ... Py § 0 for each closed
N and P;j such that Comp(N;) and Comp(P;) where i < n, j < m.

We remark that we consider substitution to all kinds of free variables.
Lemma 5. If M? is a term of core-¥PCF then Comp(M7).

Proof. By induction on the shape of M. We detail the most interesting cases.

— M=ux Lleto =1 — -+ —o 1, — 1, where m € N. Let P” and N} for 1 <i < m be
closed terms such that Comp(P?) and Comp(N;'). By definition, Comp(P”) implies that,
if [PN; -+ N,] = [r] then PN; - --N,, | n, by definition of the computability predicate.
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— M = NP. Assume N7 and P’ for types ¢ and 7. By induction hypothesis Comp(N*™7)
and Comp(P®) and the proof follows by definition of the computability predicate.

— M = Ax.Q. Assume x* and Q" for types u and 7. Let FV(M) = {x}",...,%*} for k = 0
and T = 1y —o +++ —o 1, —o 1, where h > 0. Let N}",... ,N/*,P§,P]', ...,P}’ be closed
terms such that Comp(N;) and Comp(P;) for 1 < i < k and 0 < j < h respectively.
Thus Comp(Q*[Po/x][Ny/51,...,Nk/%,]Py ... Py), since Comp(Q®) holds by induction
hypothesis.

Consider the case u # 1 and [(Ax".Q°)[Ny/x1,...,Nk/2]Po...Py] = [n].
Clearly, [Q°[Po/x][Ny/%1,...,Nx/%k]Py...Py] = [n] by Lemma 2 point (6). Thus
Q°[Po/x][Ny/%1,..., Nk /%,]Py ... Py | n by induction hypothesis. Therefore,

(Ax".Q°) [Ny /31, ..., Ni /2 ]Po... Py b n

by the evaluation rule (417°).

Now, suppose ¢ = 1 and [(Ax".Q°)[N;/x1,...,Nk/#]Po...P;] = [n]. Since linear func-
tions are strict, we must have [Py] = [m] for some m. But Comp(Pf) by induction and
[Po] = [m] imply Po § m. Hence [Q°[m/x][N;/x1,...,Ng/%x]P1...Py] = [n] by Lemma
2 point (5). Q" [m/x][Ny/51,...,Ng/%]P1...Py | n by induction hypothesis. The proof
follows by applying the evaluation rule (1').

— M = /if My My M3. Assume FV(M) = {x{',...,x"} and let P{*,...P% be closed terms
such that Comp(P;) for all i. Suppose that [M[P;/31,...,Pn/#]] = [m]. Then, by
interpretation, one of the following cases holds:

- HMI [Pl/xls cee spn/%n]]] = [[gﬂ and [[M2 [Pl/%b' .. aPn/%n]ﬂ = [[@]]a

— [Mi[P1/2%1,...,Pn/#a]] = [k + 1] and [M3[Py/x4,...,Pn/%n]] = [m].

In the first case, we have M;[Py/xq,...,Pn/%y] | O and My[Py/%1,...,Pu/%n] | m by
inductive hypothesis; thus we conclude by the evaluation rule (ifl). For the other case,
we conclude again by using inductive hypothesis and the evaluation rule (ifr).

— M = upN, so the typing constraints imply M?,N° for the same type ¢ # 1. Let FV(M) =
{o's .} for k > 0and 0 = 1y — -++ —o 1, —o 1, where h > 0. Assume h > 1
and, NY',...,NP¥, P{',...,P}" be closed terms such that Comp(N;) and Comp(P;) for
1 <i<kand1<j< hrespectively. Let [(up.N°[Ny/x1,...,Nk/%])Py...Pp] = [n]. By
Proposition 2, there is k such that

F (et (W e ciloD. |J MO/ALele == x1) ) ([Pilp) . ([Pallp) = [al.

X'Sfinx

Hence [[(,u/:.N“ [Ny/%1,. .., Nk /o ])Py . Ph]] = [[(ukF.NU [Ny/%1,. .., Nk /o ])Py ... Ph]] for
some k € N, by Lemma 3. Thus, g*g.N°[Q'/vy,...,Q/va]Pi... Py | n, by the previous
points of this lemma. The proof follows by Lemma 1.

]
Corollary 1 (adequacy). For all M € P, for all n, [M]p = [n]p if and only if M | n.

As usual the adequacy implies the correctness, i.e. the denotational equivalence implies
the operational one. Note that correctness implies that our terms are strict in all arguments,
for all orders.
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Theorem 2 (correctness). Let M7,N” be terms of core-S/PCF. If [M], = [N],, for each
p € Env, then M &7 N.

Proof. Let C[¢] such that C[M],C[N] € P. If C[M] | n for some value n, then [C[M]] = [n]
by Theorem 1. Since [C[N]] = [CM]] = [n] by Lemma 2, C[N] | n by adequacy. By
definition of standard operational equivalence, the proof is done. U]

We can reuse the same argument to prove the correctness for the fix-point operational
equivalence (Definition 5).

Proposition 3. Let M?,N” € core-SPCF. If [M], = [N] , for each p € Env, then M ~? N.

Proof. Suppose SFV(M),SFV(N) = {f}',..., F=}. Let P{%,...,P% be closed terms and let
C[¢] be a context such that C[M[P1/f1,...,Pn/Fall, CIN[P1/F1,...,Pn/Fa]] € P.
If CM[P:/F1.-,Pa/Fall ¥ 1 then [CM[P1/f1,....Pa/fall] = [n] by Theorem 1; but
[CINIP: /F1....Pa/ Fa]]] = [n] by hypothesis, thus CIN[P/Fi.....Ps/Fal] § 0 by adequacy.
By definition of fix-point operational equivalence the proof is done. U]

2.6. Token definability and stable closed full abstraction

Core-/PCF is sufficient to define all tokens (belonging to coherence spaces) of L. First,
we introduce some abbreviations that are useful in order to simplify the rest of the paper.
We use (M and N) to abbreviate (/if M (/if N 0 1) 1). The equivalence among numerals,
denoted = used in infix notation, is encoded as

pE T T Ay i x (Fify 01) (Zif y 1 (F(px)(py)))-

We can define an encoding (—) : [[o]| = N from tokens of the coherence space [a] to
natural numbers as:

— (n)=nifo=1;
— ((a1, a2)) =< (1)), (az) > if 6 =71 —0 10

This encoding provides an enumeration of tokens in £. We define two indexed families
of terms, namely Sgl? : ¢ and Chk!”) : ¢ —o 1, by mutual induction. The first is a term
of type o having the nth token (of [o]) as interpretation. The latter is a term that checks
whether the nth token (of [¢]) is included in the interpretation of its argument.

Definitiona 11. The terms Sgl? : ¢ and Chk!”) : ¢ —o 1 are defined by mutual induction
on ¢. If ¢ =1, Sg1} = n and Chk!) = Jy'/if (n=y)0Q'. If ¢ = 6; — 7, where
0y =11 —o -+ —o T —o 1 for some k > 0, then Sgl is

J£7 g .. gy /it (ChkS) £XSgLT g1 .. g Qg1 ... &)

i 1£9 /1 (02) (o1)
and Chk{?) is 2£°./1if (Chk,, (f Sgl,;!(,)) O Q.

In Chk!"), we use (o) as a short for ¢ —o 1. For sake of readability, sometimes we will
abuse the notation by writing Sgl; and Chk(;) to meaning, respectively Sg1? and Chk!”)
where n is the number denoted by the numeral n. As an instance, if n = [n4,n,] then the
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term Sgl! ™' is operationally equivalent to the term Ax'./if (x =n;) n, Q', while the term

Chk{~™" is operationally equivalent to the term Af'™'./if (f n; =ny) 0 Q'.

Lemma 6. Let us fix a type ¢. If a € [[¢]| and n = (a) then,

L. [sgli"]p = {a};
2.if [Chk!) N]p = [0] p then a € [N]p.

Proof. The proof is done by mutual induction on .
The case ¢ = 1 is immediate. Let us develop the case ¢ = g1 — ¢,.To prove (1), let
0y =71y —o -+ —o 1, —o I for some k = 0.

[chk'5) £]plf = {a1}] = {0},
[sg1P]p = (a1,a2)| ar = (by,..., be,m),

me [[Sgli,fjﬁgl . alplg = bl
(a1) = pir(n),

= ¢ (a,a) | ay = (by,..., b, m),

me [[Sgliﬁil gi...glplg = b]

(ai) = piin,
N {(al’az) (az) = pian }

{(a1, a2)|n =< (1), (az) > }

where the first row follows by definition of interpretation, the second row follows by
applying mutual induction on type g;, the third row follows by applying the inductive
hypothesis on type o5.

To prove (2) suppose [Chk!”) N]p = [0]p and let a = (aj,as), then by definition of
interpretation, [(Chk'? (N(Sg1'7!)))]p = {0}. By inductive hypothesis, this implies that

pirn piin

a € [[N(Sgl;ﬁf;)]]p. By mutual induction and by definition of interpretation, we have that
ar € F([N]p)({ai}). This implies (a1, a2) € [M]p by definition of F. ]
Lemma 7.

1. Comp(Sgl!?)).
2. Let N’ be a closed term such that Comp(N). If [Chk!”) N] = [0] then Chk{®) N |} 0.

Proof. The proof is immediate by Lemma 3. L]

It is easy to build a program taking in input the numeral n and giving back Sgl(”).
Instead, it is not possible to extend Chk!”) to a decision program, ie. a (total) program
deciding the membership of the token encoded by n to the interpretation of the considered
argument (already a total Chk{’ should imply the definability of the halting program, by
Lemma 7).

Theorem 3 (token definability).
If u € |[o]| then there exists a closed M” € core-/PCF such that [M] = {u}.

Proof. Let n = (u]), so M = Sgl? is our term, by Lemma 6. U
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Token definability permits to define the separating terms used in the next lemma. This in
contrast to what happens in Plotkin (1977) and Paolini (2006), where a finite definability
is needed.

Lemma 8 (separability). Let ¢ € T. For all distinct f,g € Cl([o]) there exists a closed
term P?' such that F([P])(f) # F([P])(g)-

Proof. Let ¢ = 0y — ...0; —o 1. Since f #+ g, it must exists a € f such that a € g

(or vice versa). Assume a = (ay,...,dax,n) with a; € |[o1]],...,ax € |[ox]| and n € N. By
Theorem 3, for each i € {1,...,k} there is N°* € core-S/PCF such that [N°] = a;.
By choosing M°™" as Ax?./if ( ( xN°'...N%) =n) 0 1, the proof follows. L]

As a corollary, a limited form of full abstraction holds restricted to terms that do
not contain free stable variables. Erroneously, Paolini and Piccolo (2008) claimed a more
general result.

Theorem 4 (stable closed completeness). Let M° N° € core-YPCF and SFV(M?) =
SFV(N?) = . If M &, N then [M] = [N].

Proof. We prove the contra-positive. Let us assume [M]p # [N]p, for p € Env. By
Lemma 8, there exists a closed P°™' such that F([P]p)([M]p) = ni # F([P)([N]p).
Moreover, by Theorem 3 we can build a closing context C['] such that [PM]p = [C[PM]] &
and [PN]p = [C[PN]]&¥ where ¢F is the empty environment (notice that terms M and N
may contain free ground or higher-order variables, so token definability is needed to build
C[']). By adequacy both C[PM] | n; and C[PN] §/ ny. Thus, M %, N. Ul

In the above proof, we can build the context C['] only because we have assumed that
the two terms have no free stable variables.

Corollary 2. Let M?,N° € core-SYPCF and SFV(M?) = SFV(N?) = . Then, M =, N if and
only if [M] = [N].

This corollary holds also for fix-point operational equivalence in a trivial way, since the
terms we are considering have no free occurrences of stable variables.

3. Lack of full abstraction

Core-PCF does not enjoy the full abstraction extended to all terms. To discuss this
issue, we start by proving that core-S/PCF is not able to define all finite cliques of the
model by presenting a linear function that is not definable in core-S/PCF, since it is not
strongly stable (Bucciarelli and Ehrhard 1991). We use this function to define two terms
having free occurrences of stable variables which are operationally equivalent, albeit they
are interpreted in two different linear functions.

3.1. Hypercoherence spaces

We recall some basic notion on hypercoherence spaces and strongly stable functions,
following Bucciarelli and Ehrhard (1994) and Ehrhard (1995).
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Definitiona 12 (qualitative domain). A qualitative domain (Girard 1986) is a pair (|Q|, Q)
where |Q] is a set (called the web) and Q is a subset of @(|Q|) satisfying the following
conditions:

— @@€0 and, if a € |Q] then {a} € Q,
— ifxeQand if y = x then y € Q,
— if D = Q is directed with respect to inclusion, then | JD € Q.

The elements of Q are called states of the qualitative domain, and the qualitative
domain itself will also be denoted Q.

Property 1. A qualitative domain Q is a coherence space when for all u = |Q|, if for all
a,b € u,{a,b} € Q then u € Q. In this case, Q is the set of cliques.

Hypercoherence spaces are defined in Ehrhard (1995).

Definitiona 13 (hypercoherence). A hypercoherence is a pair X = (|X|,I'(X)) where | X|
is an enumerable set and I'(X) is a subset of @y;,(|X|) such that ¢J ¢ I'(X) and for any
a € X, {a} € T(X).

There is a canonical way to obtain a qualitative domain starting from a hypercoherence.
Given a hypercoherence X, we can define the qualitative domain gD(X) as follows.

gDX)={x< |X| | Vu<Ssin |X|, u# FAucsx)=uecl(X)}.

Let X,Y be two sets and 4 as a subset of pairs having the first component in X and
the second in Y (ie. a Cartesian product). We denote nfl(4) = {x € X | (x,y) € A} and
ni(4) = {y € Y | (x,y) € A}. Moreover, if X is a set then |X| denote the number of its
elements.

Definitiona 14. Let X and Y be hypercoherences.

— The tensor product X ® Y is the hypercoherence whose web is [X ® Y| = |X| x |Y|
and whose atomic coherence is defined by w € T(X ® Y) iff nf(w) € I'(X) and
mdl(w) € T(Y).

— We call linear implication of X and Y and we note X —o Y the hypercoherence defined
by | X = Y| =|X|x|Y|and w € T(X — Y) if and only if w is a non-empty and
finite subset of X —o Y such that

ni' (W) € T(X) = (75 (w) € D(Y) Ay (w)] = 1 = [zf! ()] = 1),
— A linear morphism between X and Y is an element of gD(X — Y).

We denote with HLinCoh the category whose objects are hypercoherences and whose
morphisms are linear morphisms between hypercoherences. It is a routine (Bucciarelli
and Ehrhard 1994; Ehrhard 1995) to check that the tensor product is commutative, and
associative and that the hypercoherence 1 = ({*}, {{*}}) is its neutral element. It is also
routine to check that there is a natural isomorphism between HLinCoh(X ® Y,Z) =
HLinCoh(X,Y — Z), which makes HLinCoh a symmetric monoidal closed category.
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3.2. Non-definible finite cliques

It is important to remark that HLinCoh provides a correct model of core-S/PCF under
a standard interpretation. A proof can be easily obtained mutatis mutandis the proof
of correctness for coherence spaces given in previous section. We show that there are
linear functions of the model £ that cannot be defined in core-SYPCF by proving that
these functions are not linear morphisms in HLinCoh. So, they cannot be defined in
core-Y'PCF.

Let ky, ko, k3, ks € N; we define GOr=" %5 (; — 1) —o (1 —o 1) —o (1 —o 1) —o 1 to be the
following trace

((070)3 ( 70): (07 1): kl),
((07 1): ( 90): (190): k2)9
((1,0), (0,1), (0,0), k3),

((1’ 1)9 (1’ 1)9 (1’ 1)5 k4)
where for sake of simplicity we omitted a full parenthesizing. It is immediate to check that
GOrEE B i g coherent trace (ie. a clique) in [[(1 — 1) —o (1 —0 1) —o (1 —0 1) —o 1]. As
instance, we note that Gdr=22% is exactly the operator Gdr defined in Paolini and Piccolo
(2008).

We prove that, for each ki, ki ks, ks € N, Gk does not correspond to a
linear morphism in the category of hypercoherences. Let w = {(0 0),(0,1),(1,0), (1, 1)},
we first observe that trivially w € (N — N) since nfl(w) = {0, 1} ¢ I'(N). Thus,

aH(GRr™ %) ¢ T(N — N)® (N — N) ® (N — N)) because ol (nl (GRrtrtetetsy)
= ol (e (R 8y — gl (H (GRL™ ™ *7%4)) = w which is in [(N — N).

We consider two cases:

— suppose k; = ky = ks = ky: we have that nf/(G3r*™**) = (k) is in [(N) but
md (GRr ™tk = | while |n/T(GRr ™ 54| £ 1.

— suppose there are i,j such that k; # k;: in this case we have that {kik;} <=
md (GBr*E%54) which is not in T(N) because {k;,k;} ¢ T(N

Thus, G3r*™ % is not a linear morphism in HLinCoh. So it is not definable in core-
SYPCF.

Corollary 3. For all ki, ks, k3, ks € N, GBrE 55 {5 not definable in core-S/PCF.

Let M = (Q'Q™'Q"" and

F(Sgll<_(§10> (Sgll<_flo> Sgl<o 1> and

) )

N=/if F(Sg151-)(Sg1ls0-)(Sglli.) and o

F(Sgl'5h. )(Sglly. )(Sglighs) and |
)(Sg )

F(Sgl! <1, 1>)(Sg1’<_1°'1> Sglil)

<11>

be core-YPCF terms such that pi—en—(—en—(—en—1 L M N : ; [t is easy to see that
Mlp # [N]p, by taking p(f) be the trace of Gdrt%#2% While M,N are operationally

f The index 2 in the G3r notation is put to emphasize that it is a second-order operator. It is different from
the gor operator defined in Paolini (2006), which is a first-order operator.
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Table 3. (a) Type system, (b) operational semantics and (c) linear interpretation for the
which? and /et-{or operators.

Fwhich? (1 —1) — 1) —1 "

I'nA=g Al/=1£7',...,f)* T{FN; 0y ... v FNg i ABEM; 1 (i<i<d)

(/et={or)
AIS, AT, Ty,..., Tk Fletfy =Ny,...,f = Neinfor My M, M @1
k
M(x'./1£(p.. P %) k (p0) I n
w
which?M(—)=" || [n, k]
My [Sg1%: /£1,..., Sg1e /] U O My[SglZt/f,...,5g1% /£l Ysm ChUN; YO (jett. k)
(llgor)

et £7' = Ny,...,f3* = Nginfor My M, Mz {m
M[Sgly/f1,....Sglir/Ex] $ O Ms[Sgl/f1,....Sglir/fi] hsm Chk{YN; 4O (jeft..k})
let 7' =Ny,..., £ =N infor My M, Mz | m
Ms[SgLe:/£1,...,Sgle /] U O Mi[SglZt/fy,...,5g1% /£l Ysm  ChN; YO (jett. k)
/ﬂle =N1,.-.,f{?‘ = Ny infor M; M M3 | m

(21gor)

(31gor)

[which?]p = {(((k.k),n),[nk]) | k,n € N}
L ~ s []plE =] = {0}A
[fetf =Ninfor M; M, M3]p = {n eN|3ae[N]p i ]]p[f =] = {n—l—l}}
[[MJ]P[f =a] = {0}/
U {nel]\l Jae [N]]p Mool = a] = {n+1}}
. [My]plf :=a] = {0}A

equivalent, since to separate the two terms, a term behaving like GArt%34 s necessary.
But G3r**2? is not definable in core-/PCF as shown by Corollary 3.

4. The language S/PCF.

We extend the core-S/PCF language by means of two new operators: which? and /et-/or.
The resulting language S/PCF. is simply that presented in Gaboardi et al. (2011).

Definitiona 15. The SYPCFs pre-terms are defined by extending the grammar of Core-
S/PCFx pre-terms as follows:

M:=---| which? | fetf{" " =M,...,f;* ™ =Minfor MMM

The terms of S/PCFx are the pre-terms typable by using the type system in Table 1(a)
extended by the rules in Table 3(a).
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The which? operator corresponds to a primitive control operator that permits to obtain
besides the result of an evaluation also the information on which part of the input has
been used during the evaluation.

The /et-/or generalizes the behaviour of the Gdr operator presented in the previous
section by forcing a linear evaluation. It is worth noting that the contexts of the terms M;
in the (/et-/or) rule are managed in an additive way, contracting common (ground, linear
and stable) variables. However, note that a /et-/or binds all the linear variables in its
three branches. So, a form of syntactic linearity by slice for linear variables is preserved,
see Gaboardi et al. (2011) for more details.

In order to deal with the which? and the /et-/or operators, we need a careful evaluation
of terms. In particular, the challenge is to evaluate the /et-/or operator without violating
the denotational linearity. To obtain this, we present specific evaluation rules that are
described using the terms Sgl? and Chk!”) introduced in the previous section.

Definitiona 16. The evaluation relation }< P x N for /PCFx programs is the smallest
relation satisfying the rules in Table 1(b) extended by the rules in Table 3(b).

The evaluation rules for which? and /et-/or are patterns for infinite rules, likewise to
that of the existential operator of Plotkin (1977).

The result of the evaluation of which? applied to a term M consists of a pair [n, k]
where n is the result of the evaluation of the term M(Ax'.x) while k is the unique numeral
that M gives as argument to Ax'.x. The fact that there exists a unique such k follows from
the fact that M represents a linear function. In this sense, which? can be seen as a primitive
control operator.

The evaluation of the Zet-/or operator is obtained by three distinct rules that explore
pair-wisely the /et-/or branches. The evaluation of a /et-/or can be performed only
in the case two between M;,M; and Mz evaluate to the values 0 and m + 1 respectively
by replacing to fi,...,f; a (same) single-traced terms denotationally included in the
trace of Ny,...,Ni respectively. For instance, the (11gor) can be applied in the case
My [Ny /fy,...,Ng/fx] § O and My[Ny/f4,...,Ng/fx] | sm and the same single information of
each N; coded by numerals n; is used in both evaluations. Albeit ex-ante we do not know
what is the right pair of Zet-/or branches to evaluate, they are established during the
course of the evaluation, so ex-post only one of the three rules can converge.

The interpretation of which? and /et-/or reflects such ideas.

Definitiona 17. Let M° be a term of SYPCF. and p € Env. The linear interpretation
[M°]p € Cl([o]) is defined by the equations in Table 1(c) extended by the ones for the
which? and the /et-/or operators in Table 3(c).

We can now extend the adequacy and correctness results of Section 2.4 to the whole
SYPCFx language. The first step is to extend Lemma 5.

Lemma 9. Let M° be a term of S/PCF.. Then Comp(M?).

Proof. By induction on the shape of M, similarly to the proof of Lemma 5. We detail
only the two new cases.
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— M = which?. Let N~ be a term such that Comp(N) and suppose [which?N] =
k

[In,k]]. This means that F([N]p)({(k,k)}) = F([N]p) [[/lxl./if(p 7 p x)kQp) =

) =

[n]p, by definition of interpretation. Then M(Ax'./if ( ..p x) k Q") | n by definition of

Comp. Then we conclude by applying the evaluation rule (w).
— M = /ﬂf;’:l = Ny,.. fk = Nkln/or M; My Ms. Let FV(M) = l/l b

x'} for h =

0. Assume P’l“,...,P”h to be closed terms such that Comp(P;) for 1 < i < h. Let
ﬂ(@fil = Nl,...,f;k = Nk in/or Ml M2 Mg)[Pl/%l, Ph/Ahﬂ [[n]]p There are

three cases.

1. There exist & € [N[Py/51,...,Pn/#u]]p such that [[Mg[Pl/%l,...,Ph/%h]ﬂp[f

{0} and [M;[Py/5;,...,Py/sul]plf :=d] = {n+ 1}.

2. There exist @ € [N[Py/xy,...,Pn/xu]]p such that [My[Py/xy,...,Py/s]]p[f :

{0} and [My[Py/51,...,Pn/su]]plf = @] = (n+1}.

3. There exist a € [[N[Pl/%i,---7ph/%h]ﬂp such that [[MQ[P1/%1,...,Ph/%h]Hp[f =d

{0} and [Ms[Py/5;,...,Pa/su]]plf :=a] = {n+ 1}.

We shorten the list f4,...,fy by f. We develop only the first case: the others are similar.
Suppose that m is a sequence of natural number of the same length of & such that

each m; is the encoding of the token g; (for 1 <i < k). By Lemma 6.1 a; =

and, moreover, by applying Lemma 2.3, it follows

[Ms[Py/1, ..., Pn/on, SgLi /£1,...,8g1L%) /£]]p = [0]p and,
[Mi[P1/%1, .., Pn/on, SgLY) /E1,..., Sglie¥ /£]]p = [0+ 1]p.

By Lemma 7.2 and by induction, we obtain

M3[P1/%1, . Ph/%h,Sgl /fl, Sgl /f ] U 0 and,
M1[P1/%1, . Ph/%hs Sgl /fl, Sgl /f ] Un—l— 1.

[sg1y]p

Furthermore, [Chk{")(N;[P;/x1,...,Py/#u])]p = [0]p by Lemma 6.2 and by definition

of interpretation. Then, by Lemma 7.2, we have that Chk{") N; [Py /x4,...

,Pn/ma] | 0.

So, we can conclude by induction and by applying the evaluation rule (11gor).

Corollary 4 (adequacy). For all M € P, for all n, [M]p = [n]p if and only if M | n.

Theorem 5 (correctness). Let M°,N° be terms of S/PCF..
If [M], =[], for each p € Env, then M~” N.

4.1. SYPCFx program examples

U

We discuss some examples of the use of the which? and of the /et-/or operators. Let
us start with two examples for which?. The first example show how to use it in order to

define a kind of linear exception. Consider the term

Try, = if(H’l)%'gH”.(lxl./if ((my x) =n) 0 s(my x) ) (Which?)hh.f(ix'.g(hx)))
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Try, takes in input a functional £'=)~'" and a function g'™". It tries to evaluate the
term f g and it raises an exception (returning 0) if during the evaluation, f observes g on
the particular value n. Otherwise, it returns the successor of the result of the evaluation.

The second example is more involved, and it shows how to use the which? operator
to define a family of programming constructs (@wh??) useful to collect precise run-time
information. Let us introduce the operators @wh?? : (¢ — 1) — ¢ —o 1, With the
following operational semantics:

M°~*Sgl@WP, ...P, §n  Chkl9 N | 0.
@wh?IM ™" N°P;...Py || [n,m]

Observe that (@wh?? MN)P; ... P, || if and only if MNP, ... Py |. This control operator gives
back the result n of the evaluation of MNP, ...Py together with the numeral m encoding
the part of the trace of N used for the evaluation. This information will be essential in the
proof of the finite definability Theorem 7.

The definition of @wh?? in S/PCFE. is slightly involved, so we give first some examples
to understand how this can be done.

First, observe that the term Af'™'./x'.which?(Ah'~'.f (h x)) implements @wh?!. In-
formally, the idea of this program is that which? can use the variable h'™' as an observer,
to retrieve the value associated to x during a specific evaluation. Suppose now that we
want to build a term behaving as @wh?!™'. Assume MU~ and N to be two terms
such that M N || n. This evaluation is driven by M: it inputs N, it applies N to a (unique)
suitable ground argument (we name this argument i¥ and we name o the output of the
evaluation of Ni¥ |}) and, last, it computes the result n (possibly, by using o"). To reach
our purpose, we need to find a way to bring in the output information about i¥ and o".
Assume I to denote Ay'.y, it is easy to understand that M(Ax'.(I(N(Ix)))) § n by harmless
eta-expansions and two additional copies of the identity. Patently, the rightmost identity
forwards iV and the leftmost identity forwards o". By a sharp use of which?, we replace
the rightmost identity, so that which?(Ah;.M(Ax".(I(N(hix))))) I [n,i"]. Re-applying this
trick which?(Ahg.which?(Zhy.M(Ax'.(ho(N(h;x))))) ¥ [[n,i"],o"| which is almost what we
are looking for. In order to conclude, it is sufficient to project the three numerals and
suitably re-compose them.

The proof of the following theorem generalizes the above technique.

Theorem 6. @wh?? is definable in S/PCF..

Proof. In the following, we show that, for each ¢ there is a term in S/PCF behaving as
@wh?? : (6 — 1) — g —o 1, i.e. respecting its operational rule: @wh??M° " N°P; ... Py |
[n,m] whenever M°*Sg1(®P, ... P, | n and Chk\") N | 0.

Let 1 =1y — ... —o 7} —o 1, the proof is by induction on .

Case 0 = 1. Let L be the following term:

AT gt .. gyt . which?(Ah ™ f (h x) g1 ...8xK)-

Clearly, LM N P;...P; | [n,m] if and only if N | m and M m P;...P, | n iff and only if
M°*Sgll”)P, ... Py, and Chk!") N |} 0. Therefore, @wh?! is implemented by L.
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Case ¢ = 01 — ;. Suppose ¢, = p; — -+ —o p, —o 1 and, without loss of generality,
assume MNP;...Px | n. Clearly M(4z;...2,.I(N(I2)...(I2,)))P;...Px | n, where the
leftmost identity (typed 1 —o 1) forwards the result produced by the use of N and the
remaining copies of identities (typed p; —o u;) forward its j-th argument (1 < j < p). Let
L be (Azy...zp.x0(N(x121)...(xp2p))) ie. the above term where we replaced identities by
variables x;, for 0 < j < p.

We build a sequence of terms Lo,L,,...,L; by abstracting one more free variable in
each of them. Let Ly be @wh?! (Ax; ' MLP;...P,)I'™, thus the evaluation of Ly after
substituting its free variables with (conveniently typed) identities gives back a pair
[n,my].Let L, be @wh?}? (ix," "".Lo)I*~, let L,y be @wh? | (Axﬁ”j“’“ﬂ*‘ L) THr-172km1
and so on, until L; is the closed term @wh?#4! (Ax)'""".Ly)TM~M. Tt is easy to check
that Ly {§ [[[[nmol,m,]....,m],m] such that NSglfn*l“)...Sglgi”) | my, and, moreover,
MSglg”)Pl...Pk } n where r = [m, [my,... [m,,my]]]. It is boring, but easy, to find a
term R : 1 —o 1 such that R[[[[n,mg],m,] ..., m[,m] {§ [n, [my, [my,... [m,,me]77].

Explicitly rewriting L; = @wh?4 (2x{'™". ... @uh?} (x{ " MLP;...Py) I'™".. )T —H
where L is (Az1...2,.x0(N(x121)...(xp2p))). We replace M,N,Py,...,P; by using some fresh
variables, let W be the term

@wh 2t (Ax ML @wh?! (AL YLy T )T

where L' is (Az;...z,.x0(g" (x121) . ..(xp2p))). The term behaving as @wh?! is defined as

£y .y RWL L]

As an example of the use of the /et-/or operator, we show how to use it in order to
program in &/PCFx the operator Gdr defined in Paolini and Piccolo (2008). Indeed, we
show how to define GBrE™ %% for all ki,ko,k3,kq € N. In order to proceed in a modular
way, we introduce a notation useful to consider the restrictions of Gdr" that use only a
subset of the four rules. Precisely, a e in the list L is used to denote the operator obtained
omitting the corresponding rules. For instance, GBr™® where Lo = 0,2, e, ® is defined as

JETOELIELO
Julif w=0(/if (f21 =0 and £30 = 1)
(/if w=1(/if (£0 =0 and f31 =0

0Q')
)20) Q’)) (£10)

All the Gdr" defined by just two rules, i.e. the ones with L containing two occurrences of
e, can be defined likewise. Thus, G3r™ with parameter Ly = 1,,0,0 can be defined using
the /et-/or operator as

Af1fof3. let g1 = f1,8, = f,83 = f3infor
(GBT™™* g1g285)(GBT* ™" g1g,g5)(GBT ™" g1g,g3)

and G3r™ with parameter L, = o,0,3,4 can be defined as

;Lflfos./et g1 = fl,gg = fg,g3 = f3 in/or
0040 e.1.00 o000,
(GBT™*%" g1g5gs)(GRT """ g1g2g3)(GBT """ g1gogs).
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Finally, Gdr™ with parameter Ly = 0,1,2,3 can be defined as

AETIETHES S et g = f4,80 = £0,85 = £3
R Lo Ly Lo
in/or(GOr " g18283)(GOr " g18283)(GOr * g18283).

For every parameter L, all the Gdr" can be built analogously. As expected, the /et-/or
operator is fundamental for the above construction.

5. Finite definability and full abstraction

In this section, we prove that the linear model L is fully abstract with respect to S/PCFx.
This result relies on the completeness of the linear interpretation with respect to the
operational semantics and on the definability of all the finite cliques by means of S/PCFx«
terms. In particular, we start by proving the completeness with respect to the fix-point
equivalence then, in next section (Proposition 4 and Theorem 9), we then prove that the
fix-point and the standard operational equivalences coincide. From this, full abstraction
holds also with respect to the latter.

Finite definability asserts that all finite cliques can be defined by means of S/PCFE
terms. We follow a standard scheme for proofs of this kind, e.g. Plotkin (1977) and Paolini
(2006). Non-trivial uses of @wh? and Zet-/or constructors are needed in inductive steps.

Definitiona 18. Let u be a finite clique of a coherence space in £. A term M defines u if
and only if [M] = u. The class of closed terms having u as interpretation is denoted by
[ul,ie. [u] = {M|[M] = u}. Moreover, [a',...,d"] is used to abbreviate [{a',...,d*}| and,
[u] =M is used to abbreviate M € [u].

By abuse of notation, in the following we denote [u| a term M such that M = [u]. In
the following, if i € {1,2} and k < 0 we denote n¥(n) to be 7; applied k times to n. To
prove definability, we use the following auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 10. Let (ag,...,dn a), (bo,...,by,b) € |[to — *++ —o 1, —o 1]]|. Then:
1. (ag,...,an,a) II (by,...,b,,b) if and only if Ik < n: a; T by;
2. (ag,...,ay,a) X (bg,...,by,b) if and only if Vk < n: a; = by.

Some measures are needed in the next theorem: the cardinality of a clique u is denoted
|u]; the RK of a type is inductively defined as: RK(z) = 1; RK(6 —o 1) = RK(0) + RK(1).
Theorem 7 (finite definability). If u € Cls;,([o]) then there exists a closed M € S/PCFx such
that M = [u].

Proof. Let 6 = 1y —o -+ —o 74 —o 1 for some k > 0. The proof is by induction on the
triple (RK(o), k, |u|) ordered in a lexicographic way. The cases RK(c) = 1 and RK(g) = 2
are easy.

e Consider RK(0) = 1, then ¢ =1 and [¢]] = N. Thus, Q' and numerals define all possible
finite cliques, since Cly;,(N) = {F} U {{n} /n € N|}.

e Consider RK(c) =2,then o =1 —0 1.
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— If ||ul| =0 then u = ¢J is defined by Q'
— If |lu| =1, then u = v’ U {(a,b)} for a,b € N. By induction hypothesis we have [u'],
hence [u]| = Az./if (z = [a]) [b] ([W/]=2).

e Consider RK(0) >3 and k=1, theno =7 —o 1 witht=06; — -0, — 1

— If ||ul| =0 then u = ¢J is defined by Q"

— If ||u|| = 1, then u = {(a,b)} for a € [z] and b € N. Suppose a = (ay,...,a,,¢) where
a; € [o;] and c € N (1 <i<r). By 1nduct10n hypothesis, we have [aIJ S larl, el
and [b], hence: [u| = Af.if (f [aIJ “fa.] =Tc]) [b] Q' .

— If Jul > 1, then u = {(a°, bo) a”,b™)} for a €[] and b' € N (0 < i < m). Suppose
a = (al,...,d,c') where a; € [[ajﬂ and ¢ e N (1< j<r) By Lemma 101 we have
a" — d 0<h7’=k<m so by Lemma 10.2 a? < af (1 < j < r). Hence, take
v La | 1 < i< m}. Moreover, for sake of 51mp11c1ty, We write Just a in place of

(a%), i.e. the natural number encoding a’.
By induction hypothesis, we have [v;], [¢'| for every 0 < i< m, 1 < j <r and
1 <k <s. So, we can define:

[u] = JF. (ﬂvzi.

/if (mi(z) = c° and @}~ (m2(2)) = L Ma(z) = ;) B°

‘»—n—- ‘»—so

/if (wj(z) = ¢! and @} (mx(2)) = ab ... ma(z) = al) b

/£ (m)(z) = ¢ and w7 (ma(2)) = 8 ... ma(z) = a) B )
(@Wh?j’r(...(@wh"ﬁg_o S o 2 ) [VIJ)

e Consider RK(0) = 3 and k > 1.

— If HMH = Oa then u = @ is defined by QoI
— If Ju| = 1, then u = {(ay,...ar, b)} where a; € [t;] (1 <i<k)and b € N. Thus,

[u| = £y ... £fi.0if ((Chkgj)fl) and - and (Chk '£.)) [b] Q'

— If |u| = 2 then u = {(al,...,al,b"),(a},....a},b*)}. We know that there is i € [1,k]
such that a! Y a?. If t; = 1 then a! and a? are two different numbers: thus the term
defining u is the following

[u] = Afq.... fulif (£; = [a}J)(/if (Chk!7f;) and - --
and (Chk\%'£,) [b'] Q) (/1f( = [4?]) and
(Chk'5f,) and - - and ((Chk'5"£x)) [h?] Q)

—If T =v; —o --- v —o 1 then we have that a = (e},...,e},c!) and a? = (e},..., e, ).

Since a! Y a?, we have that for all j € [1,] the sets {e], ]} are chques of lower rank.
Thus, by 1nduct1ve hypothesis we have terms N; defining them. Thus, the term defining
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u is the following

[u] = Afq.... fx. (Ax’./if (n}x = c! and @y (®2x) = e
and...mox =] ) (/if(ChkiE‘)fi and ...
Chkg;)fi,l and Chk;;‘)fiﬂ and ...Chk(az)fk) [b!] Q)
(/if (nllx = ﬁ and nlfl(nzx) = é and...mHx = ﬁ and
Chk(}'f and ...Chk( 'f;; and
<:hkf_g:)fi+1 and...Chk%“fk) [b2] Q)
) (@wh?;’f(. (@wh? L (£)(). .)Nl).

— If u| > 2, then u = {d',...,d"} where & = (af,....al,b’), a] € [r;] and b/ € N
(1 <j<m, 1<i<k). We denote by d’[b] the token (a},...,a],b). By Lemma 10.1
there exists 1 < h < k such that a} ~ a7, so we can build the following finite cliques:

wy = {d'[0],*[b% + 1] }
wy = {d'[b' + 1]} U{d'[0] | 2<r<m)
wy = {20} U{d [ +1]|2<r<m}.

Note that |ws|| < |u| for s = 1,2,3. So, by induction hypothesis we have [wq], [w;]
and [ws]. Hence, we conclude the proof by letting [u] be

)»f] ...fk.@g1 =f1,...,gk = fk in/or ([W]ng "’gk)(l—Wng] "'gk)(l—W3Jg1 gk)
U]

The definability of finite cliques is the key ingredient to extend the stable closed
completeness (i.e. Theorem 4) to all the terms of S/PCFx as follows.

Theorem 8 (completeness). If M ~, N then [M]p = [N]p, for all p € Env.

Proof. Let T + M\N : ¢ with I'IS = {f',...,f} and T'[/,T'T1 = {x:7,..., %" }.
Assume that there exists p such that [M]p #* [N]p. By the Lemma 8, there exists a
closed term P°~' such that F([P])([M]p) # F([P])([N]p). By the Theorem 7, for all
fiin T'|'S there is a term P; = [p(f)] and for all x; in T'[/,T' 1 there is a term
N; = [p(x1)]. So, we can build C = P(Ax]"...xJ".[-?]N; - - - N,,). Without loss of generality,
let us assume F([P])([M]p) = {k}. By adequacy we have C[M[Pi/Fi,...,Pn/Fa]] § k but
CIN[P1/F1,---»Pn/Fu]] ¥ k. This concludes the proof. L]

By soundness and completeness the full abstraction follows.

Corollary 5 (full abstraction). M ~, N if and only if [M]p = [N]p, for all p € Env.
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6. Coincidence of operational equivalences

In this section, we prove the coincidence of the standard operational equivalence (i.e.
~,, see Definition 4) and the fix-point operational equivalence (i.e. ~,, see Definition
5). Therefore, the full abstraction (Corollary 5) holds also for the standard operational
equivalence and a compositional theory of program equivalence can be effectively defined.

One direction follows easily by the fact that the fix-point equivalence coincides with
the denotational equivalence by Corollary 5 and by the correctness of the denotational
semantics w.r.t the standard operational equivalence.

Proposition 4. Let M°,N° € S/PCF.. If M ~; N then M ~, N.
Proof. [M] = [N], by Theorem 8. Thus we conclude, by Theorem 5. Ll

The opposite direction is more difficult and it requires semantic reasoning. First, we
prove an auxiliary result (Corollary 6) that claims that in a coherence space X € L
(ie. in our type structure) different from N, finite cliques are never maximal w.r.t. set-
theoretical inclusion®. Then, we use this fact, together with adequacy (Theorem 4) and
finite definability (Theorem 7) to prove the coincidence-result in the ground case (Lemma
14), which implies the general result (Theorem 9).

In the next lemmas we show that, if X € L is coherence space different from N then, a
finite clique of X is never maximal w.r.t. set-theoretical inclusion.

Lemma 11. Let x be a non-empty finite set of tokens in |[¢]| satisfying
Jaex,Vbex,aXb. (2)
Then 3d' ¢ x, Vb € x, d T b.

Proof. Remark that x is not required to be a clique. The proof is by induction on the
structure of ¢. The case ¢ = 1 is immediate: since x is finite, it suffices to choose a number
in the set N\ x to obtain the result. For the inductive case ¢ = o1 — a3, let a = (a;,a2) € x
be an element satisfying (2), viz. V(by,b3) € x, a; Z by A ay 3 by. So it is possible to build
the set x; = {by | (b1,b2) € x and by 3 ax} = {by | (b1,b2) € x}. By inductive hypothesis
there is a, ¢ x, such that for all b, € x, we have that a, — b,. Let ' = (a1, d}); it is not
difficult to check that for all b € x we have that a’ Y b. ]

Lemma 12. Let x be a non-empty finite set of tokens in |[¢]| (o # 1) satisfying
daex, Vb ex,aZb. (3)
Then 3d’ ¢ x, Vb € x, d' II b.

Proof. Remark that x is not required to be a clique, albeit all finite cliques satisfy (3).
The proof is by induction on the structure of ¢. The base case ¢ = 1 is vacuously true.
For the inductive case ¢ = a1 —o a5, let a = (a1, a3) € x be an element satisfying (3). Let
X1 = {bl | (b1,b2) € x and by ¥ al} and x; = {bz | (b1,bs) € x and by E az}. It is easy to

 Observe that this fact is not true in the general case of stable functions: for example in the coherence space
IN — N, the finite clique {({F,0)} is maximal.
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see that {by|(h1,b2) € x and by = a1} < x3, because (3). By Lemma 11, there is ¢} ¢ x;
such that for all ¢; € x; we have a} — c;. There are two cases.

1. If 0, = 1 then x; = {b; | (b1,b2) € x} and we can set ' = (a},k) where k is a randomly
chosen natural number.

2.If o2 # 1 then we apply the inductive hypothesis: there is a5, ¢ x> such that for all
¢2 € xp we have dj II ¢;. We set d’ = (a}, d).

In both cases it is not difficult to check that for all b € x we have that o' II b. ]

Corollary 6. Let x € Clyiy([o]) with o # 1. Then, there is a € |[¢]| such that a ¢ x and
x U {a} € Cl([a]).

Given an environment p, a term M, a stable variable (° and an infinite clique x €
Cl([o]), with a slight abuse of notation in the sequel we write [M]p[f := x] to denote

Uy, Mol = 31
Lemma 13. If M°[N/ "] € SYPCFs then [M7[N/f]]p = ngf,.,,[[N]]p Mlplf = x].
Proof. The proof is straightforward by induction on M°. U]

Now, we show that by using fixpoints, it is possible to build contexts that allow us to
discriminate as much as we can do by using substitutions.

Lemma 14. Let T FMN: 1 with '), = . If M~, N then M ~, N.

Proof. We prove the contrapositive. Let SEV (M), SEV(N) = {f} and let C['] be a context
and P be closed terms such that C[M[P/F]],C[N[P/F]] € P C[M[P/F]] | n and C[N[P/F]] ¥ n.
By induction on || that there is a C'['] such that C'[M] | n’ and C'[M] { n".

Base case. Namely the two terms have no free occurrence of stable variables, thus we can
take C'['] = C['].

Inductive case. The fix-point (in)equivalence implies that there is a context C['] and there are
closed terms Pi,...,Pnyy, such that C[M[Py/[],.. -,Pm+1/F;T{]] | n but

CIN[Py/ £, .. Puts/ 1] ¥ n. Thus, by correctness, there exists a p such that

MIplet = [Pilps- - it o= [Pusallpl # Nple(" = [Pi]p,.... i = [Puta]pl-

In the following, we define p; = p[f]' := [P1]p,..., f5y := [Pu]pl. Since I' - M,N : 1, both
Mlpile, = [Patilp] and [N]pilf," 1 := [Put1]p] are finite sets (in particular, they have
at most one element and they cannot be both empty). Thus, without loss of generality,
we assume that [M]pi[f,"] = [Pat1]p] = {k} with k € N. So by Lemma 13 there exists
X Sfin [Put1]p such that

[[M]]PI[FmH = [Perl]]p] = [[MHPI[FmH =Xx] #
[N p1lpms1 = x] = [N]p1[Fm+1 == [Puss]p].

Since stable variables are never of ground type, we can let g4y =74 — *+- —0 7] —o 1

and [ > 1. Let x = {(af,...,a},h"),...,(al,...,dl,h")} with p > 0 and d| € |[t/]], ...,dl €
[zl A" € N for all i € [1, p]. Furthermore, by Corollary 6 there is a token (a7, ..., a},h") & x
such that x" = x U {(aj,...,a;,h")} is still a clique. Observe that it is not restrictive to
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assume h* ¢ {hy,...,h,}, since changing of outputs preserves the coherence of tokens. By
finite definability, there is a term P defining the clique x*. Now, let us consider the context

D['] = ppns1.A£] .. 0.
(2x'./if (x=0") [] (/if (x=hy) by (...... /if (x=hy)h, @'...)))(P £ ...f1).

Observe that D[M],D[N] € SYPCFx because we assumed that M, N have no free occurrences
of linear variables. If g; = (aj),...,qm = (a;), it is not difficult to see that

[DM 81! ... sgl]p1 = MlpilFmr1 = [Pasalp] = {k} and,
[D[N] Sglffi‘) Sglgf)ﬂpl = [[Nﬂpl[FnH—l = [[Pm+1]]p]

which is either empty or it is a singleton {k’} different from k. By Lemma 13, ad-
equacy and fix-point equivalence: D[M[Py/f{",..., P/ por]]l Sgli! ... Sgl{” | k and,
DIN[P:/F{',....Puss/Foy]] Sg1) ... Sgl(V) diverges or converges to k'. Thus, we can
apply inductive hypothesis (since the number of free stable variables has decreased) to

conclude the proof. ]
The above lemma can be used to prove the general case.
Theorem 9. Let M?,N° € S/PCFx. If M =, N then M ~, N.

Proof. We prove the contrapositive statement. Let us consider f{',..., g7 such that
SFV(M),SFV(N) < {f1,..., Fa}. Let C[’] be a context and P be closed terms such that
CM[P/F] ¥ n and C[N[B/F]] ¥ n for some numeral n. Namely, C[M[P/]],CIN[B/F]] € P,
C[M] +, C[N] and, both C[M], C[N] have no free occurrence of linear variables. Thus, by
Lemma 14 there is a context D['] such that D[C[M]] | m and D[C[M]] ¥ m. So, the proof is
done. L]

Corollary 7. The equivalence ~, is a congruence.

6.1. Applicative operational equivalence

We conclude the section by defining an applicative operational equivalence obtained by
considering only special kinds of contexts (applicative contexts) to test the equality of
terms.

Definitiona 19 (applicative operational equivalence). Let M°,N° € S/PCE. such that

SFV(M),SFV(N) = {£]"..... FJ"}.

e M <! N whenever, for all context C of the form (Af.[-°]) P ...P, and for all closed terms
L{',..., L, if CIMIZ/F1] U n then CIN[L/Z]] U n.

e M~ANIfM A Nand N A M
Theorem 10. Let M°,N° € S/PCF.. If M ~2 N then [M] = [N].

Proof. Just by observing that the context used in the proof of Theorem 8 is an
applicative context. L]

The applicative equivalence still coincides with the previous ones, so it provides a
convenient tool for reasoning on programs.
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Corollary 8. Let M°,N° € /PCFs. Then M ~, N, M &, N and M ~% N coincide.

7. Enhanced tracing reduction machine

The operational semantics of S/PCFx presented in Sections 2 and 4 is effective, but quite
inefficient. The operational rules for which? and /et-/or non-deterministically face a
potentially infinite number of evaluation branches, therefore an exhaustive search of the
right branch among the infinite ones is needed. In this section, we introduce a enhanced
tracing evaluation semantics which is able to drastically prune such infinite-branching
search tree. Roughly speaking, denotational linearity provides the certainty that each
term is applied to a unique sequence of arguments. Consequently, only one token in its
interpretation is used. An efficient evaluation can be obtained by introducing a variable
(a name) for each argument of a function, then the term is stored in correspondence
of such name (in a suitable environment) and finally, during the evaluation the term is
traced and the trace is stored in the environment. Summarizing, the idea is ‘to recursively
trace’ the arguments supplied to functions (by means of an environment) that record
trace-information along the evaluation tree. The enhanced tracing evaluation semantics
improve tracing we presented in Gaboardi et al. (2011) avoiding its main computational
defect (i.e. a free use of substitutions).

7.1. The recursion-free fragment

For sake of simplicity, we start by presenting the tracing evaluation of the recursion-free
fragment of SYPCF, i.e. terms that does neither contain stable variables nor u-abstractions.

Following Barendregt, we say that a term respects the hygienic-condition when all
variables have different names. More precisely, any two different bound variables have
different names and, the name of one free variable is different from that of all bound ones.
SYPCFx endowed with the straightforward notion of reduction does not preserve hygienic-
conditions by evaluation because it involves both recursive and additive features. For
instance, (Af'"./if 0 £3 £5)(4x".x') respects the hygienic-conditions, but the evaluations
involves both (4x'.x")3 and (1x'.x')5. However, in the recursion-free fragment of S/PCF,
we can state a remarkable property about the hygienic-compliance of the evaluation tree
(in the case of a converging evaluation).

Property 2. Let M be a program in the recursion-free fragment of SYPCF. and M respecting
the hygienic-condition. Given a converging evaluation derivation D proving M |} m, if D’ is
a sub-derivation of D with conclusion N | n then,

— N respect the hygienic-condition provided that: in the premise of the operational rule
(w) the (introduced) abstracted variable x' is fresh and, in the premise of rules (11gor)
(21gor), (31gor), we rename variables (by using pairwise different fresh variables) in
the duplicated terms;

— we can define a (finite) function from all the bound variables of N (they have different
names by hygienic-conditions) to terms of the corresponding type as follows: to each
x? we associate a Sgl9 for a suitable n such that Chk!”)(P) = 0 whenever P replaces x’
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in a sub-derivations D* of D; this condition endures that Sgl? can be used in place
of P.

Proof. The proof follows easily by straightforward induction on the evaluation rules. []

The above property suggests that the recursion-free fragment of the evaluation semantics
can be rewritten by avoiding immediate substitution, we can use a global environment-list
to record the term supposed to be substituted to a given variable and to use it, when the
variable is encountered. This is essentially the tracing operational semantics we are going
to propose. From now on, for sake of simplicity, we assume that we evaluate only terms
respecting the hygienic-condition.

In order to collect the tracing information in an evaluation tree, we introduce a very
simple notion of environment.

Definitiona 20. An environment £ is a finite list of entries that pairs variables (ground or
linear) to either a term (named argument) or a numeral (named trace).

Let x° be a variable in the domain of £. If ¢ = 1 then £(x) is always the trace, ie. a
numeral. If ¢ is an arrow then either £(x) is a term typed o (the argument) or it is a trace

typed 1.

We note [.], an empty environment and we use [f; :=Ny,...,fx :=Ni]:: £ to represent
the environment list obtained by appending the k pairs in the first list in front of the pairs
of list £.

During the evaluation, we use variable-names as hold-place, recording in the envir-
onment the corresponding term when it is encountered and recording the trace when
it becomes available. Linearity gives us a notable benefit in the Landin-style evaluation
that we are presenting, namely we avoid the use of closures (i.e. recursive data-structures)
and we avoid the duplication of the environments on subterms. We remark that we
need a generator of fresh variables, with two main purposes. First, in order to trace the
evaluation of which? arguments (each which? argument is associated to a fresh variable
to be traced), second in order to trace subterms.

The rule of the enhanced tracing machine will be driven by states (ie. term in
environment); we denote them by (M|£), where £ involves all free variable of M. When we
evaluate a subterm we do not restrict the environment to its free variables, for sake of
efficiency, thus sometimes £ will involve more than the free variables of M. Anyway, for
sake of clarity, we explicitly remove unused variable-names from environments.

If M' is a closed term then we can obtain its evaluation, by supplying the state (M|[.]) to
the tracing machine that we are introducing.

Definitiona 21. The enhanced tracing evaluation (for the recursion-free evaluation of
S/PCFL) is the effective relation {g from states (ground terms in environments) to states
(numerals in environments) defined by the rules of Table 4. If (M|£o) & (n|£1) then we
say that M converges, and we write simply (M|£o) Jg, otherwise we say that it diverges, and
we write (M|£o) g
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Table 4. Enhanced tracing evaluation for the recursion-free fragment of S{PCFx.

o (M Lo) Je (nl 1) ©) (M £o) Ue (snlL4) )
(0l £) Ve {0]L) (sM|Lo) Ve (sn|Ly) (PMILo) e (nlLs)
(M £o) Ie (01L€1) (LIL1) U (mlL2) ) (M £o) Ue (sn|€1) (RIL1) Ve (m|Ls) (ifr)
(/if ML R[Eo) e (m[£5) (/if ML R[Lo) Y& (ml£s)
(N[ Lo) Y& (@'[€1) (MPy...Py|[x:=0"]::£1) Y& (ml[x :=n]:: L5) )
(A" MNPy ... P |Lo) Ui (n]L2)
(MPy ... Py|[f :=N]:: Lo) Ix (nl[f :=1]:: Ly) )
(227" 2Py ... Py |Lo) e (n]€1) '
ne=n= fresh, (hI|[h:=M]::Lo) g (n|[h:=1t]:: L) k=mm(t) -
(which?M' =)= |L5) Jg ([n.k]|£1)
(My|[£1 :=Ny4,..., £ =Nie] 2 Lo) U (O|[£1 :=n,,...,fx :==0,]:: L)
(Mp|[£1 :=Sglgl, ..., fx :=8gla]:: £1) Ue (sml[£s :=n,,....fx :==n.]:: L,
(11gor)
(Cet £71 =Ny,..., £, =Ny infor M; Mp Ms|£o) U (m[£,)
(Ma|[£1 =Ny, ..., £ :=N]:: Lo) Je (Ol[f1 :==n,,....fx =0, ] L)
(M3][£, :==Sglgl,..., i ==5glaf ] £4) e (sml[£; ==n,,..., fr=n.]::Ly)
(21gor)
(Cet £71 =Ny,...,£,5 =N infor M; My Ms| o) U (m[£,)
(Ma|[£1 =Ny, ..., £ :=N]: o) Je (Ol[f1 :==m,,....fx =0, ] L)
(Mo|[£1 :=Sglgl, ..., fx :=Sgla¥]:: £1) Ug (sml[fy ==n,,..., fx :=n,]:: &)
(31gor)

((et £71 = Ny,....£;" = Neinfor My My Ms|So) e (m|S,)

(Hgvar)

(x'|Lo::[x :=n]:: L) Vg (n|Lo::[x:=n]:: & )
(hPy ... Py|Lou:[f :=h]:: &) U (n|Lo:[f :=h]:: Lo :[h:=1t]:: £],)
(£Py ... Pe|Lo:[f :=h]:: &1) Y& (m|Lh:[f :=1t]:: Lo :[h:=1t]:: L)y)

n fresh, (hNP;...Py|[h:=M]:: Lo:[f :=M""N]:: &) g (n|[h:=1t]:: Lo::[f :=M""N]:: &)

(Hvar)

(£Py ... Py | Lo :[f =M "N] :: £4) Ui (n]Lo::[f :i=ma(t)]:: £4) (Happ)
_ MILo) Ve (nlL1) (Hs) _ M|Lo) Ve (snlL1) (Hp)
(£ M|[£ :=s]:: £o) e (sn|[f :=[n,sn]]:: L4) (£ M|[£ :=p]:: Lo) Ue (nl[f :=[sn,n]]:: £4)

n fresh, (hI|[h:=M]::Lo::[f :=which?]:: L) g (n|[h:=1t]:: Lo::[f :=which?]:: L) k= m(m(t))
(£M 2t = wicn ] &) Us ([ K1 Core o= [ 15 K.l [a.5] 115 &1 ‘
(PILo::[f = Ax" M']:: £4) e (m|€5::[£ :=Ax'M]:: &)
M|[x" :=m]:: €5 [£ :=Ax" M £0) U (nf[x' :=m]:: 5 2[£ == Ax" M) £])
(£P|Lo i [£ = Ax" M :: £4) U (0| Ly ::[f :=[m,n]]:: £])
wfresh, (Py|€o::[f :=Ax'"M7"]:: 84) g (m|Lyui[f :=Ax' M7 7] &)
(0Py...Py|[x :=mh :=M]:: €0 :[f ;= Ax' M7 €)) Y (nf[x :=mh :=1] £ i [f = Ax' M7 7] £])
(£Py ... Pi| o[£ :=Ax" M) 1 £4) g (n] L5 2:[£ :=[m, £]]:: £])
(M|[g :=P]:: Lo:[f :=Ag" "M ]:: &) Ve (nl[g :=1t]:: Ly ui[f =g " M] 1 L))
(£P| Lo :[£ :=Ag7 " M'] :: £4) U (n|Ly::[f :=[t,n]]:: L))

Hw)

(HA)

(H2L,)

(HZ?)

n fresh ,
(bPy...Py|[g :=Py,h :=M]:: Lo :[f 1= Ag" 7 MT]:: L) Ue (n|[g =1, h i=1t, ] £ [f i=Ag 7 M7 )]0 £)

(£Py ... Pe| Lo :[£ 1= Ag" 7 M7 111 L) Ui (n|Lh o[£ :=[t,, t,]]:: £,)

(HZZ)
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To help the reader, we discuss how the rule have been conceived. The left-hand side of
a state is always a term of the shape &My...M, : 1 for some m = 0, where & (the head)
is either a variable, or a numeral, an abstraction, or a which?, or /if ML R (for some
M,L,R), or fetf{* = Ny,...,f;* = Nyinfor M; M, Ms;. In the latter two cases (/if and
/et-{or) and when ¢ is a numeral the typing rules imply that m = 0.

The enhanced tracing evaluation presented in Table 4 is driven by the head & of the
term EMy...M, : 1 in the state (Mg...M,|L), which appears in the left-hand side of the
conclusion. In order to facilitate the comprehension of the tracing semantics, we have
devised its rules in two parts. The rules in the higher part take into account all possible
shapes of the head &, but the case of a (head) variable. The latter case is tackled by the
lower part of Table 4, they are driven by the shapes of terms associated to the (variable)
£ in the environment.

The higher part of Table 4 is quite easy to understand, so we comment only rules
involving non-standard operators. The rule (w) extends the incoming environment £y by a
fresh variable h associated to the term M that we plan to trace, and evaluates h applied to
the identity I = Ax.x (recall that if which?(M) converges, by rules in the Table 1(c) , then MI
also converges). The result of this evaluation gives back a state (n|£1), where £; reports
the observed trace of M that allows us to build the expected output information. Likewise,
each of the three /et-/or rules start by evaluating a branch (non-deterministically). If
a branch converges (in a rule) then, the reported trace is used in order to start the
evaluation of the other branch, where we supply as arguments of the involved variables a
term having (exactly) the behaviour of the reported trace (recall the Lemma 6). Therefore,
a rule converges only in case the two (involved) branches do the same observations on
the list of arguments supplied to a linear variable.

The lower part of Table 4 contains rules having in the left-hand side of conclusion, a
state of the shape (xMo...M,|£) where x is the head variable. These rules are driven by
the shape of the term associated to x in £. Because (well typed) /et-/or-terms, well-typed
/if-terms and ground variables are typed i, we remark no £ can associates » to one of
them. Indeed, the call-by-value policy for ground sub-terms force their evaluations before
storing them in the environment.

The rule (Hgvar) is easy. (Hvar) considers the case where the argument associated
to the head variable is another variable-name, it forwards the evaluation by using the
argument (this case can happen only with arrow-typed variables). (Happ) is a key rule. It
applies in the case the argument associated to the head variable is an application MN. In
this case, it shifts N in the term of the state driving the rules. Such approach allows us to
collect sufficient information to report the needed traces. The rules (Hs), (Hp) are quite
simple. Likewise to the rule (w) presented above, the rule (Hw) is interesting: it uses the
information gathered by the fresh variable h to produce the right outcome and the trace
of the which? itself. Finally, the rules (HA!), (HA.,), (H4;°) and (HAZ) consider the cases
arising from a head variable associated to an abstraction in the environment. There are
four rules depending from two types, i.e. the type of the body of the abstraction and the
type of the abstracted variable: mnemonically, the rule’s names use as superscript the type
of the variable and as subscript the type of the body. The rules (HA!) and (HA',) need first
to evaluate the ground argument in order to comply the call-by-value policy. All the rules
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use trace-information in the (right-hand side of) premises to obtain the trace-information
that they provide in the (right-hand side of) conclusion.

The tracing evaluation semantics is very concrete and it can be straightforwardly
adapted to use the de Bruijn indexes (de Bruijn 1972) to avoid the needed for variable
names in environments, since our environments are never reordered and grow only on the
left-hand side. Therefore, this evaluation looks as a reasonable base for an implementation.

7.2. Full evaluation

We extend the evaluation provided in the previous sub-section by adding the evaluation
rules for recursion. First of all, we can assume without loss of generality that all names of
stable variables respect hygienic conditions, i.e. we assume that all ‘identifiers’ in programs
are unique. A p-abstraction ppM is morally a ML-like expression letrec =M in M. A
standard compilation technique to normalize the presence of letrec in programs is the
lambda-lifting (see Johnsson (1985)). Lambda-lifting allows us to transform programs so
that all recursive-definitions are given in one giant letrec at the top-level and the only
free variables of definition-bodies are just stable ones.

We adapt the lifting algorithm to S/PCFx. Let M be a term of S/PCFx and let assume
that in M occur k > 0 (different) p-abstractions.

We say that a p-abstraction is liftable whenever it does not contain ground (and
linear) free-variables (albeit, it can contain stable ones). We remind that a well-typed
u-abstraction cannot contain linear free variables. A not liftable p-abstraction is said
unliftable.

We describe our lifting-algorithm.

1. Let X be the term we are considering. If X only contains liftable u-abstraction then we
skip to step 3, otherwise we proceed to step 2.

2. Since X contains (at least) one unliftable p-abstraction, we can always find a unliftable
u-abstraction ugg.B (occurring in X) that does not contain (as subterm) any other
unliftable p-abstraction. Let us assume that FV(urp.B)[1 = {z{',...,z;"} for some
h = 1; note that we are just looking to ground free variables. We replace the (unique)

occurrence of pf%.B” in X by (ugy 77T AN T2 z)" where

A=2y0 .y BlyT /2y 2 (T T Ty

and y{',...,y;" are fresh variables. Then, we proceed by re-applying the Step 1, to the
term built in this step. Patently, this iteration ends in finite steps, since there are finite
unliftable u-abstractions in X and Step 2 decrease it.

3. Let Def be a finite function from stable variables to S/PCFx-terms such that all (possible)
free variables are stable ones. We start by assuming Def be the empty function and that
X is the term obtained by previous steps (containing only liftable u-abstractions).

4.1If X does not contain (liftable) p-abstraction we concluded the lifting, otherwise we
proceed to step 5.

5. Since X contains (at least) one liftable u-abstraction, we can always find a liftable
u-abstraction pfp.B (occurring in X) that does not contain (as subterm) any other
u-abstraction (albeit it can contain free stable variables). We extend Def by associating
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Table 5. X P-reduction machinary: recursion!

(Def(£)™Py ... Py|Lo) Iz (m|L1) (£Py ... Py|Lo:[f :=Def())®]:: £1]) Ve (nlL)

(FPy ... Pyl Co) Uz (m/L1) (F) (£Py...Pe|Cor[f == A L1]) be (@|S2) &

B to rp and we replace in X the (unique) occurrence of ufg.B by fp.

We proceed by coming back to the step 4, with the term built in this step and the
updated Def. Patently, this iteration ends in finite steps, since there is a finite number
of u-abstractions in X and we decrease it.

The lifting-algorithm gives back a function ®ef together with a term X of S/PCFEs free
of p-abstractions. Following the standard literature, the algorithm we considered can be
improved in many ways. As the Johnsson’s algorithm, we first perform parameter lifting
and then perform block floating (Augustsson 1987; Johnsson 1987). The main difference
with respect to standard presentation is that we do not move recursive-definitions at the
top-level of the term itself, but we move them out of the starting program (i.e. in Def).
Soundness proofs are very standard but quite boring, see for instance Augustsson (1987)
and Johnsson (1987), we omit them.

By applying the lifting to S/PCF,, we transform a program in a definition-function ®ef
together with a body B to be evaluated. Remark that both B and terms in the range of Def
satisfy the proviso that, all its free variables are stable variables. From now on we assume
that the lifting has been executed, so we can focus our attention on the evaluation of terms
that does not contain u-abstractions but (possibly) contains free stable variables. Such
terms are supplied together a definition function Def associating to each stable variable a
suitable term.

Multiple recursive calls of the same definition can cause clash of variable names, to
avoid them we need a refreshing function: if M contains only free variables and no
p-abstraction then M® is obtained by replacing all bound variable names by means of
fresh (i.e. never used in the evaluation) names. Clearly, M and M® are a-equivalent in the
standard sense.

Definitiona 22. The full evaluation of S/PCFE; is thus obtained by adding to the rules of
Tables 4 those of Table 5.

The only peculiarity in these new rules is the use of the refreshing function on new
definition-instances. This kind of refreshing is sufficient since the linearity assures that no
duplication can occur. The lack of linearity impedes the use of the proposed evaluation
technique to PCF': first, closures must be duplicated on subterms; second, the considered
refreshing is useless in presence of term duplication along the computation.

Note that the refreshing function can be easily implemented avoiding the exploration
of involved terms at each call. To reach this goal, the idea is to collect the position of
the bound variables in definitions and their positions along the compilation phase. Then,
we record such information in the definition function. Because, we always use Def in
conjunction with ®, we can transform these two logical operations in a single, more
efficient, operation. The latter, by using the collected information, can smoothly provide a
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refreshed instance of the definition. Standard techniques of nominal binding can be used
to reach this goal.

Summarizing, the proposed enhanced tracing operational evaluation prune the infinite-
branching search tree that affects the evaluation || presented in previous sections. In
this sense, it is similar to the tracing evaluation presented in Gaboardi et al. (2011).
However, we go definitively further the latter, by avoiding its main defect (i.e. a free use
of substitutions) which is replaced by a very limited and controlled form of refreshing,
Concluding, we feel that the proposed evaluation is very efficient.

7.3. Soundness

In this section, we prove that the two presented operational evaluations (namely, | and
Jg) are equivalent. It is useful to remark that the environment-list £ can be regarded as a
stack with the top element on its left.

Definitiona 23. Let £ = [f; :=Ny,...,fx :=N;] (k = 0) be an environment such that all
variables are pairwise different’. The set Dom(£) = {£y,..., £,} is the domain of L.

If £ is an environment, the arrow-typed variables in Dom(£) are partitioned in two
subsets, traced and not-traced. A variable x°~* € Dom(£) is traced when £ associates it
to a numeral and it is not-traced when £ associates it to a terms of type ¢ — 7.

Definitiona 24. Let £ = [f; :=Ny,...,f; :=N;] (k = 0). Its not-traced domain uDom(£) is
the restriction of Dom(£) to not-traced variable (included ground variables).

£ is acyclic whenever, for each i < k, W; = FV(N;) — SVar (namely the set of all free
variables in N; but stable ones) satisfies W; < uDom([£f;+1 :=Nj11,..., £ :=Ni]).

We are interested only in acyclic environment. The empty-environment is trivially
acyclic. Acyclicity arises from the fact that the environment works as a stack, where
we push subterms that contains (not stable) free variables bounded in the stack itself.
If £ contains traced variables then the evaluation of (M|£) leaves them untouched and
unused. Recorded traces are just reported-back to the ‘caller’ of the evaluation i.e. if we
are considering a sub-derivation of a derivation then the derivation can use the reported
trace conveniently.

Definitiona 25. Let £ be an acyclic environment. If (M|£) is a state then £ induces a
substitution on M defined as follows:

— if £ =] then £(M) =N,
— if £=[f :=N]:: £ and £ is traced then, £(M) = £'(M),
— if £ =[f:=N]:: & and f is not-traced then, £(M) = £'(M[N/£]].
(M| £) is well formed whenever, £ is acyclic and £(M) is a closed term typed 1.
Since the not-traced part of a domain includes all ground variables, they are always

substituted by the operator (). If (M|£) is state and £ is acyclic and (FV(M) — SVar) =

 The proviso holds, since we consider only evaluations of terms respecting hygienic conditions.
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uDom(£) then, it is easy to see that (M|£) is well formed. Moreover, the evaluation of a
well-formed state just involves well-formed states.

Lemma 15. If (M|£,) is a well-formed state and (M|£o) e (n|£4) then Dom(Ly) =

Dom(£;) and all states involved in the evaluation are well formed. Moreover, if £y =

[£1:=Np,...,fx :=Ni] (k > 0) then £; = [f; :=N),...,f; :=N;] and, for each 1 <i <k,

one of the following is satisfied:

— if £; is ground then N; = N} is also ground;

— if £; is traced in (M|£o) then N; = N/ is a numeral;

— if £; is not-traced in (M|£,) then, either N; = N/ (if the evaluation has not required the
use of £;) or N} is a numeral m where Chk!”)(N;) = 0 (in other words Sg1!°) corresponds
to a trace in N;).

Proof. A straightforward induction on evaluation rules. Ul

Clearly, if (M|£o) is a well-formed state and (M£o) e (n|L4) then uDom(£;) =
uDom(£p).

Definitiona 26. Let (M|£,) be a well-formed state such that (M£o) U (n|Ly). If £y =
[f1 :=Ny,....f :=N] and £, = [f; :=N},...,f; :=N;] (k > 0) then, we define Reifyg (£1)
be the environment [f; :=N/,...,f; :==N/] such that, for all 1 <i <k,

— if N; = m then N/ is defined as Sg1!7),
— otherwise, if N; = N} then N/ is defined as N;.

The last definition allows us to express formally, the deep relation between £y and £;.

Proposition 5. Let (M| £o) be a well-formed state.
If M Lo) Ve (n|L1) and £; = Reifyg (£1) then (ML) k& (n]Ly).

Proof. Easy, by induction on the derivation proving (M|£o) Iz (n|£1). L]
Finally, we give the formal correspondence between the two operational evaluation.

Theorem 11. Let (M|£,) be well formed.

2.If (M[€o) Ug (n|£4) then Lo(M) | n.

Proof. Both directions follow by induction on given derivations. L]

8. Conclusions and future works

The results presented in this paper are part of a wider project (started with the works
of Gaboardi and Paolini (2007) and Paolini and Piccolo (2008)), aiming to extend the
expressive power of linear programming languages by means of the reification of linear
functions between suitable domains. On the one hand, S/PCF. provides an interesting
programming language, because the efficient evaluation machine presented in this paper.
On the other hand, in the usual reductionist mainstream of science, S/PCF« can be
considered as an over-simplified paradigmatic calculus that can be used to tackle complex
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issues that can (possibly) be extended to non-strictly linear settings. In this line, we leave
as future works to look for a sharp way to compile the whole PCF language in SYPCF..
An interesting direction is to extend the results obtained in this paper in order to prove
the universality of S/PCFx with respect to the linear model, i.e. to find the language able
to define all the recursive cliques of the model. Another interesting direction is the study
of SYPCF. semantics with respect to other model notions.
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